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CASE & ASSOCIATES 
REAL ESTATE APPRAISERS & CONSULTANTS 

60 Seacepa Drive. Sausalito. Celif0rt:'1894985 

March 18, 200~ 

Ms. Sondra S. Humphries 
Chief, Pacific Land Resources Program Center 
1111 Jackson St., Suite 700 
Oakland, CA 94607 

Re: Appraisal of Assessor's parcels: 

Giacomini: 
119-040-1~' . . 

2.90 acres of unimproved marshland 

Telaphona 
(4151 38a·0'757 

Facsimile 
(415) 389·8718 

119-240-65 (portion) . 
. 0.31~cre unimproved portion of 1.3 acre lot improved'with 

a residence and outbuildings 
114-213-03 

6.40V'acres of unimproved pasture 

.--- - - . - 7---··-- ·NatioAal--Rar:k--SeAlj~-- .. -. - '-- -- -- _... -- ---.. -.----- .. ---------.. 
114-262-04 ,. ., ·1-, , 

1.0a'cre lot improved with a residence(h(1Pf " ~: v,:·· -' '.)(' . 
Portions of 119-040-26, 119-240-66 and 119-240-75 

4.30 acres of improved dairy 

Dear Ms. Humphries, 

In response to your request, I have prepared the followiog self-contained appraisal 
report on the above properties for the purpose of estimating the current market 
values of their fee simple .interests. I inspected the subject properties August 29, 
2003 with Robert and Rich Giacomini and February 19, 2004 with Paul Popisil of 
Questa Engineering. 

Ownership as indicated above is as reporte~ to me by the National Park Service and 
confirmed by Robert and Rich Giacomini. The Marin County Assessor's ' data 
contains erroneous information on ownership of the parcels that reportedly will . be 
corrected. 
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In accordance with 'direction from the National Park Service, appraisal of the 4.3 
acres improved with a dairy is made with the special assumption that all 
improvements have been removed and the land cleared for construction. 

I n order to obtain an ' opinion of market value for the five subject parcels. it was also 
directed that each parcel be appraised as if it is a legal lot of record and therefore 
saleable on the open market. Each Of the five subject parcels is considered the 
"larger parcel" for purposes of appraisal. ' 

The 6.40 acre lot and the 2.90 acre lot owned by the Waldo Giacomini estate were 
separate Assessor's parcels at the time they became remnant legal lots of record 
b'y virtue of the National Park Service's purchase of most of the Giacomini Ranch. 
The 1.08 acre parcel owned by the National Park Service was a separate Assessor's 

. parcel at the time it was purchased by the National Park Service as a part of the 
contiguous larger parcel that constitutes the bulk of the Giacomini Ranch. Although 
the 1-.08 acre parcel may be a legal lot of record, the Assessor's parcel map shows 
no land division or official survey indicating the creation of a lot. The 0.31 acre 
parcel owned by the Waldo Giacomini estate is a part of the Assessor's parcel that 
includes the ranch's primary residence. It is clearly not a separate lot. The 4.30 
acre parcel at' the dairy compound and owned by the National Park Service is 
comprised of portions of three Assessor's parcels and clearly does not constitute a 
lot separate from the remainder of the ranch purchased by the National Park 
Service. The assumption that the subject properties are legal lots of record is a 
special assumption of this appraisal that is made in order to arrive at an opinion of . . 
market value for each of the parcels. . 

As directed by the National Park Service, valuation of each of the subject properties 
does not ' include consideration of any value that may be attributable to an 
appropriative water right. Riparian water rights are considered, however, in the 
valuation of the subject property adjace'nt to a natural watercourse. the 6.40 acre 
parcel adjacent to Fish Hatchery Creek owned by the Waldo Giacomini Estate. 
Investigation by the National Park Service is necessary to determine if any of the 
subject parcels have a valuable water right that is appropriative. If such a right is 
found, the value of the right may be the subject of a separate appraisal assignment. 

A preliminary title report was not prepared for each of the subject properties, but a 
preliminary title report was prepared for my prior appraisal of the ranch as a whole. 
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The opinions of value expressed in this report ar~ based on my research: findings 
and analyses and are subject to the assumptions and limiting conditions outlined .in 
the Introduction section of this report. 

The Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice requires that I invoke a 
jurisdictional exception to its standards in order to, recognize the standard in the 
Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal La~d Acquisition standardthat appraised 
value shall no~ be linked to a specific period of market exposure prior to the effective 
date of value. . 

Based on my analysis. and professional judgement, it is my opinion that the . market 
vaf~es of the fe~ simple interests in the subject properties, as of February 19, 2004, 
are as follows: 

OPINION OF MARKET VALUES 

Giacomini: . 

119-040-12 
2.90 acres of unimproved marshland .. 

119-240-65 (portion) . 
0.31 acre unimproved portion of 1.3 acre lot 
improved with a residence and outbuildings .. $34,000 

114-213-03 
6.40 acres of unimproved pasture ......... $510,000 

National Park Service: 

114-262-04 
. 1.08 acre lot improved with a residence 

Portions of 119-040-26, 119-240-66 and 11 Y-L.."T\..I-

4.30 acres of improved dairy ............. $750,000 

Respectfu."y submitted, 

·BebceL 
Herb Case, ASA, AICP 
California Certified General Real Estate Appraiser #AG001620 

.... 
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APPRAISER'S CERTIFICATION 

I certify that to the best of my knowledge and belief: 

• The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct. 

• The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited only by the reported 
assumptions, limiting conditions, and legal instructions, and are the personal, 
unbiased professional analyses, opinions, and conclusions of the appraiser. 

• The appraiser has no present or prospective future interest in or bias tOViard the 
property appraised and no personal interest in or bias toward the parties involved. 

• 

• 

• 

Our engagement in this assignment and the compensation received for the 
appraisal is not contingent on the reporting of a predetermined value or direction 
in value that favors the cause of the client, the amount of the value estimate, the 
attainment of a stipulated result, or the occurrence of a ·subsequent event directly 
related to the intended use of this appraisal. . 

The appraisal was made and the appraisal report pr~pared in conformity with the 
Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice and the Uniform Appraisal 
Standards for Federal Land Acquisition. 

The appraisal was made and the appraisal report prepared in conformity with the 
Code of Ethics and the Standards of Professional Practice of the American Society 
of Appraisers, and the Appraisal Foundation's Uniform Standards of Professional 
Appraisal Practice, except to the extent that the Uniform Standards of Professional 
Appraisal Practice required invocation of USPAP's Jurisdictional Exception Rule, 
as described in Section 0-1 of the Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land 
Acquisition. 

Unless co-signed below, no one provided significant professional assistance to the 
appraiser in the research and in the preparation of analysis, conclusions or 
opinions set forth in this report. 

The appraiser has made a personal inspection of the property appraised and that 
the property owner, or his/herdesignated representative, was given the oppo~unity 
to accompany the appraiser on the property inspection; 

Herb Case ASA, "AICP 
Certified General Real Estate Appraiser CA #AG001620 
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SALIENT DATA 

GIACOMINI: 0.31 ACRE AT END OF C STREET 
POINT REYES APN 119-240-65 (PORTION) 

. .. 

OWNERSHIP: 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

PROPERTY TYPE: 

CURRENT USE: 

LOCATION: 

ACCESS: 

WATER: 

UTILITIES: 

SEWER/SEPTIC: 

FLOOD HAZARD: 

TOPOGRAPHY: 

SOILS/MINERALS: 

ZONING: 

Estate of Waldo Giacomini 

N/A 

Unimproved portion of a 1.3 acre lot 
improved with Giacomini Ranch primary 
residence ,and outbuildings 

Embankment between pasture and improved 
residential lot, 

About 20 feet from the northwest corner of C 
Street and Seventh Street, P,oint Reyes, ' 
unincorporated Marin County 

No apparent legal access to a public street · 

North Marin Water District 

Power and telephone along C Street 

On-site septic system is required 

FEMA flood ' map 060173-0208A indicates 
that most of "the' parcel is in Zone A, the 100-
yea'r flood plain 

Steep slope to drai.nage swale 

No reported mineral val~e 

C-R-A:B2 Coastal, Residential, Agricultural 
Planned; minimum of 10,000 square feet per 
lot 
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GENERAL PLAN: C-SFS Coastal Single-family Residential with 
a maximum lot density range of two to four 
lots per acre ' 

HIGHEST AND BEST USE: Maintain as a part of 1.3 acre lot improved 
with a residence and outbuildings 

OyvNER~HIP HISTORY: Owned by Giacomini family for six decades 

SPECIAL ISSUES: No hypothetical conditions,- extraordinary 
assumptions, limiting conditions or special 
instructions except the parc~1 is appraised as 
if it is a legal lot of record and therefore 
saleable on the open market 

VALUE OEFINITION: Market value as defined in the Introduction 
section of this report 

INTEREST APPRAISED: Fee simple interest as defi.ned in the 
Introduction section of this report 

PROPERTY APPRAISED: Real property including consideration of 
water, minerals and access 

PROPERTY INSPECTION: August 29,2003 and February 19, 2004 

DATE OF VALUE: February 19, 2004 

OPINION OF MARKET VALUE 

$34,000 



SALIENT DATA 

GIACOMINI: 6.40 ACRES ALONG SIR FRANCIS DRAKE BLVD . 
. INVERNESS APN 114-213-03 

OWNERSHIP: 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

PROPERTY TYPE: 

CURRENT USE: 

LOCATION: 

ACCESS: 

WATER: 

UTILlTIE~: 

SEWER/SEPTIC: 

FLOOD HAZARD: 

TOPOGRAPHY: 

SOILS/MINERALS: 

Robert Giacomini 

N/A 

Unimproved land suitable for residential 
development 

Pasture for cattle 

Sir Francis Drake Boulevard south of Laurel 
Street, Inverness, unincorporated Marin 
County 

914 feet of frontage on Sir Francis Drake 
Boulevard 

North Marin Water District water main on '. 
west side of Sir Francis Drake Boulevard 

Power and telephone service available 
along Sii- Francis Drake Boulevard 

On-site septic system is required 

FEMA flood map 060173-0204A indicates 
that the parcel is in Zone A, the 100-year 
flood plain . 

Relatively flat and draining to east 

No repo~ed mineral value. Suitability of 
soils for septic system is discussed in 
Questa Engineering report 



ZONING: 

GENERAL PLAN: 

C-RSP-1.0 Coastal, Residential Single­
family Planned; minimum of one acre per 
lot 

C-SF3 Coastal Single-family Residential 
with a maximum lot density range of 1 to 20 
acres 

HIGHEST AND BEST USE: Residential development 

OWNERSHIP HISTORY: Owned by Giacomini family for six decades 

SPECIAL ISSUES: No hypothetical conditions, extraordinary 
assumptions, limiting conditions or special 
instructions except the parcel is appraised 
as if 1) it is a legal lot of record and 
therefore saleable on the open market and 
2) there are rio appropriative water rights 

VALUE DEFINITION: Market value as defined in the Introduction 
section of this report 

INTEREST ApPRAISED: Fee simple interest as defined in the 
Introduction section of this report 

PROPERTY APPRAISED: Real property including consideration of 
water, minerals and access 

PROPERTY INSPECTION: August 29, 2003 and February 19, 2004 

DATE OF VALUE: February 19, ,2004 

OPINION OF MARKET VALUE 

$510,000 
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SALIENT DATA 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE: 4.3 ACRES AT. C STREET, POINT REYES 
APN 119-040-26 (PORTION), 119-240-66 (PORTION) 

119-240-75 (PORTION) 

OWNERSHIP: National Park Service 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: N/A 

PROPERTY TYPE: Land suitable for residential development 

CURRENT USE: . Dairy operation 

IMPROVEMENTS: Dairy barns, corrals, and an employee 
. cottage (for ·purpose of appraisal, the 
improvements are assumed to have been 
removed) . 

LOCATION: West side of C Street. Point Reyes, 
unincorporated Marin County 

ACCESS: About 340 feet of frontage on C Street 

WATER: North Marin Water District main in C Street 

UTILITIES: Power and telephone service available 
along C Street 

SEWER/SEPTIC: On-site septic systems are required 

FLOOD HAZARD: FEMA flood map 060173-0208A indicates 
that all but the southern end of the parcel is 
in Zone C, above the 100-year flood plain 

TOPOGRAPHY: Slight slope to the west 

SOILS/MINERALS: No reported mineral .value. S~itability of 
soils for septic systems discussed in 
Questa Engineering report 
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ZONING: C-R-A:B2 Coastal, Residential, Agricultural 
Planned; minimum 10,000 square feet per 
lot 

GENERAL PLAN: C-SF5 Coastal Single-family Residential 
with a maximum lot density range of two to 
four lots per acre 

HIGHEST AND BEST USE: Residential development 

OWNERSHIP HISTORY: Owned by the National Park Service for 
about five years 

SPECIAL ISSUES: No hypothetical conditions, extraordinary 
assumptions, limiting con~itions or special 
instructions except the parcel is appraised 
as if 1) it is a legal lot of record and 
therefore saleable on the open market and 
2) all structures have been removed and 
the land cleared for construction 

VALUE DEFINITION: 

INTEREST APPRAISED: 

PROPERTY APPRAISED: 

Market value as defined in the Introduction 
section of this report 

Fee simple interest as defined in the 
Introduction section of this report 

Real property including consideration of 
water, minerals and access 

PROPERTY INSPECTION: August 29, 2003 and February "19, 2004 

DATE OF VALUE: February 19, 2004 

OPINION OF MARKET VALUE 

$750,000 
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Aerial Photograph of Waldo Giacomini Ranch 



ASSUMPTIONS 

• Speclai Assumptions: As directed by the National Park Service, 
the following are special assumptions: 1) appraisal of the 4.3 acres 
.improved with a dairy is made with the assumption that all 
improvements have been removed; 2) in order . to arrive at an 
opinion of market value for each of the subject properties, it is 
assumed that the subject parcels are legal lots of record; and 3) 
valuation of each of the SUbject properties does not include 
consideration of any value that may be attributable to an 
appropriative wa~e~ . right. 

• It is as~umed the title to the subject property is good and 
·marketable. Any legal description used in this appraisal report is 
assumed to be correct. No res.ponsibility is assumed for matters of 
a legal nature, including matters related to title .. 

• It is assumed that information supplied by others is true, correct and 
reliable. A reasonable effort has been ' made to verify such 
information, but no responsibility is assymed for accuracy of such 
information. 

• Unless otherwise stated in this report, the existence of any toxic 
contamination of the soil, which may. or may not be present on the 
property, was not observed by the appraiser. The appraiser, 
however, is not quarified' to detect such substances or conditions. 
The estimated value is predicated on the assumption that there is 
no toxic contamination that would cause a loss of value. No 
responsibility is assumed for such conditions or for any expertise or 
engineering knowledge required to discover them. The client is 
urged to retain an expert in this field if the client has any concerns 
regarding this matter. 

" 

, . 

• It is assumed that there is. no encroachment or trespass unless 
noted within the ' report. A reasonable effort has been made to 
inspect the property in relation to any. property descriptions made 
available to appraiser, but no ' responsibility is assumed for 
identifying encroachments, trespass and other matters of surveyor 
legal description. . 

• The SUbject property is valued as if there were no .encumbrance 
related to mortgage, lien or other debt. 
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LIMITING CONDITIONS 

• Possession of this appraisal report does not carry with it the right of 
publication. It may not be used for any purp~se by any party other 
than the client. The appraiser assumes no obligation, liability, or 
accountability to any third party. Use of this report is subject to 
review by duly authorized representatives of the American SoCiety 
of Appraisers. 

• Any sketches in this report· may show approximate dimensions and 
are included onJy to assist the reader in visualizing the property. No 
survey of the property was made by the appraiser and no 
responsibility is assumed regarding such matters. 



NATURE OF THE ASSIGNMENT 

PURPOSE AND FUNCTION OF THE APPRAISAL 
The purpose' of this appraisal is to provide the client, the National Park 
Service, with an independent estimate of the current market values of the fee 
simple interests in the subject properties: The function of the appraisal is to 
assist the Natio~al Park Service in negotiations to facilitate exchange of the 
subject properties. 

INTENDED USE OF THE APPRAISAL REPORT 
This' appraisal report was prepared for the Giacomini Estate and the National 
Park Service to facilitate consideration of possible exchange of land. The 
report is not intended to be used for any o~her purpose or by any other party. 

PROPERTY INSPECTION 
The property was inspected by the appraiser August 29,2003 and February 
19, 2004. Robert and Rich Giacomini accompanied the inspection on August 
29th and Paul Popisil, an engineer with Questa Engineering, accompanied the 
inspection February 19th. 

APPRAISAL PROCESS 
A complete appraisal process in accordClnce with tl1e Uniform Standard~ of 
Professional Appraisal Practice an~ the Uniform Appraisal Standard,S for 
Federal Land Acquisition was conducted and those methods and techniques 
necessary to produce a credible appraisal were employed. The appraisal"was 
conducted from the date of inspection to the date indicated on the letter of 
transmittal. 

APPRAISAL REPORT 
The results of the ' appraisal process are presented in. a seff-contained 
appraisal report in .conformance with the Uniform Standards of Professional 
Appraisal Practice. and the Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal 
Acquisition. . 

EXPOSURE TIME 
The estimated market value assumes a reasonable market exposure time 
.prior to the effective date of valuation. 

1 
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NATURE OF THE ASSIGNMENT - (Cont.) 

SCOPE OF APPRAISAL DEVELOPMENT 
The scope of the appraisal encompasses the extent of investigation, analysis 
and data collection, as outlined below. 

1) Information was researched on land use regulations and market 
trends relevant to subject. 

2) The premises was inspected and relevant characteristics were 
noted. 

3) Legal, title, cartographic and other documents relevant to subject 
appraisal were reviewed and analyzed . 

4) Comparable sales were researched. The geographical area and 
time span searched for market data is discussed in the Valuation 

" section of this report. Market data was obtained from numerous 
sources including parties to comparable sales transactions, the 
Bay Area Real Estate Information Service, CD Data, Inc., the Marin 
County Assessor, and real estate agents active in the area. The 

. sale prices of comparables were confirmed by cross-checking the 
data obtained by the above process. In general, all sale prices 
were cross-checked at least once, with further inquiry if the initial 
cross-checks raised questions. 

5) Of the three traditional approaches to valuation of real property, the 
Sales Comparison Approach is considered the only appropriate 
approach for valuation of the subject property. The Income 
Approach was not used because ' the property, ' in its current 
unimproved state, does not have. the potential to generate income 
that may be utilized as-an indication of market value. The Cost 
Approach was not used because it is appropriate only for improved ' 
properties. 

6) Information on applicable land use regulations and site 
characteristics was obtained from Federal, State and local 
agencies. Inquiry was made of the State Lands Commission 
regarding any specific or general claim to the property and 

2 



NATURE OF THE ASSIGNMENT - (Cont.) 

applicable Commission policies toward land use. Persons 
contacted include: Paul POP.isil, Questa Engineering; Tom Lai, 
Marin County planner; Doug Spiker, Wetlands Research 
Associates, and Philip Williams, Philip Williams & Associates, Ltd. 

COMPETENCY IN RELATION TO APPRAISAL ASSIGNMENT 
The appraiser has appraised the Giacomini dairy ranch and similar properties 
in the area and possesses the knowledge and experience to produce a 
credible appraisal. The appraiser's statement of qualifications is in the 
Addenda. . 

EFFECTIVE DATE OF VALUE 
The effective date of value is February 19, 2004. 

. . 
PROPERTY APPRAISED 
The property appraised is the real property. There is no persona.! proper:ty, 
business interest, goodwill, trade fixtures or equipment associafed with the 
appraised property. . 

.PROPERTY INTERESTS APPRAISED 
The interest appraised. is the fee simple interest, subject to title exceptions as 
noted in tJ:'le preliminary title report, and does not include any indebtedness, 
or other encumbrance that is similarly·extinguishable. 

Fee Simple Estate 
Fee simple. estate is defined as "absolute ownership unencumbered 
by any other interest or estate; subject only to the lif!1itations of 
eminent domain, escheat; police power, and taxation." Sourt;e: 
The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, American Institute of Real 
Estate Appraisers, 1984 

3 



NATURE OF THE ASSIGNMENT - (Cont.) 

VALUE APPRAISED, 
The value appraised is market value as reflected in the definition of market 
value In the Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land Acquisition: 

"Market value is the amount in cash, or in terms reasonably 
equivalent to cash, for which in all probability the property would 
have sold on the effective date of the appraisal, after a reasonable 
exposure time 'on the open competitive market, from a willing and 
reasonably knowledgeable seller to a willing and reasonably 
knowledgeable buyer; with neither acting under any compulsion to ' 
buy or sell, giving due consideration to all available economic uses 
of the property at the' time of appraisal. " 

4 



,------------'-------...,--. --------_ .. _._-_._._----_ ..... -... _._ ... _._--_. __ ... _----_ .. 

MARIN COUNTY 

The following is a brief outline of characteristics of Marin County: 

• The County is located immediately north of San Francisco. 

• The County is ranked the most affluent county in the State and 
among the highest in the nation. 

• Only 11 % of the County's 333,440 acres is developed and only 
another 5% is potentially developable. The land is 36% 
agricultura'l, 33% parkland, and 15% private and p~blic open space 
and tideland. Most of the agricultural land is .pasture land zoned at 
a 60 acre den~ity. 

• The Marin Agricultural Land Trust has purchased conservation 
easements over 35,000 acres of ranch land. . 

• County population has been leveling off; but employment has been 
growing. 

• Significant retail and office development has occurred over the last 
decade. 

• Increased employment and population growth, particularly in 
Novato. and southern Sonoma County, has contributed to 
substantial traffic congestion on Highway 101 during peak hours. 

• The median price of a detached single-family home, as reported by 
the Marin County Assessor's office for the month of December, 
2003 was $757,000 an increase of 22% over the December, 2001 
median of $622,500. 
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MARIN COUNTY - (Cont.) 

OVERVIEW 
Marin County is a hilly peninsula linked to San Francisco to the south by the 
Golden Gate Bridge. Sharing a boundary with Sonoma County to the north, 
the- rest of Marin's boundaries are coastline and bayfront, with the Pacific 
Ocean to the west and San Francisco Bay and San Pablo Bay to the east. 

Marin County is the least populated county in the San Francisco:..Oakland 
Metropolitan Area. -

Although population growth has leveled off in recent years, growth in 
professional and servic.e employment has continued at a robust pace. 
Continued economic expansion may -be affected, however. by a lack of 
affordable housing, and transportation deficiencies. 

The attraction of the physical beauty of Marin, its affluent and well educated 
population - and its proximity to San Francisco and other Bay Area 
businesslindustrial centers are factors that indicate that there will continue to 

- be a healthy demand in the county for housing, office, commercial and 
service-oriented facilities. 

LAND USE 
Only ten percent of Marin's 333,440 acres is urbanized. The eastern urban 
corridor is aligned along the north-south route of U.S. Highway 101, linking 
communities that are genera!'y oriented toward San Francisco Bay and San 
Pablo Bay. -

Rural Marin is located in a relatively large area of rolling hills-known as West 
Marin.- Rural land uses consist of park land, grazing land, estate and ranch 
homes-of 40 or more acres, and some dairies. Interspersed- within this 
pastoral landscape are a few small communities with a limited number of 
residential homesites. The settlements along Marin's coast are of village 
scale: The coastal communities are linked by State Route One. 

6 

'--------------------------------- -------- -_. --



'. 
MARIN COUNTY - (Cont.) 

More than one-third of the County's land area, including most of its shoreline, 
has been set aside as parkland. Pt. Reyes National Seashore and the Golden 
Gate National Recreation Area attra~t visitors to the County from throughout 
the nation. 

SUPPLY AND DEMAND 
Virtually all of the land outside of the urban area and the outlying communities 
is open space by virtue of either parkland acquisition or agricultural zoning. 
Buildable land for any land use is increasingly scarce ,in the' urban area. 
Limits on the supply of housing to meet increasing demand have contributed 

, ,·-to the high cost of housing in the County. 

EMPLOYMENT 
With the"opening of the ~olden Gate Bridge, Marin County began a change 
from a predominantly agricultural 'area to a suburban area with employment 
based primarily in San Francisco. In more-recent years, County employment 

, has been shifting from San Franqisco back to Marin. Whereas about 50% of 
the County labor force worked in Marin County in the early 1980's, the current 
percentage, is closer to 70%. . 

POPULATION GROWTH 
Marin County's pop~lation growth has slowed considerably since its robust 
expansion from 1960 to 1970. Like San Francisco, Marin's population, at 
250,400 as of 1.11/03, has leveled off in recent years and contrasts with the ' 
greater growth of ~ther counties within the region. 

The stabilization' of Marin County's population may be attributable to the 
decline in the number of persons per household combined with production of 
an increasingly small~r number of dwelling units. Scarcity of land appropriate 
for residential development has limited housing production despite strong 
demand. The Countywide Plan estimates a county population of about 
260,000 by the time all availa~le land is developed. 
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MARIN COUNTY - (Cont.) 

HOUSING , 
As may be expected, the minimal population growth in Marin over the last 10 
years is reflected in only a modest expansion of housing during this period of 
time. 

,Marin, like the State as a whole, exp'erienced considerable increase in home 
value during the latter part of the 1980's. Thereafter, California experienced 
an economic slowdown in line with the national economy. Home prices 
trended downward or stagnated. Home prices recovered by 1997~1998 and 
have been increasing since that time at a rapidly accelerating rat~. The 
median price of a detached single-family home, as reported by the Marin 
County Assessor's office for the month of December, 2003 was $757,000 an 
increase of 22% over the December, ~001 median of $622,500. , 

The rental housing market in Marin is characterized by low vacancies ~nd 
rents at levels significantly above the Bay Area average. 

TRANSPORTATION 
A large proportion of Marin County's workforce commutes to the major 
business centers in the surrounding Bay Area, primarily downtown San 
Francisco. 

The County's primary transportation artery is U.S. Highway 101. The freeway 
connects the cities in the County's urban corridor from Novato at the north to 
Sausalito at the' south. U.S. Highway 101 links Marin to San Francisco by way 
of the Golden Gate Bridge. Highway 580 intersects with 101 at San Rafael 
and extends across the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge to the East Bay. 

Congestion on Highway 101 during the commyter hours is the County's major 
transport~tion problem. Plans are presently being considered by various 
transportation agencies to alleviate the problem by acquiring and developing 
the NWP railroad right-of-way as a light rail corridor. 

Another transportation deficiency is lack of a nearby airport for general 
commercial air transportation. Charter flights and other small aircraft aviation 
services are available, however, at Gnoss Field in Novato. 
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MARIN COUNTY - (Cont.) 

AGRICUL TURE 
The subject property borders an extensive rangeland that extends for miles 
·along both· sides of the Marin-Sonoma border and further north. This belt of 
pasture land is north of Mt. Tamalpais in Marin County and includes ·most of. 

. the land outside of the urbanized 101 corridor, extending to the shorelines of 
San P~blo Bay to the east and the Pa~ific Ocean to the west. 

Generally hilly terrain, inconsistent availability of water. and a very limited 
amount of fe~ile bottom land are factors that explain the scarcity of land in 
Marin that would be considered "prime farmland" for the growing of crops. 
The land is uniquely suitable, however, for grazing livestock. 

Marin agricultural land, particularly in the coastal area, is subject to a cool and 
moist climate with generous precipitation, often in the form offog. As a result, 
the carrying·capacity of much of Marin's· non-irrigated rangeland is (;me cow 
per six acres, with some particularly productive pastures approaching one cow 
per four acres. This compares to a relatively meager one cow per 15 acres 
in California's Central Valley. 

LAND OWNERSHIP '-
The current Marin Countywide Plan, drafted in 1991, provides a breakdown 
of the .168,246 acres of agricultural land as follows: 

Privately owned land subject to a Williamson Act agricultural preserve 
. or open space designation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56% 

Privately owned land not subject to contract or deed restriction for 
preservation of agriculture or open space ................. 25% 

Land leased from the federal government and within the GGNRA or the 
Point Reyes National Seashore ............. : ;......... 19% 

The State Department of Conservation, Office of Land Conservation has been 
monitoring change in land use for Marin County since 1984. Due to changes 
in the base map, relatively accurate accounting of change is available only 
from 1992 forward. Total agricultural land in Marin County in 1996 is 
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MARIN COUNTY - (Cont.) 

indicated as 160,502 acres, a decline of 451 acres from the 1992 total of 
160,953 acres. The 451 acres of agricultural land converted to other land 
uses included 160 acres of land classified· as "farmland of local importance" 
and 291 acres of grazing land. In contrast to the loss of 451 acres of 
agricultural land, 399 acres.of land was added to the classification "urban and 
built up" during the same period of time. 

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION AND RECREATION 
A large portion of rural Marin has been preserved as public land following 
extensive land acquisition t?y. county, stat~ and federal agencies for scenic, 
habitat and recreational purposes. The 65,303 acre Pt. Reyes National 
Seashore, the Golden Gate National Recreation area and Tomales Bay State 
Park are public lands that .serve agricultural production as well as naturalists, 
hikers, fishermen and other persons with r~creation·al and scientific interests. 

Public lands support as many as 20 agricultural operations generating a 
wholesale prod~ct value of about $4,000,000 a year. 

The Point Reyes National Seashore leases about a third of the park land 
(20,650 acres) for ranching and dairy operations. In 1991, the operations 
included 3,400 dairy cattle, 1,700 beef cattle, and 1,500 acres cultivated for 
hay and silage. There were 15 separate ranches. The Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area leased 10,557 acres to 14 ranchers to graze 920 head of 
beef cattle. 
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NEIGHBORHOOD 

" 

The Giacomini dairy is located in the unincorporated community of Point 
Reyes, Marin County, .California. The small community is located at the south 
end of Tomales Bay, surrounded by federal and state park land and pasture 
land used to graze dairy cows, beef cattle and sheep. 

The town of Point Reyes includes a post offi~e, grocery store, pharmacy, 
'service station, community ceriter, and several restaurants, inns and retail 
shops, most oriented largely ~o tourists. visiting the park lands. 

The western side of the ranch is adjacent to the Inverness Ridge. The vmage 
of Inverness is located along the west shore of Tomales Bay. The community 
of Olema is located two miles to the south. There are no more than 4,000 . 
residents in the area. 

Outstanding natural features of the area inClude Tomales Bay, Inverness 
.Ridge, point Reyes Seashore, Black Mountain, and Lake Nicasio. 

Tomales Bay is'a long narrow bay about 15 miles in length with tidal mudflats 
at the south end near the town of Point Reyes. The bay was shaped by the . 
San Andreas fault. The Inverness Ridge is the watershed along much of the 

'western 'shore of the bay. . 

Black Mountain is across the highway from the Giacomini Ranch. At an 
elevation of 1 ,280 feet, it dominates the landscape for miles in every direction. 

East of Black Mountain, across P<?int Reyes - Petaluma Road is Nicasio 
Reservoir. The spillway of Nicasio Dam empties into Lagunitas' Creek. 

URBAN AREAS SERVING THE NEIGHBORHOOD' 
Much of the shopping and business trade for the residents in the subject area 
is conducted in larger communities about 12 to 1.8 miles distant: the Ross 
Valley communities of central Marin to the southeast, Novato in northern 
Marin to the east and Petaluma in Sonoma County to the northeast. 

Petaluma is particularly important as a place. of commerce for the dairy 
industry. The downtown is about 16 miles from Point Reyes by way of Point 
Reyes - Petaluma Road. The population of about 42,000 is the second 
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NEIGHBORHOOD - Cont'd. 

largest in Sonoma County. Ranches and farms surround the suburban areas 
of the city in all directions and provide the basis for a wide variety of 
commercial activities that support agricultural acti~ity, including legal and 
business services, feed and farm equipment supply, cooperatives, brokers, 
veterinarians, hydrologists, agronomists, and specialists in dairy, beef, sheep, 
and poultry operations. 
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OVERVIEW OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTIES 

LOCATION 
The Giacomini Ranch is located in a picturesque rural setting at the south end 
of Tomales S'ayat Point Reyes, Marin County. The ranch is about 20 miles 
from San Rafael and 40 miles from San Francisco. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE RANCH 
The Giacomini Ranch is predominantly flat a"uvialland adjacent to Tomales 
Bay. It extends from the town of Point R~yes west to the base of the Inverness . 
Ridge. Most" of the ranch is a flat expanse of diked pasture that was once tidal 
marsh. The.property is divided in a north-south direction by Lagunitas Creek, 
forming an eastern a~d a western past~re. Almost all of the eastern pasture 
is irrigated, whereas the western pasture is not. The southern boundary of the 
property is defined by Lagunitas Creek. A portion of the western pasture 
fronts Sii" Francis Drake Boulevard. 

According to Richard Giacomini, most of the ranch 'was purchased by his 
father, Waldo Giacomini, in 1943 or 1944. Additional.parcels were purchased 
during the period 1945 to 1957. In 1946, Waldo Giacomini reclaimed tidal 
marsh ~or use as pasture by constructing levees along Lagunitas Creek and 
dikes along the north property line to prevent inflow of tidal water from 
Tomales Bay. The dairy he constructed has been in operation for over fifty. 
years. 

There are about 450 milk cows at the Giacomini dairy. In addition the ranch 
typically supports about 75 dry cows and 200 replacement heifers. The 
western and eastern pastures are fully fenced and separated by Lagunitas 
Creek. The eastern pasture has been cross-fenced into 15 separate pastures. 

PURCHASE BY THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
About five years ago, the National Park Service purchased mC?st of the 
Giacomini Ranch, leasing it back to continue dairy use for seven years. The 
qiacomini family retained ownership of several. parcels, including the primary 
residence on 1.35 acres, a 0.46 acre parcel along C Street, currently used to 
corral cattfe, a 0.99 acre parcel along C Street, also used to corral cattle, and 
the two strips of land along Sir Francis Drake Boulevard that are subjects of 
this appraisal: a 2.90 acre marshland parcel and 6.40 acres currently used as 
pasture. 
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OVERVIEW OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTIES 

The 4.30 acres owned by the National Park Service. is important to the 
Giacominis in order to consolidate three otherwi.se separate holdings along 
C Street. The parcels the Giacominis propose to exchange may be important 
to the National Park Service for purposes of access' to and protection of 
important natural resources. 

It .is the intent of the National Park Service to restore historic wetlands that 
have been ~iked for: use as pasture .. 

ACCESS AND ADJACENT USES 
The ranch compound of dairy barns and residences is adjacent to the town of 
Point Reyes and has frontage on "c" Street. ,Across the street is a mix .of 
residential, service commercial and community uses, including Marin County 
fire and sheriff stations. Downtown commercial uses along "A" Street are only 
two blocks to the northeast. 

The western pasture has frontage along Sir Francis Drake Boulevard, a major· 
thoroughfare that links western Marin with U.S. Highway 101 and the Marin 
County cities within "the urban corridor along the highway. There are a few 
homes and several unimproved lots situated between portions of the western 
pasture and Sir Francis Drake Boulevard. Across the highway are homes on 
the steep and heavily wooded eastern slopes of Inverness Ridge. The hqmes 
are typically on lots of about one-half acre t~ three acres served by winding 
hillside streets . 

Topography 
A topographic map of the ranch and vicinity was completed by 
CalTrans· in 1966. The map was used in exhibits to this report that 
outline the location -of the subject parcels. . 

The survey shows the lowest area as being the northeast one-third of 
the eastern pasture at elevations ranging from 2 to 4 feefNGVD. The 
western pasture, exclusive of land zoned residential and commercial, 
generally range.s from 5 to 9 feet NGVD (National Geodetic Vertical 
Datum). The reSidentially and commerci.ally zoned parcels along Sir 
Francis Drake Boulevard range from 8 to 20 feet NGVD. The.relatively 
level portion of the bluff on which the farm compound is located ranges 
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OVERVlEW OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTIES 

from about 20 to 31 feet NGVD. A 7/31/92 study by Philip· Williams & 
Associates, Ltd., "An Evaluation of the Feasibility of Wetland 
Restoration on the Giacomini Ranch, Marin ,County," notes that there 
has been considerable subsidence since 1966 and that current 
elevations are up to one and a half feet lower than indicated on the 
map. Portions of the Williams report are included in the Addenda. 

Vegetation 
Both the eastern and western pastures are seeded to support grasses 
for livestock grazing. Active cultivation and controls against overgrazing 
have limited invasion by undesirable species. The western pasture has 
greater diversity in plant type because of less frequent cultivation and 
the presence 'of a topographically low area at the northeast corner of 
the western pasture. These low areas have inundation periods and 
saline soils that support salt marsh plants. 

Riparian woodlands exist along water courses primarily in the western 
pasture next to Sir Francis Drake Boulevard and along Lagunitas Creek 
at the southern boundary. 

Utilities 
Power and telephone service is provided to the ranch complex and is 
availab.le to other parts of the ranch. Propane delivery service supplies 
gas for three 150 gallon propane tanks. There are two tanks at the 
dairy complex. There is no public sewer system available to ·any of the 
subject parcels. On site septic systems are required. 

Water 
The North Marin Water District provides muniCipal water to Point Reyes 
'and Inverness Park. The subject properties are all within the District. 
Water for the dairy is obtained from two district wells adjacent to 
Lagunitas Cree~ upstream of the ranch. 

Water Rights 
The State of California Water Resources Control Board granted the 
Giacominis license # 9730 in ,1963 for diversion of up to 0.50 cubic feet 
per second from Fish Hatchery Creek for agricultural use. The creek 
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OVERVIEW OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTIES 

runs along and within the southern boundary of the parcel and extends 
out into the Giacomini Ranch western ·pasture. It may be that the 
National Park Service purchased this water right when it purchased the 
western pasture. . The 6.4 acre parcel is therefore appraised with 
riparian water rights to Fish Hatchery Creek, rather than an 
appropriative right as described above. It is similarly assumed that the 
National Patk Service purchased water rights. to Lagunitas Creek 
licensed to the Giacominis . . 

Drainage 
An extensive system of levees has been·installed to prevent unwanted 
intrusion of water from Tomales Bay, Lagunitas Creek and Tomasini 
Creek. A 40 horse power sump pump, cement spillways, and tide 
gates are used to drain water from the site. The sump pump is capable 
of discharging 8,000 to 9,000 gallons per minute. The spillwa'ys 
provide a controlled outlet for flood watj:!rs to reduce the risk of damage 
to the levees. There are seven tide gates .of 30 inches to 48 inches that 
empty drainage ditches during periods of low tide. 

. . 
At the end of its lease of pasture to the Giacomini estate, the National 
Park Service intends to convert the pasture to a marsh. 

Flood Hazard 
On the following pages are Federal Emergency Management Agency 
The FEMA flood maps indicating that the subject properties along Sir 
Francis Drake Boulevard are. ·all within the 100-year floo.d plain. A 
small corner of the 0.31 acre parcel abutting the primary residence is 
shown as being within the 100-year flood plai~. The southernmost 
portion of the 4!30 dairy parcel is also shown as being witIJin the 100-
year flood plain. 

Levees contain Lagunitas Creek as i~ flows to the west along the 
southern boundary of the Giacomini ranch and to the north to Tomales 
Bay, bisecting the Giacomini ranch into eastern and western pastures. 
The levees were constructed by Waldo G.iacomini in the1940's. The · 
100-yearflood level is indicated as being 11 feet NGVD nearthe Waldo 
Giacomini residence, 14 feet NGVD at the extension of 2nd Street, and 
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OVERVIEW OF THE SUBJECT'PROPERTIES 

.15 feet NGVD at the Highway 1 bridge. The 1982 winter ·storms 
produced a flood that was generally regarded as being at least a 100-
year event in many locations. It is reported that some homes along Sir 
Francis Drake Boulevard and next to Lagunitas Creek were damaged 
by flood water. Both the 1982 and 1986 floods overtopped the levees 
along Lagunitas Creek, flooding the pastures. The entire ranch is within 
a dam flood hazard area downstream of Nicasio Dam. 

The Questa Engine'ering report on the subject 1.08 acre parcel at Sir 
Fr~ncis Drake Boulevard, Inverness refers to the 100 year flood plain 
as the floodplain and floodway. The floodway is a term usually 
associated with the area within the high water line of a waterway. The 
County of Marin does not classify any of the subject properties as being 
within a floodway because it is recognized that the Lagunitas Creek 
floodway is contained within levees through the Giacomini ranch. There 
are, however, ~reas of the 'subject prop~rties subject t01 OO-y-ear flood 
events and therefore within the 100-year floodplain as defined by the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency. FEMA floodplain maps of 
the subject properties are presented on the following pages. 
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OVERVIEW OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTIES 

Geology and Seismicity 
The middle of the Giacomini Ranch is situated directly over the San 
Andreas fault, an active fault that extends most of "the length of the 

" State of Califomia. In the subject area, the fault is located in a 
northwest to southeast line' down the middle of Tomales Bay. The 
State of California deSignated Alquist-Priolo Fault Rupture Zone Map 
shows the " enti~e Giacomini Ranch and all of the subject properties as 
being within the Fault Rupture Zone. 

The surficial deposit over all ofthe ranch is alluvium composed of sand, 
gravel, " silt and clay that is loose .to soft and friable. The site "is 
susceptible to liquefaction during a major earthquake. The levees' and 
underground irrigation system would be partiqularly vulnerable to such 
action. The USGS estimates a 67% chance of a major earthquake of 
7.0 or greater in. the San Francisco Bay area within'the next 30 years. 

" ' 

During the 1906 earthquake (8.0 Richter . magnitude) displacement 
~Iong the fault at the head of Tomales Bay was reported to be 21 feet. 

Proposed construction within the zone requires geotechnical analysis 
and plan review to mitigate effects of an earthquake . 

. Minerals 
No mention of mineral value related to the Giacomini Ranch has been ' 
made by the property owners or others knowledgeable about the 
property. Further, there has.been no mention of mineral value in the 
Philip Williams study, the Countywide Plan, the Point Reyes 
Community Plan, or the Inverness Community Plan. 

Soils and Slope Categories 
The Natural Resources Conservation Service classifies the subject 
soils in categories that indicate the range in whiclJ the soil is usually 
found within the county and does not indicate an on-site survey of 
subject slopes. The general description of the soils and their 
characteristics are taken from the Natural Resources Conservation 
Service document "Soil Survey of Marin County, California," published 
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OVERVIEW OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTIES 

March 1985, and the "Marin County Important farmland Map," July 
1"988, published by the Resources Agency of the State. 

105 

135 

Blucher-Cole Complex 

This soil complex is clayey bottomland on 2% - 5% 
slope located in the southern portion of the eastern 
pasture. The soils are very deep and somewhat 
·poorly-drained. They are found in basins and alluvial 
fans and were formed from alluvial material derived 
from various types of rock. The s.urface layer is 
generally 14 to 16 inches and the subsoil is 60 
inches or more. The soils are a mix of silt loam, 
silty clay loam and clay loam, with silt composition 
greater at surface levels. 

Available water capacity is high to very high. 
Effective rooting depth is limited by a seasonal high 
water table that is at a depth of 1.5 to 3 feet from 
November to May. The soil is subjecHo occasional 
and brief periods of seasonal flooding. 

This soil complex is largely used as pasture and for· 
the production of ~ay. The subject land in this soil 
type is located in the southern half of the eastern 
pasture and is. classified as '''Prime Farmland" 
described as "land with the best combination of 
physical and chemical features for the production of 
agricultural crops." ' 

Inverness Loam 

Inverness loam is a deep, well-drained soil that is 
typically found on· uplands with 50% to 75% slope. 
Depth. to bedrock is normally 40 to 60 inches. This 
soil is found on the slopes of Inverness ridge and on 
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a ~trip of flat land along the western boundary of the 
ranch. 

147 Novato Clay 

. Novato clay is 'a very deep, very poorly drained soil' 
on relatively flat land with 0 to 2% slope. This soil 
is formed in alluvial material derived from various 
types of rocks. Permeability of this soil is slow. 
Effective rooting depth is 60 inches or more for 
water-tolerant plants. A high water table is at or 

, near the surface throughqut the year. Native 
vegetation is typically cordgrass, saltgrass, and 
pickleweed and use is generally for wildlife habitat. 
Typical vegetation and use d,oes not apply for, the 
soils at the ranch because the land is diked and 
irrig~ted. 

~ 

.~ 

The soil type is located in the western pasture and,' 
the northern portion of the eastern pasture. It is 
classified as Farmland of Local Importance in the 
western pasture and Farmland of Statewide 
Importance in the eastern pasture. Farmland of 
Statewide Importance is "land with ,a good 
combination of physica,1 and chemical features for 
the ' production of agricultural crops." Land in the 
western pasture would have the same designation 
if irrigated. 

161 Saurin-Bonnydoon Complex 

This soil complex is comprised of loamy soil on 2% 
- 15% slopes. Typically, these soils are shallow to 
moderately de.ep, well to somewhat excessiv~ly 
drained, and are formed in material derived from 
shale or sandstone. A typical constraint to septic 
absorption fields is depth to bedrock. More detailed 
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OVERVIEW OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTIES 

Climate 

information on soils' characteristics at this location, 
including capability for septic systems is not 
available. 

The.soil complex is located in the area of the farm 
complex. 

Coastal temperatures are moderate most of the year, seldom dropping 
below freezing. Average annual precipitation in the Point Reyes area 
is about 30 inches, almost all occurring during the winter months. 
Average a'nnual temperature is 61 degrees Fahrenheit. 

Archeological and ' Biological.lssues 
The property owners report that they are not aware of any archeological 
sites or habitat for an endangered species. The Marin County 
Community Plan expresses concern for preservation of archeological 
sites and endangered species and relies on the project review process 
to determine whether such sites exist on a given property. 

The Philip Williams & Associates, Ltd. Study of the area lists special 
status wildlife species ' found at the. ranch. No federal or state 
endangered species were included on the list. 

Hazardous Substances 
A Pre-acquisition Environmental Site Assessment of the Giacomini 
Ranch was completed by Versar, Inc. December 6, 1996 for the 
National Park Service. The report estimated the costs of remediating 
identified environmental concerns. 

Recommended asbestos abatement includes the linoleum and/or 
mastic under the linoleum in the milk parlor, the cottage at Sir Francis 
Drake Boulevard, and the employee residence at the dairy. The report 
recommended repair or abatement. (I was informed by an E.P .A. 
technician that application of a new layer of vinyl flooring material would 
constitute effective abatement). 
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Lead-based paint was found in all of the painted buildings except the 
milk parlor. 

Versar, Inc. states the following regarding site environmental history 
and complianc~: "According to Mr. Giacomini, the Site has no ongoing 
lawsuits, citations, or administrativ'e proceedings related to the use, 
handling, or generation of hazardous wastes and materials, or alleging 
environmental damage. Based on review 'of available information and 
contact with appropriate regulatory agencies, the Site appears to be in 
compliance with applicable environmental laws." 
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LAND USE REGULATIONS 

GENERAL PLAN 
The Giacomini Ranch is within the Coastal Recreation Corridor of the Marin 
Countywide plan. 

The Marin Countywide Plan characterizes the Coastal Recreation Corridor as 
"a rugged, dramatic me~ting of land and sea that attracts visitors from 
throughout the world." Much-of the corridor has been acquired by public 
agencies for recreation purposes - Point Reyes National Seashore, the 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area, and the Mount Tamalpais, Stinson 
Beach, and Tomales Bay State Parks. 

The Giacomini ranch is within the Coastal Conservation Zone and is therefore 
subject to the Marin County Local Coastal Plan as approved by the California 
Coastal Commission_ Development projects are subject to approval by the 
County, but may be appealed to the Coastal <;:ommission. 

The subject properties are governed by provisions of the Point Reyes 
Corrlmu_nity Plan, 1986, orthe Inverness Community Plan, 1983, both included 
by reference as a part of the Countywide Plan. 

ZONING 
The subject properties are a mix of various zoning districts. Zone regulations 
are included in the Addenda and discussed -in the ana~ysis and valuation of 
each of the subject parcels. 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
The subject ranch is within the Coastal Conservation Zone and is therefore _ 
subject to the Marin County Local Coastal Plan as approved by the California 
Coastal Commission. Development proje~ts are subject to approvcU by the 
County, but may be appealed to the Coastal Commission. 

POTENTIAL FOR CHANGE IN -LAND USE 
There is no County study underway regarding potential change of land use in 
the immediate area of the subject and such change is not anticipated in the 
foreseeable future. 
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LAND USE REGULA TlONS - (Cont.) 

V.S. CORPS OF ENGINEERS JURISDICTIONAL WETLANDS 
The Clean Water Act (1977) was enacted by Congress to protect and restore 
waters of the United States, including wetlands. The.regulatory agency given 

. jurisdiction over waters of the United States is the Army Corps of Engineers. 
Any application for construction or fill in a jurisdictional wetland is subject to 
Corps approval. 

If a landowner seeks a permit to fill or build upon a wetland, he must prove 
that there is no "practicable alternative site" available for the project. Corps 
officials have explained to me that this means that there are neither on-site . 
nor off-site alternative locations. On-site "in-kind mitigation" may be a 
possibility. Such mitigation would require the creation of a' new wetland to 
offset any loss of e)(isting wetland ~ Usyally, the proposed wetland is required 
to be significantly greater than the displaced wetland. Any wetland created 
as ,:"itigation must be monitored and managed aC90rding to an approved plan. 

The Philip Williams & Associates Study included a field investigation of 
subject soils, vegetation and hydrology by' Wetlands Research Associates 
based , on criteria used by the Corps to define jurisdictional wetlands. The 
three basic criteria used by the Corps to determine if land is jurisdictional 
wetland include the presence of the following: (1) hydrophytic vegetation, (2) 
hydric soils, and (3) wetland hydrology. The criteria for delineation of 
wetlands is contained in The Federal Manual for Identifying and Delineating 
Jurisdictional Wetlands. 

The above studies concluded that most of the Giacomini Ranch pasture is 
potentially wetland within Corps of Engineers jurisdiction. Subject parcels 
shown as being potential Corps jurisdiction wetlands include each of the three 
parcels along Sir Fra'ncis Drake Boulevard and a portion of the 0.31 acre 
parcel associated with the ranch's primary residence. Douglas Spiker, a staff 
member of Wetlands Research Associates who had worked on the study of 
the Giacomini Ranch for Philip Williams & Associates, accompanied me 
October 24th

, to . reinvestigate the 6.4 acre parc~1 at Sir Francis Drake 
Boulevard and the' 1.08 acre with a cottage, also at Sir Francis Drake 
Boulevard. H.is findings are reported in the sections of this rep9rt specific to 
those particular parcels. 
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LAND USE REGULA TIONS - (Cont.) 

MARIN COUNTY POLICIES REGARDING WETLANDS 
The Marin Countywide Plan, the Inverness Community Plan, and design 
standards in the zoning ordinance include numerous references to 
preservation of wetlands and provision for adequate setback from wetlands. 

Areas that are typically dry may be found to support vegetation found in areas 
that are marshy or subject to the influence of a very high water table. Such 
areas may be seasonally damp. As explained above, identification of plant 
species is one of the tests used by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to 
determine wetland status. 

The Inverness Community Plan states that development shall be set back at 
lea.st 100 feet from any wetland or stream. Section 22.56.130, Development 
Standards in Coastal districts, also requires such setback and a miniml,lm 50 
foot setback from any riparian vegetation . 

. ALQUIST-PRIOLO FAULT RUPTURE ZONE 
A State of California Alquist-Priolo Fault Rupture Zone extends in a one-half 
to three-quarter mile strip down the middle of Tomales Bay, including all of the 
·Giacomini Ranch and all of the subject parcels. The fault is the San Andreas 
Fault, which extends almost the length of the state. Proposed constructio·n 
within the zone requires geotechnical analysis and plan rev.iew to mitigate 
effects of an earthquake. 
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IMPLIED DEDICATION 

·1 have reviewed information prepared by the State of California regard'ing 
general criteria and sources of information used to determine ,whether there 
may be an "implied dedication to the public" of any portion of the subject 
properties. In particular, the 'guidelines make reference to tests to determine 
implied dedication as set forth in the 1970 Gion-Diet1; decision (2 Cal.3d.29) 
of the California Supreme Court. 

The land is well fenced with barbed wire and there is no evidence of roadways 
or trails for any us.e other than ranch management. 

Nanci Smith, Public Land Management Specialist the State of California State 
Lands Commission, states that the Commission has no file on the 'subject 
properties. 

. . 
Inspection of the property, review of recorded documents and infO"fmation 
supplied by the owner, disCloses that there is no pattern of public use. 

CONCLUSION REGARDING IMP.LlED D~DICATION . 
It is concluded that there is no convincing evidence of implied dedication 
revealed after site inspection, review of title data, and discussion of the matter 
with persons knowledgeable ~f subject and the area. . 
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THE CONCEPT OF HIGHEST AND BEST USE 

The federal government defines the highest and best use of a property as ''the 
most profitable likely use of a property" (Federal Specifications for Narrative 
Appraisal Reports 11-93). 

Such use must be considered reasonably probable in light of constraints 
imposed by physical property characteristics, market conditions and trends, 
and land use regulations. 

That a property is physically suitable for a certain use is but one of a number 
of factors to be considered in arriving at a conclusion regarding highest and 
best use. Factors to consider in evaluating the highest and best use of a 
property include economic trends (particularly in real estate), physical and 
locational characteristics of a property, availability of utilities, neighborhood 
characteristics, existing and allowed uses, and the reasonable potential for 
more profitable uses subject to approval of a variance or use permit, change 
in General Plan and/or change in -zoning. 

- -

The analysis and interpretation of highest a~d- best use is based on market 
forces applicable to the subject property. The benefit or public value of a 
planned project or use for park purposes is characteristically a non-economic 
consideration that does not have a direct bearing on the market value of a 
property and is therefore not considered in the analysis of highest ~nd best 
use. 

Analysis of the highest and best use of ea~h of the subject properties is 
discussed in the sections of this report pertaining to the individual parcels. 

- -
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VALUATION METHODOLOGY 

APPROACHES TO VALUE 
Of "the three traditional approaches to valuation of real property, the Sales 
Comparison · Approach is -considered the only appropriate approach for 
valuation of the subject properties: The Income Approach is not used 
because the subject properties are either unimproved or marginally improved 
and, in their current state, do not do not have the potential to generate income 
that has any relevance to their value. The Cost Approach is appropriate only 
for improved properties. and is not reliable when applied to marginally 
improved properties with significantly depreciated improvements. 

COMPARABLE SALES 
The sale properties selected. as comparables for valuation , of the subject. 
. properties are each discussed in the follo~ing section. In some instances, the 
same comparable is used for valuation of more than one of the subject 
proper1ies. Detailed information on each of the comparable sales is included 
in the addenda along with a USGs topographic map of each parcel. On the ' 
followi~g page are photographs of all of the comparables. 

ADJUSTMENTS TO SALES PRICE PER UNIT OF MEASUREMENT 
In comparing the selected s.ales with the subject parcels, adjustments are 
made to the sales price ' per unit of measuremeflt for the comparables 
attributable to _ differences in market conditions, motivation, finanCing, . 
conditions of sale, location, and various property characteristics. The 
adjustments are expressed in terms of percentages to reflect the appraiser's 
judgement expressed as relative differences rather than preCise monetary 
attri butions. 
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Comparable 1 
State Highway' 1, Marshall 

. Comparable 2 
. Calle del Arroyo, stinson Beach 

Comparable 3 
Wharf Road, Bolinas 

Comparable 4 
Sir Francis Drake Boulevard, Inverness 



Comparable 5 
2.14 acres at 
Drakes View Drive 
Inverness 

Comparable 6 
2.85 acres at 
South Dream Farm Road 
Inverness 

Comparable 7 
2.71 acres at 
North Dream Farm Road 
Inverness 



J 'l' 

Comparable 8 
2.21 acres at 
North San Pedro Road 
San Rafael 

Comparable 9 
13.93 acres at 
Tomales - Dillon Beach Road 
Tomales 

Comparable 10 
5.00 acres at 
619 Ely Road. Petaluma 
Point Reyes 



: Comparable 11 
1.26 acres at 
Cypress Road 
Point Reyes 



· .... .. _ .... _ . . _--_._ ... . _._ .... __ ... _--_ ... .. . __ . _ .. -.. . __ ... _ ... " . ' . . ... -_. 

PART II 

VALUATION OF 
SUBJECT PROPERTIES 
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GIACOMINI 0.31 ACRES 
END OF C STREET, POINT REYES 

PORTION OF ASSESSOR'S PARCEL 119-240-65 

LOCATION . . 
The subject parcel is located at the site of the primary residence of the 
Giacomini dairy at Point Reyes. It is situated near the end of C Street. 

SITE DESCRIPTION 
The 0.31 acre parcel is a part of the 1.3 acre lot that includes the primary 
residen.ce at the dairy compound. The irregularly shaped parcel is a strip of 
land about 40 to 100 feet wide along the 240.2 foot northwest property line of 
the 1.3 acre lot. The northwest property ,line is close to the toe of a steep 
slope that climbs up about 20 feet from the level of. pasture to the surveyed 
top of the bank of. the mesa that includes the primary residence and other 
structures associated with the dairy. At the toe of the slope is a drainage 
swale that supports marsh and riparian vegetation that extends some distance 
up the bank. 

The parcel is described by a June, 2001 survey commissioned by the National 
Park Service. It is a part of Assessor's parcel 119-240-65. Situated about 20 
feet from the end of C Street, the parcel does not have direct access to a 
public street. 

IMPROVEMENTS 
There are no improvements on the 0.31 acre parcel. 

PRESENT AND PAST USE 
The lower portion of the 0.31 acre parcel appears to drain adjacent pasture. 

ADJACENT USES . 
The northeast property line of the 0.31 acre parcel, 98.80 feet long, abuts the 
common area of a housing complex owned by West Marin Family Housing. 
The southeast property line abuts the rear yard of the dairy's primary 
residence. 
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View of 0.31 acre parcel, a strip .of bank and marsh between white shed and pasture 
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GIACOMINI 0.31 ACRES - (Cont.) 

UTILITIES 
Power and telephone are located along C Street. 

SEPTIC . _ 
There is rio publ,ic sewer system and there:is no potential 'for a septic system 
on the property tha~ would meet Marin County standards. 

WATER 
The North Marin Water District has a water main in C Street. 

2003 ASSESSOR'S DATA 
The Marin County Assessor shows no assessed value and ownership by the 
Waldo Giacomini Trust. . 

ZONING AND SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS 
- The subject parcel is zoned C-R-A:B2, Coastal, Residential, Agricultural, with 

a minimum lot area of 10 .. 000 square feet. 

GENERAL PLAN 
The subject land u'se designation in the Countywide Plan is C-SFS, Coastal, 
Single-family Residential, with a maximum density of two to four units per 
acre. 
U.S. CORPS OF ENGINEERS JURISDICTIONAL WETLANDS 
Observation of innundation and marsh vegetation indicates that the lower 
portion of the parcel is wetland within Corps jurisdiction. 

- . 

FLOOD HAZARD 
FEMA flood map 060173-0208A, effective 3/1/84, indicates that the lower 
portion of the subject parcel is within the 1 OO-year flood plain. 

COUNTY OF MARIN STANDARDS FOR SEPTIC SYSTEMS 
Current County standards for septic system leachfields include a drainfield 
setpack. from a cut, embankment or natural bluff and the northeast parcel line 
is defined as the top of the bruff. In addition, a leach field would not be 
permitted in wetlands or soils with' inadequate percolation. Based on the 
foregoing, it appears that there is no potential site for a leachfield on the 
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GIACOMINI 0.31 ACRES - (Cont.) 

subject parcel. County policy does not allowfcir installation .of an offsite septic 
system. 

HIGHEST AND BEST USE 
In considering the highest and best use for the subject property, it is quite 
apparent that the subject parcel does not have the potential for independent 
development. The parcel is not a legal lot of record for purposes of building 
and sale, there is no access to a public roa~. The parcel does have value, 
however, as a portion of the 1.30 acre lot of which it is currently a part. Even 
if it does not have potential for independent development, the parcel area may 
be used as credit to the allowable residential density of the 1.3 acre lot. 

Although un buildable parcels are rarely transferred, a limited number of such· 
properties are occasionally sold, usually to owners of improved abutt!ng 
parcels for expansion of land area, to protect scenic or natural resources, or 
to gain control over any activity on the parcel. #Less frequently, such properties· 
are sold on pure speculation that there may be future demand at a higher 
price. All of the comparable sales u~ed in this report were parcels of land 
purchased for purposes qf land assembly by the owners of abutting 
properties. As discussed above, the subject property cannot be developed for 
any use that would constitute fill·or require a septic system. 

West Marin Family Housing, the owner of the other ~butting parcel, would 
have little incentive to buy the subject parcel because the parcel they own has 
been fully developed to its maximum density and the subject parcel would not 
contribute to the utility of their property. 

The most probable private-market buyer would be the owner of the abutting 
parcel on which the dairy's primary residence is situated. The subject parcel 
would contribute to the potential density of the ·Iarger parcel. As currently 
improved, the highest and best use of the subject parcel in combination with 
the adjacent parcel would be as additional land area for a lot improved with 
a single-family residence. The existing residence and enclosed patio cover 
a considerable amount of land area, leaving little space available for creation 
of another lot on the combined parcels. Any planned lot in the area southwest 
of the existing residence probably would have inadequate land area for a 
residence and a septic system after allowing for a building setback of 25 feet 
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GIACOMINI 0.31 ACRES - (Cont.) 

. from the front of the lot and a 50 foot leachfield setback from the top of the 
bank at the rear of the lot. Even if it were possibl~ to plan for a lot with an 
additional residence in the mentioned area, the adverse impact of such 
development on the value of the existing residence would severely limit the 
possibility of overall economic benefit. It is possible, however, that at some 
future date the highest and best use of the combin.ed parcels would be for 
removal of the exis~ing reside'nce and creation of two lots, each of which 
having adequate space for a single-family residence and septic system. This 
future potential may provide a small contribution to the value of the adjacent 
improved lot. The foregoing use of the subject property as additional land 
area for an abutting parcel is physically .possible, legally permissible, 
economically feasible and provides the highest net return for the property . 
. Such use is therefore the highest and best use. of the property. 

SELECTION OF COM PARABLES . 
. A search of. sales of un buildable and wetland parcels in Marin County 
disclosed some sales that provide an indication of subject value. The sales 
are all parcels that have no potential for independent development. They 
were all purchased by the owner 'of an abutting parcel. The parcel areas of the 
comparables range from 0.10 to 1.27 acres. The dates the sales were 
recorded range from 8/1/97 to 8/8/03. 

UNIT OF MEASUREMENT 
For properties such as the subject and the.comparable sales, value may be 
measured in terms. of price per square foot of land area or price per ownership 
parcel. Market practice dictates that the most reliabl~ unit of measurement 
is price per ownership parcel. 

CHANGE IN MARKET CONDITIONS 
Any significant change in value overtime should be reflected in an appropriate 
adjustment to sales price per unit of measurement. The n~mber of sales of 
wetland parcels and other parcels in the area with no building potential is so 
limited, however, that it is not possible to derive a conclusive trend in market 
value over time. Comparison of such sales in our appraisal files suggests, 
however, that the parcels have managed to maintain value roughly in line with 
increase in the cost of living index for the Bay Area . 
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GIACOMINI 0.31 ACRES .. (Cant.) 

FINANCING 
Any seller financing or other financing reflecting terms or conditions more 
favorable than typical of the market are explained and appropriate 
adjustments are made to the sale price. 

. . ELEMENTS OF ·COMPARISON 
The sare properties are compared to the subject property in terms of location, 
lot area, scenic resources, land utility and characteristics of abutting lots. The 
latter two are described below: 

Scenic Resources 
Scenic resources may include attractive physical features or natural 
resources of a prope'rty as well as the quality of views from the 
property. . 

Abutting Private Lots 
The highest and best use of the subject and the comparables is for land 
assemblage by the owner of an abutting parcel. Demand for 
assemblage increases relative to the number of abutting lots. 
Motivation for assemblage is distinctly higher when one of the abutting 
parcels is improved with a residence or other economic use. 

Land Utility 
The land utility of a wetland parcel is enhanced by the amount of any . 
upland and the potential for recreational use or use as an extension of 
yard area. . 
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GIACOMINI 0.31 ACRE PARCEL 
APN 119-040-12 
2/10/2004 
COMPARABLE SALES 

SALE NUMBER SUBJECT 1 2 3 4 

APN 1·19-040-12 104-170-15 195-101-02,03,04 193-082-24 114-072-05 
STREET End ofe HWy.1 Calle del Arroyo Wharf Sir Francis D. 
COMMUNITY Point Reyes Marshall Stinson Beach Bolinas Inverness 
DATE 8/1/1997 5/13/2003 4/5/2000 8/8/2003 
LOT ACRES 0.31 1.27 0.22 0.10 0.59 
PRICE ~O,OOO 80,000 15,000 50,000 
IMPROVEMENT VALUE 
PLAN APPROVAL 
LAND VALUE 50,000. 80,000 15,000 50,000 
SALE CONDITION 
BUYER MOTIVATION -0.20 
FINANCING 
MARKET-CHANGE . 0.0025 0.22 0.02 0.12 0.02 
UPDATED NORMAL PRICE/LOT 61,000 65,600 16,800 51,000 
LOCATION 0.10 (0.10) 0.00 0.00 
LOT AREA (0.30) 0.10 0.15 (0.13) 
SCENIC RE;SOURCES (0.10) 0.00 (0.10) 
'ABUTTING PRIVATE LOTS 0.00 (0.20) (0.20) (0.20) 
LAND UTILITY 0.10 0.00 0.20 0.00 

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS , . (0.20) (0.20) 0.05 (0.33) 

SUBJECT VALUE/LOT (rounded) 49,000 52,000 18,000 34,000 

G3-0.31 7/13/2004 



GIACOMINI 0.31 ACRES - (Cont.) 

COMPARABLE 1 

22747 STATE HIGHWAY t, MARSHALL 

This comparable is the purchase of an unimproved 1.27 acre shoreline parcel 
by the owner of an abutting parcel improved, with a single-family residence. 
The property is located at Blakes Landing on the east shore of Tomales Bay, 
a little over one mile south of the community of Tomales. The parcel is a part 
of a cove. with a narrow strip of sandy beach. Access is by way of a frontage 
road off State Highway 1 that once served as a railroad right-of-way: Most of 
the property is under water. The parcel is zoned C-RSP-0.5, (Coastal, 
Residential Single-family, Planned, with a density of one residence per two 
acres). 

There is insufficient upland area to locate either a residence or a septic 
system on the parcel. The potential for a wen on the sit~ is questio~able. 

The property was purchased 8/1/97 for $50,000, The property was previously 
sold 11/95 for $45,000 to a person who used the site for launching and storing 
kayaks. The motivation for the last purchase was to control use of the 
property and thereby avoid the possibility of the 'property being used for 
unsightly equipment storage. 

The comparable is more· remote than the subject and therefore inferior in 
terms of location. The su.bject has considerable land utility in terms ,of its 
potential to contribute to the minimum lot area required for .subdivision of the 
larger abutting parcel. The sale property has no such contributory value and 
is therefore inferior to the subject in terms of land utility. It is superior. to the 
subject, however, in terms of scenic resources and parcel area. 

After adjustments to sale price as discussed above, the indicated subject 
value is $49,000. . 
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COMPARABLE 2 

CALLE DEL ARROYO, STINSON BEACH 

This 9,600 square foot lot-includes a portion of the tidal marsh of a tributary 
to Bolinas Lagoon. At the highest tides, all but the area closest to the street 
is inundated or saturated. All of the lots on the northeast side of Calle del 
Arroyo are subject to the tidal action of the marsh. A few blocks to the east 
of the sale property is the downtown area of S~inson Beach. A few blocks to 
the northwest is the Seadrift subdivision, a gated community fronting Bolinas 
Lagoon on one side and Stinson Beach on the other. The' sale property is 
zoned C-R-1, Coastal, Residential,-Single-family, with a mi'nimum 7,500 lot 
area. 'The lot is not buildable because of ~etland regulations and lack of 
potential to install an acceptable septic system. 

The sale property was purchased 5/13/03 by the 'owners of an abutting lot 
improved with a single-family residence; The lot was previously purchased 

, 11/21/01 by the owners of a lot with a single-family residence situated directly 
across Calle del Arroyo. The prior b~yers purchased the land with the hope 
that the County of Marin would accept the parcel area as an extensio~ of the 
land area of their improved parcel, allowing them to meet parcel area 
requirements necessary ,to enlarge the living arec;i of their residence. The 
current owners were also motivated to purchased the subject property with the 
intent of utilizing the additional parcel area to gain approval for expansion of 
,their r~sidence. The compelling ,motivation of the buyers in this instance 
justifies an' adjustment to the sale price. 

The comparable is superior to subject in terms of location. It is inferior in 
terms of lot size. It is superior to subject in that it has two abutting parcels that 
are improved with residences. 

After adjustments as discussed above, the indicated value of the subject 
parcel is $52,000. 
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COMPARABLE 3 

WHARF ROAD, BOLINAS 

This comparable is the purchase of an unimproved 0.10 acre underwater lot 
by the owner of an abutting lot improved with a single-family residence. The 
property is located between the mentioned residence and the Bolinas Rod and 
Boat Club facility at Wharf Road in Bolinas. The lot frontage is the seawall 
retaining Wharf Road from the channel leading to the mouth of Bolinas 
Lagoon. Most of the property is usually under water. The parcel is zoned C­
RA-B2, (Coastal, Residential Agricultural, with a density of one residence per 
10,000 square feet). 

Almost all of the lots along the waterfront have been improved with residences 
c0nstructed on pilings. Current land use regulations, including the lack of 
potential for a septic system, prohibit any development on a vacant lot such 
as the sale property. Continued use of the developed waterfront lots are 
allowed on the basis of a "grandfathered" status. 

The property was purchased 4/5/00 for $15,000 by the owner of the abutting 
residence. The buyer explained that he purchased the property to control use 
of the property ~nd thereby foreclose any undesirable activity. 

The comparable is inferior to subject in terms of lot area and land utility. It is 
. superior to the subject in terms of scenic resources. It is also superior to 
subject in that it has two abutting parcels that are improved with residen.ces. 

After adjustments to sale price as discussed above, · the indicated subject ' 
value is $18,000. 
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COMPARABLE 4 

SIR FRANCIS DRAKE BOULEVARI?, INVERNESS 

This 0.59 acre lot has 75 fe·et of frontage along Sir Francis Drake Boulevard. . . 

It is zoned C-RSP-0.33, Coastal, Residential, Single-family - Planned, with a 
maximum density of th.ree lots per acre. 

The lot is predominantly above normal tidal action, but most of the soil is 
usually saturated by ·a high water table·. The front of the parcel includes some 
upland $nd is wooded with Bay laurel trees. The rear is largely marsh grass 

The lot is un buildable because- current regulations prohibit fill of wetlands 
(including structures on pilings) and the lot will not support a septic system. 
The property was purchased 8/8/03 by the owner of an improved lot across 
the highway. 

The comparable is superior to subject in terms of parcel size and because it. 
has two abutting parcels that are improved with residences. 

After adjustments as discussed above, the indicated value of the subject 
parcel is $34,000. 
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GIACOMINI 0.31 ACRES - (Cant.) 

CONCLUSION 

After making adjustments to the sale prices of the comparabl~s as previously 
discussed, the range in the indicated market value of the subject property is 
$18,000 to $52,000. 

Comparable 4, indicating a subject market value of $34,000 is the most recent 
sale and the most similar in terms of location. With a strong preference for 
comparable 4, bracketed by the other sales, $34,000 is selected _as the most 
appropriate indication of subject value. 

My opinion of the market value of the fee simple interest in the subject 0.31 
acr~ parcel, as of February 19, 2004, may therefore be stated as follows: 

OPINION OF MARKET VALUE 
0.31 ACRE PARCEL 

$34,000 
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GIACOMINI 6.40 ACRES 
SIR FRANCIS DRAKE BOULEVARD, INVERNESS PARK 

ASSESSOR'S· PARCEL 114-213-03 

LOCATION 

. " 

The subject parcel is located in Inverness Park along the east .side of Sir 
Francis Drake Boulevard south of Laurel Street. 

SITE DESCRIPTION 
T~e irregularly-shaped lot has 915.10 feet offrontage along Sjr Francis Drake 
Boulevard and a depth that ranges 'from about 195.51 to 409.00 feet. The 
parcel drops off gradually a few feet from the grade of the highway to a 
relatively lev~1 expanse of pasture that drains 'to the east toward nearby 
Lagunitas Creek. Fish Hatchery Creek flows through the property near the 
south property line. With the exception' of . Willows and other riparian 
vegetation along the creek, most ofthe property is grassland used as pasture. 

IMPROVEMENTS 
Th'ere are no improvements on the property. 

PRESENT AND 'PAST USE" 
The entire par~el is suitable for and used as pasture for cattle. A high water 
table from Fish Hatchery Creek sustains the productivity of the pa~ture. 

ADJACENT USES 
The south property line abuts a 2.92 acre parcel improved with a 2,297 square . 
foot residence constructed iI, 1912. The property sold 6/9/94 for $312,340. 
The buyer reportedly spent $50,000 to repair the fJ.oor, install an improved 
septic system, and ~p'grade the plumbing and electrical systems. The parcel 
is zoned C-:oRSP-1.0, Coastal, Residential Single-family, Planned, with a 

. maximum density of one. lot per acre. The east property line abuts a privately 
owned 0.34 acre parcel that is improved with a 1,055 square foot single-family 
residence constructed in 1933. It sold 9/14/95 for $225,000. Across the 
highway from the s~bject on Inve.mess Ridge are hillside parcels improved 
with single-family residences. 

UTILITIES 
Power and telephone are located along Sir Francis Drake Boulevard. 
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View from northeast comer of 6.4 acre parcel seen across potential building site 
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GIACOMINI 6.40 ACRES - (Cont.) 

ZONING REGULATIONS 
The subject parcel is zoned C-RSP~1.0, Coastal, 'Residential Single-family 
Planned, with a maximum residential density of one lot per acre. The zone 
permits single-family residential use on lots of no less than one acre. Horses 
and livestock are a"owe~, subject to specific restrictions. A bed and breakfast 
inn with up to three guest rooms is allowed as a'permitted use and an inn of 
three to five rooms may be approved as a conditional use. Building height is 
limited to 25 feet and other standards may be imposed as part of a design 
review process. The zoning regulations 'are included in the Addenda; 

The parcel is not within the Public Trust Easement. The Philip Williams & 
Associates, Ltd. study indicates the land is "potentially" wetland within U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers jurisdiction. More detail~d site analysis by 
Wetlands Research Associates determined that virtually all but the northwest 
corner of the parcel would ' probably ,meet the Corps definition of wetland. 
Coastal development regulations in the zoning ordinance require a 100 foot 
building setback from any wetland or stream. 

GENERAL PLAN 
The subject land use designation in the Countywide Plan is C-SF3, Coastal, 
Single-family Residential, with a maximum density of one lot per one to five 
acres: Wetlands are considered a "Conservation Zone:" The Inverness 
Community Plan states that there shall be a buffer strip of at feast 100 feet 
from any wetland or stream. 

,SEPTIC ' 
, . 

There is no public sewer system. Any development would require an on-site 
septic system that ,would meet Marin County standards. Current County 
standards for new septic systems preclude location in wetlands o~ soils with 
inadequate percolation. A leachfield must be at least 75 feet from a wetland 
and 100 feet, from a perennial watercourse. County policy does not allow for 
installation of an offsite septic system to serve a proposed, ,lot. Questa 
Eng,ineering reviewed the findings of Wetlands Associates regarding wetlands 
on the parcel and analyzed soil conditions. The report is in the Addenda. 
Questa Engineering reports that soil and groundwater conditions indicate that 
the parcel would support a septic mound system or possibly' a shallow 
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GI!4COMINI6.40 ACRES - (Cont.) 

pressure-dosed leachfield system in the northwestern corner of the property. 
The area in which a septic -system could be installed is reported to be about 
80 feet by 170 feet, a 13,600 square foot area. 

--U.S. CORPS OF ENGINEERS JURISDICTIONAL WETLANDS 
The property is within an area that is "potentially within U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers jurisdiction" as per the Philip Williams & AssOCiates, Ltd. study, "An 
Evaluation of the Feasibility of Wetland Restoration on the Giacomini Ranch, 
Marin County." The study includes a 'report by Wetlands Research Associates 
that concludes that the subject property, and most of the land used as pasture 
for the Giacomini dairy, is -potentially wetland within U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers jurisdiction. Field investigation in October, 2003, conducted as a 
part of this appraisal by Wetlands Research Associates, indicates that the 
only portions of the subject parcel that cannot be classified as wetland areas 
are the northwestern comer of the parcel and a strip of land roughly parallel 
to the southern property line. The strip of land at the southern end .of the 
parcel is so narrow that 100 foot building setbacks from wetlands to the north 
and Fish Hatchery Creek to the south overlap, leaving absolutely no area for 
construction. 

After reviewing findings of the October, 2003 site investigation by Wetlands 
Research Associates, Questa Engineering determined that an area with a 75 
foot setback from wetlands (required setback for a septic system) would result 
in an 80 by 170 foot 'strip of land at the northwest corner of the property 
suitable for installation of a mound septic system., 

After a 100 foot setback from wetlands and a front yard setback of about 25 
feet (setback to be determined by design review), the potential building area 
remaining at t~e northwestern corner of the parcel is a strip of.land about 145, 
feet paralle! to Sir Francis Drake Boulevard and 30 feet deep, a total area of 
about 4,350 square feet. 

WATER 
The North Marin Water District has a water main in Sir Francis Drake ' 
Boulevard. Fish Hatchery Creek flows through the property near the south 
property line and continues into the pasture acquired by the National Park 
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GIACOMINI 6.40 ACRES - (Cont.) 

Service. In 1963, the State of Californfa Water Control Board granted license 
#9730 to Waldo Giacomini for diversion of up to 0.50 cubic feet per second 
from Fish Hatchery Creek from May 30 to September 30 .of each year. The 
National Park'Service is investigating the extent to which this license may 
apply to the 6.40 acre parcel and has directed that this appraisal of the 6.40 
acre parcel therefore should not · incl~despeculative consideration of any 
value that may be attributable .to the license. There is no question, however, 
that the 6.40 acre parcel has riparian water rights that could be used for 
irrigation or similar beneficial use of adjacent land. The all-year high. water 

.·table attributable to the creek is such that it has not been necessary to irrigate 
the pasture through which the' creek flows. It follows ·that the utility of riparian 
water rights is marginal at best for land that is largely wetlands. 

2003 ASSESSOR'S DATA 
,The Marin County Assessor shows no assessed value and ownership by The 
National Park Service. The National.park Service reports that the inaccuracy 
is being corrected. 

SEISMIC HAZARD 
The subject property is within an Alquist-Priolo earthquake fault rupture zone 

. and any proposed construction must be reviewed to reduce potential damage 
from earthquake. 

FLOOD HAZARQ 
FEMA flood map 060173-0204A, effective 3/1184, indicates that the subject 
parcel is within the 1 DO-year flood . plain. The zoning regulations for 
development within Coastal districts, section 22.56.130L2, states that no 
permanent structures shall be cons~ructed within the 1 aD-year floodplain. 
Tom Lai, a County planner, explains that the provision may be problematic for 
proposed development in Coastal districts, but continues· that the County 
would be hard pressed to attempt to deny any economic use of a parcel by 
relying on the provision. He states that the provision' is currently being used 
to re.quire a change in the siting of structures proposed for a project in a 
Coastal district, but that it has not been used to deny the construction of a 
single-family residence at Seadrift and other Coastal locations. 
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HIGHEST AND BEST USE 
In considering the highest and best use for the subject property, the. major 
constraint to development is the extensive area that is wetland. Analysis by 
Questa Engineering determined that there is adequate area for a septic 
system and one building site at the northwest corrier of the property. Use of 
the subject property for construction of a single-family residence is legally 
permissible, physically possible, economically feasible and provides the 
highest net return for.the property. Such use is therefore the highest and best 
use of the property. 

SELECTION· OF COMPARABLES 
A search of sales of buildable single-family lots with no potential for 
subdivision disclosed sales in Inverness that provide an indication of subject 
value. The parcel areas of the comparables range from 2.14 to 2.85 acres. 
The dates the sales were recorded range from 4/13/01 to 12/17103. 

CHANGE IN MARKET CONDITIONS 
Any significant change in value over time should be reflected in an appropriate 
adjustment to sales price per unit of measurement. Sales of single-fCilmily 
residential lots in Marin· County during the period of time covered by the 
comparables indicates that an appropriate adjustment is an increase of 0.5% 
a month. 

FINANCING 
Any seller financing or other financing reflecting terms or conditions more 
favorable than typical of the market would require adjustment to the sale price. 
There is no evidence of such financing for the selected comparables. 

ELEMENTS OF COMPARISON 
The sale properties are compared to the subject property in terms of such 
standard items of adjustment .as location, lot area, view, traffic influence, 
topography, access. Additional items of adjustment appropriate for the 
subject property include the presence of on-site wetlands and proximity to 
parkland. 
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GIACOMINI 6.40 ACRE PARCEL. 
APN 144-213-03 
2110/2004 
COMPARABLE LOT SALES 

SALE NUMBER SUBJECT 5 6. 7 

STREET NUMBER 
STREET · Sir Francis Drake Drakes View S. Dream Farm . N. Dream Farm 
COMMU~ITY Inverness Inverness Inverness Inverness 
SALE 'DATE 9/1012003 4/1212001 '1211712003 
LOT ACRES 6.40 2.14 2.85 2.71 
PRICE 355,000 416,000 349,000 
IMPROVEMENT VALUE 
PLAN APPROVAL 
ALLOCATED LAND VALUE 355,000 416,000 349,000 
SALE CONDITION 
BUYER MOTNATION 
FINANCING 
MARKET CHANGEJMONTH 0.00500 0.03 0.19 0.01 
UPDATED NORMAL PRICE/ACRE 365,650 495,040 352,490 . 
LOCATION 0.00 0.00 0.00 
PARCEL SIZE 0.30 0.20 0.20 
VIEW 0.00 (0.03) (0.05) 
TOPOGRAPHY 0.00 0.05 0.15 
TRAFFIC INFLUENCE (0.10) (0.07) (0.02) 
WETLANDS (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) 
ABUTTING PARKLAND 0.10 0.10 0.10 
ACCESS 0.00 0.00 0.00 

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS 0.20 0.15 0.28 

SUBJECT VALUE/ACRE {rounded} 439,000 569,000 451,000 

03-6.4 ':: .. 1,.!--;nr'l" 
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GIACOMINI 6.40 ACRES - (Cant.) 

COMPARABLE 5 

Drakes View Drive, Inverness 

Comparable 5 is the sale of a 2.14 acre lot in Paradise Ranch Estates, on the 
eastem slope of Inverness Ridge, a little over one mile west of the subject. 
The lot is situated on the north side of Drakes View Drive. near Behr Lane. 
The land is gently sloped. The lot has about 230 feet of frontage on Drakes 
View Drive, a paved roadway off Sir Francis Drake Boulevard. The view 
includes the e,astern slopes of the Inverness Ridge and, at the b~ck of the lot, 
a filtered view of Tomales Bay. The parcel is wooded with Bishop pine trees 
that have grown' since the 1995 Mt. Vision fire. 

The lot sold 9/10103 for $355,000. The lot was listed for $325,000 and the sale 
was recorded 28 days after the listing. Unlike the subject, the sale property 
does not have wetland areas that have limited utility during the rainy season 
and does not have a building site close to a highway. It is inferior to the 
subject, however, in terms of parcel size and a lack of abutting. parkland. 

After adjustments to sale price as discussed above" the indi,cated subject 
value is $439,000. 
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COMPARABLE 6 

South Dream Farm Road, Inverness 

Comparable 6 is the sale of a 2.85 acre lot on the eastern slope of rnverness 
Ridge, about one and·a half miles northwest of the subject. The land slopes 
toward the east. The parcel is wooded, but there are views through the trees 
of Tomales Bay. The lot is within a small subdivision with one road from Sir 
Francis Drake Boulevard. Recently constructed residences ~re large estate­
quality homes. 

The lot sold 4/12/01 for $416,000 with a 'percolation test indicating potential 
for a four bedroom residence. A well on site tested at 10 gall<;>ns per minute. 
The lot was listed for .$29$,~00 and the sale was recorded 33 days after the ' 
listing. 

Unlike the subject, the 'sale property does not have wetland a'reas that have 
limited utility during the rainy season and is does not have ,a building site 
close to a highway. , The view from the sale property, although less expansive 
than that of the subject, includes Tomales Bay, a factor that makes the view 
somewhat more desirable. It is inferior to the subject, however, in terms of 
topography, parcel size and a lack of abutting parkland. 

After adjustments as discussed above, the indicated value of the subject 
parcel is $569,000. 
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COMPARABLE 7 

North Dream Farm Road, Inverness 

Comparable 7 is the sale of a 2.71. acre lot on the eastern slope of Inverness' 
Ridge, a little more than one and a half miles northwest of the subject. The 
rear lot line abuts Sir Francis Drake Boulevard, but there is no access from 
the highway. Access is by way of North Dream Farm Road, a private road, 
paved to the subject lot. The land slopes to~ard the east. The parcel is 
wooded, but there are good views through the ·trees of Tomales Bay. There 
are recently constructed homes at North· Dream Farm Road worth over a 
million dollars. 

The lot sold 12/17/03 for $349,000, the price the property was listed at with 
the regional multiple listing service. The sale was recorded about fout months 
after it was first listed for sale. Testing for septic system capability by the 
buyer indicated potential for a residence with three or four bedrooms. PUblic 
water is available at the lot line. The property was in escrow at a contract 
price of $410,000, but the final sale price was negotiated down in escrow 
based on tests by the buyer indicating extraordinary expense for construction 
of a foundation and septic system. 

Although the sale property is exposed to about as much traffic noise as the 
subject, the traffic influence is somewhat less because the traffic is less 
imm~diate and apparent fro.m the building site of the. sale property. Unlike the . 
subject, the sale property does not have wetland areas tha't have limited utility 
during the rainy season. The view from the sale property, although less 
expansive than that of the subject, includes Tomales Bay, a factor that makes 
the view somewhat more desirable. It is inferior to the subject, however, in 
terms of topography, parcel size and a lack of abutting parkland. 

After adjustments as discussed above, the indicated value of the subject 
parcel is $451,000. 
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GIACOMINI 6.40 ACRES - (Cant.) 

CONCLUSION 

After making adjustments to the sale prices of the comparables as previously 
discussed, the range in the indicated market value of the subject property is 
$439,000 to $569,000 . . 

Like the subject, Comparables 6 'and 7, indicating subject market values of 
$569,000 and $451,000, respectively, abut or are situ~ted near Sir Francis. 
Drake Boulevard. With a strong preference for these two comparables, 
$510,000 is selected as. the most appropriate indication ~f subject varue. 

My opinion of the market value of the fee simple interest in the subject 6A 
acre parcel, as of February 19, 2004, may therefore· be stated as follows: 

.' . " . 

OPINION OF MARKET VALUE 
6.40 ACRE PARCEL 

$5.10,000 
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NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 4.30 ACR~S AT C STREET, POINT REYES 

ASSESSOR'S PARCELS 119-040-26 (PORTION), 
119-240-66 (PORTION), 119-240-75 (PORTION) 

LOCATION 
The subject parcel is located along the west side of C Street in the community 
of Point Reyes. 

SITE DESCRIPTION 
. The 4.30. acre parcel is an irregularly shaped parcel with about 345 feet of ' 
frontage on C Street and a depth that ranges from about 285 to 360. feet. The 
parcel slopes gently toward the top of a 15 to 20. foot-bluff t~at separates the 
dairy compound from the pasture . 

. IMPROVEMENTS 
The Giacomini Ranch dairy compound is a relatively ~evel area 'that includes 
dairy facilities, barns, a large primary residence and an employee. residence. 
The subject 4.30. acre parcel constitutes a little over half of the land area of 
the compound. The 4.3 acres includes all of the major structural 
improvements at "the compound with the exception of the primary residence 
and the hay bam. 

The following is a description of the structural improvements on the subject 
4.30. acres. . . 

Employee Residence 
A one-story residence between the primary residence and the milk barn 
is occupi.ed by the family of a farm employee. The 934 square foot 
residence was constructed in '1920.. ' The structure is wood frame on a 
concrete foundation. There is a gable roof covered with composition 
shingles. Construction is of substandard quality. The exterior is wood 
clapboard siding. Flooring is carpet and linoleum over plywood. 
Condition is average for the age of the structure. 
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View of nw end of 4.30 acre parcel, extending to front" of far bam 
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NPS 4.30 ACRES - (Cont.) 

Free-stall Barn 
This bam is used for the feeding of the dairy herd. The 39,600 square 
foot metal framed building was constructed in 1975. It is a partially 
enclosed structure with a concrete floor and a long gable roof covered 
with corrugated iron. ,There are ~86 feeding stalls ma~e of metal pipe. 
Each stall has a concrete feeding bin 'and concrete curbs and gutters 
are designed for power flush cleaning. The roof was just replaced at a 
reported cost of $40,000 to $50,000. 

Milk Barn 
The sanitary milking parlor is a concrete block structure designed in a 
trigon configuration for simultaneous milking of 15 cows. The facility 
was constructed ' in 1955 and upgraded over the years. An average of 
about 450 cows are milked daily. 

Adjacent to the milk bam is concrete flatwork with iron pipe perimeter 
fenci~g. Leading into the milk parlor is an open, concrete surfaced cow 
washing area that is 3,264 square feet in ~rea. Tubular steel fence 
material is used as mechanized "pushers" that move a group of cows 
into the washing area. Once there, a number of floor level water 
sprinklers do the washing that otherwise would be done manually. 

Adjacent to the milking parlor is the. milk room, a well insulated 
concrete block structure that contains the refrigerated stainless steel 
milk storage tank. 

Both, the milk bam and the milk room are supplied with high pressu're 
water for cleaning and sufficient electrical supply for milking eqUipment 
and refrigerated milk storage. 

Next to, the milk room is a small office for ranch business. 

Calf Barn 
The oldest barn ' is the calf. barn. The 4,784 square foot redwood 
structure has a classic h,igh gable design. It is used to shelter young 
calves. The floor is part concrete ~nd part dirt. ' 
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PRESENT AND PAST USE 
The property has been used since the 1940's as a dairy farm. 

ADJACENT USES . 
At the subject parcel's north end, south end, and in the middle, are three · 
parcels owned by the Giacomini family that also have frontage along C Street. 
The combined frontage of the tnree parcels is about 715 feet, more than twice 
the frontage of the subject 4.30 acre parcel. Across C Street are single-family 
residences and the Point Reyes fire station . . 

UTILITIES 
Power and telephone ar~ located along C Street. . 

S.EPTIC 
There is no public sewer system. Any development must be served by on-site 
septic systems. 

WATER 
The North Marin Water District has a water main in C Street and provides 
service to the subject. 

2003 ASSESSOR'S DATA 
The Marin County Assessor reports the property was purchased by the 
National Park Service 3/20100. . 

ZONING REGULATIONS 
The subject property is comprised of two zoning districts. The zoning inCludes 
the following: . 

C-APZ-60 (Coastal-Agricultural-Planned, 60 acre density) 
This zorie applies to that portion of the subject 4.30 acres that 
extends-from the western boundary of the C-R-A:B2 zone to the 
western property line of the subject parcel. The portion of the 
subject parcel included · in the zone is about 2.47 acres and 
includes the milking parlor, the milk room, the calf barn and a 
portion of the free-stall bam. 
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The zone requires at least 60 acres. per residence or lot. The 
zone generally permits one-family dwellings, a wide range of 
agricultural , uses and such recreational activities as horseback 
riding, hunting and fishing. A use permit is required for such uses 
as the boarding of more than five horses, retail sales of 
agricultural products orgarden materials, agricultural processing 
plants, mining, lumbering, and bed and breakfast inns. 

The zone requires the clustering of any proposed non-agricultural 
use (and roads serving such use) on no more than 5% of the 
overall land area. Any development would be located "close to 
existing roads and shall be sited to minimize impacts.on sceni·c 
resources, wildlife habitat and streams, and adjacent agricultural 
operations." 
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The zone generally permits single-family dwellings, a wide range 
of agricultural uses and such recreational activities as horseback 
riding, hunting and fishing. A use permit is required for such uses 
as the boarding of more than five horses, retail sales of 
agricultural products or garden materials, agricultural processing 
plants, m,ining, lumbering, and bed and breakfast inns. 

. . 
The land area in the C-APZ-60 zone is not adequate in size to 
allow for the creation of a lot and the land area cannot be used 
to contribute to the potential density of land in the C-R-A:B2 
zone. 

C-R-A:B2 (Coastal-Residential-Agricultural.Planned) 
This zone applies to that portion of the subject 4.30 acres that 

. extends from the C Street frontage to a depth 200 feet from the 
front property line. The portion of. the subject parcel included in 
the zone is about 1.83 acres and includes the secondary 
residence, a portion of the fr~e-sta" barn, and a large corral. 

The zone prc;:)Vides for single-family residences and limited 
agricultural use. A maximum of three horses or three head of 
livestock is' permitted for each lot. A bed and breakfast inn with 
up to three guest rooms is allowed as a permitted use and an inn 
of three to five rooms may be approved as a conditional use. A 
cond.itional use permit , is required for sale of nursery or 
agricultural products, riding' stables, civic, religiOUS and 
institutional 'uses and other specified . uses. Any proposed 
subdivision requires lots of nq less than 10,000 square feet with· 
an average width of 75 feet. The required front setback is 25 feet 
and the sideyard setback is 10 feet. The zone is an extension of 
the zoning on the other side of "C" Street. 

GENERAL PLAN 
The Point Reyes Station Land Wse Policy Map (Map 7.9) in the Countywide 
Plan' shows the eastern 1.83 acres of the subject parcel zoned C-R-A:B2 with 
a land use d~signation of C-SF5, Coastal, Single.:.family, with a maximum 
density of two to four units per acre. The western 2.47. acres of the subject 
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parcel zoned C-APZ-60 is shown with a land use designation of AG-1, 
Agricultural with a density range of one lot per 30 to 60 acres. 

u.s. CORPS OF ENGINEERS JURISDICTIONAL WETLANDS 
The property is not within an area that is "potentially within U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers jurisdiction". as per the Philip Williams & Associates, Ltd. study, 
"An Evaluation of the Feasibility of Wetland Restoration on the G·iacomini 
Ranch, Marin County." 

FLOOD HAZARD 
FEMA flood map 060173-0208A, effective 3/1/84, indicates most of the 
sUbject parcel, with the exception· of the southern end of the parcel, is upland 
of the 1 OO-year flood plain. 

HIGHEST AND BEST USE 
As per direction from the National Park Service, the analysis of highest and 
best use is to ·be based on the assumption that all structures and site 
improvements have been removed and the ground cleared of all paving 
materials. As raw land, ready for development, the highest and best use of 
the subject property is for land division to create single family residential lots­
as allowed by the General Plan and the C-R-A:B2 zoning district. 

Although the zoning of the subject parcel would support the creation of five 
single-family residential lots, the need for an on-site septic system for each 
lot reduces the potential density. ·Soil tests conducted by Questa Engineering 
on the subject parcel indicate considerable variability within the subject parcel 
regarding in the suitability of soils to support septic systems. The only portion 
of the southernmost lot that would support a mound. septic system is· the 
northeast corner. Any attempt to create a lot south of this point would not be 
feasible because the soils would not support a septic system and any attempt 
to gerrymandera dogleg lot to gain access to a more northerly location of the 
subject parcel ·~ith good soils for septic systems may n·ot satisfy county lot 
line design standards and would diminish the value of the other lots to an 
extent that it would not be a profitable alternative. 

A three lot subdivision would be legally p.ermissible, physically possible, 
economically feasible and would represent the highest return to the property. 
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SELECTION OF COMPARABLES 
A search of sales of subdividable land in Marin and Sonoma counties ' 
disclosed three sales that provide the most reliable indication of subject value." 

"None of the sale properties were purchased with any approvals for 
development nor were the purchase contracts contingent on gaining any 
permits or plan approvals. The parcel areas of the comparables range from 
2.21 acres to 13.93 acres: The dates the sales were recorded range from 
4/26/01 to 8/6103. 

UNIT OF MEASUREMENT 
For properties such as the subject and the comparable sales, market practice 
dictates that the most reliable unit of measurement is price per potential lot. 

CHANGE IN MARKET CONDITIONS 
Any significant change in value overtime should be reflected in an appropriate 
adjustment to sales price per unit of measurement. The number of recent 
sales of similar subdividable land in Marin and Sonoma counties is not large 
enough to provide a reliable sample for purposes of tracking change in market 
value. There is, however, sufficient correlation between change in the value 
of subdividable land and change in the median sale prices for buildable lots 
"in the two counties. Sales of single-family residenti~1 lots in Marin County 
during the period of time covered by the comparables indicates that an 
appropriate adjustment is an increase of 0.5% a month. 

FINANCING . . 
Sale 8 involved seller financing of $90,000 for two years at a market rate. of 
interest. None of the other sales involved seller financing or oth~r favorable 
financing, and there is therefore no need to adjust for unusual financing. A 
very:slight adjustment to sale price is made for the favorable aspect of sener 
financing, even if it was for a relatively low amount, for a short term, and at a 
market rate of interest. " 

LOCATION' 
The closest comparable is a property in Tomales that is about 13 mil~s 
northwest of the subject. The other Marin County comparable is a property 
in San "Rafael that is about 20 miles southeast of the subject. A Sonoma 
County compara"ble is located about 18 miles to the northeast of the subject. 
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Adjustment for location is based upon the relative value per square foot of lots 
at'the sale location as cO!'llpared to similar lots in Point Reyes. 

OVERALL PROJECT SCALE 
The sale properties are compared to the subject in' terms of project scale, a 
,consideration largely of the cost of the land. When the unit of measurement 
is price per lot, a downward adjustment must be made for a significantly less 
costly project (in the case of land sales, usually a property with a smaller 
parcel size) because price per lot usually increases as overall price and 
parcel s,ize decrease and, as preViously mentioned, a downward adju~tment 
is necessary for a 'favorable characteristic of a comparable relative to the 
subject. . 

DEVELOPM'ENT COST 
A major difference in the prospective development cost for a subdivision ofthe 
subject property, as compared to the comparable properties" is that the 
comparables all require, construction of a road within the subdivision, whereas 
the subject requires only improvement of frontage along C Street, which 
serves all of the prospective lots. 
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USA 4.30 ACRE PARCEL 
APN 119-040-26; 119-240-66.AND 75 
2110/2004 "-
COMPARABLE SALES 

SALE NUMBER SUBJECT 8 9 10 . 

STREET NUMBER 273 209 619 
STREET NAME . CSt. San Pedro Tomales -Dillon Beach Ely 
COMMUNITY Point Reyes San Rafael Tomales Petaluma 
DATE 4126/2001 8/6/2003 5/4/2001 
LOT ACRES 4.30 2.21 13.93 5 .. 00 
POTENTIAL LOTS 3.00 6.00 18.00 11.00 
ACRES/POTENTIAL LOT 1.43 0.37 0.77 0.45· 
SALE PRICE 1,075,000 1,490,000 975,000 
PRICEIPOTENTIAL LOT 1791167 82,778 88,636 
SALE CONDITION 0.20 
BUYER MOTIVATION 
FINANCING. (0.01) 
MARKET CHANGE 0.0050 . 0.18 0.03 0.18 
UPDATED NORMAL PRICE/LOT 209,625 101,817 104,591 
LOCATION (0.30) 0.20 0.35 
PROJECT SCALE 0.05 0.25 0.13 
DEVELOPMENT COST 0.10 . 0.15 0.10 
VIEW 0.10 0.05 0.15 
SEWER/SEPTIC (0.06) 0.00 (0.06) 
POTENTIAL LOT SIZE 0.53 0.33 0.49 

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS 0.42 0.98 1.16 

SUBJECT VALUE/LOT (rounded} 298,000 202,000 226,000 

G3-2.9 -- ". :.- ...... .. -.:: .'" 
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COMPARABLE S·ALE NO.8 

273 North San Pedro Road, San Rafael 

This is the sale of a 2.21 acre parcel in San Rafael, with County zoning that 
allows for single-family residential subdivision with a minimum lot area of 
7,500. The property sold 4/26/01 for $1,075,000, with seller financing of 
$,90,000 for tw<? years at a market rate of interest. ' 

At the time of sale, the property was improved with a plant nursery that did not 
contribute to the value of the property. The topography is gently sloped and 
not in the 1 DO-year flood plain . . Electricity, public water and sewer connection 
are currently in place. The property has ·frontage on North San Pedro Road, 
a paved County arterial roadway. 

The subject property sold with no contingencies at a price over 20% below the 
asking price. The property had been on the market for ?2.1 days and a 
number of offers fell out of escrow, including one in which the buyer had spent 
about $120,000 in County fees, planning costs, and $100,000 in earnest 
money depo~ited into escrow. November 11, 2002, County Board of 
Supervisors approved the applicants appeal for a six lot subdivision of single­
family residential lots. The six lots represent half .of the maximum density 
indicated by zoning. The first home is currently under construction. 

The sale property is in a suburban loc.ation where single-family residel:1tiallots 
generally sell for more per square foot than similar lots in Point Reyes. The 
sale property is also superior to the subject because it is served by a public 
sewer system and does not require the installation of on-site septic systems. 
The sale property is inferior to the subject property in terms of the need to 
construct an on-site street, whereas lots on the subject parcel can be served 
by the fronting street. The sale property is also inferior to the subject in terms 
of views and average lot size. 

After adjustments to sale price as discussed above, the indicated subject 
value is $298,000. 
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COMPARABLE 9 

209 TOMALES - DILLON BEACH ROAD; TOMALES 

This sal~ property . is an abandoned ranch with dilapidated structures on 
13.934 acres within the community of Tomales in northwest Marin County. 
The property sold 8/6/03 for $1,490,000. A portion of the property is zoned . 
at a maximum density- of one lot per five acres, another part is zoned at a 
ma~imum density of one lot per two acres, and another part is zoned for a 
maximum density of one lot per 6,000 square feet The terrain is open 
grassland with gentle slope to Tomales-Dillon Beach Road.· There is frontage 
on both Tomales-Dillon Beach Road and Carrie Street, paved County 
roadways. Electricity, public water and sewer are available to the lot line. 

The sale property was sold by the County probate court with no contingenCies 
of sale. At the time of sale there were three known legal lots, but, during title 
search in escrow, it was deteflllined that there were seven legal lots (certain 
lots thought to have beem merged by the County were not subject to merger). 
No applications were filed with the County for any development app.lication 
prior to sale and no tests had been completed regarding soils, septic system 
potential, or ot.her studies necessary for planning a subdivision. The property 
was not advertised for sale on the MLS and was sold by the court with no 
.. competing offers. 

The selling broker estimates that the zoning allows a maximum of 23 lots, 
after deducting land area required for internal streets. He explained that the 
bu'yers feel that a density that may be approved 'would be closer to 18 units; 
He explained that it would be difficult to get the maximum allowed density 
because the community sewer system only has a remaining capacity for 
about 33 new sewer connections. Although the sale property's potential for 
sewer service is desirable, the uncertainty of gaining approval for any given 
number of sewer connec~ions, combined with the uncertai.nty of adequate soils 
and land area for on-site septic systems, makes the subject's studied potential 
for on-site 'septic systems to serve each lot fairly c.omparable in terms of 
sewage disposal. ' ' 
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The sale property is inferior to the subject in terms of location, view, and 
average potential lot size. It is also inferior in terms of the cost to construct 
an on-site street. 

After adjustments to sale price as discussed above., the indicated subject 
value is $202,000. 

COMPARABLE 10 

619 ELY ROAD, PETALUMA 

This sale property is a five acre parcer on Ely Road in Petaluma. There is 
frontage on Ely and Corona Roads, both paved County roadways The 
property sold 5/14/01 for $975,000. The terrain is open grassland with gentle 
slope to Ely Road. Electricity, public water and sewer are in Ely Road. A 
small part of the property is i~ the 1 OO-year f1o·odplain. . 

The property sold with no contingencies~ but the buyers had information from 
the Petall:lma Planning Department that it was probable that the property 
would be approved for ~nnexation by the City of Petaluma and land use 
regulations would be approved to allow subdivision into 11 lots. At the time 
of sale, the property was zone~ DA-10, Sonoma County Diverse Agric~ltural 
zone with a maximum density of one lot per 10 acres. The property resold 
10/17/02 for $1,725,000 subject to the seller obtaining approval of a final 
subdivision map from the City of Petalu":la for an 11 lot :subdivision. 

The sale property is superior to the subject property in terms of being served 
by a public sewer system. ·It is inferior to the subject in terms of location, 
view, average potential lot size, and the need for construction of an on-site 
street 

After adjustments as discussed above, the indicated value of the subject 
parcel is $226,000. 
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CONCLUSION 

After making adjustments to the sale prices of the comparables as previou$ly ' 
discussed, the range in the indicated market value of the subject property is 
$202,000 to $298,000. . 

Comparables ·1 and 2, with indicated subject values of $298,000 and 
$202,000, respectively, ' are preferred because they are located in Marin 

. County. With a strong preference for these two comparables, $250,000 is 
selected as the most appropriate indication of the average market value of the 
three po~ential lots considered to be the most profitable potential subdivision 
of the subject property. With the highest and best use of the sale parcel 
indicating a potential for three lots" the indicated subject value is therefore 
$750,000. 

My opin'ion of the market value of the fee simple inter~st in the subject 4.30 
acre parcel, as of February 19, 2004, as if cleared of all structures and site 
improvements, may therefore be stated as follows: 

OPINION OF MARKET VALUE 
4.30 ACRE PARCEL 

·$750,000 
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PART III _. ADDENDA 

QUALIFICATIONS 

QUESTA ENGINEERING ANALYSIS 

PHILIP WILLIAMS AND ASSOCIATES, LTD. STUDY EXTRACTS 

GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING REGULATIONS 

PROPERTY INSPECTION CERTIFICATION 

COMPARABLE SALES 



QUALIFICATIONS 

HERB CASE 

EDUCATION 
Appraisal Institute courses completed: 

. all courses for education requirement of MAl candidacy 

B.A. Degree: Pomona College, Clatemont, California 

M.A. Degree: UCLA Graduate Div., Urban and Regional Planning. 
Thesis: Housing Economics 

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS ' 
Senior Member - ASA - American Society of Appraisers 
Member - AICP - American Institute of Certified Planners 
Member - Marin County Appraisers Association 
Member - Marin County Board of Realtors 
Member - American Arbitration Association . 
California Certified General Real Estate Appraiser #AG001620 

EXPERT WITNESS QUALIFICATIONS 
Qualified as expert witness in Land Use: U.S. District Court at San Francisco 
'and the Superior Courts of Marin and Sonoma Counties. 

EXPERIENCE 
Case & Associates, Principal Real Estate Appraiser 12/86 -

Urban Land Research, Principal Real Estate Appraiser/Analyst 
1983 to 1986, 1977 to 1981 

City of Santee: Director, Planning/Building 1981 to 19~3 

, City Of Sausalito: Planning Director 1973 to 1977 

SCOPE OF LAND USE ANALYSES 
Conservation easements 
Land development potential 
Office, retail, and industrial properties 
Pleasure ,boat and commercial fishing maririas 
Ranches, tidelands and natural resource properties 
Public open space, utility easements, right-of-way, railroad corridors 
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REPRESENTATIVE SAMPLE OF CLIENTS 

Law Firms 
Freitas, McCarthy, MacMa!,)on & Keating 
Nelson, Boyd, MacDonald, Praetzel, Mitchell & Hedin 
Bianchi, Engle, Keegin & Talkington 
Kopp & DiFranco 
Farella, Braun & Martel 
Thomas J. Barger 
Myron Greenberg 

Corporations 
Lucasfilm, Pacific Bell, Chevron, The Nature Company, Bianco 
Cadillac, Wayne Cross Ford 

Government 
National Park Service 
'San Francisco Housing Authority 
Marin County Real Estate Division 
Sonoma County Real Estate Division 
Sonoma County Regional Parks Department 
Cities of San Francisco, Novato, Corte Madera 
Marin Municipal Water District 
North Marin Municip'al Water District 
San ~afael Fire Department 
Tiburon Fire Department 
Tamalpais Fire Department 
Alto-Richardson Bay Fire District 
Novato Fire Protection District 
California Coastal Conservancy 
Sonoma Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District 

Non-Profit Agencies 
Marin Senior Housing Corp. 
Marin Agricultural Land Trust (MALT) 
Sonoma Land Trust 

L--_---:-______ -'--____________________ .___ .. _ . 
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July 16,2004 

Herb Case 
50 Seascape Drive 
Sausalito, California 94985 

E N<;:; 1 N EE RI NG CORP. 

Subject: Preliminary On-Site Wastewater Disposal Inv~gation, Marin County APN 114-213-03 on 
Sir Fmncis nrclke Boulevard, Inverness, California . 

Dear Mr. Case: 

Civil, 
Environmental 
ff Water 
Resources 

At your request, on February 10, 2004, we perfonned a preliminary site investigation at the subject 
property to determine on-site sewage disposal feasibility. This letter report presents my observations 
made at the site along with conclusions and recommendations. 

Site Conditions 

The property is 6.4 acres and borders on the wetlands of Tomales Bay. There is no develop~nt on the 
property. Almost all of the property is composed of wetlands that are unsuitable for on-site sewage 
disposal: There is an area measuring approximately 39,000 square feet in the northwest corn~r of the 
property that appears not to be a wetlands area (Figure I). The area investigated is vegetated with 
grasses and a large bay tree. Slopes averages 3.5 to 6 percent. 

Soil Conditions 

The soils and groundwater conditions were investigation using a hand auger, two holes were hand 
augered (AI and A2). The soil conditions in auger hole Al consisted 3 feet of fine gravelly loam 
topsoils underlain by fine gravelly clay-loam to five feet Fine gravelly loams to loams were found to a 
depth of five feet in A2. 

Groundwater 

On February 10,2004,. groundwater was observed at 47 inches in auger hole Al and 51 inches in auger 
hole A2. These observations were made during the nonna! wet weather season; however. it is possible 
that groundwater levels could rise higher during very wet periods. 

Flood Plain 

The project site is shown on the FEMA Aood Insurance Rule Map to be all or paa1iully wilhinlhc 100-
year flood plain and floodway of Lagunitas Creek. According to the flood insurance study the 100-
year base flood elevation (BFE) at the property is approximately 10.5 to 10.6 feel above mean sea level. 

.' ... , Most of the property is at an elevation below lO-feet; however, available topographic maps of the area 
'.; ;';'(CalTrans 1966}"indicate that the northwestern corner of the property (near Al and A2) is above the 

Bm A detailed site survey of the area would be needed to determine exactly how much of the area is 
aboVe the floodplain. 

Box 70356, 1220 Brickyard Cove Rd. Suite 206 Pt. Richmond. CA 94807 T: 510/236.6114 F: 5101236.2423 E: Questa@QuestaEC.com 
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Page 2 
Mr. Herb Case 
May 23, 2004 

Conclusions and RecommeluJatums 

Most of the property is unsuitable for on-site sewage disposal because it is composed of wetlands' and 
floodway. The only potentially suitable area for sewage disposal is in the approximately 39,()()()..square 
foot area in the northwest corner of the property bordering Sir Francis Dr-lke Boulevard. ' However, 
only portions of this area meet the minimum setbacks from the wetlands (75 feet) and have suitable soil 
and groundwater conditions to accommodate either a mound system or possible a shallow pressure~ 
dosed leachfield system with the use of pre-treatment from a sand filter. ,We estimate this to be an area 
measuring approximately 80-feet wide by l7O-feet long (13,600 square feet total). This area would 
have to accommodate the building site as well as the sewage disposal system. The approximate area 
required for sewage disposal for a three-bedroom residence is 2,600 square feet for a mound and 3,600 
square feet for'a shallow pressUie dosed system. 

We trust this is the information you require at this time. If you have any questions, please call me ~t 
(510) 236-6114, extension 215. 

D~jJ~-
Paul Pospisil, R.O. 
Project Geologist 

PP/thlsc 

Ref: 230232L1 
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May 21, 2004 

. Mr. Herb Case 
50 Seacape Drive 
Sausalito, CA 94985 

ENCINfERINC CORP. 

Subject: Preliminary Investigation for Ori-Site Sewage Disposal for property at Giacomini 
Dairy, C S~t, Point Reyes Station, CA 

Dear Mr. Case: 

Civil. 
Environmental 
ft Water 
Resources 

Reported here are the results of preliminary soil and groundwater observations conducted at 
the Giacomini Dairy on "C" Street in Point Reyes Station on February 10, 2004, The work 
was conducted to determine the feasibility for on-site sewage disposal for the subject site. The 
attached · site map (Sheet 1) shows areas and test hole locations where suitable soils were 
found. 'We used a base map prepared by Pacific Land Surveying titled Preliminary Layout/or 
Proposed Lot Line Adjustmelll. The area' investigated includes assessor parcels 119-240-66, 
119-240-75, and 119-040-26, encompassing approximately 4.3 acres. The following 
summarizes the results of our preliminary field investigation and our evaluation of on-site 
sewage disposal feasibility. 

PROJECT SITE 

The area investigated is approximately 4.3 acres located on the west side of '~C" Street in Point 
Reyes Station. There is an ~xisting dairy with Several barns and a small house on one of the 
parcels. The location of existing septic systems was not determined. The property is located 
along the southwestern edge of the town of Point Reyes Station. The western edge of the 
property is composed of a lruge natural embankment with a wetland and a seasonal creek at its 
base. The northeastern property line is formed by "C" Street, with residenti'al properties across 
the street. Public water is provided to the area by the North Malin Water District; no onsite 
wells were observed durin~ our site visit. Much of the property is very gently sloping at less 
than 5-percent; there is a small area bordering on "C" Street that has slopes from to to 
approximately 20 percent. The barns occupy a significant portion of the propel1y. No soil 
observations were made inside the barns; however, soil· profile trenches were excavated 
around the perimeter of th~ b3ll1s. 

Soils COllditiolls 

Seven soil profile test pits 'were cxcavated through out the propel1y. Three of the test pits (T­
I, T-2, and T-7) exhibited suitable, well-drained, .Ioamy soils up to 7-feet deep. These test pits 
are located in the northern p3l1 of the property in an area where the ~Iopes are nearly level. The 
soils generally consist of 2 to 2.5 feet of loam topsoils underlain by very gravcliy sandy day 
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loam to 7 feet. Clay was encounter:ed at 7 feet in trench T-I; T:"7 was only excavated to a 
depth of 6 feet 

Two test pits, T-3 and T-4, were excavated in an. area bordering "C" Street. T3 and T4. The 
soils observed in T3 consisted of loam topsoils to 22 inches deep, underlain by a gravel lens 
from 22 inches to 47 inches; below this was fine sandy clay from 47 inches to 78 inches. The 
sandy clay fror:n 47 to 78 inches was dense and not suitable for sewage disposal. Soils 
observed in T -4 consisted of 7 inches of manure underlain by compact fine sandy clay to 40 
inches (limit of hole). The fine sandy clay is not suitable for sewage disposal. 

Two test pits, T-S and T-6, were excavated in the southern part of the property. Test pit T-S' 
was excavated near the 'southern end of the bam and the soils consisted of a light clay from 0 
to 21 ·inches and a stiffer clay from 22 to 46 ~l1ches. The stiffer clay had many distinct mottles 
and is not suitable for sewage disposal. The soils at T -6 consisted of light gravelly clay from 0 
to 60 ·inches with some indication of fill in this soil Pf9fi1e. These soils may be suitable for 
sewage disposal. 

Groundwater 

Marin Coun~y regulations require that groundwater levels be investigated between January l ' 
and April 15, after SO percent of the average annual rainfall has occurred. Our February 10, 
2004, investigation was done in conformance with these criteria. Groundwater observations 
were,made in the seven test pits previously described. Groundwater was only encountered in 
test pitT-6 at the southern end of the property. No groundwater was observed in any of the 
test pits in the northern area of the propelty. These test pits extended to a depth of 7 feet, 
indicating very well drained' soil conditions. Based on the preliminary review, groundwater 
should not be a significant constraint for sewage disposal in the northern area. The other areas 
on the property showed s.tiffer clay soils that are susceptible to shallow perched groundwater 
during very wei.times of the year, similar to the conditions obseJ:Ved in test pit T-6 where 
groundwater was encountered at a depth of 4 feet. 

CONCLUSIONS 

North Area 

Based on our investigation, the property has suitable soil and groundwater conditions for'On­
site sewage disposal in the northern area, in the vicinity of soil profile trenches T-l, T-2, and 

., '. ',.- .':' _. T -7. Standard gravity leaching trench or pressure-dosed leaching trench systems, with trench 
'''''''"depths up to 4-feet deep, wOl1ld be suitable in this area. The main constraint in this area is the 
req~d setback from the large, steep-sloped embankment and the creek at its base. The 
embankment separates ~he upper developed areas from the lower wetlands area. The required 
setback to the embankment is 50 fect~ There is also a creek ncur the hase of the hank. A IO()-

'.' ~!';'. t~:~f (r:.~'~ · ... _ 
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foot setback from the edge of the creek should be assumed; however, this could potentially be 
reduced to 75 feet, depending upon the'seasonal flow conditions. 

The ~ize and area required for a leach field for it four-bedroom house will vary depending on 
the percolation rates of the soils. Based on the soil textures observed, it is likely that the mles 
will be fairly fast, probably, between S minutes per inch (MPO and 20 MPI. The length of 
leach line required, assuming 4-foot deep trenches with 12 inches of cover over the distribution 
pipes and S-MPI percolation rates, is ISO lineal feet of trench for a dual system, Occupying 
approximately 1,900 square feet of area. For a percolation ratc of 20 MPI, 2S0 lineal feet of 
trench would be needed for a dual system, occupying approximately 3,200 square feet of area. 

The leaching trenches would be a minimum of 7-feet on center arid need to be aligned on 
contour. The available area for leachfietds in the North Area is roughly 46,000 square feet. 
Considering that only'I,900 to 3,200 square feet of area is required for 'a four-bedroom 
leach field, there is potentially enough area for several residences; the feasibility and overall 

, 'capacity would be dictated by lot configurations and density or cumulative impact 
considerations, such as nitrate loading and groundwater mounding. A preliminary estimate of 
nitrate loading shows that the entire 4.3-acre ,site would be restricted to approximately SOO 
gallons of wastewater per acre, or about 2,IS0 gallons per day (gpd). Individual and 
residential leachfields are sized on the basis of 105 gpd !bedroom; therefore, 2,150 gpd is 
equal to a total of 20 bedrooms. 

East Area 

The East Area is where soil profile test pits T-3 and T-4 were excavated near "C;' Street. The 
suitable soils in this area are not nearly as deep as in the North Area. Test pit T-3 showed 
sui~ble topsoils for approxi.mately 22 inches underlain by a gmvellens. Typically, 24 inches 
of suitable topsoil are required for use of a mound system. It is likely that the topsoils are 
deeper north of T-3 and the area would be suitable for a mound. The soils at test pit T -4 were 
judged to be unsuitable; they were very dense and clayey. A mound system in the area north 
of , T-3 to serve a four-bedroom residence mound would require an area measuring 
approximately 6S-feet by SO-feet. Th,is size assumes the use of low flow toilets and the 
installation of a dual tiered mound. This area is labeled on the attached map as "Possible 
Mound Location." 

SOllth Area 

The soil conditions and the sethacks to the emhankment adjacent to the wetlands 'calise the 
South Area lo be very resllicled lor waslewaler disposal. Soil proliles T-5 and '1'-6 were 
excavated in this area. -Soils were not suilable in tcst pit T-5 and wcre marginally suitable in 
test pit T-6, where groundwater was observed at a depth of 4 feel. An alternative shallow 
trench:system may be feasible north of test pit T-6, where greater setbacks can be maintained 
from, the ~mbankment and wetlands. Fu'rther detailed testing, including a County review, 
would be needed .to confirm if a system could be' placed in this marginally suitable arca. 
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SUMMARY 

In summary, the most suitable area on the proPerty for onsite sewage disposal is in the North 
Area, where test pits T-l, T-2, and T7 were excavated. The soils are deep and well drained in 
this area. Several conventional leachfields could be accornri'todated in this area, depending on 
locations of property lines, homes, and driveways. Preliminary analysis of nitrate 
accumulation shows that the 4.3 acres . of land being investigated could accommodate" 
approximately 500 gpd/acre, or a total of about 2,150 gpd; this is equal to a total of 20 
bedrooms. The East Area could likely accommodate a mound system adjacellt to and 11011h of 
test pit T-3. The South Area is severely restricted by the marginal to poor soils, grouridwater, 
and setbacks to the embankment and wetlands. 

This report and our findings are preliminary, based on soil observations and"our knowledge of 
and experience with other properties in the area To confirm our conclusions detailed site 
reviews, including percolation testing, wet season groundwater confirmation, and review by 
Marin County Environmental Health Services, will be needed. If you have any questions, feel 
free to call me or Norman HantzSche at (510) 236-6114, ext.215 or ext.214. 

mjJ~ 
Paul Pospisil, R.G. 
Project Geologist 

Attachment (Fig. 1) 
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POTENTIAL JURISOICTIONAL WETlANDS 
Introduction 

The Oean Wa',e~ Act (1977) was enacted by Congress to, protect and restore waters of the 
United States. Section 404 of the Act specifically regulates the discharge of fill into the 
waters of the United States, including wetlands. The regulatory agency given jurisdiction 
over waters of the United States is the Army Corps of Engineers. As stated in the federal 

. regulations, wetlands are defined as: ' 

71.ose are~s t/aat are im;lIdated or saturated by surface or groulld waters at a 
. /requelJCY alld duratioll sufficiellt to support, alld , Illat ullder 1I0nnai 

circunastallces do support, a prevalellce 0/ vegetatioll typically adapted for life ill 
saturated soil cOllditiolLf. JYet(Qlu/s gellera{ly illc/ude swamps, naars/re.f, bog.r, and 
similar areas. 

(EPA, 40 CPR 230.3 amI CE, 33 CFR 328.3) 
, , 

Fjeld studies and office evaluations are conducted to determine the presence or 
absence of wetland indicators used by the Corps of Engineers in making a jurisdictional 
determination. The three criteria used to delineate wetlands stated in the CotpS 0/ Ellgilleers 
Wet/allds Delilleat/oll Mallual (1987) are the presence of, (1) hydrophytic vegetation, (2) 
hydr,c .soils, and (3) wetland hydrology. According to the manual: 

, . ' 

... {Ejvidellce 0/ a millimum of olle posilive wellalul i"dicator from eac" parameter (hydrology, 
soil alld vegetatioll) must be fOLlnd ;11 order to make a positive wetlalld delemr;lIalioli. 

This study is a preliminary determination of potential Corps jurisdiction within the 
project site. A field review by the Corps will be required to determine if additional 
information is necessary for the Corps to reach a conclusion concerning their jurisdict~on. 

, Furthermore, this determination is for those areas regulated under Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act. Other regulatory determinations (such as Section 10) have not been made here . . 

Methods 

. The routine method for wetland 'delineation as described in the Corps Mallual was 
used at the Giacomini Ranch site. 'Prior to the .site visit, U.S. Soil Conservation Service 
Marin county soil survey and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Wetland Inventory Map for 
the site were reviewed. Field studies were conducted in the pasture areas of Giacomini 
Ranch during March and April 1992. Soils, vegetation, and hydrology were examined along 
nve trRnsects (Figure 1-11) UlIll one individuul sumpling slation (Site 6). In nddition, eight 
shallow ground water wells were monitored Crom JanuRry to Mny to determine ground water 
leve"; during n period when there WitS n.o irrigntinn. 

nle Marin County soil survey (U. S. SoiJ Conservation Service 1985) imJicates thal 
three soil phases are present 011 the project site (Figure H2): Novato clay, Blucher-Cole 
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complex (2 to 5 percent slopes), and 'Inverness loam (50 to 75 percent slopes). Novato clay 
is Ii~ted as a hydric soil and D1ucher-Cole complex has hydric components in streams and 
depression. Inverness loam is not a hydric soil. 

The wetland inventory map indicates that most -of the site is palustrine wetlands. 
This includes two ponds located in the eastern pasture. These classifications nrc determined 
using high altitude aerial photography (with some ground truthing) and are considered as 
guideline. determinations only. 

Soils formed over long periods of time under wetland (anaerobic) conditions possess 
certain characteristics which identify them as hydric soils. Perhaps the 1110st important and 
easily identifiable characteristic is the soiJcolor. A soil color designation given to a collected 
soil sample consists of three simple variables: hue, value, and chroma; and is determined by 
comparing the sample (moistened) with various color panels in a Munsell color chart. While 
hue and value can vary widely, the chroma designation is what determines the hydric or non­
hydric characteristic. Hydric soils have low chroma designations, 0, 1, or 2 while non-hydric 
soils have high chroma designations, 3 or greater. Mottles, bright colored 'mineral clusters 
which appear as "specks" in the overall soil matrix, are also generally required in chroma 2 
soils for a hydric determination. In a Munsell soil color designation, for example 10YR 3/1, 
the huc is given first (10YR) followed by value and chroma which nrc separnted by a "t' 
(3/1). . 

The jurisdictional wetland hydrology critcrion is satisfied if ~n area is inundated or 
, if the soil is saturated for a period long enough to support wetland vegetation during the 
growing season under normul rainfall conditions. Evidence of hydrology can include visible 
inundation or saturation or indirect indicators such as oxidized root channels, algal mats or 
surface sediment deposits, drift lines, and others. 

Plant species identified were assigned a wetlan,d status according to the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (Reed 1988) list of plant species that 'occur in wetlands. This wetland 
classification system is based on the expected frequency, occurrence in wetlands as follows: 

ODL 
FACW 
PAC 
FACU 
UPL 
NL 

Obligate, always found In wetlands 
Facultative wetland, usually found in wetlands 
Facultative, equal In wctlan<.l or non-wetlands 
Facultative upland. usually found in non-wctlands 
Upland, nol found in local wetlands 
Nol listed, considered upland 

, > 99% frcquenL), 
67-99% 
34-66% 
1-33% 
<1% 

. , 

Plants with OBI.., FAC\V, and FAC classifications arc considered wetland plants. In 
using the routine wetland delineation method described in the Corps Mallllal, the dominant 
plants in the area are listed. Usually the list will 'consist of between one and five domimlllt 
plants. If the list consists of 50 percent or more of wetlnnd classified piants, lhe wellum) 
vegetation criter.ion is satisfied. ' 
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The Corps Mallual provides standard forms 011 which soil, hydrolob'Y, and .vegetation 
dotu call be recorded. The Corps of Engineers nQrmally requires that ·these forms be 
completed for wetland delinealion~. Completed data forms for this SLudy are provided. 

Jurisdictional Delineation 

Western Pasture. The western pasture is former baylands diked in the lote 1940's for 
agricultural use. The site slopes from the south and from the west with a total elevational 
differential of approximately 4 feet. 

Soils. Novato clay is present on most of the site with Inverness loam occurring mainly 
along the extreme western boundary paralleling Sir Francis Drake. Highway. 

Soil on ·this site has low chroma. Soil chroma of 0, 1,. or 2 is considered low chroma 
and a hydric soil characteristic (chroma 2 soils must also have mottles). Chroma of 1 was 
. found at all transect sampling statio~s except transect stations Ie, 20, and '3b. Chro~a of 
2 with mottles was found at 'stations Ie and 3b; sandy soil at 2a was not given a color 
nola lion since sandy. soiis, because of their coarseness, do nol generally develop hydric 
characteristics (even under hydric conditions). All so Us sampled were considered hydric soils. 

Vegcltltiull. Vegetutiull 011 the site is mUlluged for, catlle foroge. WeUulid classi~icil 
plants are' dominant on the site, including OBL classified plants (pickJeweed [Sulicomia 
virgilliaj and Baltic rush [JWlcUs balticus», FACW classified plants (brass buttons [Co/uta 
corol.opi/olia], salt grass [Distich/is spicalaj, and annual bluegrass [Poa allllua)); and FAC 
classified plants (Italian ryegrass [Lolium perelll.e)). 

Hydrology. Evidence of hydrology was observed at e\:,ery transect station on the site , 
and included oxidized root channels and/or saturation/inundation on the surface. Ground 
water wells' 11J4icaied that,water levels were maintained within 12 inches of the surface for 
several weeks (I-'igures H3 through ,5). Since the site is not irrigated, hydrolob'Yon the site 
is (rom natural sources. 

Eastern pasture. The eastern pasture is former baylands diked in the late 1940's. The 
elevation slopes from the south with a tot~1 elevational differenl.ial of approximately 6 feel. 

, One pond (northeastern pond) identified in the National Wetlands Inventory Map was 
observed to have been filled a t the time of the field work. 

Suils. Ulueher-Cole soils nt the southem ClUJ of the pnsturc IIrc gCllcrully cOllr:-oc :-ouml 
an~ gravel tbat intergrade into fine sand and clay moving northward into Novato clay. 

Soil in the eastern posture has low chroma throughout. Lower soil chroma (1) is , 
characteristic in Novato clay while slightly higher chroma (2) with moUles is characteristic 
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. of Blucher-Cole complex. Soils in the eastern pasture, therefore, meet the hydric soil 
criteria. 

Vegetatio,.. Vegetation is managed for cattle forage using irrigation, grazing, and 
disking and reseeding in various sections of the pasture on a rotational basis. Still, plants 
with wetland classifications, such as annual bluegrass' (Poa allllua) and meadow barley 
(Hordeum bracl.yalltl.enun), both FACW classified plants, and Italian ryegrass (Lolium 
perelllle), a FAC classified plant, are dominant throughout the pastufe. 

Hydrology. Evidence of natural hydrology during non-irrigation periods is distinct in 
Novato Clay soils. Oxidized root channels were observed at soil sampling stations and wells 
(1 and 2) indicated that water levels were within 10 inches of the surface for several weeks 
during the late winter and spring ' (Figure H6). 

Evidence of hydrology 'jn Blucher-Cole complex -soils is not distinct, however . 
Oxidized root channels and cattle hoof prints were observed at Site 6, however, these 
indicators could have been created by earlier irrigation. The elements that indicate wetland 
·hydrology does not exist in most of the Blucher-Cole complex is gro'und water well data, 
elevation, and presence ot coarse soil. Water levels were not maintained in wells (3 and 5) 
above the 12 inch level during the wet season probably because this area isweU drained due 
to h~gh elevation and sandy soils. Wetland hydrology is present in portion~ of the Blucher:­
Cole complex, however, at the mouth of Tomasini Creek (weI14, tran~ect 5) which probably 
receives some runoff from the creek and at well 6 (transect station 4c) near Lagunitas 
Creek. 

Extent of Jurisdictional Wetlands. Pot~ntial jurisdictional wetlands meeting the required 
criteria (hydric soil, wetland vegetation, and hydrology) were determined to cover 
approximately 108 acres in the western pasture a~d approximately 191 acres in the eastern 
pas~ure. These areas are shown in Figure H7. 
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Jurisdictional wetlands 

Figu~e H7 Distribution of IJOlcnlial jurisdictional 
wetlands on Giacomini Ranch. 
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• Piezomeler location 
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Figure HI -Location of piezometers and sallipling 
lransects on Giacomini Ranch. 
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It should be noted ·lhat the edge of the Delta and marsh plain advances and retreats 
in response to episodes of sedimentation and continual wave action. At present (1992) the 
marsh edge has retreated at least 50 feet since the last episode of deposition. Tidal slough 
channels . are formed by the scouring of the ebb and flood tides and their geometry has 
distinct relationship with the tidal prism and marshprain . area that feeds them (Coats and 
Williams, 87). 

Although . Lagunita~ Creek is tidal, its character is mainly influenced by river floods 
thnt have created a relatively wide shallow sandy bedded channel that dissipates itsel£ on the· 
mudflats at the south end oC Tomales Bay. More typicnl of tid:"ly iunuenced systems arc 
the slough chAnnel. on the west side tbnt IIOW extends past Willow Point and has deplhs to 
about -1 (oot NOVD; and the Bivalve channel. The llivalve channel is oC ·interest, because 
wbile it now receives -a small amount of flood flow from Lagunitas Creek, it has been 
rejuvenated by the rest~ration of tidal action about ten to fifteen ye~rs ago on the 70-acre 
WjJdl~fe Conservation ·Board Property. This substantial incrc::ase in tidal prism has now 
scoured out .a deeper channel to .. 3 feel NOVD that extends about a mile north along the 
eastern edge of the bay and has also maintained deeper water upstream of the levee breach 
ncarly to the junction with !...agunitas Creek. 

9. Flood Hazards . 

There ate two major (load threats to the site. Flooding that overtops the levees on 
. Lagunitas Creek, and extreme tides. 

The reservoirs in the 3 'l-square mile Lagunitas C. eek watershed while affecting flood 
bydrographs,. are not intendeJ to be operated for flood .:ontrol and have little affect on the 
peak Dow of extreme floods . . Olema Creek, a major tri ~utary 'Yitb a total watersbed area 
of-IS square miles bas no dams in its watersbed. Flood ;tages on· Lagunitas Creek through 

··tbe Giacomini property are a'rected by Lagunitas Creel; runoff, Olema Creek runoff, and 
the tide level in Tomales Buy . 

The ·'argest recorded fbod was the one in 75 year event that occurred in January 
1982, with a peak flow measu; cd at the Gallagher gage of 22,9QO cfs (Corps of Engineers, . 
1984). Combined with Olerr.a Creek flows it appears that flows througb the property 
exceeded ·25,OOO cu. The De, 1· bighest recorded flow was the 9,500 cfs flow recorded in 
February, 1986, estimated to bl! a 1 in 6 year event. Both the 1982 flood and 1986 floods 
overtopped the Giacomini levf' ~S, flooding the entire property. 

The levee system was m-iginally designed to a crest elevation of about + 14 feet. It 
was not intended to provide "rotection against all floods and it was anticipated that 
overtopping would occur. In fa ".t a 1965 flood control stucy indicated that the cbannel had 
very limited capacity and that (ven a one in 2-year flood :ould reacb the top of the right 
bank levee (Nolte,· 1965). Acc,udingly large overflow sf: iIIways were constructed at the 
nortbern end of each pasture to allow passage of noodwnh •. ncross the mnch wilh minimal 
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damage to the levees. The wcs!!rn pasture Jlas a concrete spillway approximately 100 feet 
long with a crest elevation of + 4.6 feet. J The eastern are: has a similar concrete spillway 
with a crest elevation of +5.2 fect' and an unreinforced 6OO·.foot spillway (a lowered section 
of the levee) with crest elevations varying from +4.8 to +:,.5 NGVD1• 

After the 1982 flood tile 'ight bank levee above th~ dam site was reconstructed by 
the Corps of Engineers and faced with rfprap erosion protec':ion at critical points. This'levee 
now varies in elevation between about + IS and + 13 feet. Elsewhere the right bank levee 
has subsided and is now typically at elevations of between··8 and +9 feet, with the lowest · 
point measured at +7.1 feet' ·(see Figure 19). The left bank levee was completely 

. reconstructed and now typically ·./aries in elevation betwee:t +9 and + 10 feet. The right 
bank spillway crest is now at +5.2 feet and the left bank spillway at +4.6 feet'. 

A detailed flood flow anal: 'Sis was not within thesco~e of ~his study. However with 
the present levee system there ~f pears to be a significant ri',k of levee failure due to flood· 
flow overtopping. (as well as tlte r sk of levee failure due to ':r05ion undercutting), with the 
risk of levee failure is now of (he order of once in five ·yean . 

On the left bank of Lagunitas Creek, along Sir Franc~s Drake . Boulevard, a number 
of houses have been constructed in the flood plain of LagflDitas Creek and experienced 
damages during the 1982 flood. From the time the Giacomini levee was constructed on the 
right bank in 1946; flood levels would have been increased 'for moderate to large floods. 
This is because the levee was constructed higher than the roacfway and floodplain on the left 
bank. However, overtopping of the Giacominis' levee on tI e right bank limits maximum 
flood heights in extremely large ev.:nts like the 1982 flood, when the maximum water level 
was + 16 feet . . (Corps of Engineers, 1984) 

Extreme tides are caused by the coincidence of d;fferent physical phenomena 
affecting the water level in Tomal( s Bay. These are: storm .surges that raise water levels 
on the coastal shelf; local storm su :ges within Tomales Buy; low barometric pressure; high 
surface water temperatures assodal·ed with EI Nifio events; all coinciding with normal spring 
tides. The highest extreme tide (or Inverness is estim-ated to be 3 feet above MLL W plus 
or minus O.S feet (5.9 feet NOVD) based on Point Reyes tidc mcasurcmcnts (NOAA). No 
spcci~ic anaJysis Jlas been carried out of extreme water levels h, Tomales Bay and it appears 
that local storm surges increase water levels at the shallow southern end of the· Bay. 

Extreme tides therefore do not overtop the Giacomini levees but could erode them 
and would overtop the spillways. Even willi normal .astrononiical tides it appears that the 
highest spring tides of the levee oil the right bank of Lagunih's Creek are able to overtop 
the low overflow section. In November 1982, a local wind sf orm surge raised tide levels 
about 1.5 feet above predicted high tides causing inundation of the Giacomini property. 

'Note: all survey elevations sUbjetl to co~nrmation. 
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TABLE 4. 

TIDAL ELEVATIONS IN TOMALES DAY AT INVERNESS 
. f 

19'0..78 Tidal Fpoch 1941·59 Tidal Epoch-

MLLW NGVD MLLW NGVD 

Highest estimated tide 8.0 5.85 

Highest observed tide 6.39 4.24 

Mean higher high water (MHHW) 5.39 3.19 

Mean high water (MHW) 4.64 2.49 

Mean tide level (MTL) 2.76 0.61 

National Geodetic VertiCal Datum 
2.15 0.0 2.48 0,0 

(NOVO) 
~. 

Mean low water (MLW) 0.88 ··1.27 

M~,n lower low water (MIL"') . 0.0 ·2.15 0.0 -2.48 

Lowest observed tide -0.31 -2.46 

'\ '.::' .. . . ,. 

'Note: 1941·59 tidal epoch MLLW l:orrecllon used to adjust historic MLLWelevatlons and 1966 Caltrans 
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A. Diking, filling, and dredging of wetlands shall be permitted only in 

conformance with the policies. contoined in the LCP on this subject, 

presented on ~e 136 of the LCP. In conf~rmance with these policies, 

filUng of wetlands for the purposes of single-family residential 

development sh~II not be permitted. 

B. Allowable res~urce-dependent activities in wetlands shall include 

fishing, recreational clamming, hiking, hunting, nature study, bird­

watching and boating. 

C. No grazing or other agricultural uses shall be permitted in wetlands 

except in those reclaimed areas presently us~ for such activities. 

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

the edge of the wetland, sholl be established along the periphery of all 

wetlands. Where oppropriate, the required buffer strip may be wider 

based upon the findings of the supplemental report required in (E). 

Development activites and uses in the wetland buffer shall be limited to 

those specified in (A) and (8) above. 

E. As part of the application for a coastal development permit on any 

parcel adja~ent to Tomales Bay, except where there is no evidence of 

wetlands pursuQnt to the Coastal Commission's guidelines, the applicant 

sh~1I 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 Coostal 

Act and the area of the proposed buffer area. 

9.05 Native Vegetation. The Inverness Ridge Planning Area can be typified by 

three unifying elements':' the shoreline of Tomales Boy, the ridge itself, and 

a continuous band of native and introduced vegetation. A I though tree cover 

along the north facing slopes of the ridge inhibits solar access in many areas, 
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B. Undeveloped lands located on the boy side 'of Sir Francis Droke Boulevard 

presently ' zoned for neighborhood. commercial occupancies. in the 

Inverness Pork area should be reclassified pursuant to the 

recommendations of the Tidelands se~tlon of this Plan and In conformity, 

with the LCP. 

2.01 Recognize on~ support established visitor serving enterprises within the 

Planning Area. 

A. Retain existing C-R-C-R (Coastal, Resort and Commercial Recreation) 

District Zoning for the Inverness Volley 1m to its planned capacity of 30 

units providing overnight accommodation. 

B. Retain . existing C-R-C-R (Coastal, Resort and Commercial Recreation) 

District zoning for, the Inverness Motel and the Golden Hinde Boote'l. 
. , 

C. Visitor serving enterprises, particularly those ' which offer and provide 

places of overnight accomodation, sholl remain avaifable to any 

prospective guest on a space available basis; conversion of such places of 

overnight accomOdations into time shoring, club, con~minium or any 

similar restricted or limited type of occupancy sholl be prohibited. 

2.02 Expand local,commercial enterprises only within established village centers. 

A. Expansion of locally serving uses. should occur only i~ close proximity to 

the established commercial entities of Inverness Park and Inverness on 

the southside of Sir Francis Droke, rather than establishing new 

commercial codes in different locations. 

2.03 Provide policy guidance to be used should new visitor serving enterprises be 

proposed wi thin the Planning Area.' 

A. Proposed new visitor serving uses sholl be evaluated against the following 

policy guides: 

38 



')ection'22,.57.100 C-CP - <;oastal plannect'commerciaI district. Page I 'of I 
Chapter 22.57 SPECIFIC REGULATIONS FOR VARIOUS COASTAL DISTRICTS 

Section 22.57.100 C-CP - Coastal planned commercial district. 

22.57.101 Purpose. The purpose of this district is to create and protect areas withfn the coastal zone for 
commercial and Institutional uses and to central the density and development of such uses thereby assuring 
compatibility with the goals and policies of the local coastal plan. ' 

22.57.102 Principal Permitted Uses. The following uses are permitted in all C-CP districts, subject to master 
plan approval: 

1. All commercial and institutional uses as approved ~y an adopted master plan. In accordance with LCP 
policies, residential uses existing as of the date of adoption of the ordinance codified in this chapter shall be 
allowed to be rebuilt if destroyed by natural disaster. 

22.57.103 Design Standards. Requirements for design, site preparation and use of the project shall be 
Imposed as necessary to implement the goals and poRcies of the local coastal plan, the Marin Countywide Plan 
and any applicable community plan.' -

22.57.104 Submission Requirements. Applcations shall contain all the elements or requirements of 
Chapters 22.45 and 22.56. All or a portion of the general submission requirements for master plan and/or 
development plan review and approval (Chapter 22.45) may be waived by the planning director. If master plan 
,reqUirements are waived, a proposal, shall be submitted which meets the requirements of Chapter 22.82 
(Des,lgn Review). ' 

22.57.105 Additional Findings. Establishment of self-service stations or 'conversion of existing full-service 
stations to self-service stations will require periodic review and additional findings that the estabHshment of a 
self-service station will not adversely affect pubic health, safety and welfare by either diminishing the 
availabirrty of minor emergency help and safety services, including minor automobile repair and public 
restrooms or discriminating against Individuals needing refuenng assistance. (Ord. 2888 § 2, 1985: Ord. 2703 § 
16,1982) 

.lttp:llordlink,com/codes/marinco/_DATA/Tillc_22/S7/100.hlml 3/4/2004 
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Section 22.57.040 C-R-A - Coastal residential, agricultural districts. 

22.57.041 Purpose. The purpose of this district Is to provide for residential use, combined with small scale 
agricultural activities, s~bJect to specific development standards. 

22.57.042 Principal Permitted Uses. The following uses are' permitted In all C-R-A districts: 

1. SI~gle-family residence; , 

2. SmaU livestock farming; provided, that not to exceed one horse, or one cow, or one hog, or three sheep, 
or three goats, or other &imHar livestOCk may be kept for each twenty thousand square feet of area of the lot, to 
a maximum of three horses; or three cows, or three hogs, or six sheep, or six goats or other slmila( livestock 
maintained on anyone lot; , 

3. Crops, horticulture, nurseries and greenhouses; 

4. Accessory buildings; 

5. Home occupations; and 

6. Bed and breakfast operations as defined In Section 22.02.103, for such operations which offer or 
provide not more than three guest rooms. 

22.57.043 Conditional Uses. The following uses are permitted in all C-R-A districts, subject to securing a use 
permit In each case: 

1. PubUc and private stabl~s and riding academies; 

2. Sale of agricultural products produced' on th.e premises; 

3. PubHc pa{ks and playgrounds; 

4. Buildings f()r the sale of agricultural and nursery products; 

5. Schools, Hbraries, museums, churches; retreats, noncommercial tennis courts, and day child-care 
centers 'for seven or more children; 

6. , Dog kennels; 

7. 'UvestQCk farming exceeding three cows or three horses or three -hogs or six sheep; 

8. Bed and breakfast operations as defined in Section 22.02.103, which provide four but not more than five 
guest rooms. 

22.57.044 Design Standards. Building site area and width; building setbacks, height and floor area ratio shall 
comply with the standards bted In Section 22.57.200, "Design standards table." ' 

22.57.045 Exceptions. Any parcel of land with an area of less than seven thousand five hundred square feet, 
andlor with an average width of less than sixty feet, which was under one ownership on September 2, 1938, 
which owner thereof owned or has owned no adjoining land and PrOVided that no succeeding owner has owned 
adjoining land, or which parcel Is shown as a lot on any subdivision map or land division or parcel map or 
record of surv~y which was recorded after approval of the map In the manner provided by law, may be used as 
a building site for one-family dwelling by the owner of such parcel of land or by his successor In Interest, 
provided that all other regulations for the district, as prescribed in this title, shall be complied with; provided 
further, that in Ueu of the foregoing building site area regulations in any C-R-A district, in which there are also 
appfied the regulations of any B ,district under the provisions of this title, each one-family dwelling with its 
accessory buildings, hereafter erected,' shall be located on a building site, in one ownership, having an area not 
less than specified for such B district. In no case, however, shall there be more than one dwelHng on anyone 
lot. (Ord. 2884 § 4 (5,6), ,1985; Ord. 2637 § 6 (part), 1981) 

hUp:/Iordlink.com/codes/marinco/_DATAlTi tie _ 22/57/040.html 3/4i2004 



REGULATIONS FOR COASTAL DISTRlcrS 22.S7.200-22.S7 .20 t 

finds are appropriate for II resort area or which are desirilble or necessary for 
pubUc service, utlUty service or for the se"icin, of the recreation industry. 
ResidenUaI. industrial. insUtuUonal, ,eneral coinmercial uses, mobile home 
_parks and noaUn. home .marina are not pennitted. In accordance with LCP 

. policies, residential uses exisUn, as of the date of adoption of this ordinance 
shall be allowed to be rebunt it destroyed by nltun) disaster. 

22.57.1 S3 Desl ... StandardL Requirements for desllll. site preparation 
-and ... of the project shaD be impoled a necessary to implement the goals 
and poUcies of the local coutal plan, the Marin Countywide Plan and any 
appUcable communlty plan. 

22.57.154 Submission Requirements. AppUcaUons shall contain an 
the elements or requiremenll or Chapters 22.45 Ind 22.56. Allor I portion 

. or the ,eneraJ submission requirements (or master plan and/or development 
plan review and approval may be waived by the planninl director. lr master 
plan requirements are ' waived. , a proposal shall be submitted which meets 
the requirements of Chapter 22.82 (Des1an Review). (Ord. 2703 § 18. 1981). 

22.57.200 DISi ... standards table. The foUowin, design standards shall 
apply In the respective coutal districts: 

Zone Uddin, Site RequiremenlS '5etbKks Floor area 
Dlsldct Lot Area · Av ...... Width Front Side Rear lIeiaht Ratio 
C-R-A 7 ~OO sq. ft. 60 ft. 25 Ct. 6 ft. 2~ lS (t.. 30% 

lot depth-
~ . 25 ft.· C-H-I 

C-R-I 

C-R-l 

7,s00 sq. rt. 
7,s00 sq. ft. 

60 ft. 
60 ft. 25 ft. 6 ft. 20% 25 ft.· 30% 

lot depth-
7,s00 sq. ft. 60 Ct. 

c-vC)t 7,'00 sq. Ct. 60 Ct. 

25 ft. 6 ft. 2M. l5 ft.· 30% 
lot depth' 

o rt. 5 ft.2 U rt. I 25 ft.· 
• Mul"' .... rw ,.,. .,.It 0' IS 'ftt. 
• H ............. s ........... HI ............... .,. tnenteft'",. 
J Co ..... cIII_ .. c·vca 6tr1cu .. " eo .... In. .... 'lIIcta .equlred. 
(Ord. 2637 t 6 (Put). 1981). 

22.57.201 ReplatJoftl lor 8 districts. In any C diStrict which is com­
bined with any 8 cllstrict, the foUowin, desJp ' standard relulalions, as 
speclOed for the resPective B district, shall apply . 

12.58.010-22.S8.020 ZONING 

Zone 
Disuic. 
B-D 
B-1 
B-:! 
8-3 
B-4 
B-S 
B-6 

BuUding Site Requirements 
Lot Arel AVlnie Width 

1,750 sq. ft. 35 ft. 
6,000 sq. ft. SO ft .. 

10,000 sq. ft. 75 rt. 
20.000 sq. ft. 100 rt. 

- 1 acre I 50 rt. 
1 acres I SO ft. 

"3 ac~s .7S .rt. 

Front 
10 ft. 
2S ft. 
25 ft. 
30 ft. -
30 ft. 
30 ft. 
30 rt. 

SetblCD 
Side Rear 
S ft.· 10 ft. 
S.ft. • 

10 ft. 
1 S ft. 
20 ft. 
20 ft. 
20 £1. 

.Side setback on comer lots - minimum or 10 reet. 
(Ord. 2703 I 19, 1982: Ord. 2637 t 6 (put), 1981) • . 

Heisht 
20.ft. 



Section 22.57.080 C-RSP - Coastal r~sidential single-family planned districts. ~a~e 1 of3 
Chapter 22.57 SPECIFIC REGULATIONS FOR VARIOUS COASTAL DISTRICTS 

Section 22.57.080 C-RSP - Coastal residential single-family planned districts, 

22.57.081 Purpose. The purpose of this district is to allow development of single-family detached units to be 
designed according to the poficies set forth in the local coastal plan and without the confines ' of specific yard 
requirements, In order to allow the greatest possible compatibility with the characteristics of the site. 

22.57.082 Principal Permitted Uses. The following uses are permitted in all C-RSP districts, subject to 
master plan approval: 

1. One-family dwelRng; 

2. Crops, tree and truck farming, nurseries, and greenhouses; 

3. Home occupations; 

4. Accessory buildings; 

~. Nature reserves; 

6. Bed and breakfast operations as defined In Section 22.02.103, for such operations which offer or 
provide not more than three guest rooms. . 

22.57.083 Conditional Uses. The following uses are permitted in all C-RSP districts, subject to securing a 
use permit In eacb case: 

1. Public parks and pubic playgrounds; 

2. Salesrooms or other buildings for the sale of nursery and agricultural products; 

3. Schools, Hbraries, museums, churches, retreats, noncommercial tennis courts, and day child-care 
centers for seven or more children; 

4. Horses, donkeys, mules, and ponies shall be permitted subject to provisions of Section 22.68.040. The 
grazing of livestock shall not be permitted In areas where It is Ukely to cause damaging soli erosion or water 
pollution; . 

5. "Bed and breakfast" operations as -defined in Section 22.02.103; provided, however, that prior to the 
establishment of such a use which provides four but not more than five guest rooms, a use permit shall first be 
secured. . 

22.57.084 Density. The ordinance adopting a C-RSp district shall specify the maximum number of dwelling 
units per gross acre which will be allowed within the C-RSP district. 

22.57.085 Submission Requirements. App&cant shall 'submlt: 

1. Requirements contained In Chapters 22.45 and 22.56; except that all or a portion of the general 
submission requirements for master plan and development plan approval '(Chapter 22.45) may be waived by 
the planning director. If" these requirements are waived a proposal shall be submitted which meets the 
requirements of Chapter 22.82 (Design Review). ' . 

22.57.086 Site Preparation and Project DeSign. The following reqUirements for site preparation, design and 
- use of the project shall be Imposed through the master plan, development plan andlor design review process, 

as necessary, to Implement the goals and policies of the LCP, the Marin Countywide Plan and any applicable ' 
community plan: . 

1. Site Preparation. 

a. Grading. All grading shall be reviewed by the environmental protection committee or by staff members 
designated by the committee. Grading shall be held to a minimum. Every reasonable effort shall be made to 
retain the natural features of the laf.'d: skylines and rldgetops, rolHng land forms, knolls, native vegeta~on, 
trees, rock outcropplngs, watercourses. Where grading is required, it shall be done In such a ' manner as to 
eUminate flat planes and sharp ' angles of Intersection with natural terrain. Slopes shall be rounded and 
contoured to blend with eXisting topography. 

b. Roads. No new roads shall be developed where the required grade is more than fifteen percent unless 
convincing evidence Is pres~nted that such roads can be buill without. environmental damage and used without 
pl:lbHc Inconvenience. 

c. Erosion Control. Grading plans shall include erosion control and revegetation programs. Where erosion 
potential exists, silt traps or.· other engineering solutions may be required. The timing of grading and 
construction shall be controlled by the department of public works to avoid failure during construction. No 

http://ordlink.com/codes/marinco/_DATNTitle_22/57/080.html 3/4/2004 



Section 22.57.080 C:.RSP - Coastal residential s.ingle-family planned districts. . Page2of3 
• grading shall be done during the rainy season, from November through March. 

d. Drainage. The areas adjacent to creeks shall be kept as much as possible In their natural state. All 
construction shall assure drainage into the natural watershed I~ a manner that will avoid significant erosion or 
damage to adjacent properties. Impervious .surfaces shall be minimized. 

e. Trees and Vegetation. In all instances, every effort shall be made to avoid removal, changes or 
constructioo which would cause the death of the trees or rare plant communities and wildlife habitats. 

f. Fire Hazards. Development shall be pemitted in areas of extreme wildfire hazard only where there are 
good access r~ads, adequate water supply, a reHable fire waming system, and fire protection service. Setbacks 
to allow for firebreaks shall be provided If necessary. 

g. Geologic Hazards. Construction shaD not t>e permitted on identified seismic or geologic hazard areas 
such as on sUdes, on natural springs, on Identified fault zones, or on bay mud without approval from the 
department of pubic works, based on acceptable soils and geologic reports. 

h. Watershed Areas • . AII projects within water district watershed areas shaD be referred to that district for 
review and comment. . 

2. Project Design. 

a. Clustering. ·GeneralIY, buildings· should be clustered or sited in the. most accessible, least visually 
pr:ominent, and most geologically stable portion or portions of the site. consistent with the need for privacy to 
minimize visual and aural Intrusion Into each unifs Indoor and outdoor Hving area from other living areas: 
Clustering is espeCially ImpOrtant on open grassy hillsides. A greater scattering of buildings may be· preferable 
on wooded hlHsldes to save trees. The prominence of construction can be minimized by such devices as 
placing buildings so that they will be screened by wooded areas, rock .outcropplngs and depressions in the 
topography. 

b. RldgeHnes. There shall be no construction permitted on top or within three hundred feet horizontally, or 
within one hundred feet vertically of visually prominent ridgennes, whichever Is more restrictive. if other suitable 
locations are available on the site. If structures must be placed within this restricted area because of site size or 
similar constraints, they shall be on locations that are .Ieast visible from nearby highways and developed areas. 

c. Landscapiog. Landscaping shall minimally disturb . natural areas, including open areas, and additional 
landscaping in a natural or semi natural area shall be compatible. with the native plant setting. Fire protection 
and minimal water use shall be considered in landscaping plans. Planting shall not block views from adjacent 
properties or disturb wildHfe trails. 

d. Utilities. In the ridge land areas designated by the countywide plan, roads shall be designed to rural 
standards. (Generally, not more than eighteen feet pavement width, depending on safety requirements. A 
minimum of sixteen feet may be permitted in certain very low use areas, as provided In the improvement 
standards establshed pursuant to this code, Chapter 24.04.) In ridge land areas, street Ughts shall be of low 
level intensity, and low in profile. In all areas, power and telephone lines shall be underground where feasible. 

e. Building Height. No part of a building shan exCeed twenty-five feet In height above natural grade, and no 
accessory building shall exceed fifteen feet In height above natural grade. The lowest floor level shall not 
exceed ten feet above natural grade at the lowest comer. Where a ridge lot is too flat to allow placement of the 
house down from the ·ridge, a height Imit of one story or a maximum of eighteen feet to the top of the roof shall 
be Imposed. These requirements may be waived by the planning director upon presentation of evidence that a 
deviation from these standards will not violate the Intent of Sections 22".47.020 and 22.47.030. 

f. Materials and colors shall blend into the natural environment unobtrusively, to the greatest extent 
possible. 

g. Noise impacts on residents and persons in nearby areas shall be minimized through placement of 
buildings, recreation areas, roads, and landscaping. 

h. FaciHtles. Where possible, facilities and design features called. for in the countywide plan shall be 
provided on the site. These include units with three or more bedrooms, available to households with children; 
child-care facilities; use of reclaimed wastewater; use of materials; siting, and construction techniques to 
minimize consumption of resources such. as energy and water; use of water-conserving appHances: recreation 
facilities geared to age groups anticipated in the project; bus shelters; design features to accommodate the 
handicapped; bicycle paths linked to city-county system; and facilities for compostlng and recycling. 

i. Open Space Dedication. Land to be preserved as open space may be dedicated by fee title to th·e county 
of Marin prior to issuance of any construction permit, or may remain In private ownership with appropriate 
scenic and/or open space easements in perpetuity, and· the county may require reasonable pubHc access 
across those lands remaining in private ownership. 

j. Open Space Maintenance. The county of Marin or other designated public jurisdiction will maintain all 
open space lands accepted In fee tiUe, as well as pubtic access and trail easements across private property. 
Where open space lands remain I~ private ownership with scenic ease'!1ents, these lands shall be maintained 
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In accordance with the adopted poncles of the Marin County open space district and may require the creation of 
. a homeowners' association or other organization for the maintenance of these private open space lands where 

appropriate. 

k. Open Space Uses. Uses in open space areas shall be In accordance with poDcies of the Marin County 
open space district. Generally, uses shall have no or minimal Impact on the natural environment. Pedestrian 
and equestrian access shan be provided where possible and reasonable, and where DablHty Issues have been 
resolved. The Intent Is to serve the people In adjacent communities without attracting large numbers of visitors 
from other areas. {Ord. 2933 § 2 (2),1987; Ord. 2884 § 4 (11,12), 1985;qrd. 2637 § 6 (part), 1981) 
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Chapter 22.56 C DISTRICTS 

Section 22.56.130 Development requirements, standards and conditions. 

A. Water Supply. Coastal project permits shall be granted only upo,n a determination that water service to 
the proposed project Is of an adequate quantity and quality to serve, the proposed use. 

1. Except as provided In this section, the use of Individual water wells shall be allowed within the zone In 
conformance with Chapter 7.28 (Domestic Water Supply) ofthe Marin County Code: 

a. New developments located within the service area of a community or mutual water system may not 
utiBze Individual domestic water wells unless the community or mutual water system is unable or unwilling to 
provide water or the physical distribution Improvements are economically or physlcany Infeasible to extend to 
the proposed site. Additionally, wells or water sources shall be at least one hundred feet from all property lines 
or a finding shall be made that no development constraints are placed on neighboring properties. 

b. Within the Inverness planning area, individual wells for domestic use shall not be allowed on parcels of 
less than 2.8 acres In size. Exceptions to this requirement may be granted pursuant to the Issuance of a 
coastal permit. In addition to the findings of Chapters 22.56 and 22.86, the applicant must demonstrate to the 
satisfaction of the health officer that a well can be developed on the substandard size parcel In a-completely 
safe -and sanitary manner. . 

c. Within the Inverness public utility district (lPUD), Individual wells for domestic use shall not be permitted 
In the same watershed, at an elevation higher than the IPUD surface water sources existing as of June 1-4, 
1983. 

d. The Issuance of a coastal permit for any well shall be subject to a finding that the well will not have an 
adverse Impact on coastal resources Individually or cumulatively. 

2. Prior to the authorization of subdivisions or construction of projects utilizing Individual water wells, the 
appUca'nt shall demonstrate a sustained water-well yield of at least one gallon per minute per residential unit. 
Additional requirements for fire protection, including increased yield rates, water storage facilities and fire 
hydrants shall be Installed as recommended by the applicable fire protection agency. 

' 3. New Community and mutual water wells $erving five or more parcels shall demonstrate, by professional 
engineering studies, that such groundwater withdrawal will not adversely affect aquifer systems. Such 
engineering studies shall provide the basis of estabflshlng safe, sustained yields from these wells. 

4. New development shall be required to Incorporate lOW-flow water fixtures and other water-saving 
devices. . 

B. Septic System Standards. The following standards apply for projects which utiHze septic systems for 
sewage disposal. 

1. All septic systems within the coastal zone shall conform with the "Minimum Guidefines for the Control of 
Individual Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Systems" adopted by the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
on April 17, 1979. or the Marin County Code, whichever is more stringent. No waivers shall be permitted except 
where 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 Water Quality Control Board, or 
where such waivers have otherwise been reviewed a.nd approved under standards establshect by the Regional 
Water QuaAty Control Board. 

2. AHemate waste disposal systems shall be approved only where a pubic entity has formally assumed 
responsibility for Inspecting, monitoring and enforcing the maintenance of the system in accordance with 
criteria adopted by the Regional Water Qualty Control Board. 

3. Where a coastal project permit Is necessary for the enlargement or change in the type of Intensity of use 
of an existing structure the project's septic system must be determined consistent with the current guide.nes of 
the Regional Water Quaflty Control Board or such other program standards as adopted by the county. 

C. Grading and Excavation. The following standards shall apply to coastal projects which involve the 
grading and excavation of one hundred fifty cubic yards or more of material: 

1. Development shall be designed to fit a site's topography and existing soil, geological, and hydrological 
conditions so that grading, cut and fill operation,s, and other site preparations are kept to an absolute minimum 
and natural landforms are preserved. Development shall not be allowed on sites, or areas of a site, which are 
not suited to development because of known soli, geology, flood, erosion or other hazards that exist to such a 
degree that corrective work, consistent with these poficies (including but not limited to the protection of natural 
landform), is unable to etiminate hazards to the property endangered thereby. 
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2. For necessary grading operations, the sma.est practicable area ' of land shall be exposed at anyone 
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time during development and the length of exposure shall be kept to the shortest practicable time. The clearing • 
of land shall be discouraged during the winter rainy season and stabilizing slopes shall be in place before the 
beginning of the rainy season. . 

3. In addition to such st~ndards as may be imposed under Section 23.08.090, the following standards shall 
be required: 

a. Sediment basins.Oncluding debris basins, desilting basins, ponding areas or silt traps) shall be installed 
at the beginning of grading operations and maintained throughout 'the development process to remove 
sediment from runoff waters. Temporary vegetation, seeding, mulching, or other suitable stabilization methods 
shall be used to protect soils which have been exp9Sed during grading or development Cut and fill slopes shan 
be permanently stabilized as soon as ~slble with native plants or other suitable landscaping techniques. 

b. The extent of Impervious surfaces shall be minimized to the greatest degree possible. Water runoff 
beyond natural levels shall be retained on-site whenever possible to faaUtate maximum groundwater recharge .. 
In order to prevent gullying on-site and d~wn stream erosion of existing stream channels, the velocity of runoff 
oh and off the site shall be dissipated through the appHcation of appropriate drainage controls so that the runoff 
rate does not exceed the stormwater runoff from the area In its natural or undeveloped state. Grassed or 
n~tural waterways are preferred to concrete storm' drains for runoff conveyance. 

c. Pollutants such as chemicals, fuels, and other harmful materials shall be collected and disposed of in an 
approved manner. ' 

d. Where topsoil is removed by grading operations, It shall be stock-piled for subsequent reuse, where 
appropriate. 

e. All debris shall be removed from the site upon the completion of the project. 

. f. Permit applications for grading which involve cut slopes In excess of eight feet or fill in excess of five feet 
shall include a report from a registered soils or civil engineer. 

D. Archaeological Resources. 

1. Prior to the approval of any proposed development within an area of known or probable archaeological 
significance, a limited field survey by a qualified professional af the appficant's expense shall be required to 
determine the" extent of the archaeological resources on the site. Where the results of such survey indicate the 
potential to adversely Impact probable archaeological resources, the report shall be transmitted to the 
appropriate clearinghouse for comment. The county planning department shall maintain a confidential map file 
of known or probable archaeological sites so as to assist In Site Identification. 

2. Where development would adversely Impact archaeological resources or paleontological resources 
which have been identified, reason"able mitigation measures shall be required as may be recommended by ~he 
. field surveyc;>r or by the State Historic Preservation Officer. Such 'mitigation shall include, as necessary: 

a. The resiling or redesign of development to avoid the site; 

b. .That, for a specified period of time prior to the commencement of development, the site be opened to 
qualified, approved pr.ofesslonaV educational parties for the purpose of exploration/excavation; 

c. The utilization of special construction techniques to maintain the resources intact and reasonably 
accessible; . 

d.. Where specifiC or long-term protection is necessary, sites shall be protected by the impOSition of 
recorded'open space easements; and 

e. For significant sites of unique archaeological resource value, where other mitigation techniques do not 
provide a necessary' level of protection, .the project shall not be approved until the determination is made that 
there are no reasonably "available sources of funds to purchase the property. 

E. Coastal Access: 

1. All coastal project permits shall be evaluated to determine the project's relationship to the malntena'nce 
and provision of pubHc access and use of coastal beaches, waters and tidelands. 

a. Except as provided In paragraph b below, for projects located between the sea and first public road (as 
established by the mapped appeal area), a coastal project permit shall include ' provisions to assure public 
access to coastal beacheS and tidelands. SUch access shall Include, either singularly or In combination: 

i. The offer of dedication of pubRc pedestri.an access easements from the pubRc road ~o the ocean; 

ii. The offer of dedication of public access easements along the dry sand beach areas adjacent public 
tidelands; and 

iii. Bluff top trail easements where necessary to provide and maintain public views and access to coastal 
areas • 
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Such offers of easement shall be for a minimum period of twenty years and shall provide for the easement 
acceptance, by an appropriate pubHc agency and/or private organization. LiabiNty issues pertaining to the 
access easement shall be resolved prior to acceptance of any offer of dedication. 

b. Upon specific findings that public access would be Inconsistent with t~e protection of: (1) pubic safety; 
(2) fragile coastal resources; or (3) agricultural production or, upon specific findings that public use of an 
accessway would seriously Interfere with the privacy of existing homes, provision for coastal access need, not 
be required. In determlnilig whether access Is Inconsistent with the above, the findings shan specifically 
consider whether mitigation measures such as setJ>acks from sensitive habitats, trail or stairway development, 
or regulation of time, seasons, or types of use could be developed which would adequately , mitigate any 
'potential adverse Impacts of public access. A finding that an access way can· be located ten feet or more from 
an existing single-family residence or be separated by a landscape buffer or fencing if necessary should be 
considered to provide adequately for the privacy of existing homes. ' -

c. Prescriptive Rights. Where evidence of prescriptive rights (historic pubHc use) is found in reviewing a 
coastal permit appDcation, equivalent access e.ssements to protect the types, intensity and areas subject to 
prescripUve rights shall be required' as a condition of permit approval. Oevelopment may be sited In an area of 
historic pubIc use 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 
Col1ll',11isslon 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 pubRc 
exists, the county or the Coastal Commission and the Attomey General at the request of the county shall, 
consistent with the avallabiBty of staff and funds, seek a court determination and confirmation of such pubHc 
'rights. If, after sixty 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 public access 
pondes. Such mitigation may include securing an accessway on other property , in the same vicinity, or 
providing an in-lieu fee to a public agency or priv,ate 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 one thousand feet or less of the project site (parcel). ' 

d. Where development involves land which may be subject, to the doctrine of public trust easements, a 
'project description shall be forwarded to the office of the State Lan.ds Commission for its determination of the 
status of the land In question. The State Lands Commission shall be requested to indicate If the project is 

'located on tidelands or submerged lands and whetl:ler a State Lands Commission permit or lease Is required 
for the proposed development. SUch a determination shall be made prior to 'any authorization of construction 
for a coastal project. County action on proposed coastal projects identified as located upon tidelands, 
su~rged lands or pubIc trust lands, per the provision of PubHc Resources Code Section 30519 (b), shall be 
advisory only. Such project applications, Including those advisory recommendations as the county deems 
appropriate. shall be forwarded to the California Coastal Commission for Its action on the coastal project. 

2. Specific Geographic Requirements - Coastal Access. 

a. Mount Tamalpals State Park and Lands. The development of additional recreational and visitor services 
on those portions of the Mount Tamalpals State Park within the coastal zone, including hiking trails, equestrian 
~ralls, a "pritritive" hostel at the Steep Ravine cabi!",s and improved parking and support facifities at Red Rock 
are consistent with the LCP poRcies. Such facirlties shall be similar In design, size and/or location as those 
proposed by the Mount Tamalpals State Park Plan. Consistent with the protection ,of Significant resources, 
additional trail development to imp{ove acc~ss to public tidelands Is encouraged. 

b. Maintenance of existing Coastal Access. Development which may interfere with existing coastal access 
shall not be permitted or shall be conditioned to assure substantially the same level and location of pubfic 
access Is maintained. The foll,owing specific access areas shall be retained thr~ugh coastal permit regulation 
program: 

I. Stinson Beach. The county park lands at Calle del Sierra: (Upton Beach) established pedestrian access 
ways at Walla Vista and the Calles. and the maintenance of on-street parking along 'the northerly side of Calle 
del Arroyo; 

Ii. BoRnas. Historic public use of the two access trails across BoRnas Mesa to the RCA beach and of the 
beach area Itself shan be protected In accordance with the access program approved by the North Central 
Coast Regional Commission In Its action on Permit No. 31-76 (Commonweal). As provided by the conditions of 
the commonweal permit approval. use of the 'access trails and beach areas shall ,be limited to the level and 
character of the historic use of the property~ncluding but not nmited to use for beach access, hiking, swimming, 
and horseback riding) in order to protect the natural resources of Duxbury Reef. The pubUc access to Duxbury 
Reef shall continue under present management programs. 

F. Housing. Existing residential buildings which provide housing opportunities for persons of low and 
1 moderate income (as defined by the most recent federal housing and urban development guidennes) shall be 
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removed or demolshed only upon specific findings that: 

Page4of8 ... . ' 

1. The structure poses an immediate and estabHshed health or safety hazard; 

2. Based upon established procedures, that the rehabilitation of the eXisting structure Is not feasible 
("feasible" shall be defined per Section 30108 of the Coastal Act); and 

3. Such demoltion coupled with subsequent reconstruction would provide replacement housing of 
comparable rental value either on site or within the Immediate coastal zone area. 

G. Stream and Wetland Resource Protection. The following 'standards shall apply to all development within 
or adjacent streams identified· as blue-line streams on the most recent edition of the USGS seven and one-half ' 
minute quadrangle map(s) for the project area. 

1. Stream Impoundments and diversions shan be limited to necessary water supply projects, flood control 
projects where no other method for protecting existing structures In the floodplain Is feasible and where such 
protection Is necessary for public safety or to, protect existing development, or developments where the primary 
function Is the Improvement of fish and wildlife habitat. Before any such activlties'are permitted, minimum flows 
necessary to maintain fish habitat and existing watbr quaAty, and to protect downstream resources, (e.g., 
riparian vegetation, groundwater recharge areas, receiving waters, estuarine hablta .. , spawning areas) and 
other downstream users shan be determined by the Department of Ash and Game-~nd the Division of Water 
Rights of the State Water Resources Control Board. New ImpQundments or diversions which, Individually or 
cumulatively, would decrease streamflows below the minimum shall not be permitted. 

'2. The alteration of stream channels and banks shan be anowed only for the developments Identified In 
sUbdivision G 1 of this section -In order to protect streamWater qualty and the volume and rate of streamflow. All 
such developments shall Incorporate the best mitigation measlires feaslble,lncludlng eroslon,and runoff control 
measure~ and revegetation of disturbed areas with native species. 

3. For proposed projects located adjacent to streams, application submittals shall Include the identification 
of existing riparian vegetation as a riparian protection area. No construction, alteration of land forms or 
vegetation removal shall be permitted within such riparian protection area. Additionally, such project 
appUcations shall Identify a stream buffer area which shall extend a minimum of fifty feet from the outer edge of 
riparian vegetation, but in no case less than one hundred feet from the banks of a stream. Development shall 
not be loeated within this stream buffer area. When a parcel Is located entirely within a stream buffer are'a, 
design review shall be required to identify and implement the mitigation measures necessary to protect water 
quaaty, 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 the restor~tion of dlstur~ 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 ~pproprlate mitigation 
measures. 

4. Development applications on lands surrounding Bolinas Lagoon and other wetlands as Identified on the 
,appeals area map(s) shall Include the designation of a wetland buffer area. The buffer area shall Include those 
Identified or apparent wetland related resources but in no case shall be less than a minimum of one hundred 
feet In width from the subject wetland. To the maximum extent feasible, the buffer area shall be retained In a 
natural condition- and development located outside the buffer area. Only those uses dependent upon the 
resources of the wetland shall be permitted within the weUand buffer area. 

5. The diking, filDng, dredging and other alterations of wetlands shall occur only for minor, pubNc works 
projects lind shall be In conformance with the Coastal Act Section 30233. No physical improvements along the 
county parldands surrounding Bolinas Lagoon shall occur. Land uses in and adjacent to wetlands shaA be 
evaluated as follows: ' 

a. AlOng of wetlands for the purposes of single-family residential ~evelopment shall not be permitted. 

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

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

d. A buffer strip one hundred feet In width, minimum, as measured landward from the edge of the wetland, 
shall be estabUshed along the periphery of all wetlands. Development activities and uses in the wetland buffer 
shall be limited to those allowed pursuant to Section 30233 of the Coastal Act of 1976. 

'e. As part of the development on any parcel adjacent to Tomales Bay, except where there is no evidence 
ofweUands pursuant to the Coastal Convnission's adopted guidelines, the applicant shan be required to submit 
supplemental biologieal information prepared by a quaRfied ecologist at a scale sufficient to identify the extent 
of existing wetlands based on Sec,tion 30121 of the Coastal Act and the area of the proposed buffer areas. 
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:1 . f. AR conditions and "standards ofthe LCP, relating to diking, filling and dredging shall be met. 

Page 5 of8 

I 
I 
J 

i 
j 

1 
! 

i 
.l 

J 

1 
I 
I 

" 6. In order to protect the significant wetland and upland habitat value of that eleven-acre property known 
as the Henry Wilkins property" (AP # 195-290-13 and 24) and any change in the present density and type of use 
shall be preceded by a detailed environmental investigation and assessment of the resources of the site. No " 
development or change in use which adversely impacts these resource values shall be permitted. 

H. Dune.Protection. 

1. No development, including grading, erection of fences, signs or·oth~r primary or accessory structures 
shall be permitted seaward of that undeveloped right-of-way known as Mira Vista Street In Stinson Beach. 

2. Except for those shoreHne protective works otherwise permitted by this chapter, development,lncluding 
signs, fences and grading activities shall not be permitted seaward of the establshed building setback Hnes 
established by zoning districts for shorelne parcels. 

3. Development of shorefront lots within the Stinson Beach and Seadrift area shall assure preservation of 
the eXisting sand dune formations In order to protect environmentally sensitive dune habitat, vegetation and to 
maintain the natural protection from wave runup which such natural dunes provide. Where ,,0 dunes are 
evident, new development shall, to the maximum extent feasible, be set back behind the first line of terrestrial 
vegetation. Development approvals for new projects "located" along such "shorefront parcels shall be 
accompanied by findings, Including mitigation conditions, establishing the project's design and location, 
minimizing the need for shoreline protective works, protecting sandy beach habitat, providing a bUffer area 
between public and private use areas, protecting the scenic and recreational character of the beach and 
maintaining the public rights of access to and use of beach dry sand areas. Permits authorizing repair and 
maintenance to existing shoreline structures shall to the extent feasible, provide for the above standards and 
objectives. " 

4. Project propOsals for the subdivision of beach front lots shall be permitted only upon explcit findings that 
the Increased development density and/or location is consistent with the standards and objectives estabUshed 
In subdivision 3 of this subsection. 

5. No development shall be permitted in the sensitive coastal dune habitats In order to preserve dune 
formations, vegetation and wlldNfe habitats. Overuse In dune areas 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 I?ermitted in beach or dune areas except for emergency purposes. " 

I. Wildlife Habitat Protection. 

1. Proposal to remove significant vegetation on sites identified on the adopted natural resource map(s) and 
genera!1y described in Section 2 of the LCP shall require a coastal permit Significant alteration or removal of 
such vegetation -shall not be permitted" except where It poses a threat to life or property. 

"2. Siting of New Development. Coastal project permit applications shall be accompanied by detailed site 
plans Indicating existing and proposed construction, major vegetation, watercourses, natural features and other 
probable wi~lfe "habitat areas. Development shall be sited to avoid such wildlife habitat areas and to provide 
buffers for such habitat areas. Construction activities shall be phased to reduce Impacts during breeding and 
nesting periods. Development that significantly Interferes with wlldUfe" movement, particularly access to water, 
shall not be permitted. 

J. Protection of Native Plant Communities. Where the officer or body reviewing a coastal project 
application determines that a project site contains a significant number or type of nonlndlgenous, Invasive plant 
species which would threaten the" preservation or reestabHshment of native plant species, either on or off site, 
the project's approval shall be conditioned upon the removal of such nonindigenous plant material. 

K. Shoreline Protection. 

1. Bluff Top Setbacks. New structures shall be set back from coastal bluff areas a sufficient distance to 
ensure with reasonable certainty that they are not threatened from cliff retreat within their economic life 
expectancies. Adequate setback distances will be determined from information contained In required geologic 
reports and the setback formula established below. These setbacks will be of sufficient distance to eliminate 
the need for shoreHne protective works. The following formula will be used to determine setbacks from the bluff 
for new structures: 

Setback (meters) = structure life (years, normally at least 40 years) X retreat rate (meters/year). In areas 
where vigorous sliding is taking place, an additional 15 meters should be added as a safety factor. 

The retreat rate shall be determined by a geotechnical investigation conducted by a professional engineer or 
registered geologist which expliciUy examines the site's geotechnical capabifity to adequately support the 
proposed development. The report shall include the historic and projected rate(s) of bluff retreat attributable to 
wave and/or surface runoff erosion. The geotechnical report shall be required in either of the following: 

a. The building or proposed development site is "within one hundred fifty feet of a blufflop. 
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. b. . The building site is located within 'StabiAty zones 3 or 4 as indicated on the slope stability maps for the 
Bolinas and Tomales areas, which maps accompany Wagner's 1977 report, "Geology for Planning, Western 
Marin County." .This report. and accompanying map.s are incorporated by reference as part of this chapter. 

2. Standards and requirements for shoreUne protective works. Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor 
channels, seawalls, cliff retaining walls, and other such constructiolJ that alters natural shoreline process shall 
. be permitted only when; 

a. Required to serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures (constructed before adoption 
of the LCP). . 

b. No other nonstructural 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. 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. 

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

f. 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. . ~ 

In the absence of an overall wave hazard/shoreline erosion study; any permit" application for seawalls, riprap 
or other protective structures on beaches, shall be -accompanied by engineering reports stating the nature and 
extent of wave erosion hazard along the beach area and an explanation of how the proposed protective wo~ 
will mitigate the hazard, both on .and off the project site. This requirement shall not apply to emergency permit 
appUcations appDed for prior to January 1, 1983. Emergency permit applications after that date s~all be subject 
to report requirement or shall specifically establish why the need for such protective devices was not fQreseen 
and previously addressed through nonemergency permit appDcations. . 

Applications for placement of protective structures on beaches shall be accompanied by an engineers report 
unless an overall wave hazardl shoreHne erosion report exists. Said engineers rellort shall include: 

a. A statement of the nature and extent of wave erosion hazard; 

b. An analysis.- of how the proposed protective works will mitigate the hazard both on and off the site; 

c. An assessment of any adverse impacts to adjacent properties or resources that might reasonably be 
expected to result from construction of the protective structure. 

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

a. Make it as visually unobtrusive as possible; 

b. Respect natural landforms to the greatest degree possible; 
. . 

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

d. Minimize the IrnpairmEml and mO.vement of sand supply and the circulation of coastal waters; 

e. Address the geologic hazards presented by construction In or near Alquist-Priola earthquake hazard 
zones; 

f. Provide for the reestablishment of the former d~ne contour and appearance. 

L. GeologiC Hazardous Areas. 

1. Prior to the issuance' of a coa~tal development permit for projects located in area'S depicted by the Unit I. 
LCP geologic hazards maps, the owner (appAcant) shall: 

a. Execute and record a. waiver of public liability holding the county, other governmental agencies and the 
public harmless because of loss experienced by geologic activities. The waiver of liability shall be in a form 
approved by county counsel and run'with the property; and . 

b. Submit along with the' permit application, a report from a registered civil or structural engineer briefly 
describing the extent of potential geologic hazards and those construction, siting an~ other recommended 
techniques to mitigate those possible geologic hazards. 

The planning commission. following consultation with the director of public works; 'may modify said 
requirement in subdivision 1 above for selected areas or types of projects where the commission finds that: 

i. The project area is of the same general geologic nature and sufficient data' has been developed (such as 
by a "Master Engineering Report") to adequately judge the risk and resulting standards necessary for such 
areas; or 

ii. The type of project is a minor structure, not for human habitation, which presents little risk on or e~'site, 

·http://ordlink.com/codes/marinco/ .. , .. PATNTitle_22/561130 .. htnt I 3/4/2004 
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• by possible geologic hazards. 
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2. Floodplain Development. Coastal project permit applications adjacent to streams which periodically 
flood shall include a site plan that Identifies the one hundred-year floodplain (as described by the Army Corps 
of Engineers). Development of permanent structures and other significant improvements shall not be permitted 
within the Hmits of the one hundred-year floodplain. 

M. pubnc Works Projects. 

1. Transportation. Highway 1 shall remain a scenic two-lane roadway. Roadway Improvements to Highway 
1 and other pubnc roadways shall not, either individu~lIy or cumulatively, distract from rural, scenic 
characteristics of the existing roadway. 

Improv_ements (beyond repair and mai~tenance) shall be limited to minor roadway improvements as 
identified ~Iow: 

a. Slope stabilization, drainage control and minor safety improvements such as guardrail placement, 
signings; , 

b. Expansion of roadway -shoulder paving to accommodate bicycle/pedestrian traffic along the highway 
shoulder; 

c. Crea~on of s.low traffic and vista turnouts as a safety and convenience imp~ovemer:'t; 

d. Other minor selected roadway Improvements necessary to adequately accommodate public transit 
consistent with the goals of this polcy; providing, however, that no filRng of streams or weUands shall be 
permitted. Specifically, the developme.nt of new public transit service routes and associated off-loading and turn 
facilities Is consistent with the LCP policY to utilize public transit to meet inc~eased use of coastal recreational 
areas. 

2. Water and Sewer Improvements. In the consideration of a coastal project permit for expansion of water 
andlor sewer treatment faciHtles for the Bolinas Public UtiHty District, the county shall determine that adequate 
water andlor sewer treatment capacity is guaranteed from the expanded fadlties to serve VCR zoned property 
in the community. 

3. Other Public Works Project Standards and ReqUirements. Roads, flood control projects and utility 
service expansions shalfbe limted to the minimum necessary to serve development as identified by LCP land 
use poldes. All such public works projects shall conform to the resource and visual poRdes of the LCP and the ' 
requirements of this chapter. 

N. Land Division Standards. Land divisions of small agricultural holdings designated under ARP zoning 
shall conform to the following standards: New land divisions shall demonstrate to the planning director that the 
design of the created parcels provides the maximum feasible concentration of clustering. Clustering shall be 
located-both to provide for the retention of the maximum amount of land in agricultural use and to protect 
important upland feeding areas. Clustered development shall also be located In the area of least environmental 
sensitivity on the parcel. Open space easements or other restrictions shall be required to designate intended 
use and restrictio,ns on the property being subdivided. 

O. Visual Resources and Community Character. 

1. Ali new construction in Bolinas, Stinson Beach, and Muir Beach shall be restricted to a maximum height 
of twenty-five feet; except that the Stinson Beach Highlands will have a maximum height of seventeen feet, and 
the Seadrift Subdivision will have a maximum of fifteen feet above finished floor elevation. 

2. To the maximum extent feasible, new development shall be designed and sited so as not to impair or 
obstruct existing coastal views from Highway 1 or Panoramic Highway. 

3. The height, scale and d~sign of n~w 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. 

4. Development shall be screened with appropriate landscaping; however, such landscaping shall not, 
when mature, interfere with plJblic views to and along the coast. The use of native plant material is encouraged. 

5. Signs shall be of a size, location and appearance so as not to detract from scenic areas or views from 
pubnc roads and other viewing points and shall conform to the county's sign ordinance. 

6. Distribution utility fines 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. 

7. Sta~dards for development in RSP districts on the shoreline of Tomal~s Bay: 

a. Existing dwelfings $hall 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 ten percent. Any proposed improvement to an existing house which results in an increase of 
internal floor area of more than ten percent shall require a coastal permit in order to ensure that such 
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!mprovement is sited and designed to minimize impacts on Tomales Bay. 
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b. New residential construction shall be limited in heiiJht to fifteen 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 8mit 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, o'r from 
the water. 

c. New development shall meet all other LCP policies, including those on pubIc access, natural resources 
and wetland protection, shoreline structures, diking/fiUng/dredging, pubRc services, hazards, visual resources, 
and new development. 

P. RecreationaVCommerciaWisitor FaciUties. In order to maintain the established character of the village 
commercial areas in Stinson Beach and Bonnas, a mixture of residential and commercial uses shall be 
pernitted within the VCR zone. The principal permitted use of the VCR zone in, the two village, centers shall 
include commercial and residential uses; provided, however, that new residential uses shall be permitted only if 
they are incidental to the commercial use. Exclusive residential uses shall also be permitted as a conditional 
use; however, In no case shall sl;lch use be permitted on more than twenty-five percent of the lots which 'are 
vacant at the time of adoption of the ordinance codified in this chapter in each community. Replacement of any 
existing residential us~ destroyed by ,natural disaster shall be exempt from this provision and will be permitted. 

Q. Historic Research Preservation. In the issuance of any coastal permit, the planning director or 
appropriate hearing body shall make findings that the proposed project is consistent with the historic resource 
poncies of the local coastal plan and the historic study. Additionally, when -considering any permit whiCh 
pertains to any identified historic area or pre-1930 structure, the following criteria shall apply: 

1. New Construction. New construction located within an identified historic area shall b~ consistent in 
scale, design, materials and texture with the surrounding community character. ' 

2. Alterations and Additions. 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. 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 lo~ation for the structure. This six-month period may be 
waived by the pla,nnlng director or appropriate hearing body upon a finding that the structure is not histOrically 
significant or cannot be rehabilitated. (Ord. 2739 § 4, 1982; Ord. 2703 §§ 6,,7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 1982; Ord. 2637 § 6 
(part),1981) 

http://ordlink.com/codes/marinco/_DATA/Title_22/56/130.html 314/2004 
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PROPERTY INSPECTION CERTIFICATE 



. . 

CERTIFICATION OF PROPERTY INSPECTION WITH THE OWNER 

. . 

The subject property was inspected by me August 29,2003 in·the presence of 
Robert and Richard Giacomini. . 

CASE & ASSOCIATES 

Herb Case, ASA, AICP 
California Certified General Real Estate Appraiser #AG001620 

L---,--__ ~ ______________________ . _ . .. _._ .. ___ .. _ ........ ~_ 



COMPARABLE SALES 
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_ COMPARABLE SALE NO.1 

GRANTEE: 

GRANTOR: 

LOCATION: 

APN: 

ZONING: 

USE AT SALE: 

HIGHEST AND BEST USE: 

LOT AREA: 

SALE RECORDED: 

SALE PRICE: 

UTILITIES, SEWER, WATER: 

TERRAIN: 

ACCESS: 

REMARKS: 

SOURCE: 

DIRECTIONS: 

PHOTO: 

Malcolm & Joan Watkins 

Carolyn Cooper 

22747" State Highway 1 

104-170-15 

C-RSP-0.5, (Coastal, Residential Single-family, Planned, 
with a density of one residence per two acres 

Unimproved tideland parcel in a natural condition suitable 
for recreational use 

Land assemblage by abutting parcel improved with a 
residence 

1.27 acres 

811197 grant deed #97-041213 

$50,000 Cash to Seller 

Electricity at lot line. On site septic system and well 
required 

Tideland with sandy beach 

About 140 feet of frontage along an unnamed- roadway off 
State Highway 1 

Unbuildable because lot ·inadequate for installation of a 
septic system. Current standards require leach field 
setback 100 feet from average highest high water. Prior 
sale 11/95 for $45,000 for use as a kayak launching site. 
8/1/97 sale was to owner of abutting lot improved with a 
residence. The buyer's motivation was to control activity 
on the site. 

Current owners who recently acquired the Watkins 
residence and abutting unimproved lot; Assessors data, 
MLS data 

From unpaved frontage road outboard of State Highway 
One leading to Blakes Landing to the north and shorefront 
residences to the south, subject parcel is the small cove 
with sandy shore to the north of first shoreline residence 

Photo of sale taken 9/6/02 by Herb Case 

'--------------------------------_._ .. _. _-_ ._- -- _._ ... _._.-
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GRANTEE: 

GRANTOR: 

LOCATION: 

APN: . 

ZONING: 

USE AT SALE: 

HIGHEST AND BEST USE: 

LOT AREA: 

SALE RECORDED: 

. SALE PRICE: 

UTILITIES, SEWER, WATER: 

TERRAIN: 

ACCESS: 

REMARKS: 

SOURCE: 
DIRECTIONS: 

. PHOTO: 

COMPARABLE SALE NO.2 

Brian and Gail Lanigan 

Rick and Kristen D'. Addicks 

Calle' del Arroyo, Stinson Beach 

195-101-02,03, & 04 

C-R-1, Coastal, Residential Single-family, 7,500 square 
feet minimum lot area 

Unimproved wetland parcel in a natural condition 
. . 

Land assemblage by abutting parcel improved with a 
residence ' 

9,600 square feet 

5113/03 grant deed #03-55568 
. . 

$80,000 Cash to Seller 

Electricity and water at lot line. On site septic system 
required 

Wetlands and limited upland 

120 feet of frontage along Calle del Arroyo 

The lot is unbuildable because current standards require 
that a septic system leach field have a setback of 100 feet 
from a tidal estuary or wetland. The owner purchased the 
lot to merge with his abutting lot and gain additional parcel 
area to meet zoning standards for an addition to his 
residence. 

Kristen Addicks, seller; Assessor's data 
From Highway 1, tum on Calle de Arroyo 114 mile n.w. of 
downtown Stinson Beach; subject is first vacant lot on the 
right past Calle del Occidente 

Photo of sale taken 9/6/02 by Herb Case 

'----------------------------------_._ ..... - ... - .. _-- -
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GRANTEE: 

GRANTOR: 

LOCATION: 

APN: 

ZONING: 

USE AT SALE: 

HIGHEST AND BEST USE: 

.LOTAREA: 

sALE RECORDED: 

SALE PRICE: 

COMPARABLE SALE NO.3 

A. Ewan MacDonald Trust 

William H. Conrad :frust 

Wharf Road, Bolinas 

193-082-24 

C-RA-B2, Coastal, Residential Agricultural, with a 10,000 
square feet minimum lot area 

Unimproved tideland parcel In a natural condition suitable 
for recreational use 

Land assemblage by abutting parcel improved with a 
residence 

4,471 square feet 

4/5/00 grant deed #00-017597 

$15,000 Cash to Seller 

UTILITIES, SEWER, WATER: Electricity at lot line. Long term moratorium iri effect fo/." 
public sewer and .water connections 

TERRAIN: 

ACCESS: 

REMARKS: 

SOURCE: 

DIRECTIONS: 

PHOTO: 

Entire parcel subject to tidal action 

40 feet of frontage along Wharf Road 

Ttle lot is unbulldable because current regulations prohibit 
by fill (Including .structures on pilings) and the lot will not 
support a septic system. The property was purchased by 
the owner of an abutting lot improved with a· residence. 
The buyer explained that he purchased the parcel to 
control activity on the site 

Ewan MacDonald, buyer; Assessor's data 

From · Highway 1, tum south on Olema -Bolinas Road 
(unmarked) to follow west shore of Bolinas Lagoon, 
heading toward the village center of Bolinas. At the town 

. center, the street becomes Wharf Road. The sale 
property Is the tideland lot just past the Bolinas Rod and 
Gun Club 

Photo of sale taken 9/6/02 by Herb Case 
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GRANTEE: 

GRANTOR: 

LOCATION: 

APN: 

ZONING: 

USE AT SALE: 

HIGHEST AND BEST USE: -, 

LOT AREA: 

SALE RECORDED: 

SALE PRICE: 

UTILITIES, SEWER, WATER: 

TERRAIN: 

ACCESS: 

REMARKS: 

SOURCE: 

DIRECTIONS: 

PHOTO: 

COMPARABLE SALE NO.4 

Barbra Leigh 

L. J. M. Griffith 

Sir Francis Drake Boulevard, south of Redwood Avenue, 
Inverness 

114-072-05 

C-RSP-0.33, Coastal, Residential Single-family; Planned, 
with a maximum density of three lots per acre -

Unimproved tideland parcel in a natural condition suitable 
for recreational use 

Land assemblage by abutting parcel improved with a 
residence 

0.59 acre 

8/8/03 grant deed #03-95915 

$50,000 Cash to Seller 

Electricity and public -water at lot line. On-site septic 
system required 

The lot is predominantly above normal Udal action, but 
most of the soil is usually saturated by a high water table. 
The front of the parcel Includes some upland and is 
wooded with Bay laurel trees. The rear Is largely marsh 
grass 

75 feet of frontage along Sir Francis Drake Boulevard 

The lot Is unbuildable because current regulations prohibit 
fill of wetlands (including structures on pilings) and the lot 
will not support a septic system. The property was 
purchased by the owner of an improved lot across the 
highway. 

Daughter of seller; Assessor's data 

Traveling north on Sir Francis Drake Boulevard toward 
Inverness, pass Drakes View Drive to subject, about a 
block-south of Redwood Avenue 

Photo of sale taken 916102 by Herb Case 
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GRANTEE: 

GRANTOR: 

LOCATION: 

APN: 

ZONING: 

LOT AREA: 

SALE RECORDED: 

SALE PRICE: 

IMPROVEMENTS: 

TOPONEG~TATION: 

REMARKS: 

SOURCES: 

DIRECTIONS: 

PHOTO: 

COMPARABLE SALE NO.5 

Stephen A. Ryan 

Margaret B. Vandel)bosch 

Drakes View Drive, Inverness 

114-120-37 

C-RSP-0.25, (Coastal, Residential Single-family, 
Planned, with a density of one residence per four acres 

2.14 acres 

911 0/03 03-111725 

$355,000 · Cash to Sel.ler 

None 

Gently rolling topography with mix of open area and 
woodland 

View of hills and distant view of Tomales Bay at back of 
lot. Probate sale with no required court confirmation. No 
percolation test at time of sale . . MLS indicates 28 days on 
market 

Melissa Lyckberg, listing agent;: Assessor's records; Bay 
Area Real Estate hiformation Service (MLS) 

Sir Francis Drake Boulevard to Drakes View Drive to 355 
just before Behr Lane 

Photo of sale taken by Herb Case 11/18/03 
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GRANTEE; 

GRANTOR: 

LOCATION: 

APN: 

ZONING: 

USE AT SALE: 

t-JIGHEST AND BEST USE: 

LOT AREA: 

SALE RECORDED: 

SALE PRICE: 

UTILITIES, SEWER, WATER: 

TERRAIN: 

ACCESS: 

REMARKS: 

SOURCES: 

DIRECTIONS: 

PHOTO: 

COMPARABLE SALE NO.6 

Kent W. Sparling and Vanessa Lowenstein 

Rlcha~ F. Shoemaker and Neysa Young 

116 South Dream Farm Road, Invemess 

114-350-03 

C-RSP-0.33, Coastal, Residential Single-family 
residential, Planned, with a maximum density of one lot 
per three acres 

Unimproved lot 

Single-family residence 

2:85 acres 

4/13101 grant deed #01-19050 , 

$416,000 terms of any financing unknown 

Electricity and public water at lot line. On-siteseptlc 
system reqUired 

Upslope from road 

Frontage on South Dream Farm Road,·a paved roadway 

View of wooded hillside, perc test supporting four­
bedroom house, and well with Indicated ·10 gallons per 
minute production. MLS indicates 13 d.ays on market. 

MLS listing; Dan Morse, buyer's agent; Assessor's data 

.sir Francis Drake Boulevard to South Dream Farm Road 
In Irwemess 

j 

Photo of sale taken 10/27/03 by Herb Case 
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GRANTEE: 

GRANTOR: 

LOCATION: 

APN: 

ZONING_: 

USE AT SALE: 

HIGHEST AND BEST USE: 

LOT AREA: 

SALE RECORDED: 

SALE PRICE: 

UTILITIES, SEWER, WATER: 

TERRAIN: 

ACCESS: 

REMARKS: 

SOURCES: 

DIRECTIONS: 

PHOTO: 

COMPARABLE SALE-NO.7 

Sant Of Johnson Trust -

Russell D And Groriann Hopkins 

North Dream Farm, Inverness 

114-061-18 

C-RSP-O.33, Coastal, Residential Single-family 
residential, Planned, with a maximum density of one lot 
~er three acres 

Unimproved lot 

Single-fat:nily residence 

2.70 acres 

12117/03 document #03-152056 

$349,000 terms of any financing unknown 

Electricity and.pubUc water at lot line. On-sHe septic 
system required 

Wooded with slope to Sir Francis Drake Boulevard 

Frontage on North Dream. Farm Road, a paved roadway. 
Too steep for access from Sir Franeis Drake _Boulevard 

View of Tomales Bay 

Dan Morse, listing broker; MLS listing; Assessor's data 

Sir Francis Drake Boulevard to North Dream Farm Road 
In Inverness 

Photo of sale taken 10/27/03 by Herb Case 
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GRANTEE: 

GRANTOR: 

LOCATION: 

APN: 

ZONING: 

. USE AT SALE: 

HIGHEST AND BEST USE: 

LOT AREA: 

SALE RECORDED: 

SALE PRICE: 

UTILITIES, SEWER, WATER: 

TERRAIN: 

ACCESS: 

REMARKS: 

SOURCES: 

DIRECTIONS: 

PHOTO: 

, t: 

COMPARABLE SALE NO.8 

W Brent and Patricia B Dickens 

Robert M and Beverly-M Tanem 

273 North San Pedro Road, San Rafael 

180-181-30 

RA, Residential Agricultural with a minimum lot size of 
7,500 square feet 

Plant Nursery 

The highest and best use Is residential development at a 
density allowed by zoning and the local plan review 
process. The maximum density allowed by zoning Is 12 
units. After a series of fnlled attempts to gain approval for 
development at the maximum allowed density by various 
potential buyers, the current owner galn~ approval, on 
appeal to the Board of Supervisors, to create a subdivision 
of six single-family residential lots 

2.21 acres 

4/26/01 #01-23009 

$1,075,000 $90,000 2nd td financed by seller at a market 
rate of interest 'for a period of about two years 

Electricity and public waler and sewer at lot line. 

Level to gentle slopes 

Frontage on North San Pedro Road, ~ paved County 
arterial roadway . 

Sold with no cOl"!tingencies at a price over 20% below the 
asking price. Property had been on the market for 721 
days and a number of offers fell out of escrow, including 
one · In which the buyer .had spent about $120,000 in 
County fees, planning costs, and $100,000 in eamest 
money deposited into eScrow. November 11, 2002, the 
County Board of Supervisors approved the applicants 
appeal for a six lot subdivision of Single-family residential 
lots . 

Catherine Hogan, listing agent; Jeremy Tejiriam, County 
Planner; Assessor's data 

U.S. Highway 101, east on North san Pedro Ro~d 

Photo of sale taken by Herb Case 
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GRANTEES: 

GRANTOR: 

LOCATION: 

APN AND ZONING: 

USE AT SALE: 

HIGHEST AND BEST USE: 

LOT AREA: 

SALE RECORDED: 

SALE PRICE: 

UTILITIES, SEWER, WATER: 

TERRAIN: 

ACCESS: 

REMARKS: 

COMPARABLE SALE NO;9 

Michael A. and Tracy Sass (102-020-01) 5.50 acres 
Clement C. Carinalli (102-041-01) 2.54 acres 
NJA (102-041-40 thru 44) 5.89 acres 

Timothy J. Jorstad, probate court receiver 

209 Tomales-Dillon Beach Road, Tomales 

102-020-01 C-ARP-5, Coastal, Agricultural .. 
Residential Single-family residential, 
Planned, with a minimum of five acres 
per lot 

1-02-041-01 One half C-ARP-2, Coastal, Agricultural, 
Residential Single-family residential, 

_ Planned, with a minimum of two acres 
per lot 

bne half C-RSJ:'-7 .5, Coastal, Residential 
Single-family, Planned with' a minimum 
6,000 square feet per lot. 

102-041- 40 thru 44 

102-041-01 C-RSP-7.5, Coastal, Residential Single­
family, Planned with a minimum 6,000 
square feet per lot. 

Abandoned ranch with dilapidated structures 

The highest and best use is single-family residential 
subdivision. Although the maximum potential lots allowed 
by ' zoning' is estimated as 23 by the selling broker, the 
buyers have submitted plans for 18 units as a gesture to 
gain local approval. . 

13.934 acres 

816103 grant deed #03-095172 and 095173 

$1,490,000 Cash to seller 

Electricity and sewer at lot line. Water requires wells or 
mutual water system. The selling broker is of the opinion 
that sufficient ground water is available to support the 
number of lots allowed by zoning. 

Open grassland with gentle slope toTomales-Dillon Beach 
Road 

Frontage on Tomales-Dillon Beach Road and Carrie 
street, paved County roadways 

Sold by probate court with no contingencies of sale. At the 
time of sale there were three known legal lots, but, during 
title search in escrow, it was determined that there were 
seven legal lots (certain lots thought to have been merged 
by the County were not subject to . merger). No 

<.: -



SOURCES: 

DIRECTIONS: 

PHOTO: 

applications were filed with the County for any 
development application prior to sale and no tests had 
been completed regarding solis, septic system potential, 
or other studies necessary for planning a subdivision. 
Property was not advertised for sale on the MLS, but a 
number of brokers were reportedly aware of the 
opportunity to present an offer. The seiling broker stated 

that the court planned to list the property with a broker the 
day he presented an offer to purchase from a group of 
investors. He reported that the court-appointed probate 
receiver determined that acceptance of the offer was In 
the best Interests of the estate. There were no competing 
offers or response at the hearing of any overbids. The 
buyers reportedly had no ties to the sellers and the 
transaction was characterized by the selling broker as 
being -arms length." . 

Kenneth Bizzell, buyers' real estate agent; CoSlar report; 
Assessor's data 

Sir Francis Drake Boulevard to South Dream Farm Road 
in Invemess 

Photo of sale taken 10/27/03 by Herb Case 
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GRANTEE: 

GRANTOR: 

LOCATION: 

APN: 

ZONING: 

USE AT SALE: 

HIGHEST AND BEST USE: 

LOT AREA: 

SALE RECORDED: 

SALE PRICE: 

COMPARABLE SALE NO. 10 

Waterford Associates - Baker (LLC) 

Mr. And Mrs. LarrY C. And Joe Ann Baker 

619 ely Road North, Petaluma (unincorporated) 

137-070-009 

DA-1 0, Sonoma County zoning of Diverse Agriculture with 
a maximLim density of one lot per 10 acres 

Single-family residence that does not contribute to the 
value of the land 

~Ingle-famlly residential subdivision 

5 acres 

5114/01 #01-60287 

$975,000 Cash to seller 

UTILITIES, SEWER, WATER: Electricity and public water and sewer at lot line. 

TERRAIN: 

ACCESS: 

REMARKS: 

SOURCES: 

DIRECTIONS: 

PHOTO: 

Open grassland with gentle slope to Ely Road. Small part 
of property In the 100-year-floodplaln 

Frontage on Ely and Corona Roads, both paved County 
roadways 

Sold with no contingencies, but buyers had information 
from the Petaluma Planning Department that it was 
probable that the property would be approved for 
annexation into the city and land use regulations would be 
approved to allow subdivision into 11 lots. Property resold 
10/17/02 for $1,725,000 subject -to seller obtaining 
approval of a final subdiVision map. 

Lou Rago, one of the buyers; Costar report; Assessor's 
data 

North on U.S. Highway 101, east on -Corona Road In 
Petaluma to Ely Road . 

P.hoto of sale taken by Herb Case 
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COMPARABLE SALE ,NO. 11 

GRANTEE: 

GRANTOR: 

LOCATION: 

APN: 

_ ZONING: 

USE AT SALE: 

HIGHEST AND BEST USE:' 

LOT AREA: 

SALE RECORDED: 

SALE PRICE: 

UTILITIES,' SEWER, WATER: 

TERRAIN: 

ACCESS: 

REMARKS: 

SOURCES: 

DIRECTIONS:, 

PHOTO: 

Randall C. Fleming 

William C. And Helen E. Lancaster Trust 

Lot between 26 and 42 Cypress Road, Point Reyes 

119-082-21 

C-R-A:B3, Coastal, Residential Single-family Agrfcultural, ' 
with a maximum density of one lot per 20,000 square feet 

Unimproved lot 

Single-family residential use 

1.26 acres 

319/01 grant deed #01-11064 

$225,000 terms of any financing unknown 

Electricity arid public water at lot line. On-site septic 
system required 

, Gentle slope to Cypress Road with open grassland and 
perimeter cypress trees 

Frontage on Cypress Road 

Property sold without benefit of MLS listing. Sellers stated 
that they agreed to an offer they received in the mail. 
They said they had a perc test on the property some years 
ago that Indicated ,that a residence could be built on the 
property 

'Helen Lancaster, seller; Assessor's data 

State Highway One to Point Reyes, Mesa Road to Cypress 
Road 

Photo of sale taken. 10/27/03 by Herb Case 
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