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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

et ., -
COUNTY OF MARIN ™

MEMORANDUM

TO: Marin County Planning Commission
DATE: March 26, 2026
FROM: Michelle Levenson, Principal Planner

SUBJECT: North Coast Land Holdings LLC Community Plan Amendment,
Master Plan, Design Review, Tree Removal Permit, Master Use Permit
and Vesting Tentative Map, and Certification of the Project
Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
201 Seminary Drive, community of Strawberry, Mill Valley
Assessor's Parcel Nos. 043-261-25, 043-261-26,
043-262-03, 043-262-06, 043-401-05, 043-401-10,
043-401-16, 043-402-03, 043-402-06
(Project ID P1490)

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide public comments received since the March 2,
2026 Planning Commission hearing on the North Coast Land Holdings project application
referenced above (Attachment No. 1). The provided public comments consist of those comments
that were received up until 10:00am on March 26, 2026, the Thursday prior to the scheduled
hearing consistent with the Planning Commission’s meeting protocols. In addition, the
memorandum contains a response to the recent public comments from the project applicant
(Attachment No. 2), dated March 26, 2026. This memorandum also includes the applicant’s
presentations for the March 30, 2026 and March 2, 2026 Planning Commission hearings.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Public comments on the project received since March 2, 2026
2. Applicant’s response to public comments, dated March 26, 2026
3. Applicant’s March 30, 2026 presentation to the Planning Commission

4. Applicant’s March 2, 2026 presentation to the Planning Commission
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Seminary development - improved roadway for Chapel Dr apartments
From Justin Durack <jdurack@gmail.com>

Date Thu 3/26/2026 9:59 AM

To  PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@MarinCounty.gov>

Cc  Stephanie MoultonPeters <Stephanie.MoultonPeters@MarinCounty.gov>; Derek Johnson
<Derek.Johnson@MarinCounty.gov>; Sarah Jones <Sarah.Jones@MarinCounty.gov>; Michelle Levenson
<Michelle.Levenson@MarinCounty.gov>

EJ 1 attachment (2 MB)
Screenshot 2026-03-26 at 9.39.38 AM.png;

You don't often get email from jdurack@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Dear Planning Commission,

First, thank you for your continued work to make the Seminary Development a successful
improvement to our community. As written in previous comments, | support developing the site and
especially adding housing - as a state, we need it.

As we enter the merits phase, we have a small but critical suggested change to the road access plan
for the proposed new Chapel Drive West apartments.

Importantly - we believe this is a small change that will benefit everyone, including the new residents
of the apartments as well as current residents in this area. Additionally, we had a chance to discuss this
exact proposal with the developer themselves (including Bruce Jones and the primary plan designer),
and they agreed that this suggested change was a "good idea" and that they would consider
updating their plans accordingly. However, | have not yet seen it incorporated into the plans. My ask is
to help follow through on this, given that all parties agree it would be a superior solution.

The email attachment shows how the current plans provide road access to the Chapel hill west
apartments coming north out of Chapel Drive, and the proposed change.

As residents of Chapel Drive who drive this path daily, we know that the currently proposed placement
is a poor choice for both the current residents and the future residents of those apartments. It
would require a longer, circuitous route for those new residents to access their apartments, zigzagging
away up Willis Drive, then back up Chapel Drive, then turning into the line of apartments. This is an
unnecessarily longer, slower route that directs traffic through the existing neighborhood instead of
through the Seminary property and into the apartments.

Alternatively, there's a better solution for everyone: locate this road access on the other side of the
apartments, connecting directly into the existing parking lot areas at the Seminary. This route would
be shorter, faster, and require fewer stops and turns. It avoids both stop signs on Willis Drive and on
Chapel Drive (and likely a 3rd stop sign when placed at the turn onto Chapel Dr from the new
apartments’ street). And the right turn upward into the apartments in this new route would likely be

https://outlook.office.com/mail/0/inbox/id/AAKALgGAAAAAAHYQDEapmEc2byACqAC%2FEWg0AStdOv4olL0e%2FwW711ImEJAAHELUB1gAA?deepli... 12
PC Attachment 1
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less sharp and steep than the currently required right turn onto Willis Dr, or very similar. See the
attached illustration below for a visual view of the proposed improved route.

Additionally, it's important to understand where those residents will park. The current proposed plans
put the only parking for these West side apartments on the East side, in the underground parking
garage. However, we believe that this won't actually be the practical daily parking choice for West side
apartment residents. No one will choose to carry groceries up parking garage stairs then across ~100
yards of hilltop. Instead, we expect West side apartment residents to prefer using the existing parking
lots in front of the Seminary as a closer, better choice. So providing direct roadway access from
those existing, large lots into the West side apartments will be essential for the new residents
daily convenience.

Thank you for your consideration of this small but critical change, and for your continued work to
make this project a success for everyone.

Best,

Justin Durack

141 Chapel Dr,

Mill Valley, CA 94941

https://outlook.office.com/mail/Ofinbox/id/AAKALGAAAAAAHYQDEapmEc2byACqAC%2F EWgGOAStdOv4olL0e%2FWW711ImEJAAHELUB1gAA?deepli... 2/2
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FW: Cross Walks and Stop Signs at Seminary Drive and Hodges Drive and Seminary Drive and
Gilbert Drive at the North Coast Land Holdings Project ID 1490 at 201 Seminary Dr, Mill Valley
From PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@MarinCounty.gov>

Date Thu 3/26/2026 9:06 AM

To  Michelle Levenson <Michelle.Levenson@MarinCounty.gov>

From: davidcbrOwn <davidcbrOwn@protonmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2026 8:49 AM

To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@MarinCounty.gov>

Cc: David Brown <davidcbrOwn@ protonmail.com>

Subject: Cross Walks and Stop Sighs at Seminary Drive and Hodges Drive and Seminary Drive and Gilbert Drive at
the North Coast Land Holdings Project ID 1490 at 201 Seminary Dr, Mill Valley

You don't often get email from davidcbrOwn@protonmail.com. Learn why this is important

When | try to cross these intersections a couple of times a day, | have to run for my life to get across
these streets. What about kids before and after practice, old people, and people fooling with their dogs
who aren’t paying attention? | witnessed a hit and run of a dog there 3 months ago in December 2025.
Nothing short of cross walks and a 4-way stop sign at Seminary Drive and Hodges Drive and a 3-way
stop sign Seminary Drive and Gilbert Drive will provide the safety needed by pedestrians.

As noted in the following, the project does not currently propose a four-way stop at these specific
intersections, although The Master Plan includes the installation of new, high-visibility crosswalks at
these intersections.

Regarding the intersections at Seminary Drive and Hodges Drive and Seminary Drive and Gilbert
Drive, the North Coast project documentation, specifically the Final Environmental Impact Report
(FEIR) and the associated Master Plan, includes several proposed pedestrian safety improvements.

While the documentation acknowledges the high speeds on Seminary Drive, it focuses on the
following specific interventions for these two areas:

1. Seminary Drive and Hodges Drive

This intersection is a primary concern because it will serve as one of the main entry points for the new
residential clusters (referred to as the "Hodges Area").

o Proposed Crosswalks: The Master Plan includes the installation of new, high-visibility
crosswalks at this intersection to connect the existing shoreline pedestrian path with the
new sidewalk network being built within the 201 Seminary Drive campus.

o Stop Signs/Traffic Control: While the project does not currently propose a four-way stop
at this specific intersection, it does include intersection bulb-outs (curb extensions).
These are designed to physically narrow the roadway, which forces drivers to slow down
and significantly reduces the crossing distance for pedestrians.

https://outlook.office.com/mail/0/inbox/id/AAKALgAAAAAAHY QD EapmEc2byACqAC%2FEWg0AStdOv4olL0e%2FWW7 11ImEJAAHELT5tQAA?deeplin...  1/2
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o Speed Mitigation: The FEIR recommends refreshed "Slow" and "Residential Area"
pavement markings on Seminary Drive approaching Hodges to alert drivers to the
presence of turning vehicles and pedestrians. PAVEMENT MARKINGS AREN'T
ENOUGH.

2. Seminary Drive and Gilbert Drive

This intersection is critical for residents accessing the shoreline and the northern edge of the project
site.

e Enhanced Pedestrian Access: The project proposes a unified sidewalk system that
will run along the campus side of Seminary Drive, which currently has gaps. This will
terminate at a new crossing point near Gilbert Drive.

e Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFB): There has been significant public
testimony regarding the "50 mph" speeds on Seminary Drive. In response, the county and
the developer have discussed the potential for RRFBs (pedestrian-activated flashing
yellow lights) at the primary crossing near Gilbert Drive to ensure drivers are alerted to
people in the crosswalk. THE DEFAULT MUST BE FOR THE CARS TO STOP BECAUSE
REQUIRINNG ACTION ON THE PART OF THE PEDESTRIAN ISN'T ENOUGH AND
WILL TONE DOWN THE SPEED ON SEMINARY DRIVE. Absent minded kids, old
people, and people fooling with their dogs who aren’t paying attention will make for
catastrophic results.

The "Seminary Neighborhood Association™ Settlement

The formal Environmental Settlement Agreement that was reached in early 2026 between the
developer (North Coast Land Holdings) and the Seminary Neighborhood Association (SNA).

e This agreement includes specific commitments from the developer to fund "off-site" traffic
improvements beyond the property line.

| also plan to raise my safety concerns about the current stop sign and crosswalk
proposals for Hodges and Gilbert that are insufficient at the March 30, 2026, Planning
Commission hearing before the Final Master Plan is certified.

Best Regards,

David C Brown

150 Seminary Dr Apt 3E

Mill Valley, CA 94941-3194

Mobile: (408) 369-8320

Email: davidcbrOwn@protonmail.com
(That’s a zero ‘0’ in brOwn)

https://outlook.office.com/mail/0/inbox/id/AAKALGAAAAAAHY QDEapmEc2byACqAC%2FEWgOAStdOv4olL0e%2FWW711ImEJAAHELT5tQAA?deeplin...  2/2
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Seminary development project by North Coast Land Holdings
From Norris, Philip <PNorris@vitalant.org>

Date Thu 3/26/2026 1:28 AM

To  PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@MarinCounty.gov>

Cc  Stephanie MoultonPeters <Stephanie.MoultonPeters@MarinCounty.gov>; Derek Johnson
<Derek.Johnson@MarinCounty.gov>; Sarah Jones <Sarah.Jones@MarinCounty.gov>; Michelle Levenson
<Michelle.Levenson@MarinCounty.gov>

Some people who received this message don't often get email from pnorris@vitalant.org. Learn why this is important

Dear Planning Commission,

| am writing in comment about the EIR review for the NCHL project at the Seminary site. | asked a question about
the height of the planned senior center, and the EIR response did not answer my question. My question was, how
tall would the senior center be above grade. The response was that it would be approximately 27’ above the peak
of the ridgeline. This response did not answer my question. It appears that the building height would be 36’ above
the top of the ridgeline where the building would sit, which is too high for the surrounding neighborhood. | request
that you find the EIR response incomplete and would request that the applicant mitigate the height of the buildings
to match the current height of the existing dormitory structures.

Sincerely,
Philip Norris

378 E Strawberry Drive
Mill Valley, CA 94941

https://outlook.office.com/mail/0/inbox/id/AAKALgAAAAAAHY QDEapmEc2byACqAC%2FEWgOAStdOv4olL0e %2FWW711ImEJAAHD%2F73%2BQAA... 1M
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& Outlook
FW: North Coast Land Holdings hearing on March 30th

From PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@MarinCounty.gov>
Date Wed 3/25/2026 9:58 AM

To  Michelle Levenson <Michelle.Levenson@MarinCounty.gov>

U 1 attachment (271 KB)
North Coast Land Holdings Project.pdf;

From: Steve Disenhof (gmail) <sdisenhof@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2026 8:32 PM

To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@MarinCounty.gov>

Cc: Stephanie MoultonPeters <Stephanie.MoultonPeters@MarinCounty.gov>; Derek Johnson
<Derek.Johnson@MarinCounty.gov>; Sarah Jones <Sarah.Jones@MarinCounty.gov>; Michelle Levenson
<Michelle.Levenson@MarinCounty.gov>

Subject: North Coast Land Holdings hearing on March 30th

You don't often get email from sdisenhof@gmail.com. Learn why this is important
Marin County Planning Commissioners

| am writing to you on behalf of the Strawberry Community Coalition, a group of neighbors of the former Baptist
Theological Seminary property.

We learned last week that the Planning Department has decided to combine the expected “Merits” phase of the
North Coast Land Holdings project into the jam-packed EIR acceptance hearing next week. Perhaps this was
decided based on an assumption that the private Seminary Neighborhood Association — North Coast agreement

put an end to all neighborhood concerns about the project. That is not the case.

For your consideration, attached to this email are a host of significant concerns that the SNA-NCLH agreement did
not address.

Thank you.
-sd

Steve Disenhof
sdisenhof@gmail.com

https://outlook.office.com/mail/O/inbox/id/AAKALGAAAAAAHY QDEapmEc2byACqAC%2FEWg0AStdOv4olL0e%2FWwW711ImEJAAHD %2F368AAA?de. .. 17






24 March 2026

TO: Marin County Planning Commission

Via Email: planningcommission@marincounty.gov
cc:stephanie.moultonpeters@marincounty.qov

cc: derek.johnson@marincounty.gov

cc: sarah.jones@marincounty.gov

cc: michelle.levenson@marincounty.gov

FROM: Steve Disenhof for the Strawberry Community Coalition

We were deeply disturbed to learn from Senior Planner Levenson that the Planning
Department has incorporated the merits review phase into the EIR for the NCLH project. It was
stated publicly by the Planning Department at the 9 September 2024 Planning Commission
meeting that there would be separate EIR and Merits’ hearings .

There are 5,447 residents of Strawberry and only 10 members of the Strawberry Neighborhood
Association signed an agreement with North Coast to not contest the project. Perhaps the
Department believes that all opposition to the project is now over.

We’ve heard from dozens of residents who feel disenfranchised by the decision. We note that
many of these are people who also contributed to the Strawberry Neighborhood Association
but were not consulted on the agreement, which didn’t address many unresolved issues
concerning the Seminary property.

Summary:

e The project does not conform to the Strawberry Community Plan

e The Planning Commission did not accept the EIR in September 2024. The primary reason
it was returned for further comment hasn’t changed; the “school” remains undefined by
the applicant.

e The commuter school will cause housing rental rates in Marin to increase 3-8%

® At least 85 residents and their families on the Seminary property will be displaced

e Even the planned “affordable housing” rental rates will be significantly higher than the
housing it is replacing



e The methodology used by the Staff counts kitchens rather than resident units, enabling
North Coast to count 150 senior center units as one housing unit. This method also
discounts their obligation to replace 59 dormitory units (out of 66) - which invalidates any
density bonus concessions or waivers.

e The applicant is being granted an unfair minimum number of tax parcels

e Adding 25’ to the Seminary Drive recreation field is unworkable and will result in a
greatly reduced recreational useable space

e AND, the agreement between the SNA and NCLH is flawed

Discussion:

e The project was rejected unanimously by the Strawberry Design Review Board.

And on 9 September of 2024, the Marin County Planning Commission, citing major

deficits with the DEIR, returned it to the Planning Department to gather further public
comment.

A major factor was the applicant’s inability to describe the school in any detail. In
Commissioner Dickenson’s words of 9 September 2024, “..it’s impossible to do an
analysis of an educational/academic institution when you don’t know what it is” As of
this date, that hasn’t changed. The applicant still can’t say what the school will look like,
how many students it will have, nor how many staff it will have.

o There is a significant undercount of staff, accepted by the Planning Staff. When
we noted that other Bay Area tertiary schools have median employee ratios (to
students) of 35% and not 21.6%, the Staff replied that those schools were not
comparable to the applicant’s proposal. THAT is the point. The applicant has
never been able to describe details of the school,

Further, the Staff stated it was basing the number of employees on “current
conditions.” That can only refer to Olivet University, which had its educational
license revoked in January and is under Federal and State investigation for, in
effect, forcing students to work instead of hiring additional employees.

Therefore the applicant’s project is not “accurate, stable and finite” and the EIR should
be recirculated when the applicant can adequately define the scope of the school.



In 2024, Marin County argued in court that its policies were superior to the Strawberry
Community Plan. It lost that lawsuit. The applicant’s proposal does not conform to the
Strawberry Community Plan. To increase the number of units it is allowed to build, the
applicant is double-counting units that are on property that is no longer owned by the
applicant.

We interviewed NCLH tenants in each of the residential sections.. The Seminary housing
units appear to be 60-70% occupied and residents have been warned by the applicant to
leave. Many, if not most of these residents are families. They have no comparable
affordable housing available to them in Marin and will be displaced. Residents tell us
that the applicant is offering no help, other than warning them that their homes will be
demolished this summer. Many of these residents - who live and work in Marin - will be
forced to leave the County to find affordable housing (Citation 1).

o The market rate housing will rent for much more than what residents pay now.
Even the replacement “affordable housing” will be rented for more than
residents are currently paying..

o 191 housing units, including the dorm units which could be used for work-force
housing, have been whittled down to 70 units. That is a replacement shortfall of
121 housing units.

o We reference you to the March 23rd letter from Charles Ballinger discussing the
specifics of why the applicant should not be eligible for a density bonus and note
the citation below that supports this position. (Citation 4)

Approving a 425+ person commuter school will be a self-inflicted wound for Marin. Per
the 1953 letter from the Planning Director that was recorded adjacent to — and clearly
informed — the 1953 CUP for the Seminary, it was specifically envisioned to be a
“self-contained” Seminary, not a commuter school. Strawberry in 1953 was mostly
undeveloped; only goats and goat paths.

We note that the Commissioners pointed out at that September 9, 2024 hearing that
this is not the same property that was granted a Conditional Use Permit in 1953. Large
pieces of it were sold off by the Baptist Seminary over the years. Hence, the Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisor must examine the merits of locating a large
commuter school in this neighborhood.

If a commuter school was proposed now that there are 5,447 residents, an elementary
school and a busy tennis club, it would certainly be rejected.



e We note that the Staff demonstrably treated the 1953 CUP as the governing document
for the EIR. It is referred to 139 times in the EIR and the Staff repeatedly discusses the
EIR’s relevance to that document. But we don’t believe this is how the Staff presented
the document in the March 2nd meeting to the Planning Commission. Instead the
waters were muddied with a discussion of the 1959 resolution (mentioned once in the
EIR in passing) and the 1984 Master Plan, which in the EIR the Staff repeatedly noted
was expired and reverted to the 1953 CUP.

If the Staff now says the 1953 CUP is defunct and not the governing document, the EIR
needs to be recirculated with all analyses using the document they believe js the
governing document.

e The Planning Department states in the EIR “the projected population increase associated
with the academic campus, as analyzed, would not substantially alter housing availability
within the region.” Not only does this fail the “common sense test,” but detailed analysis
indicates that housing costs for the one-third of Marin residents who rent their homes
will rise 3-8% when 425+ renters compete for housing. (Citation 2)

o Without corroboration, the Staff appears to believe that a substantial number of
Baptist Seminary students did not live on campus, but instead lived in the Marin
community. The Staff Reports states on page 11, “other students simply prefer to
live in the community instead of on campus.”

There is not only no basis for this statement other than an anecdotal surmise,
but if that were indeed factually correct, then we would expect to see a bump in
rental vacancy rates when the Baptist Theological Seminary shut its doors and
hundreds of students/faculty left their rentals.

But that’s not what happened. Not only is there no sign that the vacancy rate
jumped, but instead it continued on a downward trajectory into critical levels.
(Citation 3)

We note that the Marin housing vacancy rate is so critically low that the City of
Mill Valley is offering up to $14,000 for landlords to make additional rental
housing available.



Rather than truck debris and fill from the new home sites, the applicant plans to raise
the level of the Seminary Drive recreational field by 25 feet. The Planning Commission
thought this to be a terrible idea in that, in their words, “adding 25 feet of fill on top of
fill would push Seminary Drive out into the Bay.” The geologists’ report believes adding
that fill will cause the field to compress by 6-10 feet. And the proposed berm will
dramatically diminish the size of the available recreational space. What was a terrible
idea in 2024 remains a terrible idea.

The Seminary property is currently divided into nine tax parcels. With literally hundreds
of proposed residents, a senior center, and a commuter school, this extraordinarily few
number of tax parcels seems inherently unfair to the thousands of other taxpayers
residing in Strawberry and adjoining communities.

Summary:

Clearly there are outstanding issues with this project.

Given the many unresolved issues above - including the central one concerning the
still-undefined school - we recommend that the Planning Commission not accept the
EIR - as it also did not do in 2024.

The “Merits’ Phase” of the project absolutely needs to be restored so that the
Community can weigh in on the outstanding merits of the project and not just the EIR.

Finally. As can be discerned above, we in no way believe the EIR is ready for approval and, in

fact, believe the commuter school works against Marin housing needs and Marin’s citizens. That
being said, reading the Strawberry Neighborhood Association agreement with North Coast, we
believe it has glaring loopholes that need to be resolved by the County. An analysis and
recommended remedies are below. (Citation 5)



Citations:
1. What happens to 85 Displaced Families?

The displacement math is stark. 85 families lose their homes now, and even after four years,
only 70 units are classified "affordable" — fewer than the households displaced. And since
those 70 units will cost at least 20% maore than current rents, many of those 85 families likely
won't qualify or can't afford the "affordable" replacements. The term "affordable" here is doing
a lot of work — it's a regulatory designation {typically 80-120% of Area Median Income), not a
description of what these specific families can actually pay.

The interim four years are the real crisis. With a 4.3% vacancy rate in Marin, there is
functionally nowhere for these families to go. A healthy rental market typically runs 5-7%
vacancy. At 4.3%, every available unit gets competed for aggressively, driving rents up. The fact
that Mill Valley is paying landlords $14,000 just to make units available illustrates how little
slack exists in the system — that's essentially a desperation measure.

The school adds meaningful demand pressure at the worst time. 325 students and 100 staff
means roughly 400+ households potentially seeking housing in or near the community
simultaneously with the displacement. Even if many commute from outside Marin, staff
especially tend to seek local housing. This tightens an already extremely tight market further.

What the numbers suggest overall:

e The 85 displaced families face a high probability of being pushed out of Marin County
entirely, not just relocated within it

@ The net affordable unit gain (70 minus 85 = -15) is negative before accounting for the
price increase

e The project increases total units by 219 (304 minus 85 = 219), which theoretically helps
long-term supply, but the distribution of who benefits is skewed toward market-rate
renters and buyers

® The community will absorb significant new demand from the school before any new
supply comes online

The core tension is that this project follows a common redevelopment pattern: replacing
genuinely affordable (if substandard) housing with larger quantities of "technically affordable”
housing at higher price points. It improves aggregate unit counts and generates development
revenue, but displaces the lowest-income residents who are least able to navigate a 4.3%
vacancy market.



The families most at risk are those furthest below AMI — people for whom even a 20% rent
increase is unmanageable and for whom Marin's vacancy rate offers no realistic alternative.

Effect on Rental Rates
The pressure on rental rates in this scenario is multidirectional and severe.

Immediate demand shock. The moment the 85 families are displaced, they enter a 4.3%
vacancy market all at once. Even a modest simultaneous surge of dozens of households
competing for the same thin pool of available units creates upward price pressure. Landlords in
a sub-5% vacancy market have little incentive to negotiate — they can wait for the highest
bidder.

The school multiplier. 425 people (students + staff) entering the community adds another layer
of housing demand before a single new unit is built. Staff in particular — teachers,
administrators — typically earn enough to outcompete lower-income renters for the same units.
This is a classic demand-side squeeze with no supply-side relief for four years.

The $14,000 landlord incentive is a signal, not a solution. Mill Valley is essentially admitting the
market has failed to produce sufficient rental supply on its own. That payment gets absorbed
into landlord profit margins or property valuations — it does not structurally lower rents. It may
bring a handful of units to market temporarily, but it reveals how desperate the supply situation
already is before this project displaces anyone.

Four-year supply drought. With nothing being built during construction, the market tightens
continuously. By the time 304 units open, rents in the surrounding area will likely have risen
substantially — meaning even the "affordable" units at 20% above current rates may
themselves be below what market rents will be by then. The goalposts move.

Long-run effect. The additional 219 net new units will eventually provide modest downward
pressure on rents — more supply does matter. But the benefit flows primarily to moderate and
market-rate renters, not to the lowest-income households who were displaced.

Again, what Happens to the 85 Families?

Statistically and historically, the outcomes are not good, and follow a well-documented pattern
in high-cost California counties.



Most will not return. Even if they want to, the 70 affordable units at 20% higher rents will be
inaccessible to many. Those units will also be competed for broadly — not reserved for
displaced families unless there is an explicit right-to-return policy written into the project
agreements, which is rare and often poorly enforced.

They will search in a market stacked against them. A 4.3% vacancy rate means available units
are scarce, expensive, and go quickly. Families with lower incomes, children, pets, or poor credit
histories face compounding disadvantages even when units nominally exist.

Doubling up becomes common. Many displaced families move in with relatives or friends,
creating overcrowded conditions that are themselves unstable and often violate lease terms,
putting the host household at risk too.

Geographic displacement out of Marin is likely for many. Marin County is one of the wealthiest
counties in California. Families paying well below affordable housing rates were almost certainly
already at the extreme low end of what the market offers. With nowhere to go in Marin, the
realistic destinations are Sonoma County, Napa, or further into the East Bay — places with lower
rents but longer commutes, weaker social networks, and disruption to schools and
employment,

Children bear disproportionate harm. School transfers, loss of friendships and community ties,
and residential instability are strongly correlated with worse educational outcomes.
Displacement mid-childhood has documented long-term effects on academic achievement and
economic mobility.

The 4-year window is the danger zone. This is when the families are most vulnerable. If they
cannot stabilize housing within the first several months, the cascading effects — lost jobs due to
longer commutes, kids changing schools, deteriorating mental health — become
self-reinforcing.

The Bottom Line

For most of the 85 families, this project does not rehouse them. It displaces them. The semantic
distinction between "affordable housing project" and "displacement event" is largely a function
of whose perspective you measure from. From the developer and city planning perspective, net
unit counts go up and affordable designations are met. From the 85 families’ perspective, they
lose stable housing in a market that offers them no realistic equivalent, and most will end up
worse off — poorer, farther away, or both.



2. Rents in Marin will rise 3-8% if 425+ new renters are competing for housing

Key cities/towns: Sausalito, Mill Valley, Corte Madera, Larkspur, San Anselmo, Fairfax, San
Rafael (southern portions), Tiburon, Belvedere

Submarket characteristics:

e This is the higher-cost, higher-demand portion of Marin — closer to the Golden Gate
Bridge, Highway 101, and ferry connections to SF

e Estimated rental units in this zone: roughly 18,000-24,000 units (about 50-60% of
county rental stock)

e Vacancy rates here likely run even tighter than the county average — possibly 1.5-2.5%

¢ Median rents are higher: $3,000-54,500/month for a 2BR in desirable corridors (Mill
Valley, Tiburon, Sausalito)

e Very limited developable land; essentially no large-scale multifamily pipeline

Concentrated Demand Effect

If all 425 new renters are absorbed into this submarket specifically, the pressure intensifies:

Demand shock relative to submarket size:

e 425 renters against ~18,000-24,000 units = roughly 1.9-2.5% demand increase —
nearly double the county-wide impact

e Against available units only (at ~2% vacancy = ~360-480 vacant units), the 425 new
renters would essentially absorb the entire available inventory

Rent effects:
Timeframe Likely Effect

Immediate (0-6 Near-zero vacancy; intense competition for listings; asking rents rise 3—8%
months) on newly listed units

Short-run (6—18 Landlords raise renewal rents; some rent-stabilized tenants protected but
months) uncontrolled units see continued increases



Timeframe Likely Effect

Medium-run (2-4  Sustained elevated rents; minimal supply response given zoning and

years)

geography

Geographic Pressure Points

The effect would not be uniform across central/southern Marin:

San Rafael (largest city, most rental stock, more affordable): absorbs the most units but
also has the most capacity — pressure moderate

Mill Valley, Sausalito, Tiburon: extremely limited rental inventory; even 20-30 new
renters in these towns creates acute pressure. So acute that the city of Mill Valley is
currently offering landlords up to 514,000 to make new rentals available for local
residents.

Corte Madera/Larkspur: mid-tier pressure; some multifamily stock but still tight

Fairfax/San Anselmo: smaller, more affordable; could see outsized displacement effects
on existing lower-income renters

Compounding Factors Unique to This Submarket

1.

Transit premium: Proximity to GG Ferry and Highway 101 creates sustained demand
from SF commuters — new renters compete with a large, well-funded existing demand
pool

Very little rent stabilization: Most cities in this corridor lack meaningful rent control,
giving landlords full pricing flexibility

Ownership conversion risk: Tight rental markets here accelerate condo conversion or
TIC sales, reducing rental supply while demand grows

Income skew: New renters in this corridor are more likely to be higher-income, bidding
up mid-to-upper tier units and creating a "filtering down" pressure on the affordable
end




Bottom Line

Concentrating 425 new renters in central and southern Marin would likely produce near-term
rent increases of 3—8% on available units, with some corridors (Mill Valley, Sausalito, Tiburon)
experiencing more acute spikes. The submarket's near-zero vacancy means there is essentially
no buffer — new demand translates almost directly into price pressure. The most vulnerable
existing renters are lower- and middle-income households in San Rafael and the Ross Valley
towns.

3. There was no bump in vacancies when the Baptist Theological Seminary
closed

What the data shows for Marin County overall:

According to the 2010 U.S. Census, the rental vacancy rate for all of Marin County was
4.2%. The rental vacancy rate for Marin County peaked in 2006 at 4.41%, and the
post-peak low occurred in 2015 at 1.62%. Department of Numbers This means that from
2010 through 2014, rates were generally declining from the 2010 level toward that 2015
low.

A CoStar survey of 1,464 Marin apartment buildings cited a county-wide vacancy rate of
2.9% for 2021, described at the time as the lowest rate in the past ten years CA —
suggesting rates in the 2011-2017 era were generally in the 2—4% range countywide.

HUD Housing Data for Central and Southern Marin:

Year Rental Vacancy Rate
2011 ~4.8-5.0%

2012 ~4.5%

2013 ~4.2%

2014 ~3.8-4.0%

2015 ~3.5%

2016 ~3.0%



Year Rental Vacancy Rate

2017 ~2.8-3.0%

As noted above, the available data completely contradicts the unsupported supposition of the
Staff Report.

4 Argument Against Density Bonus Eligibility
I. The Project Fails the Affordable Housing Replacement Requirement

California's Density Bonus Law contains a threshold eligibility condition: any project
demolishing affordable housing must replace every affordable unit lost before it can qualify
for a density bonus. The EIR itself confirms this at p. 3-12-16.

The facts here are damning on their face:

e The EIR acknowledges 132 existing units qualify as affordable for moderate-income
households (p. 3-12-12), because median rents in Marin County run
$2,450-$3,151/month while the existing units average only $2,000/month (p. 3-12-13)
— making them affordable even to Jow-income households under state standards.

e The project replaces only 70 affordable units — a shortfall of 62 units. That does not
count 59 dormitory units suitable for single work force residents.

e This alone disqualifies the project from density bonus eligibility by law. There is no
discretion here; the statute is categorical.

lll. The Unit Counting Methodology Is Artificially Deflated

The documents raise serious concerns about how the existing units are being counted, which
directly affects the replacement obligation:

e 66 dormitory rooms — each potentially housing a low-income resident — are being
counted as only 7 residential units. If properly counted as 66 units (each housing an
individual), the demolition figure rises and the replacement shortfall deepens further.



¢ A 150-resident Senior Care facility is counted as just one unit, which defies any
reasonable reading of housing capacity and dramatically understates the affordable
housing being eliminated.

e Correcting these figures would place the replacement shortfall at 121 units, not
including the 149 senior care residents not counted.

IV. The Senior Care Replacement Is Discriminatory and Cannot Satisfy the Replacement
Obligation

The new Senior Care facility, even if counted as a replacement unit, is age-restricted. This
means the 89 non-senior residents displaced by demolition have no path back into the
replacement housing. Courts and state policy are clear that replacement housing must serve the
same population displaced. A facility legally restricted to seniors cannot substitute for general
affordable housing units serving working families, students, and others currently housed on the
site.

This discriminatory displacement of the non-senior population renders the Density Bonus Law
inapplicable to the mixed-population replacement scheme the developer is proposing.

V. The "Affordability" of Replacement Units Is lllusory

The developer's 70 "affordable" replacement units will rent at rates above what current tenants
pay. This is an important point — it goes to the heart of what the Density Bonus Law is
designed to protect. The law exists to preserve and expand housing accessible to low- and
moderate-income households. A project that:

e Destroys 139 units renting at $2,000/month, and

e Replaces them with 70 units renting at higher "affordable" rates pegged to area median
income —

...is not fulfilling the law's purpose. It is using the law's procedural benefits while actively
reducing the affordable housing stock. Granting a density bonus here would invert the statute's
intent entirely.

VL. Summary

The developer fails density bonus eligibility on multiple independent grounds:



Issue Requirement Project Reality

Affordable unit

139-for-139 Only 70 replaced
replacement

Unit counting Accurate census  Dormitories & care facility artificially deflated

) . Senior-only replacement excludes displaced
Population served Non—dlscrlmmatory]c "
amilies

. Below-market \ -
Actual affordability ; New "affordable" units exceed current rents
rents
Any one of these failures is sufficient to deny the density bonus. Together, they present an
overwhelming case that the project does not qualify — and that granting the bonus would

contradict both the letter and purpose of California's Density Bonus Law.

(5) Analysis of - and fixes for - the SNA-NCLH Agreement
Enrollment Cap Loopholes

The 325-person on-site cap (Section I.A.1.b) only applies to people on-site at one time. A school
could potentially enroll far more than 325 students total by running multiple shifts or
hybrid/online programs where students rotate through, keeping the on-site headcount under
325 while serving a much larger total student population. The agreement never caps total
enrollment, only simultaneous on-site presence.

The agreement also allows unlimited undergraduate participation in graduate/research
programs (Section I.A.1.a), which could be exploited to bring in large numbers of
undergraduates as long as they're nominally enrolled in a qualifying program.



The Residency Requirement Has a Weak Enforcement Mechanism

Students beyond 325 must reside on-site (I.A.1.c), but the only verification is a once-yearly
sworn affidavit submitted by June 1 (.A.1.d). This means peak enrollment violations during the
year might never be caught in real time. The affidavit only reports the prior calendar year's peak
— 50 a violation could go a full year before being reported, and there's no automatic
consequence specified for non-compliance beyond potential litigation.

The Fitness Center and Daycare Opening to the Public

Section I.A.1.g allows the fitness center and daycare to open to the broader Strawberry
neighborhood if on-site capacity isn't reached. There's no cap on how many outside community
members can use these facilities, no traffic impact analysis tied to this expansion of use, and no
reporting requirement for how many outside users are actually coming. This could generate
significant additional vehicle trips with no accountability mechanism.

Traffic Triggers Are Easily Manipulated

Sections LA.1.i and I.A.1.j prohibit new development or project amendments that increase daily
traffic by 5% or more. However, 5% is actually a fairly generous threshold on an already-large
project. More importantly, the baseline ("the number of trips associated with the Project plans
and the school use contemplated herein") is never precisely defined with a specific number in
this agreement. Without a fixed numerical baseline locked in, a future developer could argue
about what the baseline actually was.

The 15-year restriction in .A.1.i also only prohibits seeking additional development — it doesn't
prevent intensification of already-approved uses. The developer could maximize every approved
use to its limits without triggering this clause.

The Traffic Baseline Problem Is Worse Than It Appears

The settlement agreement prohibits future development or amendments that increase daily
traffic by 5% or more above the "Project plans" baseline (Sections l.A.1.i and I.A.1.j). But the EIR
response reveals that the underlying traffic data used to establish that baseline has significant
methodological weaknesses.

The Count Data Was Collected in December 2021

This was still an anomalous post-pandemic period. While the Final EIR added February 2025
counts to address this criticism, the comparison is only done at six study intersections and only
during AM and PM peak hours. This captures a narrow slice of actual daily traffic — the



agreement's trigger is based on daily trips, not just peak hour counts. The peak-hour data and
daily trip counts are not the same thing, and the document never directly validates the daily trip
baseline used in the settlement's 5% threshold.

The 0.4% Difference Claim Deserves Scrutiny

The EIR response argues that 2025 counts were only 0.4% higher overall than 2021, concluding
the original analysis remains valid. However, this aggregate figure masks the directional
inconsistency — AM peak was up 2.3% while PM peak was down 1.4%. These are not trivial
differences, and averaging them to produce a reassuring 0.4% figure is a methodological choice
that obscures the actual traffic pattern shifts. If AM peak traffic is already up 2.3% from baseline
before the project is even built, then the project's additional traffic load is being measured
against an already-understated starting point.

The Document Explicitly Says LOS Is Not a CEQA Metric

The response states clearly that level of service analysis is "not used to determine
environmental impacts under CEQA" and was appended "for informational purposes only." The
actual CEQA metric is VMT — vehicle miles traveled. This is significant because the settlement
agreement's 5% traffic trigger is based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip
Generation Manual, which measures trip counts, not VMT. There is therefore a disconnect
between what the EIR uses as its legal standard (VMT) and what the settlement uses as its
enforcement trigger (trip counts). A clever developer's attorney could argue that the
settlement's trip-count threshold is measuring something the EIR never formally certified as the
environmental baseline.

Practical Enforcement Consequence

Putting this together: the settlement's 5% trip threshold references a baseline that is itself
derived from peak-hour counts at only six intersections, collected during an atypical period, and
not formally tied to the EIR's own CEQA metric. If the Developer ever wanted to challenge an
enforcement action under Sections I.A.1.i or L.A.1.j, they would have substantial ammunition to
argue about what the correct baseline actually is — and that ambiguity would be litigated at the
neighborhood's expense.

Building Height Exceptions Are Vague

Section |.A.1.h caps most buildings at 3 stories, but the RCF Senior Housing area exception
simply defers to "heights shown in the Project plan set dated January 31, 2020." If that plan set



is ever amended or if there's ambiguity in reading it, this exception could be stretched. The
agreement itself doesn't state what those heights actually are.

The Null-and-Void Provisions Protect SNA, Not You

Sections l1I.A and 1I1.B give SNA the right to void the agreement if Marin County doesn't
incorporate the key restrictions or later weakens them. But SNA is the only party with this right
— and SNA has already agreed not to challenge the project. If SNA decides not to exercise this
right or dissolves as an organization, there's no mechanism for neighbors or the public to
enforce these restrictions directly. Neither the public nor the County are parties to this
agreement and have no enforcement rights under it.

No Direct Public Enforcement Rights

Relatedly, Section VIl says the agreement is enforceable by specific performance or injunctive
relief — but only by the parties (Developer and SNA). As neighbors, we cannot sue to enforce
this agreement directly. Our recourse would be through Marin County, which is also not a party
and has no obligation under this agreement beyond conducting inspections (1.A.1.e).

The Reporting Affidavit Has No Independent Verification

The annual compliance affidavit (1.A.1.d) is submitted by the educational institution's own
administrator — essentially self-reporting. While Marin County has audit rights (.A.1.e), it
requires 48 hours' notice and is discretionary ("reasonably necessary"). There's no requirement
that the County actually conduct audits on any schedule, and no funding mechanism to ensure
it does.

The bottom line is that the most significant gaps are: the lack of a total enrollment cap (only an
on-site headcount), the absence of public/neighbor enforcement rights, the weak and
self-reported compliance mechanism, and the undefined traffic baseline. The Marin County
Board of Supervisors hearing on the project (referenced in Section 11.C) would be the right
venue to request that conditions of approval address these gaps with more specificity.



What The County Should Do
Fix the Enrollment Cap Loophole

Ask the County to condition approval on a cap of total enrolled students, not just on-site
headcount at any one time. Specifically, request that the conditions define "enrollment" as the
total number of students registered in any given academic term, and set that cap at 325 unless
all students above that number are housed on-site. This closes the shift-rotation workaround.

Additionally, ask that undergraduate participation be explicitly capped as a subset of the 325
total, not as an unlimited add-on.

Lock In a Specific Numerical Traffic Baseline

This is arguably the most important fix given what the traffic count document reveals. Ask the
County to adopt a condition that states an explicit number — actual daily vehicle trips at project
buildout — as the baseline for the 5% threshold. The condition should specify that this number
is derived from the February 2025 counts plus the project's ITE-calculated trip generation, and
that it is expressed in both daily trip counts and VMT to aligh with the CEQA metric. Without a
specific number in the conditions, the 5% protection is unenforceable as a practical matter.

Add Independent Traffic Monitoring

Ask for a condition requiring annual independent traffic counts — not developer-funded or
self-reported — at the six study intersections, plus any additional intersections the County
deems relevant. The results should be filed with the County and made publicly available. This
addresses both the weak self-reporting problem in the settlement and the narrow peak-hour
measurement issue in the EIR.

Require Third-Party Audit of Enrollment Compliance

The settlement's only compliance mechanism is a sworn affidavit from the school's own
administrator. Ask the County to condition approval on an independent annual audit by a
County-appointed third party, with the cost borne by the Developer, verifying enrollment



numbers, residency compliance, and employee counts. The audit results should be public
record.

Cap and Monitor Fitness Center and Daycare Off-Site Users

Ask for a condition that sets a specific numerical cap on how many off-site Strawberry
neighborhood users may use the fitness center and daycare, and requires that those users be
counted in any traffic analysis. The settlement's language is entirely open-ended on this point,
and these facilities could generate substantial additional vehicle trips with no accountability.

Define the RCF Senior Housing Height Limits Explicitly

Ask the County to incorporate the specific height measurements from the January 31, 2020 plan
set directly into the conditions of approval, rather than leaving the conditions to reference an
external document that could later be amended or disputed. Heights should be stated in feet
for each building.

Establish Public Enforcement Rights

This is the most structurally important ask. Since neighbors have no rights under the private
settlement, request that the conditions of approval explicitly state that any member of the
public, or any recognized neighborhood association within a defined radius, has standing to
request a County compliance review and to appeal a finding of compliance. Many jurisdictions
allow this through a formal "interested party" designation in conditions. At minimum, ask that
the County be obligated — not merely permitted — to conduct audits upon written request
from a neighboring property owner or association.

Require a Notice of Settlement to Be Recorded Before Permits Issue

The settlement itself (Section Xll} calls for recording a Notice of Settlement, but there is no
deadline. Ask the County to make this a condition precedent to any permit issuance, so the
encumbrances are on title before any construction begins.
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& Outlook

FW: Objections to the "25-30 feet" of Fill ("Berm") on the Athletic Field at the North Coast Land
Holdings Project ID 1490 at 201 Seminary Dr, Mill Valley
From PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@MarinCounty.gov>

Date Wed 3/25/2026 9:58 AM

To  Michelle Levenson <Michelle.Levenson@MarinCounty.gov>

From: davidcbrOwn <davidcbrOwn@protonmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2026 9:06 AM

To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@MarinCounty.gov>

Subject: Objections to the "25-30 feet" of Fill ("Berm") on the Athletic Field at the North Coast Land Holdings
Project ID 1490 at 201 Seminary Dr, Mill Valley

You don't often get email from davidcbrOwn@protonmail.com. Learn why this is important
Dear Planning Commission,

| live across the street from the athletic field at 150 Seminary Dr where it was required when it was
built in 1974 for the foundation of steel go down to bedrock because of the soil.

Based on the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) and the detailed technical analysis in
Appendix A (Geotechnical and Geologic Investigation), there are several significant engineering
and environmental reasons why placing 25-30 feet of fill on the athletic field is problematic.

The report identifies this specific area of the 201 Seminary Drive site as geotechnically "complex" due
to the underlying soil composition.

1. Primary Consolidation of "Bay Mud"

The athletic field is located in a lower-elevation portion of the campus that contains layers of Young
Bay Mud.

o The Weight Factor: Adding 25 to 30 feet of new soil creates an immense "surcharge"
(downward pressure).

o Water Displacement: Bay Mud is highly compressible and saturated with water. The
weight of the new fill would force water out of the mud, a process called consolidation.

o The Risk: This leads to significant settlement. The FEIR notes that if the fill is placed too
quickly or without proper "wick drains" to let water escape, the ground could sink several
inches or even feet over many years, damaging any structures or irrigation systems built
on top.

2. Differential Settlement and Surface Cracking

Because the depth of the underlying soft soil varies across the athletic field, the 30-foot fill will not
settle at the same rate everywhere.
https://outlook.office.com/mail/0/inbox/id/AAKALGAAAAAAHY QDEapmEc2byACqAC%2FEWGOAStdOv4olL0e%2FWW7 11mMEJAAHD % 2F367AAAde...  1/4
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e The "Hummocky" Effect: This "differential settlement" can create an uneven, wavy
surface on the field, making it unusable for competitive sports and creating tripping
hazards.

 Infrastructure Damage: Settlement can snap underground utility lines (water, sewer, and
drainage) that are meant to serve the fithess center or the field's lighting and irrigation.

3. Slope Instability and Lateral Spreading

Creating a 30-foot-high plateau requires substantial transition slopes at the edges.

« Global Instability: The FEIR warns that the weight of the fill on top of soft mud can cause
"lateral spreading," where the mud underneath actually squeezes outward toward the
edges of the property.

e Seismic Risk: In the event of an earthquake, a 30-foot mound of un-engineered or poorly
transitioned fill is at high risk of sliding or collapsing (slope failure), which could impact the
safety of the fithess center planned for that area.

4. Hydrological Impacts (Hydrostatic Pressure)

The athletic field currently acts as a natural collection point for some site drainage.

e The "Dam" Effect: Raising the field by 30 feet essentially creates a massive earth-fill
dam. This can trap groundwater behind the fill, increasing "hydrostatic pressure” against
the hillside.

» Drainage Redirection: The FEIR notes that this would require a massive and expensive
sub-drainage system to prevent water from pooling at the base of the new slopes or being
forced onto neighboring residential properties.

5. Construction-Phase Impacts (Aesthetic & Environmental)
The FEIR highlights that the sheer volume of soil required for a 30-foot fill has non-geotechnical
drawbacks:

« Significant and Unavoidable Noise: The FEIR explicitly lists construction noise as a
major impact. Moving enough dirt to raise a field by 30 feet requires thousands of truck
trips and constant heavy machinery (graders, loaders, and compactors) operating near
residents for months.

e Dust and Air Quality: The "Project ID 1490" analysis points out that large-scale
earthmoving creates substantial particulate matter (dust) that is difficult to mitigate in the
windy Strawberry peninsula environment.

Summary of Recommendations

To address these negative things, Appendix A of the FEIR suggests that if the fill proceeds, the
developer must:

» Perform "Keying and Benching" (cutting steps into the existing hillside before adding
soil).

o Install Settlement Markers and wait months for the soil to stabilize before building the
fithess center.

 Utilize Subdrains to prevent the 30-foot "plug" of dirt from causing water damage
elsewhere on the site.
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In addressing how long the athletic field be out of use while construction is going on and while 25-30
feet of fill is placed on the athletic field, the FEIR and the "Phasing and Construction Management
Plan" for Project ID 1490, the athletic field is expected to be out of use for a minimum of 2.5 to 3
years, with the potential for a longer closure depending on soil stabilization requirements.

The timeline is extended specifically because of the technical challenges associated with placing 25—
30 feet of fill. The process involves several distinct stages:

1. Site Preparation and Initial Earthwork (6—9 Months)

Before any fill can be placed, the existing field must be cleared, and the "keying and benching”
process described in Appendix A must occur. This involves cutting structural steps into the existing
hillside to ensure the new 30-foot mound of earth stays in place and doesn't slide toward the bay.

2. The Filling Process (12—18 Months)

The FEIR indicates that the project aims to use "balanced" earthwork, meaning the 30 feet of fill for
the athletic field will come from soil excavated during the construction of the residential units and the
senior care facility.

Because this soil is moved in stages as those buildings are excavated, the "filling" of the athletic field
cannot happen all at once.

It is a gradual process involving thousands of truck trips and constant compaction by heavy machinery
to reach the final 30-foot elevation.

3. The Settlement and Monitoring Period (6—12 Months)

This is the most critical phase for the athletic field's long-term viability. Because the weight of 30 feet
of soil causes the underlying "Bay Mud" to compress, the geotechnical engineers (Rockridge
Geotechnical) require a settlement monitoring period.

Settlement Markers: Engineers install markers to measure how much the ground is sinking.

The Wait: Construction of the final field surface and the adjacent fitness center cannot begin until the
rate of settlement has slowed to a level that won't crack the new infrastructure.

Wick Drains: If the soil settles too slowly, "wick drains" may be installed to speed up the process, but
this adds to the construction timeline.

4. Final Surfacing and Landscaping (4—-6 Months)

Once the 30-foot fill plateau is deemed stable, the final layers of the athletic field (drainage rock,
irrigation, and the field surface itself) are installed.

Summary of Total Closure

While the developer’s master schedule estimates the "Recreation and Open Space" phase to be
completed within a specific window, the FEIR cautions that geotechnical realities—such as heavy
winter rains or slower-than-expected soil consolidation—could push the closure of the field toward the
3.5-year mark.
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During this time, the field will be a fenced-off construction zone and "soil stockpile" area, rendering it
completely inaccessible for recreation or dog walking.

Best Regards,

David C Brown

150 Seminary Dr Apt 3E

Mill Valley, CA 94941-3194

Mobile: (408) 369-8320

Email: davidcbrOwn@protonmail.com
(That's a zero ‘0’ in brOwn)
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PC Meeting, March 30, 2026, re NCLH

From John Bruce Corcoran <brucecorcoran@msn.com>
Date Wed 3/25/2026 12:12 AM
To  PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@MarinCounty.gov>

Cc  Stephanie MoultonPeters <Stephanie.MoultonPeters@MarinCounty.gov>; Derek Johnson
<Derek.Johnson@MarinCounty.gov>; Sarah Jones <Sarah.Jones@MarinCounty.gov>; Michelle Levenson
<Michelle.Levenson@MarinCounty.gov>

Bruce Corcoran
184 Great Circle Drive
Mill Valley, CA 94941

March 24, 2026

Marin County Planning Commission

Via Email: planningcommission@marincounty.gov
cc: stephanie.moultonpeters@marincounty.gov
cc: derek.johnson@marincounty.gov

cc: sarah.jones@marincounty.gov

cc: michelle.levenson@marincounty.gov

Re: ARESOLUTION TO RECOMMEND CERTIFICATION OF THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT FOR THE NORTH COAST LAND HOLDINGS COMMUNITY PLAN
AMENDMENT/MASTER PLAN/DESIGN REVIEW/MASTER USE PERMIT/VESTING
TENTATIVE MAP/TREE REMOVAL PERMIT ON THE FORMER GOLDEN GATE BAPTIST
SEMINARY PROPERTY

Dear Planning Commissioners,

Executive Summary

Based on the 1982 Amendments to the Strawberry Community Plan and the 1984 Ordinance
2818, the only remaining housing entitlement for the project is for 93 units of additional student
and faculty housing. Here is the calculation: 364 units authorized by Ordinance 2818 — 60 units
on property sold — 211 existing units = 93 units of student and faculty housing. This is the
reason the Seminary site appears as a 93-unit credit in the 2023 — 2031 Housing Element.

| hope this history of the Strawberry Community Plan is helpful for your Commission’s
determinations.
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The Strawberry Community Plan (SCP) is an integral and coequal part of Marin County’s
general plan, known as the Countywide Plan. By law, the CWP must be internally consistent.
The proposed North Coast Land Holdings project is inconsistent with the SCP. Therefore, the
project is inconsistent with the CWP. As a result, the SCP must be amended by the Board of
Supervisors for the project to proceed.”

*In addition, Marin Superior Court ruled that it is unlawful for the County to use preference
clauses to subordinate Community Plans. (Corcoran v County of Marin)

The 1982 Amendments to the Strawberry Community Plan (SCP82) indicate that the project
has RMP (Residential Multifamily Planned) zoning. Projects in Planned Districts require a
Master Plan and design review. The SCP82 states: “Any further development of all of the
Seminary property must be established in a Master Plan because it is now subject to a Planned
District classification.” (p. 7)

The SCP82 made a significant change to housing type compared to the 1953 Conditional Use
Permit (CUP). In a concession to the Seminary, which wanted to raise money for future
development by selling some land, the SCP82 stipulated that: “The areas at the periphery of the
Seminary property would be appropriate for a limited number of single family detached
residences which would not be part of the Seminary’s student and faculty housing.” In other
words, this provision was a concession to the Seminary to sell land to private developers, which
subsequently occurred. The CUP restriction for student and faculty housing only was removed
for land on the periphery of the property, but the SCP82 also affirmed that “Seminary religious,
educational buildings, and uses and student housing be located on the central portion of the

property.” (p. 7)

The SCP82 states that the total area of the Seminary property was 147.69 acres, consisting of
125.19 acres of land and 22.5 acres of land underwater. The SP82 also states that existing
zoning was RMP 2.1. Therefore, the total number of housing units envisioned was 310 (147.69
x 2.1). Atthat time, 211 housing units had been built. Nothing has changed since then. (p. 6)
The same 211 built units exist today.

However, in another concession to the Seminary, the Citizen’s Advisory Committee determined
that, in addition to the 211 existing housing units, the property could accommodate 24 single
family homes on the periphery, 36 attached units, and 90 — 100 additional units of student
housing. Therefore, the new maximum total of housing units envisioned in the SCP82 was 361
— 371, compared to the RMP 2.1 total of 310 units. The SCP82 determined that the higher
number of housing units was “the maximum desirable based on the projected traffic impact and
the context of the property within the community.” (p. 7)

| cannot emphasize the previous sentence more strongly. The Citizen’s Advisory Committee, of
which my wife Fran was a member, were concerned about traffic impacts in 1982, long before
the buildout of Strawberry and other communities along the Highway 101 corridor. Traffic
impacts are an even bigger problem today.

After adoption of SCP82, County regulations changed. Underwater parcels were no longer

included in the calculation of buildable area. Therefore, the 22.50 acres of underwater land

were no longer included, so the calculation included only 125.19 acres of dry land. To avoid
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penalizing the Seminary, the zoning was increased to RMP 2.47. The new calculation was

125.19 x 2.47 equals 309.19 units, which was essentially equivalent to the RMP 2.1 calculation
of 310 units.

In 1984, concurrent with the approval of the Golden Gate Baptist Theological Seminary Master
Plan (Ordinance 2819), the Board of Supervisors approved Ordinance 2818, which codified a
total of 364 housing units on the Seminary property. The 364 units were based on the
maximum desirable 361 — 371 units determined by the Citizen’s Advisory Committee.

In subsequent years, the Seminary sold the land on the periphery of the property to private
developers, who built 24 single family homes and 36 condominiums. No new housing has been
built on the remaining Seminary property to this day.

Therefore, based on Ordinance 2818 and the SCP82, the only remaining housing entitlement is
for 93 units of additional student and faculty housing. Here is the calculation: 364 units
authorized by Ordinance 2818 — 60 units on property sold — 211 existing units = 93 units of
student and faculty housing. This is the reason the Seminary site appears as a 93-unit credit in
the 2023 — 2031 Housing Element.

North Coast Land Holdings (NCLH) is double counting the 60 units sold to private developers.
NCLH cannot claim credit for 60 units of housing on property it does not own.

Furthermore, please note that the current RMP 2.47 zoning on the remaining 101 acres of dry
land would equate to only 249.47 housing units, of which 211 exist now. That compares to the
486 units that NCLH proposes (337 units including 1 unit for the senior care center + 149
additional units for the senior care center that “do not count” = 486 units).

NCLH is the beneficiary of accommodations and concessions by the Strawberry Community
and the County since 1982. The Seminary had an approved Master Plan from 1984 to 2017,
but no housing was ever built. NCLH has owned the property since 2014, but no housing has
been built.

Now NCLH is pressing its good fortune over the limit of common sense with a proposed project
that still has not provided an accurate, stable, and finite description of the school; a proposed
project that does not conform to the Strawberry Community Plan and the Countywide Plan; and
a proposed project that is just too big based on “the context of the property within the
community.”

NCLH cannot have everything. The project must be scaled back. NCLH must decide whether it
wants public housing or a 1,000-student school or a 150-unit senior care facility. NCLH cannot
have all three.

Whatever NCLH decides, the maximum number of housing units of all types, including all senior
care units, approved by the County should be based on the projected traffic impacts as
stipulated in the SCP82

| pray your Commission agrees.

Sincerely yours,
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Bruce Corcoran, Strawberry Community Coalition Member
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8 Outlook

North Coast Land Holdings hearing on March 30th
From Steve Disenhof (gmail) <sdisenhof@gmail.com>

Date Tue 3/24/2026 8:32 PM

To  PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@MarinCounty.gov>

Cc  Stephanie MoultonPeters <Stephanie.MoultonPeters@MarinCounty.gov>; Derek Johnson
<Derek.Johnson@MarinCounty.gov>; Sarah Jones <Sarah.Jones@MarinCounty.gov>; Michelle Levenson
<Michelle.Levenson@MarinCounty.gov>

[ﬂJ 1 attachment (271 KB)
North Coast Land Holdings Project.pdf;

You don't often get email from sdisenhof@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Marin County Planning Commissioners

| am writing to you on behalf of the Strawberry Community Coalition, a group of neighbors of the former Baptist
Theological Seminary property.

We learned last week that the Planning Department has decided to combine the expected “Merits” phase of the
North Coast Land Holdings project into the jam-packed EIR acceptance hearing next week. Perhaps this was
decided based on an assumption that the private Seminary Neighborhood Association — North Coast agreement

put an end to all neighborhood concerns about the project. That is not the case.

For your consideration, attached to this email are a host of significant concerns that the SNA-NCLH agreement did
not address.

Thank you.
-sd

Steve Disenhof
sdisenhof@gmail.com
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24 March 2026

TO: Marin County Planning Commission

Via Email: planningcommission@marincounty.gov
cc:stephanie.moultonpeters@marincounty.gov

cc: derek.johnson@marincounty.qov

cc: sarah.jones@marincounty.gov

cc: michelle.levenson@marincounty.gov

FROM: Steve Disenhof for the Strawberry Community Coalition

We were deeply disturbed to learn from Senior Planner Levenson that the Planning
Department has incorporated the merits review phase into the EIR for the NCLH project. It was
stated publicly by the Planning Department at the 9 September 2024 Planning Commission
meeting that there would be separate EIR and Merits’ hearings .

There are 5,447 residents of Strawberry and only 10 members of the Strawberry Neighborhood
Association signed an agreement with North Coast to not contest the project. Perhaps the
Department believes that all opposition to the project is now over.

We’ve heard from dozens of residents who feel disenfranchised by the decision. We note that
many of these are people who also contributed to the Strawberry Neighborhood Association
but were not consulted on the agreement, which didn’t address many unresolved issues
concerning the Seminary property.

Summary:

e The project does not conform to the Strawberry Community Plan

e The Planning Commission did not accept the EIR in September 2024. The primary reason
it was returned for further comment hasn’t changed; the “school” remains undefined by
the applicant.

e The commuter school will cause housing rental rates in Marin to increase 3-8%

e At least 85 residents and their families on the Seminary property will be displaced

e Even the planned “affordable housing” rental rates will be significantly higher than the
housing it is replacing



e The methodology used by the Staff counts kitchens rather than resident units, enabling
North Coast to count 150 senior center units as one housing unit. This method also
discounts their obligation to replace 59 dormitory units (out of 66) - which invalidates any
density bonus concessions or waivers.

e The applicant is being granted an unfair minimum number of tax parcels

e Adding 25’ to the Seminary Drive recreation field is unworkable and will result in a
greatly reduced recreational useable space

o AND, the agreement between the SNA and NCLH is flawed

Discussion:

e The project was rejected unanimously by the Strawberry Design Review Board.

And on 9 September of 2024, the Marin County Planning Commission, citing major
deficits with the DEIR, returned it to the Planning Department to gather further public
comment.

A major factor was the applicant’s inability to describe the school in any detail. In
Commissioner Dickenson’s words of 9 September 2024, “...it’s impossible to do an
analysis of an educational/academic institution when you don’t know what it is.” As of
this date, that hasn’t changed. The applicant still can’t say what the school will look like,
how many students it will have, nor how many staff it will have.

o There is a significant undercount of staff, accepted by the Planning Staff. When
we noted that other Bay Area tertiary schools have median employee ratios (to
students) of 35% and not 21.6%, the Staff replied that those schools were not
comparable to the applicant’s proposal. THAT is the point. The applicant has
never been able to describe details of the school.

Further, the Staff stated it was basing the number of employees on “current
conditions.” That can only refer to Olivet University, which had its educational
license revoked in January and is under Federal and State investigation for, in
effect, forcing students to work instead of hiring additional employees.

Therefore the applicant’s project is not “accurate, stable and finite” and the EIR should
be recirculated when the applicant can adequately define the scope of the school.



In 2024, Marin County argued in court that its policies were superior to the Strawberry
Community Plan. It lost that lawsuit. The applicant’s proposal does not conform to the
Strawberry Community Plan. To increase the number of units it is allowed to build, the
applicant is double-counting units that are on property that is no longer owned by the
applicant.

We interviewed NCLH tenants in each of the residential sections.. The Seminary housing
units appear to be 60-70% occupied and residents have been warned by the applicant to
leave. Many, if not most of these residents are families. They have no comparable
affordable housing available to them in Marin and will be displaced. Residents tell us
that the applicant is offering no help, other than warning them that their homes will be
demolished this summer. Many of these residents - who live and work in Marin - will be
forced to leave the County to find affordable housing (Citation 1).

o The market rate housing will rent for much more than what residents pay now.
Even the replacement “affordable housing” will be rented for more than
residents are currently paying..

o 191 housing units, including the dorm units which could be used for work-force
housing, have been whittled down to 70 units. That is a replacement shortfall of
121 housing units.

o We reference you to the March 23rd letter from Charles Ballinger discussing the
specifics of why the applicant should not be eligible for a density bonus and note
the citation below that supports this position. (Citation 4)

Approving a 425+ person commuter school will be a self-inflicted wound for Marin. Per
the 1953 letter from the Planning Director that was recorded adjacent to — and clearly
informed —the 1953 CUP for the Seminary, it was specifically envisioned to be a
“self-contained” Seminary, not a commuter school. Strawberry in 1953 was mostly
undeveloped; only goats and goat paths.

We note that the Commissioners pointed out at that September 9, 2024 hearing that
this is not the same property that was granted a Conditional Use Permit in 1953. Large
pieces of it were sold off by the Baptist Seminary over the years. Hence, the Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisor must examine the merits of locating a large
commuter school in this neighborhood.

If a commuter school was proposed now that there are 5,447 residents, an elementary
school and a busy tennis club, it would certainly be rejected.



e We note that the Staff demonstrably treated the 1953 CUP as the governing document
for the EIR. It is referred to 139 times in the EIR and the Staff repeatedly discusses the
EIR’s relevance to that document. But we don’t believe this is how the Staff presented
the document in the March 2nd meeting to the Planning Commission. Instead the
waters were muddied with a discussion of the 1959 resolution (mentioned once in the
EIR in passing) and the 1984 Master Plan, which in the EIR the Staff repeatedly noted
was expired and reverted to the 1953 CUP.

If the Staff now says the 1953 CUP is defunct and not the governing document, the EIR
needs to be recirculated with all analyses using the document they believe js the
gaverning document.

e The Planning Department states in the EIR “the projected population increase associated
with the academic campus, as analyzed, would not substantially alter housing availability
within the region.” Not only does this fail the “common sense test,” but detailed analysis
indicates that housing costs for the one-third of Marin residents who rent their homes
will rise 3-8% when 425+ renters compete for housing. (Citation 2)

o Without corroboration, the Staff appears to believe that a substantial number of
Baptist Seminary students did not live on campus, but instead lived in the Marin
community. The Staff Reports states on page 11, “other students simply prefer to
live in the community instead of on campus.”

There is not only no basis for this statement other than an anecdotal surmise,
but if that were indeed factually correct, then we would expect to see a bump in
rental vacancy rates when the Baptist Theological Seminary shut its doors and
hundreds of students/faculty left their rentals.

But that’s not what happened. Not only is there no sign that the vacancy rate
jumped, but instead it continued on a downward trajectory into critical levels.
(Citation 3)

We note that the Marin housing vacancy rate is so critically low that the City of
Mill Valley is offering up to $14,000 for landlords to make additional rental
housing available.



e Rather than truck debris and fill from the new home sites, the applicant plans to raise
the level of the Seminary Drive recreational field by 25 feet. The Planning Commission
thought this to be a terrible idea in that, in their words, “adding 25 feet of fill on top of
fill would push Seminary Drive out into the Bay.” The geologists’ report believes adding
that fill will cause the field to compress by 6-10 feet. And the proposed berm will
dramatically diminish the size of the available recreational space. What was a terrible
idea in 2024 remains a terrible idea.

e The Seminary property is currently divided into nine tax parcels. With literally hundreds
of proposed residents, a senior center, and a commuter school, this extraordinarily few
number of tax parcels seems inherently unfair to the thousands of other taxpayers
residing in Strawberry and adjoining communities.

Summary:
Clearly there are outstanding issues with this project.

e Given the many unresolved issues above - including the central one concerning the
still-undefined school - we recommend that the Planning Commission not accept the
EIR - as it also did not do in 2024,

e The “Merits’ Phase” of the project absolutely needs to be restored so that the
Community can weigh in on the outstanding merits of the project and not just the EIR.

Finally. As can be discerned above, we in no way believe the EIR is ready for approval and, in
fact, believe the commuter school works against Marin housing needs and Marin’s citizens. That
being said, reading the Strawberry Neighborhood Association agreement with North Coast, we
believe it has glaring loopholes that need to be resolved by the County. An analysis and
recommended remedies are below. (Citation 5)



Citations:
1. What happens to 85 Displaced Families?

The displacement math is stark. 85 families lose their homes now, and even after four years,
only 70 units are classified "affordable" — fewer than the households displaced. And since
those 70 units will cost at least 20% more than current rents, many of those 85 families likely
won't qualify or can't afford the "affordable" replacements. The term "affordable" here is doing
a lot of work — it's a regulatory designation (typically 80-120% of Area Median Income), not a
description of what these specific families can actually pay.

The interim four years are the real crisis. With a 4.3% vacancy rate in Marin, there is
functionally nowhere for these families to go. A healthy rental market typically runs 5-7%
vacancy. At 4.3%, every available unit gets competed for aggressively, driving rents up. The fact
that Mill Valley is paying landlords $14,000 just to make units available illustrates how little
slack exists in the system — that's essentially a desperation measure.

The school adds meaningful demand pressure at the worst time. 325 students and 100 staff
means roughly 400+ households potentially seeking housing in or near the community
simultaneously with the displacement. Even if many commute from outside Marin, staff
especially tend to seek local housing. This tightens an already extremely tight market further.

What the numbers suggest overall:

e The 85 displaced families face a high probability of being pushed out of Marin County
entirely, not just relocated within it

e The net affordable unit gain (70 minus 85 = -15) is negative before accounting for the
price increase

® The project increases total units by 219 (304 minus 85 = 219), which theoretically helps
long-term supply, but the distribution of who benefits is skewed toward market-rate
renters and buyers

e The community will absorb significant new demand from the school before any new
supply comes online

The core tension is that this project follows a common redevelopment pattern: replacing
genuinely affordable (if substandard) housing with larger quantities of "technically affordable”
housing at higher price points. It improves aggregate unit counts and generates development
revenue, but displaces the lowest-income residents who are least able to navigate a 4.3%
vacahcy market.



The families most at risk are those furthest below AMI — people for whom even a 20% rent
increase is unmanageable and for whom Marin's vacancy rate offers no realistic alternative.

Effect on Rental Rates
The pressure on rental rates in this scenario is multidirectional and severe.

Immediate demand shock. The moment the 85 families are displaced, they enter a 4.3%
vacancy market all at once. Even a modest simultaneous surge of dozens of households
competing for the same thin pool of available units creates upward price pressure. Landlords in
a sub-5% vacancy market have little incentive to negotiate — they can wait for the highest
bidder.

The school multiplier. 425 people (students + staff) entering the community adds another layer
of housing demand before a single new unit is built. Staff in particular — teachers,
administrators — typically earn enough to outcompete lower-income renters for the same units.
This is a classic demand-side squeeze with no supply-side relief for four years.

The $14,000 landlord incentive is a signal, not a solution. Mill Valley is essentially admitting the
market has failed to produce sufficient rental supply on its own. That payment gets absorbed
into landlord profit margins or property valuations — it does not structurally lower rents. It may
bring a handful of units to market temporarily, but it reveals how desperate the supply situation
already is before this project displaces anyone.

Four-year supply drought. With nothing being built during construction, the market tightens
continuously. By the time 304 units open, rents in the surrounding area will likely have risen
substantially — meaning even the "affordable" units at 20% above current rates may
themselves be below what market rents will be by then. The goalposts move.

Long-run effect. The additional 219 net new units will eventually provide modest downward
pressure on rents — more supply does matter. But the benefit flows primarily to moderate and
market-rate renters, not to the lowest-income households who were displaced.

Again, what Happens to the 85 Families?

Statistically and historically, the outcomes are not good, and follow a well-documented pattern
in high-cost California counties.



Most will not return. Even if they want to, the 70 affordable units at 20% higher rents will be
inaccessible to many. Those units will also be competed for broadly — not reserved for
displaced families unless there is an explicit right-to-return policy written into the project
agreements, which is rare and often poorly enforced.

They will search in a market stacked against them. A 4.3% vacancy rate means available units
are scarce, expensive, and go quickly. Families with lower incomes, children, pets, or poor credit
histories face compounding disadvantages even when units nominally exist.

Doubling up becomes common. Many displaced families move in with relatives or friends,
creating overcrowded conditions that are themselves unstable and often violate lease terms,
putting the host household at risk too.

Geographic displacement out of Marin is likely for many. Marin County is one of the wealthiest
counties in California. Families paying well below affordable housing rates were almost certainly
already at the extreme low end of what the market offers. With nowhere to go in Marin, the
realistic destinations are Sonoma County, Napa, or further into the East Bay — places with lower
rents but longer commutes, weaker social networks, and disruption to schools and
employment.

Children bear disproportionate harm. School transfers, loss of friendships and community ties,
and residential instability are strongly correlated with worse educational outcomes.
Displacement mid-childhood has documented long-term effects on academic achievement and
economic mobility.

The 4-year window is the danger zone. This is when the families are most vulnerable. If they
cannot stabilize housing within the first several months, the cascading effects — lost jobs due to
longer commutes, kids changing schools, deteriorating mental health — become
self-reinforcing.

The Bottom Line

For most of the 85 families, this project does not rehouse them. It displaces them. The semantic
distinction between "affordable housing project" and "displacement event" is largely a function
of whose perspective you measure from. From the developer and city planning perspective, net
unit counts go up and affordable designations are met. From the 85 families' perspective, they
lose stable housing in a market that offers them no realistic equivalent, and most will end up
worse off — poorer, farther away, or both.



2. Rents in Marin will rise 3-8% if 425+ new renters are competing for housing

Key cities/towns: Sausalito, Mill Valley, Corte Madera, Larkspur, San Anselmo, Fairfax, San
Rafael (southern portions), Tiburon, Belvedere

Submarket characteristics:

e This is the higher-cost, higher-demand portion of Marin — closer to the Golden Gate
Bridge, Highway 101, and ferry connections to SF

e Estimated rental units in this zone: roughly 18,000-24,000 units (about 50-60% of
county rental stock)

e Vacancy rates here likely run even tighter than the county average — possibly 1.5-2.5%

e Median rents are higher: $3,000—-$4,500/month for a 2BR in desirable corridors (Mill
Valley, Tiburon, Sausalito)

o Very limited developable land; essentially no large-scale multifamily pipeline

Concentrated Demand Effect

If all 425 new renters are absorbed into this submarket specifically, the pressure intensifies:

Demand shock relative to submarket size:

e 425 renters against ~18,000-24,000 units = roughly 1.9-2.5% demand increase —
nearly double the county-wide impact

e Against available units only (at ~2% vacancy = ~360—-480 vacant units), the 425 new
renters would essentially absorb the entire available inventory

Rent effects:
Timeframe Likely Effect

Immediate (0-6 Near-zero vacancy; intense competition for listings; asking rents rise 3—8%
months) on newly listed units

Short-run (6-18 Landlords raise renewal rents; some rent-stabilized tenants protected but
months) uncontrolled units see continued increases



Timeframe Likely Effect

Medium-run (2—4  Sustained elevated rents; minimal supply response given zoning and

years)

geography

Geographic Pressure Points

The effect would not be uniform across central/southern Marin:

San Rafael (largest city, most rental stock, more affordable): absorbs the most units but
also has the most capacity — pressure moderate

Mill Valley, Sausalito, Tiburon: extremely limited rental inventory; even 20-30 new
renters in these towns creates acute pressure. So acute that the city of Mill Valley is
currently offering landlords up to 514,000 to make new rentals available for local
residents.

Corte Madera/Larkspur: mid-tier pressure; some multifamily stock but still tight

Fairfax/San Anselmo: smaller, more affordable; could see outsized displacement effects
on existing lower-income renters

Compounding Factors Unique to This Submarket

1.

Transit premium: Proximity to GG Ferry and Highway 101 creates sustained demand
from SF commuters — new renters compete with a large, well-funded existing demand
pool

Very little rent stabilization: Most cities in this corridor lack meaningful rent control,
giving landlords full pricing flexibility

Ownership conversion risk: Tight rental markets here accelerate condo conversion or
TIC sales, reducing rental supply while demand grows

Income skew: New renters in this corridor are more likely to be higher-income, bidding
up mid-to-upper tier units and creating a "filtering down" pressure on the affordable
end




Bottom Line

Concentrating 425 new renters in central and southern Marin would likely produce near-term
rent increases of 3-8% on available units, with some corridors (Mill Valley, Sausalito, Tiburon)
experiencing more acute spikes. The submarket's near-zero vacancy means there is essentially
no buffer — new demand translates almost directly into price pressure. The most vulnerable
existing renters are lower- and middle-income households in San Rafael and the Ross Valley
towns.

3. There was no bump in vacancies when the Baptist Theological Seminary
closed

What the data shows for Marin County overall:

According to the 2010 U.S. Census, the rental vacancy rate for all of Marin County was
4.2%. The rental vacancy rate for Marin County peaked in 2006 at 4.41%, and the
post-peak low occurred in 2015 at 1.62%. Department of Numbers This means that from
2010 through 2014, rates were generally declining from the 2010 level toward that 2015
low.

A CoStar survey of 1,464 Marin apartment buildings cited a county-wide vacancy rate of
2.9% for 2021, described at the time as the lowest rate in the past ten years CA —
suggesting rates in the 2011-2017 era were generally in the 2—4% range countywide.

HUD Housing Data for Central and Southern Marin:

Year Rental Vacancy Rate
2011 ~4.8-5.0%

2012 ~4.5%

2013 ~4.2%

2014 ~3.8-4.0%

2015 ~3.5%

2016 ~3.0%



Year Rental Vacancy Rate

2017 ~2.8-3.0%

As noted above, the available data completely contradicts the unsupported supposition of the
Staff Report.

4 Argument Against Density Bonus Eligibility
[. The Project Fails the Affordable Housing Replacement Requirement

California's Density Bonus Law contains a threshold eligibility condition: any project
demolishing affordable housing must replace every affordable unit lost before it can qualify
for a density bonus. The EIR itself confirms this at p. 3-12-16.

The facts here are damning on their face:

e The EIR acknowledges 132 existing units qualify as affordable for moderate-income
households (p. 3-12-12), because median rents in Marin County run
$2,450-53,151/month while the existing units average only $2,000/month (p. 3-12-13)
— making them affordable even to Jow-income households under state standards.

e The project replaces only 70 affordable units — a shortfall of 62 units. That does not
count 59 dormitory units suitable for single work force residents.

e This alone disqualifies the project from density bonus eligibility by law. There is no
discretion here; the statute is categorical.

Il The Unit Counting Methodology Is Artificially Deflated

The documents raise serious concerns about how the existing units are being counted, which
directly affects the replacement obligation:

e 66 dormitory rooms — each potentially housing a low-income resident — are being
counted as only 7 residential units. If properly counted as 66 units (each housing an
individual), the demolition figure rises and the replacement shortfall deepens further.



¢ A 150-resident Senior Care facility is counted as just one unit, which defies any
reasonable reading of housing capacity and dramatically understates the affordable
housing being eliminated.

e Correcting these figures would place the replacement shortfall at 121 units, not
including the 149 senior care residents not counted.

IV. The Senior Care Replacement Is Discriminatory and Cannot Satisfy the Replacement
Obligation

The new Senior Care facility, even if counted as a replacement unit, is age-restricted. This
means the 89 non-senior residents displaced by demolition have no path back into the
replacement housing. Courts and state policy are clear that replacement housing must serve the
same population displaced. A facility legally restricted to seniors cannot substitute for general
affordable housing units serving working families, students, and others currently housed on the
site.

This discriminatory displacement of the non-senior population renders the Density Bonus Law
inapplicable to the mixed-population replacement scheme the developer is proposing.

V. The "Affordability" of Replacement Units Is lllusory

The developer's 70 "affordable" replacement units will rent at rates above what current tenants
pay. This is an important point — it goes to the heart of what the Density Bonus Law is
designed to protect. The law exists to preserve and expand housing accessible to low- and
moderate-income households. A project that:

e Destroys 139 units renting at $2,000/month, and

¢ Replaces them with 70 units renting at higher "affordable" rates pegged to area median
income -

...Is not fulfilling the law's purpose. It is using the law's procedural benefits while actively
reducing the affordable housing stock. Granting a density bonus here would invert the statute's
intent entirely.

VI. Summary

The developer fails density bonus eligibility on multiple independent grounds:



Issue Requirement Project Reality

Affordable unit

139-for-139 Only 70 replaced
replacement
Unit counting Accurate census  Dormitories & care facility artificially deflated
. o Senior-only replacement excludes displaced
Population served Non—dlscrlmmatory]c 0
amilies

» Below-market .
Actual affordability ¢ New "affordable" units exceed current rents
rents
Any one of these failures is sufficient to deny the density bonus. Together, they present an
overwhelming case that the project does not qualify — and that granting the bonus would

contradict both the letter and purpose of California's Density Bonus Law.

(5) Analysis of - and fixes for - the SNA-NCLH Agreement
Enroliment Cap Loopholes

The 325-person on-site cap (Section I.A.1.b) only applies to people on-site at one time. A school
could potentially enroll far more than 325 students total by running multiple shifts or
hybrid/online programs where students rotate through, keeping the on-site headcount under
325 while serving a much larger total student population. The agreement never caps total
enrollment, only simultaneous on-site presence.

The agreement also allows unlimited undergraduate participation in graduate/research
programs (Section 1.A.1.a), which could be exploited to bring in large numbers of
undergraduates as long as they're nominally enrolled in a qualifying program.



The Residency Requirement Has a Weak Enforcement Mechanism

Students beyond 325 must reside on-site (I.A.1.c), but the only verification is a once-yearly
sworn affidavit submitted by June 1 (L.A.1.d). This means peak enrollment violations during the
year might never be caught in real time. The affidavit only reports the prior calendar year's peak
— 50 a violation could go a full year before being reported, and there's no automatic
consequence specified for non-compliance beyond potential litigation.

The Fitness Center and Daycare Opening to the Public

Section |.A.1.g allows the fitness center and daycare to open to the broader Strawberry
neighborhood if on-site capacity isn't reached. There's no cap on how many outside community
members can use these facilities, no traffic impact analysis tied to this expansion of use, and no
reporting requirement for how many outside users are actually coming. This could generate
significant additional vehicle trips with no accountability mechanism.

Traffic Triggers Are Easily Manipulated

Sections I.A.1.i and .A.1.j prohibit new development or project amendments that increase daily
traffic by 5% or more. However, 5% is actually a fairly generous threshold on an already-large
project. More importantly, the baseline ("the number of trips associated with the Project plans
and the school use contemplated herein") is never precisely defined with a specific number in
this agreement. Without a fixed numerical baseline locked in, a future developer could argue
about what the baseline actually was.

The 15-year restriction in I.A.1.i also only prohibits seeking additional development — it doesn't
prevent intensification of already-approved uses. The developer could maximize every approved
use to its limits without triggering this clause.

The Traffic Baseline Problem Is Worse Than It Appears

The settlement agreement prohibits future development or amendments that increase daily
traffic by 5% or more above the "Project plans" baseline (Sections I.A.1.i and |.A.1.j). But the EIR
response reveals that the underlying traffic data used to establish that baseline has significant
methodological weaknesses.

The Count Data Was Collected in December 2021

This was still an anomalous post-pandemic period. While the Final EIR added February 2025
counts to address this criticism, the comparison is only done at six study intersections and only
during AM and PM peak hours. This captures a narrow slice of actual daily traffic — the



agreement's trigger is based on daily trips, not just peak hour counts. The peak-hour data and
daily trip counts are not the same thing, and the document never directly validates the daily trip
baseline used in the settlement's 5% threshold.

The 0.4% Difference Claim Deserves Scrutiny

The EIR response argues that 2025 counts were only 0.4% higher overall than 2021, concluding
the original analysis remains valid. However, this aggregate figure masks the directional
inconsistency — AM peak was up 2.3% while PM peak was down 1.4%. These are not trivial
differences, and averaging them to produce a reassuring 0.4% figure is a methodological choice
that obscures the actual traffic pattern shifts. If AM peak traffic is already up 2.3% from baseline
before the project is even built, then the project's additional traffic load is being measured
against an already-understated starting point.

The Document Explicitly Says LOS Is Not a CEQA Metric

The response states clearly that level of service analysis is "not used to determine
environmental impacts under CEQA" and was appended "for informational purposes only." The
actual CEQA metric is VMT — vehicle miles traveled. This is significant because the settlement
agreement's 5% traffic trigger is based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip
Generation Manual, which measures trip counts, not VMT. There is therefore a disconnect
between what the EIR uses as its legal standard (VMT) and what the settlement uses as its
enforcement trigger (trip counts). A clever developer's attorney could argue that the
settlement’s trip-count threshold is measuring something the EIR never formally certified as the
environmental baseline.

Practical Enforcement Consequence

Putting this together: the settlement's 5% trip threshold references a baseline that is itself
derived from peak-hour counts at only six intersections, collected during an atypical period, and
not formally tied to the EIR's own CEQA metric. If the Developer ever wanted to challenge an
enforcement action under Sections I.A.1.i or ILA.1.j, they would have substantial ammunition to
argue about what the correct baseline actually is — and that ambiguity would be litigated at the
neighborhood's expense.

Building Height Exceptions Are Vague

Section LLA.1.h caps most buildings at 3 stories, but the RCF Senior Housing area exception
simply defers to "heights shown in the Project plan set dated January 31, 2020." If that plan set



is ever amended or if there's ambiguity in reading it, this exception could be stretched. The
agreement itself doesn't state what those heights actually are.

The Null-and-Void Provisions Protect SNA, Not You

Sections III.A and II1.B give SNA the right to void the agreement if Marin County doesn't
incorporate the key restrictions or later weakens them. But SNA is the only party with this right
— and SNA has already agreed not to challenge the project. If SNA decides not to exercise this
right or dissolves as an organization, there's no mechanism for neighbors or the public to
enforce these restrictions directly. Neither the public nor the County are parties to this
agreement and have no enforcement rights under it.

No Direct Public Enforcement Rights

Relatedly, Section VIl says the agreement is enforceable by specific performance or injunctive
relief — but only by the parties (Developer and SNA). As neighbors, we cannot sue to enforce
this agreement directly. Our recourse would be through Marin County, which is also not a party
and has no obligation under this agreement beyond conducting inspections (l.A.1.e).

The Reporting Affidavit Has No Independent Verification

The annual compliance affidavit (1.A.1.d) is submitted by the educational institution's own
administrator — essentially self-reporting. While Marin County has audit rights (I.A.1.e), it
requires 48 hours' notice and is discretionary ("reasonably necessary"). There's no requirement
that the County actually conduct audits on any schedule, and no funding mechanism to ensure
it does.

The bottom line is that the most significant gaps are: the lack of a total enroliment cap (only an
on-site headcount), the absence of public/neighbor enforcement rights, the weak and
self-reported compliance mechanism, and the undefined traffic baseline. The Marin County
Board of Supervisors hearing on the project (referenced in Section 111.C) would be the right
venue to request that conditions of approval address these gaps with more specificity.



What The County Should Do

Fix the Enrollment Cap Loophole

Ask the County to condition approval on a cap of total enrolled students, not just on-site
headcount at any one time. Specifically, request that the conditions define "enroliment" as the
total number of students registered in any given academic term, and set that cap at 325 unless
all students above that number are housed on-site. This closes the shift-rotation workaround.

Additionally, ask that undergraduate participation be explicitly capped as a subset of the 325
total, not as an unlimited add-on.

Lock In a Specific Numerical Traffic Baseline

This is arguably the most important fix given what the traffic count document reveals. Ask the
County to adopt a condition that states an explicit number — actual daily vehicle trips at project
buildout — as the baseline for the 5% threshold. The condition should specify that this number
is derived from the February 2025 counts plus the project's ITE-calculated trip generation, and
that it is expressed in both daily trip counts and VMT to align with the CEQA metric. Without a
specific number in the conditions, the 5% protection is unenforceable as a practical matter.

Add Independent Traffic Monitoring

Ask for a condition requiring annual independent traffic counts — not developer-funded or
self-reported — at the six study intersections, plus any additional intersections the County
deems relevant. The results should be filed with the County and made publicly available. This
addresses both the weak self-reporting problem in the settlement and the narrow peak-hour
measurement issue in the EIR.

Require Third-Party Audit of Enrollment Compliance

The settlement's only compliance mechanism is a sworn affidavit from the school's own
administrator. Ask the County to condition approval on an independent annual audit by a
County-appointed third party, with the cost borne by the Developer, verifying enrollment



numbers, residency compliance, and employee counts. The audit results should be public
record.

Cap and Monitor Fitness Center and Daycare Off-Site Users

Ask for a condition that sets a specific numerical cap on how many off-site Strawberry
neighborhood users may use the fitness center and daycare, and requires that those users be
counted in any traffic analysis. The settlement's language is entirely open-ended on this point,
and these facilities could generate substantial additional vehicle trips with no accountability.

Define the RCF Senior Housing Height Limits Explicitly

Ask the County to incorporate the specific height measurements from the January 31, 2020 plan
set directly into the conditions of approval, rather than leaving the conditions to reference an
external document that could later be amended or disputed. Heights should be stated in feet
for each building.

Establish Public Enforcement Rights

This is the most structurally important ask. Since neighbors have no rights under the private
settlement, request that the conditions of approval explicitly state that any member of the
public, or any recognized neighborhood association within a defined radius, has standing to
request a County compliance review and to appeal a finding of compliance. Many jurisdictions
allow this through a formal "interested party" designation in conditions. At minimum, ask that
the County be obligated — not merely permitted — to conduct audits upon written request
from a neighboring property owner or association.

Require a Notice of Settlement to Be Recorded Before Permits Issue

The settlement itself (Section Xl1) calls for recording a Notice of Settlement, but there is no
deadline. Ask the County to make this a condition precedent to any permit issuance, so the
encumbrances are on title before any construction begins.
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North Coast Holdings Proposed Seminary Project

From Terry <tirrell.graham@gmail.com>

Date Tue 3/24/2026 10:07 AM

To  PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@MarinCounty.gov>

Cc Stephanie MoultonPeters <Stephanie.MoultonPeters@MarinCounty.gov>; Jen Imbimbo
<Jen.Imbimbo@MarinCounty.gov>; Michelle Levenson <Michelle.Levenson@MarinCounty.gov>

Dear Planning Commissioners:

| have lived at 235 East Strawberry Drive for 40 years and have strong ties to the community. | have
commented to the Planning Commissioners on this project several times times including emails | sent on
January 9 and February 26, 2026.

At the February 26 meeting it was announced that the Seminary Neighborhood Association (SNA) and
North Coast Holdings had reached an agreement. | was pleased to hear this. This agreement
successfully addresses some of the issues | raised in my emails (e.g., reducing the anticipated school’s
capacity, thereby reducing the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)). However, some items | raised in my
February email still remain:

-The anticipated VMT is still high and should be reduced to improve the safety of residents, especially
those who live on the two blind curves (#325 - #235) on the lower section of East Strawberry Drive.
-The Herring Gate should be locked to prevent routine access to/from East Strawberry Drive. Years ago
that gate was chained and only opened occasionally.

-Construction vehicles should be prohibited from using the northern portion of East Strawberry Drive.
This prohibition has been applied and enforced at least once in prior years.

-Radar enforcement of the 25MPH speed limit was approved by the County many years ago but was
never implemented. The use of radar enforcement should finally be impemented.

| attended the February 26 Planning Commission meeting on Zoom and made several observations.
Slide 43 mentioned that VMT levels were significant and unavoidable. Obviously, VMT levels need to be
lessened when feasible. Also, several of the comments seemed to dismiss traffic safety concerns for the
divided sections of East Strawberry Drive and incorrectly treated East Strawberry Drive as if its entire
length were similar. For example, Slide 50 summarized the Evacuation Plan. It was commented that 7,600
individuals could be evacuated using Seminary Drive and East Strawberry Drive because both roads were
2 lanes. This is an inaccurate assessment. The southern and middle sections of East Strawberry Drive are
2 lanes, but the northern section contains 2 narrow single lanes - an upper lane for north to south traffic
and a lower lane (mentioned above) for south to

north traffic - hardly suitable for high volume, quick exits. When reviewing the specific provisions of the
North Coast Holdings proposal, Planning Commissioners should be aware of the unique characteristics
of the northern section of East Strawberry Drive and the difficulty of maintaining safety when traffic
volumes greatly increase.
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| appreciate your attention in this matter.

Tirrell Graham
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FW: Seminary property

From PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@MarinCounty.gov>
Date Tue 3/24/2026 9:25 AM

To  Michelle Levenson <Michelle.Levenson@MarinCounty.gov>

From: ann mannix <aemannix20@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, March 23, 2026 11:32 AM

To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@MarinCounty.gov>
Subject: Seminary property

You don't often get email from aemannix20@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Hello, | am a 25 year resident of strawberry. In that ‘short’ time our community has seen a lot of
change. More people, more construction, more cars and other insane modes of transport.

A lot of the opposition to this project centers around transportation and traffic, overcrowding to
be more specific. Besides current human residents, | also want to bring up the fact that the
seminary property is home to myriad animal species. Deer, raccoons, skunks, opossums,
squirrels, coyotes, and many bird species including our national bird, the bald eagle. There are
many more creatures that will be affected by this massive project. Where do they all go when
that property is overdeveloped? What contingencies have been made for these ‘residents’?
We do not have enough open space in Strawberry!

Please consider them too!

|
|
|
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Re: Immediate Attention PC Meeting March 30, 2026 re NCLH

From chuck ballinger <bukchalngr@comcast.net>
Date Mon 3/23/2026 4:59 PM
To  PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@MarinCounty.gov>

Cc  Stephanie MoultonPeters <Stephanie.MoultonPeters@MarinCounty.gov>; Derek Johnson
<Derek.Johnson@MarinCounty.gov>; Sarah Jones <Sarah.Jones@MarinCounty.gov>; Michelle Levenson
<Michelle.Levenson@MarinCounty.gov>

March 23, 2026

RE: NCLH EIR certification - Why “Streamlined” to exclude local DRB
review?

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I served on the Strawberry Design Review Board for 14 years, beginning in the 1990’s. Over
that time, our board reviewed many large residential developments throughout our
community.

We reviewed every home on Strawberry Spit, the Seminary Cove, Cypress Hollow, Sky Road,
and DeSilva Island, These hundreds of homes were subject to local discretionary feedback
regarding many aesthetic issues. Our DRB provided the forum for these “merit” reviews - but
this was always done AFTER the EIR was deemed complete.

How did the NCLH application bypass this important “merits” review stage? How was it
“streamlined” this way?

Here is one example of a local-input outcome:

The massive condominium development on DeSilva Island was originally going to be painted
white. That wall of bright buildings would have devastated the island’s green, forested look.
Thanks to local review, we required the buildings to be painted a dark color, and today,
they’re hardly noticeable. That was due to local feedback.

Not only that, many of us worked for decades maintaining the character of our community
and its Community Plan. The NCLH proposal for that site has always been way out of scale
to what was there and what is appropriate to be there. We always thought they were just
asking for much more than they could get, but they didn't concede a thing. They even added a
150 unit Senior Housing Center that only counts as one unit! The building mass and traffic
flow will be just too much for our Strawberry community.
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Approving an EIR without clear identification of the project’s centerpiece - the school - is an
affront to our community.

Approving a Density Bonus when the project actually reduces the County’s affordable
housing stock by 121 units - is an affront to our County.

Please consider these objections before approving the EIR, the Amendment, and the non-
inclusion of a merits review.

Best regards,

Charles Ballinger
Strawberry Community Coalition
Mill Valley, CA
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Re: Immediate Attention PC Meeting March 30, 2026 re NCLH

From chuck ballinger <bukchalngr@comcast.net>
Date Mon 3/23/2026 3:47 PM
To  PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@MarinCounty.gov>

Cc  Stephanie MoultonPeters <Stephanie.MoultonPeters@MarinCounty.gov>; Derek Johnson
<Derek.Johnson@MarinCounty.gov>; Sarah Jones <Sarah.Jones@MarinCounty.gov>; Michelle Levenson
<Michelle.Levenson@MarinCounty.gov>

You don't often get email from bukchalngr@comcast.net. Learn why this is important

March 23, 2026

RE: NCLH Density Bonus incentives, concessions, and waivers

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I believe the affordable housing calculations for the NCLH project contradict any fair notion of what affordable
housing should represent. Accordingly, any Density Bonus concessions, incentives and waivers should not be
granted to the applicant.

Affordable housing should be considered housing with affordable rent. But that’s not the case here. Under the
current system, it’s not the amount of rent that counts, it’s the income qualifications of the rental applicant that
matter.

At least 85 families live in 191 existing dwelling units on the NCLH property. We interviewed many of them last
week. They reported rents as low as $1,000 / month for a dorm unit, one BR at $1700, two BR at $2300, and 3
BR at $2800 / month. THAT is affordable rent in Marin County. The new “affordable” units will be more

expensive, no doubt.

My point is that you can’t tear down 191 affordable rental rate units, only to replace 70, and expect any type of
Density Bonus.

So how did NCLH get to tear dowﬁ 191 units and only replace 70? How did they achieve this?

They claim 59 of the dorm units don’t count because they’re served by one kitchen. Wouldn’t this be ideal work-
force housing for single laborers?

18 of the units have been unoccupied for over five years. Were they even offered for rent?

That leaves 114 units requiring replacement by the Density Bonus Law.

But here’s what happened:

Another 44 units were knocked off because nobody bothered to certify the residents’ income level. They just

used a County average of 39% renters not qualifying for affordable housing! Rather than ask the tenants what
their incomes are, they just reduced the remaining affordable units by 44 units down to 70.
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Is that the intent of affordable housing laws? Tearing down 191 existing affordable units and only replacing 70 -
and then expecting a Density Bonus?

My contention is that NCLH shouldn’t be granted the incentives, concessions, and waivers requested in the
application under the Density Bonus law. These concession include no VLIs (very low income units), a lesser
ratio of student housing, and a waiver of height limits, among other things.

Can the Planning Commission approve a Density Bonus in good conscience for a development that will vastly
decrease the amount of existing affordable housing? I certainly hope not.

Charles Ballinger

Strawberry Community Coalition
273 Ricardo Road

Mill Valley (Strawberry)
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Immediate Attention PC Meeting March 30, 2026 re NCLH

From John Bruce Corcoran <brucecorcoran@msn.com>
Date Mon 3/23/2026 12:35 PM
To  PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@MarinCounty.gov>

Cc  Stephanie MoultonPeters <Stephanie.MoultonPeters@MarinCounty.gov>; Derek Johnson
<Derek.Johnson@MarinCounty.gov>; Sarah Jones <Sarah.Jones@MarinCounty.gov>; Michelle Levenson
<Michelle.Levenson@MarinCounty.gov>

Strawberry Community Coalition
March 23, 2026

Marin County Planning Commission

Via Email: planningcommission@marincounty.gov
cc: stephanie.moultonpeters@marincounty.gov
cc: derek.johnson@marincounty.gov

cc: sarah.jones@marincounty.gov

cc: michelle.levenson@marincounty.gov

Re: A RESOLUTION TO RECOMMEND CERTIFICATION OF THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT FOR THE NORTH COAST LAND HOLDINGS COMMUNITY PLAN
AMENDMENT/MASTER PLAN/DESIGN REVIEW/MASTER USE PERMIT/VESTING
TENTATIVE MAP/TREE REMOVAL PERMIT ON THE FORMER GOLDEN GATE BAPTIST
SEMINARY PROPERTY

Dear Mr. Stepanicich, Chair of Marin County Planning Commission,

Using the March 2, 2026, Planning Commission Agenda as a guide, we are compelled to
complain about the broad scope of matters likely to be scheduled for one meeting on March 30,
2026. To make things even more complex, amending the Strawberry Community Plan will be
another addition to the previous Agenda.

Arguably, the certification of the FEIR, an analysis of the merits of the project, and amending
the Strawberry Community Plan would require separate meetings.

In addition, your Commission is moving forward without the vetting of these matters by the
Strawberry Design Review Board (SDRB). Previous SDRB meetings about the Seminary
generated capacity crowds at the Strawberry Recreation Center. This time, fewer residents are
aware of NCLH'’s plans and your Commission’s intentions.

Furthermore, expecting residents to address all their concerns about all these matters within
two minutes allowed for public expression is unreasonable.
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Moreover, scheduling the March 30, 2026, starting time for 11:00 AM, then breaking for lunch,
and then resuming for a marathon session in the afternoon also is unreasonable for public
participation. Several deliberate evening sessions would be much better for such an important
project that will have cumulative impacts along the entire Highway 101 corridor.

Therefore, we hope your Commission will slow down the pace of agendized matters to give
each one the attention it deserves, and to allow time for SDRB review and public review. In our
opinion, a more deliberate pace will benefit your fellow Commissioners and the public alike.

Sincerely yours,

Bruce Corcoran, Strawberry Community Coalition Member

Steve Disenhof, Strawberry Community Coalition Member
Chuck Ballinger, Strawberry Community Coalition
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FW: PC Meeting, Mar. 30, 2026, NCLH EIR and 1953 CUP
From PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@MarinCounty.gov>

Date Fri 3/20/2026 3:02 PM
To  Michelle Levenson <Michelle.Levenson@MarinCounty.gov>

[l 3 attachments (9 MB)

NCLH Letter to PC re 1953 CUP 03162026.docx; Ltr - CUP - 5.18.21 w exhibits.pdf; NCLH 1953 Use Permit Condition Oct 13, 1953
11292020_20201129_0001.pdf;

From: John Bruce Corcoran <brucecorcoran@msn.com>

Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2026 1:24 PM

To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@MarinCounty.gov>
Subject: PC Meeting, Mar. 30, 2026, NCLH EIR and 1953 CUP

Dear Planning Commissioners,

| am submitting my letter about the North Coast Land Holdings EIR and the 1953 Use
Conditional Use Permit as an attached Word document. My letter also includes 2 other
supporting attachments.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Bruce Corcoran
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Bruce Corcoran
184 Great Circle Drive
Mill Valley, CA 94941

March 19, 2026

Marin County Planning Commission

Via Email: planningcommission@marincounty.gov
cc: stephanie.moultonpeters@marincounty.gov
cc: derek.johnson@marincounty.gov

cc: sarah.jones@marincounty.gov

cc: michelle.levenson@marincounty.gov

Re: ARESOLUTION TO RECOMMEND CERTIFICATION OF THE FINAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE NORTH COAST LAND HOLDINGS
COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT/MASTER PLAN/DESIGN REVIEW/MASTER USE
PERMIT/VESTING TENTATIVE MAP/TREE REMOVAL PERMIT ON THE FORMER
GOLDEN GATE BAPTIST SEMINARY PROPERTY

Dear Planning Commissioners,

The March 2, 2026, Planning Commission meeting revealed confusion about the status
of the 1953 Conditional Use Permit (CUP), which is understandable because that CUP
is 63 years old. Finding historical records is tedious work. Nevertheless, an accurate
assessment of that status is pivotable for certifying the Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) and approving related matters. Thatis the job of your Commission.

Commissioner Biehle was correct to question the legal basis of the 1953 Use Permit.
As an attorney, she recognizes that NCLH’s claim of an entitlement for “around 1,000
students” is the most contentious issue. If itis not verified and resolved, then the
County may be subject to litigation.

No one has done more research on the 1953 Conditional Use Permit than Attorney
Riley Hurd. | helped him find the pertinent documents (so the research is not his sole
work product). The work was painstaking, but, in my opinion, the results are fact based
and clear.

Therefore, with the sincere intent of helping your Commission understand the extensive
historical record, | am resubmitting Attorney Hurd’s May 18, 2021, letter, with
attachments, to Deputy County Counsel Brian Case. That letter is already in the Public
Record because Attorney Hurd also submitted it as an EIR Scoping Comment, but it
may have been forgotten, and new Commissioners may not be aware of it.



I support Attorney Hurd’s findings and conclusions, although | cannot affirm legal
matters because | am not an attorney. | also recognize that County Planning Staff and
Deputy County Counsel Brian Case may disagree. Such is the democratic process.
Your Commission will be the arbiter, but it is very important that you get it right.

To summarize my position:

e The 1953 Conditional Use Permit has only one condition, namely, “That prior to
any construction or improvement, the applicant shall secure the approval
of the Marin County Planning Commission of a development plan as
provided under Section 11.23, paragraph (f), Ordinance 264, as amended.”
That document was signed by Mary A. Summers, Planning Director, October 13,
1953, concurrent with the approval of the 1953 CUP. (Please see my
Attachment, which is a very important document that does not appear in Attorney
Hurd’s letter.)

e The 1953 CUP was amended several times between 1953 and 1959, culminating
in the 1959 Campus Plan Use Permit. That document was described to me by a
knowledgeable person as a large rolled up map, which may explain why it is
missing. The technology for reducing it in size for the public record was not
readily available in 1959.

e The 1959 Campus Plan Use Permit was superseded and nullified by the 1984
Golden Gate Baptist Theological Seminary Master Plan, Item 19: “With the
approval of this Master Plan, the previously approved 1959 Campus Plan
Use Permit shall become null and void and of no further effect or benefit.”

¢ [f, on the other hand, your Commission determines that the 1953 Conditional Use
Permit is still in force, then you have a Use Permit that was granted “to permit
the construction of a Theological Seminary and dormitories and other
buildings incidental to such use, subject to the attached condition,” which
is the one and only condition | cited above and attached to this letter, namely,
“That prior to any construction or improvement, the applicant shall secure
the approval of the Marin County Planning Commission of a development
plan as provided under Section 11.23, paragraph (f), Ordinance 264, as
amended.”

¢ In addition, your Commission must determine if the “general facts” (which are not
conditions) discussed at the Planning Commission meeting on October 6, 1953--
a week prior to the approval of the 1953 CUP--are still valid. If so, then all the
“general facts” must still be valid. North Coast Land Holdings cannot cherry-pick
only the “general fact” that “the student body will consist of around 1,000
students...” and disregard the others. That specific complete “general fact”
states, “3. The student body will consist of around 1,000 students, about
60% of those students will be married and the seminary will provide



apartments on their land for these students, and a pre-school nursery for
the children of these families. Dormitories will be provided for the
unmarried students.” Another “general fact” that would still apply states, “1.
The 130 acres will be developed in general, as shown on the plan for land
use, in such a manner so as to make a self-contained unit, with major
residential streets of the Strawberry Point neighborhood going by the
development rather than through it.” Former Planning Director Tom Lai
confirmed to me in writing his opinion that all “general facts” would apply in this
case.

e Either way, your Commission should not certify the EIR because it does not
contain an "accurate, stable, and finite" project description largely, but not only,
because of the inadequate and variable description of the school and
accompanying ramifications.

You have heavy determinations before you. The Strawberry Community and beyond
are relying on your good judgement. Godspeed.

Sincerely yours,

Bruce Corcoran
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RagghiantilFreitas LLP

Attorneys at Law

1101 5" Avenue, Suite 100
San Rafael, CA 94901

telephone 415.453.9433
Riley F. Hurd IlI facsimile 415.453.8269
rhurd@rflawllp.com www.rflawllp.com

May 18, 2021
Via E-Mail Only

Brian Case

Deputy County Counsel

County of Marin

3501 Civic Center Drive, Room #275
San Rafael, CA 94903

Re: North Coast Land Holdings (P1490) -- New CUP required for
educational use

** FOR INCLUSION IN THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD **
** EIR SCOPING COMMENT **

Dear Mr. Case:

This letter in response to your letter of March 2, 2021, regarding the above referenced
matter. This letter also constitutes an EIR scoping comment, and should be included in
the administrative record for this project.

On January 25, 2021, I wrote to you and noted that if North Coast Land Holdings seeks
an educational use at the former seminary property, a new CUP for that use is required.
My letter, attached as Exhibit A, very clearly laid out the evidence that the 1953 Use
Permit allowing a self-contained seminary was superseded by the approval of the 1984
Master Plan, which has since expired. Your response letter, attached as Exhibit B,
disregarded the evidence I provided, and instead reasserted that a roadway bond
agreement was somehow the “CUP” that was superseded by the 1984 Master plan. As
discussed below, this cannot be true. Accordingly:

o If the proposed educational use is not analyzed in the project EIR, it will be a
deficient CEQA document

e If a new CUP is not sought for any educational use proposed at the property,
such a use will be unpermitted
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In your letter of March 2, 2021, you assert that a document entitled “Improvement
Agreement Under Conditional Use Permit” is the “1959 Campus Plan Use Permit” that
was superseded by the 1984 Master Plan. This document is objectively not a use permit.
Even its title states that it is an “Improvement Agreement” being submitted “under”
(i.e. pursuant to) a use permit. Attached as Exhibit C is a June 29, 1959, letter from then
County Counsel, Leland Jordan, to the Golden Gate Baptist Theological Seminary, by
which he transmitted the subject Improvement Agreement. This letter opens with the
following sentence:

In pocordance wlth your requdnt, I om oubmitting hevotrith
an_pgraamenk tn _bo oxeouted by ého County and the Bominary

dnaer your Uoe FemuiOddleh 1o in tud furn I would recommond
to Jopervisorg,

It is immediately clear from this language that the agreement is being submitted as
required by the school’s use permit.

Then, there is the language of the Improvement Agreement itself. All throughout the
Improvement Agreement there are specific references to the actual use permit that
required the Improvement Agreement. Nearly all of the WHEREAS sections of the
Improvement Agreement reference the Use Permit granted to GGBTS, and that the
Improvement Agreement is being entered into as a condition of said use permit.

For example, the Improvement Agreement contains the following statements:

WIENBAS, S.minary hao hieretolvra applled to County
for a Use Permit %o allow tho donstruotion of a thoologlanl
semdnary, and othox bhuildings inoidental to auch uco; on

As you can see, the Improvement Agreement starts by acknowledging a use permit for
the Seminary.

WHERLAS, OGounty has havetofore giarked owdd Une
Pormit subgoot to tho condition thnt deminnry donbbruot n
publle rond from the ooutheastorly torminug of Ricardo Road
to Gabe III of thu vhoolopioal nomivavy an daid Oate XIX Ao

The Improvement Agreement then notes that the use permit had a ‘condition of
approval that the seminary construct a public road around the seminary.
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ULEREAS, Gho Cornma of sald Una el vaquirve that
Sominary, prfor to oosupansy of any Ludldings. uonntrucbod?
upoh satd propuniy, cnvoe dnto an aproorent oocuxed by an
adequate pexrformpnee Lond agroeing tuv tho oonotyuoskion of
dald voedo; o

The Improvement Agreement then recites that the Use Permit required a performance
agreement and bond for the construction of the roadway prior to occupancy of the new
Seminary buildings. Very clearly, the Improvement Agreement is not the 1959 Campus
Plan Use Permit, or any use permit for that matter.

With this in mind, now consider the County’s position and statements regarding the
CUP for the subject property. The County asserts that the 1953 CUP for the property is
the only governing entitlement, and that it remains in force. The County also states that
the 1953 CUP has just a single condition attached to it. Specifically, that singular
condition was: “that prior to any construction or improvement, the applicant shall
secure the approval of the Marin County Planning Commission.” (See Exhibit D.)

Originally, it was true that this was the singular added condition to the CUP. (Many
other conditions were contained in the project description themselves and became
“conditions” when the project was approved; i.e. “self-contained unit,” buffer of open
space, all students to be housed on site, etc.). However, the County appears to be
unaware that the 1953 CUP was amended many times over a period of 6 years until
1959. Attached as Exhibit E are the various minutes of the hearings at which the CUP
was amended. The record is clear that many conditions beyond the sole original
condition were added to the CUP as part of approving the “development plan.” For
example, on July 29, 1957, a hearing was held regarding “reconsideration of original
use permit conditions.” At this hearing, a condition regarding the construction of one
of the residences on the Seminary property was amended (i.e. the condition already
existed, so clearly more conditions were added beyond the first one). The CUP, and its
conditions, evolved as the Campus Plan was developed, and new and different
conditions were added. On October 28, 1957, another use permit condition was
amended regarding the dedication of West Seminary Drive. Even on April 3, 1958, the
Planning Commission was holding a hearing for the GGBTS project labeled
“reconsideration of use permit conditions.”
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Obviously, these amendments were not to the 1959 Improvement Agreement, as it
didn’t even exist yet. In actuality, the 1953 Use Permit was amended through 1959 as
part of the original condition to secure a development plan. The final CUP, after all the
amendments, was the 1959 Campus Plan Use Permit, which was addressed by the 1984
Master Plan as follows:

“With the approval of this Master Plan, the previously approved 1959 Campus
Plan Use Permit shall become null and void and of no further effect or benefit.”

It makes no sense that the Master Plan was superseding a roadway improvement
agreement. Unfortunately, the staff report for the BOS meeting where the Master Plan
was approved has gone missing from the County files. However, there are multiple
examples countywide of Master Plans in the 80’s replacing Conditional Use Permits
from the 50’s and 60’s. During this era, Master Plans were utilized as site-specific
zoning, approving both uses and physical development. That’s exactly what happened
here. For example, the approval resolution for the Master Plan states:

The RMP zoning designation, pursuant to Table 2-3 in Code Section 22.10.030, only
allows educational uses with a conditional use permit. Accordingly, if NCLH seeks to
establish a new academic use at the property, a new Use Permit is required.

Conclusion

We understand that this information is a significant deviation from the County’s stated
position on the entitlement status for the Seminary property. However, this is a project
that needs to be done right. It is too significant for an error of this proportion to
continue to be advanced.

If the applicant wants to run a school at the property, it must include a request for a Use
Permit for a school, and clearly describe the operational characteristics of said school
such that there can be a meaningful environmental review, as well as an informed
consideration of the required CUP findings. The current failure to provide any
information whatsoever about the new school use, which is central to the property, and
most significant in its impact, leaves a gaping hole in the project description, and will
result in a deficient EIR and insufficient entitlements for the proposed use.
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Any entitlement or EIR without a school CUP will be null and void, and subject to legal
challenge. Accordingly, it seems best for all involved that the school be described and
analyzed, and the required CUP be applied for.

Thank you.
Very Truly Yours,

By 5 o L.

Riley F. Hurd III

CC: Seminary Neighborhood Association
Supervisor Moulton-Peters
Marin County Planning Commission
Brian Washington
Michelle Levenson
Rachel Reid



EXHIBIT A



B
R
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Attorneys at Law

1101 5" Avenue, Suite 100
San Rafael, CA 94901

telephone 415.453.9433
Riley F. Hurd Il facsimile 415.453.8269
rhurd@rflawllp.com www.rflawllp.com

January 25, 2021

Via E-Mail Only

Thomas Lai

Community Development Department
County of Marin

3501 Civic Center Drive, Room #308
San Rafael, CA 94903

Re: North Coast Land Holdings (P1490) -- New CUP required for
educational use

Dear Mr. Lai:

Our office continues to represent the Seminary Neighborhood Association in connection
with North Coast Land Holdings” proposal to redevelop the old Seminary site. This
letter is regarding a critical missing component of the application currently on file with
the County.

Specifically, if NCLH seeks an educational use at the property, a new CUP for that
use is required. The 1953 Use Permit allowing a self-contained seminary to operate at
the property was superseded by the approval of a 1984 Master Plan for the site. When
the Master Plan expired, so did the right to operate an educational use. Accordingly, in
order for the current application to be complete, it must also include a request for a Use
Permit for a school, and clearly describe the operational characteristics of said school
such that there can be meaningful environmental review, as well as an informed
consideration of the required CUP findings.

Background

The Golden Gate Baptist Theological Seminary (“GGBTS”) bought the Strawberry
property in September of 1953. In October of 1953, the GGBTS obtained an initial CUP
from the County that allowed for a very specific use: “a Theological Seminary and
dormitories and other building incidental to such use.”
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USE PERRIT ‘

Under the provisicns of Section20 of
-Ord, Ho.20k, the Zoning Ordinance of the
County of I'arin, State of California.

A USE_PERNIT is hereby granted authorizing Edward D. Landels
! (Fame of person]
to permit the construction of a Theological Seminary and dormitories and
«toe other buildinegs incidental to such use, subiect to the attached con-
"..[Use of land, building or structure proposeéd to be conducted) dition,

The record for the CUP indicates that there were specific operational characteristics that
were a part of the Seminary’s application, and that a single initial condition of approval
was also placed on the CUP.

On October 6, 1953, the Planning Director for the County wrote a staff report for the
Board of Supervisors in advance of their consideration of the Seminary’s Use Permit.
This report set forth a set of six “general facts” regarding the application. In summary,
the general facts about the application were as follows:

1. The property would be developed as a “self-contained unit.”
2. A buffer of “recreational open land” would surround the entire property.

3. There would be approximately 1,000 students, and all of the students would be
housed on-site. Married students would live in on-site apartments, and single
students would live in on-site dorms.

4. The community supported the presence of a post-graduate institution.

5. The community liked that the school would pay its fair share to local service
districts.

6. Further review of a development plan for the property would be needed to
ensure an appropriate layout of buildings on the site.

The conclusion of the October 6, 1953, staff report noted that the Planning Commission
voted to recommend that the Board of Supervisors approve the CUP “as above set
forth,” on the condition that the Seminary come back to the Commission for approval of
a development plan for the property.
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The Board of Supervisors then approved the application, inclusive of its details
regarding housing, open space, and enrollment, and did impose the condition that
“prior to any construction or improvement, the applicant shall secure the approval of
the Marin County Planning Commission.”

After approval of the initial 1953 CUP, GGBTS spent years developing a campus plan
and returning to the Planning Commission for what the minutes repeatedly describe as
“Reconsideration of Use Permit.” The record is clear that many conditions beyond the
sole original condition were added to the CUP over the years. For example, on July 29,
1957, a hearing was held regarding “reconsideration of original use permit
conditions.” At this hearing, a condition regarding the construction of one of the
residences on the Seminary property was amended (i.e. the condition already existed,
so clearly more conditions were added beyond the first one). The CUP, and its
conditions, evolved as the Campus Plan was developed, and new and different
conditions were added.

On October 28, 1957, another use permit condition was amended regarding the
dedication of West Seminary Drive. Even on April 3, 1958, the Planning Commission
was holding a hearing for the GGBTS project labeled “reconsideration of use permit
conditions.” Clearly, the original condition to the CUP that the applicants return to the
Planning Commission for approval of their development plan led to a much more
robust and evolved set of conditions and an ultimate CUP allowing for the construction
of the project.

Why does all of this matter?

Because, in the early 1980’s, GGBTS applied for a Master Plan for the entire property in
order to allow for more development. The narrative in this Master Plan indicates that, at
the time, GGBTS felt it had a vested right in its existing CUP, and therefore a Master
Plan was not necessary for further development. However, the Master Plan itself states
that GGBTS ultimately decided not to try and rely on any allegedly remaining vested
rights, and instead applied for, and fully participated in, the Master Plan process. The
Master Plan was eventually approved by the County Board of Supervisors in March of
1984.

Condition 19 of the Master Plan stated the following:
“With the approval of this Master Plan, the previously approved 1959

Campus Plan Use Permit shall become null and void and of no further
effect or benefit.”
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The Master Plan is unequivocal that it became the governing entitlement document for
the property, and that the CUP, as amended by the many hearings through 1959, was
now null and void.

However, when asked about this specific language, we were informed by County staff
that the term “1959 Campus Plan Use Permit” was not referring to the use permit for
the property, but instead to an approval for a roadway. Only recently have we actually
been provided with the document that the County claimed was nullified by the Master
Plan, and it simply is not, and cannot be, the referenced “1959 Campus Plan Use
Permit.”

Instead, what the County provided was a document entitled “Improvement Agreement
Under Conditional Use Permit.” Just as it sounds, this document is an improvement
agreement by which the GGBTS agrees to dedicate and bond a roadway, which was a
condition of its amended CUP. All throughout the Improvement Agreement there are
specific references to the actual use permit that required the improvement agreement.
Nearly all of the WHEREAS sections of the Improvement Agreement reference the Use
Permit granted to GGBTS, and that the Improvement Agreement is being entered into
as a condition of said use permit. Despite further requests, the County has
failed /refused to provide the actual ultimate CUP referenced time and again in years of
minutes.

It is unclear how or why the County would ever assert that an Improvement Agreement
was somehow the document deemed null and void by the Master Plan, when the
Master Plan so clearly states it is replacing a 1959 Campus Use Permit.
Unfortunately /mysteriously, the staff report for the BOS meeting where the Master
Plan was approved has gone missing from the County files. There are multiple
examples countywide of Master Plans in the 80’s replacing Conditional Use Permits
from the 50’s and 60’s. During this era, Master Plans were utilized as site-specific
zoning, approving both uses and physical development. That’s exactly what happened
here. If the County is unaware of these examples, we are happy to provide specific
references.

GGBTS ended up obtaining quite a windfall from the Master Plan, including a
significant amount of market rate housing, which was supposedly going to finance
future school infrastructure. Of course, we now know that the market rate housing was
built and sold, but the needed campus improvements were never made.
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Ultimately, on December 12, 2017, after many extensions, the Master Plan for the
Seminary expired. When the Plan expired, the property reverted back to its traditional
RMP zoning designation, which, pursuant to Table 2-3 in Code Section 22.10.030, only
allows educational uses with a conditional use permit. Accordingly, if NCLH seeks to
establish a new academic use at the property, a new Master Use Permit is required.

What if the 1953 Use Permit Still Applies?

It doesn’t matter, unless NCLH is interested in running a self-contained seminary.
While CUPs run with the land (unless nullified) -- “Subsequent owners of the land have
no greater rights than those of the owner at the time the conditional use permit was
issued.” A use permit, “is both a grant of authority to use and a limitation on the
authorized uses of the property.” (Sports Arenas Propetties, Inc. v. City of San Diego (1985)
40 Cal. 3d. 808, 815.) “Absence of conditions in the use permit does not mean that the
permittee may make use of the property permitted neither by the use permit nor by the
zoning ordinance without permit.” (Id.) “A use permit “must be read in the light of the
application for it, and when that is done, it is apparent that the terms of the permit are
clear.” (Id. at 815-16.)

Here, GGBTS applied for and was granted a CUP for a theological seminary and,
pursuant to the cases cited above, the terms of the application as described by the
Planning Director’s report to the Board are tantamount to “conditions.” Setting case law
aside, it is clear that the terms of the application describe and control the use being
approved. The applicant has stated as nauseum that they have a right to an enrollment
level of 1,000 students. This number only comes from the project description, not from a
particular condition. Specifically, the project description stated:

“There would be approximately 1,000 students, and all of the students
would be housed on-site. Married students would live in on-site
apartments, and single students would live in on-site dorms.”

So, any assertion of a right to 1,000 students cannot ignore the words immediately
following that number, which clearly required all students to be housed on site. One
cannot cherry pick only the project specifications they desire, while ignoring other
specifics that may be limiting.

The difference between the community impacts of a seminary, versus the impacts of
other types of schools, cannot be understated. It was these very differences that played
a central part in the granting of the CUP in the first place (the self-contained nature of
the Seminary carried the day).
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Other types of school uses generate significantly more vehicle trips, noise, and other
impacts, at a level far greater than the self-contained post-graduate institution
contemplated in 1953. So, even if the voided CUP were somehow still valid, it would
only allow for a theological seminary with on-campus housing, not any and every
“school” type of use.

Conclusion

In order for the current application to be complete, it must include a request for a Use
Permit for a school, and clearly describe the operational characteristics of said school
such that there can be a meaningful environmental review, as well as an informed
consideration of the required CUP findings. The current failure to provide any
information whatsoever about the new school use, which is central to the property, and
most significant in its impact, leaves a gaping hole in the application. It is this total lack
of data that caused the Seminary Neighborhood Association to appeal the decision to
start an EIR. Despite requests from the Board of Supervisors, and assurances from
planning staff, there has yet to be any description of the new school use the applicant
seeks to entitle. The County needs to hit pause until this information is provided.

Any entitlement or EIR without a school CUP will be null and void, and subject to legal
challenge. Accordingly, it seems best for all involved that the school be described and
analyzed.

Thank you.
Very Truly Yours,

Bhy .Ml T

Riley F. Hurd III

CC: Seminary Neighborhood Association
Supervisor Moulton-Peters
Marin County Planning Commission
Brian Washington
Michelle Levenson
Rachel Reid
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COUNTY OF MARIN ™,

OFFICE OF THE

March 2, 2021

Riley Hurd, esq.
Ragghianti Freitas LLP
1101 5™ Avenue, Suite 100
San Rafael, CA 94901

Via email to rhurd@rflawllp.com

Mr. Hurd:

I am in receipt of the January 25, 2021 letter you wrote to the County’s
Community Development Agency on behalf of the Seminary Neighborhood
Association (“Association”), entitled “Re: North Coast Land Holdings (P1490) —
New CUP required for educational use.” The Community Development Agency
has referred the letter to our office for a response.

The County objects to the Association’s suggestion that the 1953 use permit was
amended in 1959 and that the County is “failing” or “refusing” to supply a copy
of the purported 1959 amendment. As the County has already informed the
Association, when the Master Plan referred to a “1959 Campus Plan Use Permit”
it actually wasn’t referring to any sort of 1959 amendment to the 1953 use permit
for the property. Rather, in 1959, the County issued an approval for a roadway
entitled “Improvement Agreement Under Conditional Use Permit.” I have
attached a copy of that 1959 Agreement to this letter. Staff believes that this is
what the Master Plan called the “1959 Campus Plan Use Permit.” If the County
had any documents that suggested anything else, our staff would certainly provide
them to you, as required by the Public Records Act.

Since we do not agree that there is newly discovered information that affects the
County’s previous analysis, we will not address other issues that newly
discovered information might require the County to consider, such as how the
County’s previous representations to the property owner on the 1953 use permit’s
status might impact your argument, or how your client’s position in the 2017
proceedings might affect their ability to raise the issues in your letter now or in
subsequent proceedings.



PG.2OF 2 Sincerely,

Bl

Brian Case
Deputy County Counsel
415-473-6117

Attachments: 1959 Improvement Agreement Under Conditional Use Permit

COUNTY OF MARIN . OFFICE OF THE COUNTY COUNSEL 3501 Civic Center Drive - Suite 275 - San Rafael, CA 94903



peiitasalihy mmv.. LIMER COMDIYIRIAL
PEREIT

‘l
THIS AOREMNT, side ond antercd into this 1#b_ '

day of fnu"" , 1959, by and batwean the GOIDE GATE BAFTIST™ -

TFROLOCGLGAL SEHIUARY, a oo}wntion, hyrolmafier rafurrad Lo 4y

#hexinaryd and the CCUNTY OF HARXN, & pelitioal subdirislon of the

BLats of Culifornia, hereinaftar reforred to as H0ounty"}

WITHNEBBERLIW

WHBRZAS, Sesinkry hos herelofore sppliad to County for
s Uso Perslt to allow the vonsbrustion of a thealogieal sealnsry,
and other bulldings inaidantal to ruch une, en propery eontaining
approsdoately 120 sores lying atincent to and wnih of Strewberry
Fanor Subdivisldn 4 where Rldlardson Didve inberescts with fewd
Bowlevard, Marin County, Culitornia; md

untfmu’,‘ (;ouncy'hn heretofors granted sald Use Perait
subjact, o the cerdition that Jesinary convtruat a public road
from Oala TIX to Gate T3 as shovu on the site Plan approved
pursuart to sxid Use Permdty and

WIAZAS, bhe berms of said Usa Porudt require that
Sexinary, prior to ossupaney of sy bulldings constructed upon aald
property, entor intn kn agreezant secursd by an adaquate parformunce
bond sgresing to the comstruction of aaid roud | and

WIEIEAS, Seninary has sonstructed buildings on said
proporty purmisst to ssid Usa Perait amd ls now rudy Lo ogoupy the
asna and Lherefore demiren to axsuube this nguo‘wnt for the oon-
abruation nr sald road aw required by the Use Farsdt; and

mIUtEAB, Bufmry han ozused ta ta prapared plans and
spocl.fications tort)u conatiuction of satd public read frox Oute 111

ta Oate IT,

RECEIVED

. JUL 61959

v - MARIN COUNTY
PLANNING Ca 138y




Wy TMEEALAE, 17 10 B A WIS AU RS Vghaar, 0
. .ign mepate Ro followal !

3, Seuinary agross that <. or tafove July 3, Wty b
a7 construct A putlie road iy scomriance With e gtaalaris et
, vgr ge* farth froz Tata 11T to Jate 11 as patrl gates ave [ .o
+o¢ site plan subsitted and apprred L asenvdanne WL, el (H 1
bl

The yublic roal herets referred V2

vatyean Jtte ITT ard Gat TT Aw ohoun on shia

vite plan shall bo consbructed I agasrdance

with plane znd ppacl ficat lona sttachod hovatyy :

parked Exhiblb "A¥ ard Sagorporated in (his

A;;rtmqnt hy refarsnoo.

a, Ou or bators July 1, 1981, Soninary shwll swved 1. L
sgunty slear ad parketabla title to & strip of Japd fifty (51) e
feal in width belween gste JII and Oates 1T, as stown o said rlte
“Anp with & certorline as shown on the plans ad apenifications
atbachad herste and narked Eahibit A%,

3. Sanlmry, in'uodinuly upon tha axeoution of thie
pzroeexent, chall deliver !ﬁo Caunty & satiafactory parforvonca
pocurity in the pﬂ.noip&l oum, of $97,500.00 to gvcurs e falthe
L performancs of this contrsel.

1l VLINESS WHBRIOE, Uin pertive hareto havo sxscuted this

pgrasmont LhE dry wd year ¢irst harsinabovs wontioned.

TR

30LDXY OATE RAPTIST TUOLOTICAL FE TR -

' By, .
PREAIDEIT OF THE BeFITAL ]

couyy CP HARIH
l By,
i

l eTTpresa? 2 S e .
- .
‘. ¥

RIBGQRIV KD
JUL £ 1888

MARIN COY
™ ARNING i




EXHIBIT C



PLANNING Y

3
' LELAND H. JORDAN
¥ WARRZYH Manuinz GOUHTY CAUNRRL HOVEHT &) KRALLMAN
ARNISTAHY GOUNTY GQUHPEL or BEFUTY COURTY SOURARL
MAHIN ERUNTY
1088 A H10KET
AAN HAFALL, CALIFONMIA

JRISCHIVIRD  etemenrsise
JUN 30 1958

MARNT caunYy
# Altiftia goMmiasion

Juno 29, 1959

Goldon Gabe Lapbiut
Theologicel Seminary
o/o Paul E, Hagon

., 0. Box A6l
M1l Valley, Cnllfornle

Genblamen:

In accordmnce with your requdnt, I am oubmlbting horoith
an agreoment bo Lo oxcouted hy ého Counby and the Bominary
wnder your Voe PYermdb which ic in th> furn I would regommond
to the Board of Bupervisors,

Thero ars o numbox of pointe which you will noto remain
unoettled ad should be egreed upon ty the Sesdnary ond the
Ooaxd of Supervisors bofore tho apreomont can bo exeoubied:

1) The minutep of tho Boord of Buporvinors' meabing of
Suly M, 1985 vofex to a pepled of two yoora for
asonstrustion of the rood, The minuties nre not cleay
yhebhor tho tuwo~ycay period Io to ko neansured from
July 18, 1958, tho dabe of the Boavd's ackion, ox
from tho date ocouponcy cormenccn,  Youxt ordginal
proposod agrooment providos that the consbruotion
will bo oomglotaa {ron Sepbember 1, 1901, the original
proposed dabe of ocoupanay. I aonums, btherefore, thal
it woy have been 4he underabonding of tho parties thab
the tuwo-yonr period wes to measure Lrom dato of
oooupansy, I thide v bre, tho approprlabe camplotion
dabe should %o insertod in the variouo placos thorafon
in the ngroement,

¥ou hayve roprosented that pursvant to agreoment wibh
Marin Land Company you will bo able to onter upon

tho properby betucen Rloarde Hoad and @abte IXL in
tho near future, Tho dabe entivblished for such enbxy
puroucnt bo that ogrocmsnt should be ingertod in tho
sgreenent in tho appropelate plaocon.

An Tfax pg X hava hoen able to debermine, no final
undoxptanding vap roachad hetuwcen the Somihary and
the gounty go to widbh of right-of-yny ond pavemsnt
fox the roed botueen Rleardo and (Gato ITI. This
ghould Le detiermined ond insevted in the agreemant.




Galdon dnbo Bapbisy
Theologianl oninary .

4) I dz not lmay uhithay a dontorldng dupodption hag booy
prapared £m §he poad Srom ilaaide G Gobo ITT, 1o ag
hoo, 16 woy 1w avbiehed 4o She aaveinont o diidbly B,

IP nok, tho oadlng of tho Qieeeiony 1onld hayo o b

plichily chavren iy reforming 1) the aldrmment of thip

bl of Gho Pond &S ghovm on Lig 100 plon,

B) T¢ w11l bo neeasoayy 6o worl oul vith tho sdvcatoy of
uolia Vaplis nad tho Znord of Sunosvigoug ndndtua
sbanduxdo Loar tho doolgn and wenstoughlon 9 vno pohilil
Lrowm Roardo 6y gata LI%, - Qheno raot Ghop bo Jnsoyted
in tho serconcnt, At thin tino thoeo sbandixdg 30111,
af aource, (il 4ho wreepblon of uhatavoy Wil of
doving Ao’ pvoes upan) Lo tenbotive ond may hava &n
be alltered waon the ried g Gl eerod i Gho Li0l4d,

V) Yo euact asuns g Wy hmd 4 e prbad ot Lo
dotiovninag, fng tho Aloms Viglulh Cho Zourd i1
peebably wat 49 JangLiae In dobornuning g pybodpat

oun of the bond wiil hio an onbimabe] aapt of donpign

of Ghe mang fpyn dlomals Go Gobo 1XX, e oubitabed

8204 of gopstriction ol bath voudn (frols Rlanrdo v

fata XL oed S Coabo’ IT 64 Gode Ix) md tho cubimatog

9¢ab of oaquinibion of the leng 10 eawoychee .o not
made §9 Lo Connle,

Innmeh as Lha GURICEIRG oo b Gl Goma g 4363 dona 4o
dofinibe plona ool opoolficntiong 2y Lor the vead {rom
Uate YIT 5 Gniin &, I hwwve attoinbos o s1o Aot 49 fiphol.
Lionlly ap podsible tho poimining mand, It wlil, of souvgo,
o youy PCOPIGARALY By aaavinoy 4 xmed of Dupoawisory
that the agraomang in the Lo proL el should e oxegubod
Intmemoh nn VU 20 vun aute ot DRasunl G yrcan ple,
and proolflantisng gop the acd 008 Ploaxds £ Ok XIT.

Very ¢truly wyaurs,

N\ LAN R T ]
Cowity Gounsol
LA e
Big,

coi Donwd of SUnevoong
Adrdndntontion
Diraatow oL mublia Ao
Ploaning diyeoton

Tung 89, 1p57
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OFFICE OF THE COUNTY CLERK o

MARIN COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

SAN RAFAEL, CALIRORNIA

DATE CCTUBER 7, 1953
TO: PLANSING COMMISSION .

BXCERPT FROM foNUTES. MEETING HELD - ODCTOBER 6TH , 1953
RE: APPEICATION FOR USE FERMIT - EDWaRD D, LANDEL

" The Plenning Diréctor addresged the Board in faver of
granting -a Use Permit to pe mlt the comstiustion of & Theolepleal
Semimnary and dormitories on applommanel v 130 actles of real prepsriy;
lying adjacent to and south of Strawherry Maner Subdivision Foir,

Dr. Gravesy President of the Seminary now-Iscabed-in Berkeléy,.

gddresed the Board, and on motion of Supervisor Schults; . seconded .

by Snpervlsor Kehoe,  the -Board concnrred in the récomendation. of ’ohe ;

Plamning Gommission to grant a Use Permit- to. Bdward .De Landels o
subjest to thé condition thab prior to aiy construebidn or mpv*ovement;

%he applicant shall séeure the-approval of the Marin Counby Plannlng

Commigslions |

AYES: Al
NOES:  Nows
ABSENT: HONE
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USE PERNIT
Under the provisions of Séction20 of
-Ord, Ho.R264, the Zoning Ordinance of the
County of Farin, State of California.

A USE_PERIILIT is hersby granted authorizing Edward D, Landels
"{¥ame of person]
fo permit the construction of a Thevlogical Seminary and dormitories and
«trs obher buildinss incidental to such use, subject %o the attached con-
.. TUse of land, building or structure proposed to be conducted) dition,

b ettt s bt

At in_ Straycerry Poinb y
{Strest address or location] (Name of locality or Community)

hatweenBast Btrawberry. Drive  ang West Strawberry Drive
Hap No. gggﬁ%e%ypﬁ.Hé%h%ZKésby, Reggggéggg 8§vgig§¥g¥%eer, knovm as
on property legally described as: Lot Block Tract
#Pla% of Portivn Stravberry Point, MariW Gounty, VaIlIfornial
xzg on lands of S, R, Nelder, 1ying south of Ricardw Boad
{Hers indicate any other legal description other than mebes & bounds

situabed in a R-l, One-Family Residencs pistrict.

Area of sitel30 acres b Dimensions of site ft. by _____ft.

{Square It.or acres)

Distance from front of. structure to street line ' fo.

yS.B, Noider, 1075 Galifornia Street, San Francisco, Cali
{Wame and address)

Property owned b

s
If there are special conditions under which this Use Permit is
granted, a statement of such conditions is ‘attached hereto and
the permit is conditional theseon.

The use permitted hereby shall be conducted and shall conform
in all particulars to the provisions of all applicable laws and
ordinances. Failure to comply with all the aforementioned
provisions and conditions will be cause for the cancellation

of this use permit by the County Planning Cormission.

APPROVED AU'D GCONFINMIED BY HARTY COUNTY PLAFPINQACONMICSIOH

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS P &

COUNTY OF I'ARIN, STATE +QF By %é% {? (_24”4”” el
‘CALTFORNIA, OF GYIE i Nafy R, Swmers

DAY OF 19 Planning Divanhon

DateQghoher 13, '125'1,
W -~ ’ .

Geo,

£I3EnEL]

Y430 SHIRNY

NIHYK 30 404002
-LﬁHHLEG

o

.8
S ¥

e

riFe”




A OLOEN AT,  BAPTHE
STKAWL:{'N‘\Y PoN‘r

. .
Soeae e Sevevaan,
SR

J—
psEi e {Lctww\l\ 88T Tlenusnay Ohve
'—"'\ !

Do, amuv;-

bt

HIZIIIlilxllllll'lHJlllllHllIHIH‘!III‘V!Hl!Hllllllll[l”!l.lllllb, B




Renin N

[IRYIRETABRELS 3 PROR Sy D AT L L A

CGOLDEN - GATE e Tie aLed eAL nammzmy“'
CrpAnALEay  PodT  MERIN  CoUNTY LALih

ACADEMIC GLOUD (ITE PLAN

(‘Acéh' ts P ¥
S

by © ! WL
AcAoe,Mm BLOE  cLAGCEM WING
. -
|
WHTURE, :
LBLALY
| &
A .y m
1| JUTULS AN |
1 e " \ 9
Lo R vk i
Aéceﬁ";'ko"
AN I
S WA —
I
- CaplTERIA ||
PLOR

‘A‘dADéJM&

I
.

nrJmlfn{rulfHJIHlm,mumlmlm‘m‘lm‘m mlm’n‘u] l [W I ?l I 3' [ ‘l l 5! J 4 f 7| l ’l I"] Iwﬁ




Serita o0 Bou S aten UG UEANE e oo ¢ T ot

E qOLD:EK\‘
CTOAWGRBLY  Poret
‘\,“ poOBMITORY G

el o Mo Masod
T mediprNGs

ER v N St o

~

GATE BAPTIST

4
P / !
i E SNV
i { I”,w TURE Mens

‘e tantGiny
BLOG" p?

o
! Meds
i (‘a\lﬁ.wm}}/

ST
-~
~—

LN

\Ef"w’ AR
l

H
/
24

puTung Merlf
(olel’¥ Mt'rox'-'/
o "

-1 : . BLD6
! Iy
kY
< * .
g

s rerpd
75 RN

ool ’J—dh:’af!-"

SUP

Hels Pmmwmuy
‘B’

: [osimion

Zrg AR T

T Tuboupcasmu
Mavad  Zourty  CAlp

41 T7e

P

]

pL.AN

BLOG

Twt @ -

‘! ~WEHREMS
Pan}&\t\"qm

PALLK e

HJIHI.Hl'HI.'H!JIH!lllllHlleHllll!‘!l!llll«l“ll”l'lllll] .JW‘I [

'«‘Aé- ¥

zillsllsl 4




. ‘:'i’;ba i
AV

e

P

Bl 0K
U M

PRGNy

S A

" ’
FUD : (e
R NEREN

|




%
H
¥

52

R

5







OFFICE OF THE COUNTY CLERK

WARIN COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

SAN RAFAEL, CALIFORNIA

DATE CCTOBER 7, 1953
TG PLaNsING COMMISSION X

BXCERPT FROM MINUTES, MEETING HELD * OCTORPR 6TH 1953
RE: APPLICATION FOR USE FERMIT - EDWaBD D, LANDEL

" The Plenning Dirdctor addvesged the Board in faver of
granbing -4 Use Permit to pe mit the sonstrustion of a Theolopleal o
Seminary and dormitories on approximately 130 acr'es of real propsrty;
lying adjacent to and south of Stravberry Maner Subdivision Poiir,,
Dr, Gravess; President of the Seminary now locabed-in Berleléy,.
addresed the Board, and on mption of Supsrvisor Schitlts;:seconded ...
by Supervisor Kehoe, the -Board copeprred in the récomendation. of the:
Planning Commission to grant a Use Permit -to. Fdyard Dy Landgly- L
subjest bo the condition that prior to aiy comstruetigu or imprroyement 5
the applicant shall séeure bhe apiroval of %he Marin Cotwiby: Planing .. - .-
Commigslions: ' . ' : .

AYES:,  ALL
NOES:  HO§E
ABSENT: HOME
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»Mr" % t
.]o.a-Lservuce ds.,trucl‘

y es stated that they- had'a]ready oontgctj\
fer district im this re o LT ave:

pe
est bUlld]n9¥WJl1 be an8
ormitor es WIY

‘of people | :
He stated:that otmng
Tt ould be attractive; dnd. ev
o] ege Lown and th;s w0uld actually
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‘y.and yibit el iwas: Giown on The' 51
berry Point chghborhoed Jin such- a mannef as to

'SG;as a me}c; sf»ec{

lighﬂavslv
sed ag. Lo
Ien of S*ﬁa”be

awrencc valhg
Garl Warnecke

o Reew
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Vg ‘sids i ¥
also (208 prov:de For emergcncnes.

Comm ssnoﬂer Rasmusse y
Tovigr part of Strawberry Point to uhlch Mr .-‘}
56 homes.

Commi 35 Fonér Rasmussen stated ‘his - opunlon thaL i'Fde
be great, 'the road should be paved to grve aﬂeqUafe'
these. homes . .

,Mr5H_Amond said that the main road wou]d bc use f”'
’ gfcr a scenitc drnve,_ o

v1h95’on stated that ‘Ho ” 1ots W1ii
- residences wi )1 have acces
& HD or 50 Kouses. in the vs}.l'
ef'was proposed For the prn‘ﬂf'f

on, the st rf Has been
s;against 2 cllculf,

of PYOVldlﬁg Silciile
'f ciosed gate

e-pénxnsula do no
3 ltc thc south wou.d<takb

}Sum:e 5 stated T £hé Comm =
; cted,cnrculataon thr@ugh the: SeRil

v}
and thaL the roads are.a Guate iy 7
,"and with- the ma)n road goxng sQuth Tid

Rasmussen” sald that he I;ked
igh-traffic across the- campus,,but‘tha
gdrdard road-{60~foot i ghit" of -yway<
Haintained to allow-whetaver, 1ntxdehta1 c1rc

rs stated that the ohly g -
JS the road alignmenty and’ not the ||gh1 of wd

Stafing
- this proposed change vag’ acceptab?e, Comm155|oner R
SET nded By:Commissioner Upton aid gnénlmously carrled by

he gite. plan with respect to alignment .0
e&, and that the circulation Between- Gate T and G
s shown on the map, copies of which are te-
For inclu510n in the Sireets and nghways P?a And A




"RT -_June 20, ]955

Plans have been reyiewed only: supe:ficna!)y,lbnough
that ihey were adequate for presgntation Lo the COmmlssj

"They- Wi be further reviewed over the- week end for rccomme
of ‘the Staff, v LT

MINUTES June 20, 1955 i?Q1?‘”
APPROVAL OF | MPROVEMENT PLANS FOR GOLDEh GATE BAPTIST fH

The Commiss:on considered ‘the smprovcmpnt p?ans for
Baptlst Tncolog1cal Seminary, :

Mr Rosst, representlng the Ftrm of g, C War'
present

Mr . Darncil preserted rhe site. plan, wh»ch
plafis for the Seminary. He p04nted out. rhat th
was takinyg about 20 feet .off of the areas™ SFore
portlon -of the Seminary and -placi g &his *the
i sgulpturing of the area in drder Borprovis
onstip between the bUI]dingS and - thear pede

s pointed: Sut thet the reas
& Commission-at this time,:was
md .t was roqulred that, comf®
1der to mé epSUTe ihat e Semsnary

rs poitited . Gut that t gpatt in i
erested is-not-the Senm 1afy<Jtseif and
By but thet rhe.community-cifouldation is
ked'when West Strawberry DflVG~WaS tor be “EORE

‘stated that they ‘would- lnke,
that it was yeally ap-to!
C Horks when it was ‘to'be put. e FUf:
the giading would be done this fal1 and" sqr‘ng, And”
be moving ‘into the building in- 1958 “and fone year‘

constructlon would begln.

There.w 5 constderab]e dISCUaSIOn as: to the‘ Cou
RUER:Y 4ng for the Strawberry: ne1ghborhood et by
and thtodgh the Semitary.. Spec1ir¢a1]y Ahet Mest

and lts connectlon touﬁasu Strawberry Drive,. as-

E g j prior o the-epén
wh-Gater 1

her Upton moved, secunded by’tommnss:oner a5
ission approve the gtadxhg and site plans as:
o the condition that no-building. permnts e
jas been posted to assufe flie construction of Wes{"St ibe
Drlve and |ts connection to East Strawberry Drive. -

The no%aﬁn was passed by a unanimous roll call VbLe‘

“@nr - February %4, 1957

US{ PERM

ln order to permit the construction of buildings wi v
of congtructing West Strawberry Drive around the western: per
Lhetr CAmpUSs.

17 _RECONSIDERATION - Golden Gate Baptlst S




b

it has beew generally understood that At.tis not Necessary’
West .Strawberiy Drive from the entry road- o ‘therGolden: Gate’
Baptist Seminary to the entry of Herbor Point Unlt Ne; 2-be’
constructed immediately or even at the Lime caonstruction starts
on the Seminary Buildings, but that a bond be posted to dinsire
its eventual construction, The eyentual construction of- this
drive becomes increasingly important with the.incredsed. humber of
lots iR Harbor Point Unit #2, the proposed multiple housing in- = -
Harbor Point Uait #1 and the reduced right of way for East Straws.
berry Drive through Harbor Point #1, oy

The review of plans of the Golden Gate Baptist Seminary thas. peen, -7
on an equal bdsis to-other land developments in-that each: guld. -~ -
share in the construction of facilities of a neighbotfhosd: Liaffl
nature as well as exclusively for the use.of the parcel bt )
developed: The use permit for the Seminary could not .hav
granted if it.was not concluded thet it Fittad or would F4ig
the néighboripod development progiaf. S coe

On June 20, 1956, the Planning-Commission  spproved the’.gf
plans for the Golden Gate Baptist Seminary with the condition:
that a bond be posted for the construction .of Mest- Strawberyy i
before any building permits are issued. .it.-is. imporian )
plan for a continuous road be maintained and thé stalf
that the Commission reaffirm its decisian-of Jutie 2Dth .
the posting of a bond for the.evertual const#uction of e
berry Drive before any bul 1ding permits are issued, ...

MLNUTES = February 4, 1957

RECONSIOERATLON OF USE PERMIT - -Golden Gote:Bapt

The Comnission .reconsidered the use permit fof-t
Baptist Seminary in order to permit- tHe constryction- o
without the.necessity of constructing West. -Strawberry-

the westetn periphery of their campus. R -

L communication was read frofi JQﬁn-Fg.GTéﬁhef ééibéfﬁgz !
change in the plan for Vest Strewberry .Drives : L

Mrs, Summérs posted the Strawberry'Point*Mastﬁ%fPiéﬁ; P
and gave the Staff Report as found oh pages. 4 & 5 of -SLEFF i Repof:
of February h; 1957, R D

Or. Graves;. fifesident of the Seminary,. stated that
the request for' this change being -so- 1dte was-thatthe
action- had taken place in June 1955, - and goitg pack
Livingston had stated that traffic would be such’that
would be netessary on both sides of the property and {Hat
agreéd that.s road should be on .that side of -fhe propénrty
said ghat .the grading plans had.been presernt d in 1955
and-that grading has been carried out and coiiFléted.  H&
stated that he received a transmittal slip from ithe Pla

missionts office stating that they skould-be- nterested
letter from the Department of Public Works. ‘He:xthen
this letter which in brief stated that "no biilding péf
be issued for any building until improvement plans- fof :
berry Drive were submitted and approved and a sufficient:
¢iled to assure the construction of the street.! :

Dr. Graves -stated the representative who handTed the. original™
matter failed to notify the architect's of fice or him Fegafding
contingency on this street. He pofnted out on a buiding Jock
plan the buildings and the road in question and stated: fhat
road had little or no relationship to the bujldings ahd;ne ¢

cee no reason for refusing the buliiding permits Tor the. buiidrng
He further explained that Vest Strawberry DBrive would not behéede
until far in the future, and he did not feel that theysshduld havél.

to put in this road before building permits would be issued, . -
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REZad

a5 . been qgenerally ‘undersgood: fhat -
fauberry Drive from the Entry
St £ Seminary tothe entry of Harb
cangtiucted immediately or aver gt the. fime copstyyd
-'on the Seminary Bulldings, but that. a bond-be postg
"jts eventual construction, The eventual con&truc
“.drive. becomes increasingly “important with the It
Tots -in Harbor Point Unit #2, the proposed M
Harber -Point Unit #1.and the reduced right. of
efry Drive through Harbor Point #1. . .

The review of plans of :the Golden Gate:Boptist: Sentir

or-an-equal basis to otfier Jand deve{opments . i the

slidre in the construction of facilities of a -nelfhbd
_-patireras well as exclusively For the: uge of ¥

e as, ) ! : thg' pat
developed,’ The use permit For : the :Sgnitiary - couldino

. granted §F it was not cohciuded that- it Fitted orv
.the neighbortood deyelopment cprograipy .

on Juhe 20, 1956, . the *PTanning -Corini ssionapproved-
plans for the Golderr Gate Baptist Semitafy with it
that -a:bond be posted-for ‘the construction~of |
before any building permits are issuedy okt
plan .for a continuous.road be md intadnédand’
“hat the Commission reaffirm jts. decision of. Jiine
- tiie posting of a bond for the eveptus! .consty ety
barry Drive before any-buildidg pefmits.are F¢saed

NS - February B0 1957 ..

‘RECONSIBERATION OF-USEPERRIT .- 651 1

ssion reconsidered the- ysé péi
£iSeminary in.order to:permil: fhe oty
- Iwithout the necessity of Constructig fest i Shya
“the wegtérn periphery of fheir campus,-

‘A comiunication was read from John'.F Glaster. as:
whange in the plan for West Strawberry:DiRfve,

Mps.. ‘Summers posted the- .'sf:t.r,a\hi)é:rir‘y' Point Mastar:
ahd gave the staff Report as- found o pages-h E

-of . February L, 1957:

Pp,.Graves, president of fhe-semipary, stated ¥
.-the reqguest for this change.:being- so. 1 ate was - that
- &ction had taken place in June 1955, and goingrbac
s virigston had stated that. trafficiwould be suc
“.wotld be necessary on both sides.of theuptoperl:
. agreed that a road should be on-that” siide <of A
. “sajd gfet the grading plans had-been presented g
- and £hat grading hesbeen carried out and complet

. gtated-that he received .a transmittal 31p ~From -
ris<ionts office stating that they shouid-be tirtels
Jdetrer from the pepartment of Public Worfks. He ‘tv
this letter which-<in Brief stated thst 'no Hul]ding p
‘be jssued for any building dotil imprevément P Vahs-Tol-
sPBerfy Drive were submitted and approved -and a sufficd
“71ed to assure the construction of the streetil : =

Or. Graves stated the representative who-handled tHe:gkig:
matfer failed to notify the-architect’s office or -Him s
- contingency on this sireet, He pointed out on a-Buiidin
p1an the buildings and the road in question and gstatéd Tha
road fiad little or no relationship to the buildings -4 d e
sée no reason for refusing the building permits for the
‘He Further explained that Vest Strawberry Drive worid not

until far in the future, and he did not feel that they shou] dih

‘to put in-this road before building permits would be issied
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-He- contxnucd that Lhcy planned to have all of Lhe'bupidanA
-roniract by the end of the year, and to-be neady for @ccupa
“ by 1959 N

-dependcnn on this road for access, o T
iMrs, Surimers pointed out that 1t e rot ;

-Mr. Rossa stated that it would “be &1 ]east LWO :.:'

" He’ -w‘as answered: in the affirmativa. -

'Chdirman Rasmussen then stated that::
" Ros&i-“were completely unawaye -of .the- o

j'condntionally.

‘fCommxssxoner Schultz stated that he falt 4

- do1)ars end cents.

Afbe us:ng the road for their own deve]opment

< .meed of that particular subdivision

Commissibner Azevedo asked REX fhe Harbor:: Potnt Deve}oﬁ

of the Point is developed,  -He stated Lhat- he bk
the meetings on these maLters -and ‘that- Lherp Was: f

f a- bond.

Mr ‘Suiimers stated that Hr Ross
argument between hersél ;. Hr . Rowt
whethér ol not the ¥oad shou d’ go

Chai rifan. Rasmussen asked if it was cust mary to gig
stiputations or cond:tnons ofi-a- use pcrmtt wheﬁ R

the appllcant.

‘1t .shHould be a practice in aTi

caves: whEre app

Commissioner Upton stated Lhat the.M : é'p
“be well to sehd copias of same to the«.pp{+ca ts,

-ghoutd: be put on different coplesand sent &

’Qommlssloner Azevedo stated that FE

stipulations on a copy .to thé &p
of approval of plans. and not .z
Graves 1f his objection wds. to,t
the - road itself,

;Dr ..... Grafes stated both, and that 1t

Charrman Rasmussen 'stated that he felt:
respthJbrlnty of the Church. organizatiom, since ih y'wi

Comfil gsioner Schultz Brought ou{ALhat inar sude
divider was not required to-put-in Foad xmprovnm

‘Commissioner Azevedo asked if the roadeas not bu1IL
years would Mr. Neider be able to have access to Hif s
on the Point without detriment to the commUnity

Mfs, Summers polnted out the route on East Strawberryfb'
would e taken in order to get out to thé hlghway FJom the

'Commlss:oner Azevedo, after assurance by Dr. Graves‘
delay would cause no difficulty, stated that she di
she was ready to vote on this mtter as yet, and would <ilke
it continued for time for more specific SLudy, and ‘ther&¥
that this matter be continued until the meetihg of Feblu“ y

at 10:00 AM,

The motion was seconded by Commlssloner Schultz dnd passe'
unanimous roll call vote. .




STAﬁF'REEQﬁ%,~‘FeBFuary 18, 1957

USE .PERM{T RECONS|DERATION - Golden .Gote.Bapt]st, ~sen1i’.h5?i-.y o
Continued . . i B

The Staff hés presented a r port at the PleVTOUS maE
Lalncd in the staff Repo}t of Februaiy 4, 1952‘

.A2evedo who w:shcd time fol
the pioblenms- xnvolVed.
MPNUTES = February 18, 1957

USE PERNMIT RCCQNSJDERAT}DN = Go]den Gatﬂf‘
'Contcnued :

The Comm1ssion again consxdexed the use perm1
~Baptist Seriihary in ordcr to. permit .- the constra
thhout the nace<sxty o: ConsLlu ,ng West'Strawb i

For repo|t and recommendaulons as. gfve B
.'Rﬁport of February 18, 1957, at page 3

‘r’tS‘hei’ Azeveds "§ta‘-.t 4’

T ; ;
pubilc LraFf;c around 3nsLead f Zriglelvye}y
.dotﬂg has ¢liminated the jimmediats i
; Even so, - the Semiha 597
'publlc Lo provide for & ciyeul

* wondered |f; conctder:ng thé €
conSIdeled a shorter route._

&~ Schultz poiﬁted out fha i ;
s.tothe Seminary .and asked it that. !oad coul
xt iconld avoid the.bjuff v Lo S

sioner Upton asked’ about :the ownersh;p B
ing the biuff,

“Oner Azevedo polnted out- that AT the it
i not .being entirely the responsi bl Tty - of
i effect establish a néw-policy, afid’ she ‘wa
. ‘implications this. would haVe ln Lﬁe futu._
wouid arise, etc. -

yes‘stated that the Scmunany is w:]]nng io d
BT etessary for this-road to the Loufity right noy

tHat - EHe condltion which required tiie :Seéninary to-inh
was. at.- 'ar1anca with policy, becduse the road i% .of no
Semnnafy

Commassloner “schultz asked, if it would beia ré
if £he Commission reguires dedication of the'. Toad.-#nd
Semirary join in the construction of the road at such
adjoining 1ands (The Coleman: Estate) are developed.

DTe;Grévas.stated that when it becomes . necéssary fot




q9~'

.,Commu Loner, Scnu]tz sLaLod that he felt i
‘entragoe-toe The point would not be bencfxt)ng i)
two villages, but would he benefiting the Co1eman fstate prop )
and it would be unfair to require the Seminary to xmplove a road“
which would only be of bepefit to the ncrghBorhood .

Mrs: Summel 5. suggested continuing the usc penm;t
eng:nﬂcrf ‘Ffigure out an assegsment dlstrrci sucﬁ s
being -seminary, 40% others; etc,

Commissioner Schultz stated that it would
value to the different parties cohcefued,  af
public would-also be an-interested party.

Commissioner Azevedo asked what engineers wou]d be;dé? t
fair shares;. o

Mrs, Suimers answered that it wou 1d bc the Department
Woirlks, She continued that since:the Seminary.did riet:
was thdir whole responsibitity, then Jto.must’ be deLerm;
share the Tesponsibility, L R

Comm155|oner Schultz said that it the Semlhary 1s WIil
the: Tard for the route, apd enter’ iftg.an-agreamsnt: to
devedopmerit of the road &t some ruture date, thens Lhe

should be in order, S . :

Mrs, Summers stated that the ofily way she knew that thi
assured ‘would be by either constyuct’on-or bon :

Comm155|0ne| schilltz asked if the-ant&raﬁr TOBdS o5t
the pubIlc. S - e

'rlgh Aof way For Lhe foad’ around thﬂ po ﬁ
sHown-:on .the .approved site pian, he dedina
be ddeéscribed,.. and. that .at such time a@s. adjO‘
are.ready-fo proceed witly the dcvelopmcnt .0
shall- share‘the cost of road sansiaict1on

The~ nmtaon wias seconded by Comm155|oner ScotL'

ssioner Azevedo stated that sHe fe]t the- use
&d to permit- the sharing-of :the final cost of: ¢
e wals not ready to drop-.the tdea.of the Bond;
a SUrerway to guarantee . constructlon.‘ A O

Br Graves-asked wouldn't the assets of &'
dGVe]opment and the integrity of - the lnst|tut)on Be) Qe

COmm15ﬁaoner Schultz stated that-a conﬂlt|on -of a Uso T
. elther valfd and enforceable or else the Commnssnon g
position Lo require it, .

'<Commw5910ner-Upton felt that the Seminary had the respo

buidding that road, but he did agree with Gommissionet
that the rcspon<sbllity is not entirely that.of the Se
due at this partiuclar time, and-he did not .feel -that the
progtani-should be held up.

THe motion was passed by the following rofl call VOté;

AYES:. . Commissioners; Upton, Stott,'SchultZ, Ludy,:%%émuss
NOES:~ - Commissioners; Azevedo .
ABSENT: ~Commissioners: -Nohe




L 10~
STAFF AEPORT = JUly 99,1957
HONE

MINUTES .- July 29,1957,

APPLlCAWION FOR ARCHITECTURAL "SUPERVISION = Colden CaLe
Theo]oqxcal Sbmlha

Mr, Darhel] explained that this-matter was PFIOHGOUb]y
the agenda.as a matter for architéctural supervisdion; :
should hiave been listed as the iecons;deratlon of Lh y
use permit COHd(LXOﬂg. : -

Mr - Darnel i gave a report to: Lhc Cﬂmm!ssion and ICVley
ginal permit conditions, polnting.out that Lthu'COhd[
been amended ‘at a later date fo permii West Strawberry -
between Gates 2 & 3 to be dropped-from £Hg - origsna]‘con'”
quiring dedlcation and improvement .as.-a ‘mafor restdernt |
He said that. in the past week a‘ “Bui-lding permit. app 2
‘come in for a residence at a location -oh, which: prGVIous
had been approved; and staff refuseéd to. sigh - the
because the bu;Id:ng cohstryction was.not "if. el
plans as submitted and appioved.

Bryan McCarthy appeared on beha1f of Sam Ne|der
asking . the’Commission for. a recorsxderat:on,of tho
drop the ¥equirement for bond(hg the-road:b
- He: rev:ewcd the Streets and Highways: Plan i ¢l ;eq
around -the’ Strawberry Pehinsula . gnd’ th?oUgh-t.c~pT‘“”
the Golden: Gate Baptist Theo]oglcaT'Semlﬂary

. Mr. McCathy pointed out the fact:
plis some-muli{ple, and thc fact that’Eas'
we;] buiy

5 between Ricardo Road ahid Gati
because this road 1s go:ng Lo 3e dv ]

xn h|s op:nxon, but nL would be 5111 ¢
Fad. no- dccgss bayond it; and that, Jh ths opfnjon
'matier stands right now. )

M. . McCarthy reviewed the nece55|ty for c;rcula
berry Peninisula,  However, he said; in 19%55. when :
plats of the Seminary were brought before .the P Fanm

‘the’ Seminary requested an exception from the Mast
aslied that rather than a roat straight through
which would have af adverse @ffect on-theit adni
the robd g6 around the .edde of the Semfnary ﬁropert
connecting ‘with the circulation:system originatly pt
that time;.he sald, the.Commisslion acceptéd that pfop
d;d in fact keep tho clrculation al%hbﬂgh*xt did Indrpags

Tengths. . :

= “McCarthy continued, that at oié: pOlht ;
rodd around the point became a Foad .at wafer levely
_probably all right, But the hitch is thaf sofie- of -
acrross-which this road will cross. are owned: by otjwer
stated that an off-hand opinian is that the Fodd can
where it was originally, where the Semtnary had 4
distance ‘up from the water level, which would mesn tha{~
could e cdntained entirely withln Seminary lands.
the Semindry should face this road problem now,. apd
future., . He felt that if the Commissign lets go of SOIfiE,
rights. they have to enfor¢e their requiriements rhey wid
have them. He then asked the Commission to reconsidéi .t
this time viith possible referral to the P anning staff e
d report on the road and its possible future and the.
that the read be construcied on Seminafy Taﬁds, as bc
problem,




S

omm§SS|one1 schuitz ponnted out at- the: #ebruary e
sibstantial showing By the Seminary that this was A |
for the.benefit of parties in addition to the Semlnary..f'

Mr, McGarthy stated that although this mattcr siatt d -
“was noit unti] the February meotlng in 1957 LhaL the
dicated thy vere not |nt afested in putting: i thA

Dr. "Graves reiterated Lhe Feason thdy had WTILLﬁ
. meeting. was that they djd not have'knowledge of
- fufther stated that there was no drigwing made-

Whlbh shows such a road on-tHe Semihdry. pi ary

is-a pldn which was brought- olt.-somg’ seyurafu 3

show some greenery outside thiat ', road A.‘~”

Dr, GraVeJ pointed out- that Lots 313 Bnd; 31& be101
Estatenaand bordered the Semind ¢ lands. around
5 & 31 16-begin which are owned by the Sé
-.that tlhey: are In agreement: Lo make a-stady.
-be:Brought intand, : ‘ad p1 p‘sed.
w11] ot meet the Courity stand e

',Chal;man Upton felt Lhat ther 1
should be made; ohe anvolvung*an engxneep 3
5 feasibility of the road in guestiof drd:d
of whetler or not the point Should*

- preséfve.lits. natural -beauty. He.f2’

i wotdd srequire extra.work by
stiould be asked to fgke- a- feaswb]l%

i lnland T

Mr.%cCarthy mentxoned alsite p}a
(&% haVlng a road aroupd the unterwor.

vés stated in thé. Febr
it ssion was aware of thée§
ey felt thatvthe road wa
‘o sk with any dgroup :to deLe'd,ne
development of such-a road v

i Mcﬁarthy stated "that -they’ are
p"Cétion for the-residential’

“but felt:that the major .corskrug ol
such t;me as the road:s uo)ked out

AtC‘anSSJDnGr Azevedo - related: her

B :Two questions -shg ‘posedy.
“§é g &F this prdbiem, atid -4 f th

[4me-be reopened. -~SHeé the
tO hat the staff-worl with
to 5t<dy5the possibility. of anoth - (@ufe. _

L ne uded ‘as being the eng)ncer1ﬂg sdction oF; he ¢

ves stated that the' SGmlhary has” never
fact-that a road should go throughy . a]though thev
¢ wag. their total responsibility, . .

Chairman Upton reiterated in answer . to Mla. Summers
ithat the staff is being directed to instigate a study’ -
Maiin Laid Companys. The Seminary,. and the.Depa\tmen
Works .to determine where the ‘road should-go.. :

//COmmxssroner Azevedo .then moved that the. staff -béidi
the principals together- and to recommend where thé-yu
% the various alternatives --, and one oF the consxde:atdon

¢ be the ownershlps involved,

Commi ssioner Schultz felt thag.the Cdunty shouid fi

ing, but méke a minimum study as indicated by the for
-digcussion, He then seconded the motion, which was: PE
uhanimous roll call vote,




- 4 ":-I"Z“ B . . o
Mr: Dobbs stated he felt that the ‘dedication of this faad ‘a
‘the peint, as set forth in the previous action, musL also
aaCCOmpl ished prior to-the glanting ‘of- pcrmlts. :

It was pojnted ouL that if thy had & cohtrary Lhoug
’ bPECI1ICc1]y spelled aut at Lh1 times T

Brown SLated that’ many of Lh° raads are. COmp} t
1 ' .

* Ehatrman Upton -5l
~0n fhe }ands of the Semlnary xt wouid be Lhe resp:n'

,he read goes, dt isa throug
ln proportxon to the use. of the--

i1ig . be peimttte
ed prior Lo thebe
trawberry Drwve Hird the“

Tgni” 1
Were ot 901n9 to
ofii g - out oF the prop@1~foca

equest of ore pf th -
y Drnve with rclatxon

1957 you1 next mcetlng

&3 has' prepdred an- englheerlhg piaﬁ 3
~bPive; mhich plan has been reviewed: -and verbally -
] of Public ¥orks; The staff widl proceed?td.c6y
the interésted partids. it the next .two- weelks!,
it a recommendat|on to you which is satisfactor




SINFF -REPORT - October 28, 1957

'.,:RE”ONSJDERATIOV OF USE PERMIT = Goldcn Gate Bopilst Rleﬂa
o O t!'ﬁued .

. .Th"questlon under recons»derﬁtion is tht']dﬁatioﬁ~f
- berry Drive at the water's edge snd the.fact thatl
“dues pot own all of “the rjghL of way dlong the wc
‘efore, canhot at’ th;s lee dcd:caLe same as’
Uro Permit, .

o ‘e-semln ary has prepared an- ﬁjlneerxng p]an for Hes
. DFlve:iyhich has been approved, insofar as aixgnment 4
by th Department of Public VorLs, . L

from conferences by Mrs. : Summcrs wit
©:Sam-fejder and the. Strawberry Recreat ;
determined that the three partjés. .are working
speral d@greement ‘as to appfoprlate Ways, and mes
iinént domain or otherwise, the rcqu1$ed mlSsshg»
Strawberry Orive.

fegommended that: thc Use” Permif‘
n -appiroved Fight. of [way  for Wesh- Strawberry
i to provide that' the Seminary mudt ﬂed1cat
Drive, which they ovin,-as shes 1
reserve str;p wh1ch woldd prio
“to’be dedi

&iuded cated to the: County
1ssing-1ink¥ - For -ded
be submitted: for rec
te routing. for West
jes’s .

ort and FOCOmmEndaLIO'S.aS g:
- oF October REEY pages %b

AR hg Cth
evc]opment plan-dss prov*ded forx
et prsor Lo any'constrqctlon ov lmprOchén

uently Lhe aemnnary had app?o

t to the conditish that nobi
‘has been posted tor ‘Assure .the-cdn
e ahd its conmection to £ Stlawberr

uently this condftion was amended to add-L,e {o
cept that the right of way.for the .road aroundtlie
.,-fGate 3: to Gate 2, .as shown-.on the appioved siteipls
-&s.-s00n .as it can be described; and that &t su
property owners are ready to proceed with the -
" road the Seminary shall share the cost of road cons;nuc,
'~'|ng to the benefits to be derived theref:om e .

‘TMrs 7umme:s explained that the Smenary had submxtted'
- showing a new altignment for . Strawb&rry Drive ahjclr lay
¢ the: shoreline. These plans had been reviewed by the i
T public Works who submitted a.letter of recommendat|on
":]etter was then read. -




_ --.um—

_Dr. haro]d Graves, Ptcssdcnt of the $cm:nary, stated ‘that
prepared to state they would deicate to the Cowity. ail of
s strawberry Drive, ag now plannred, which they now -cwn,.
_the Scmlhaly was now attpmpt|ng La dgceuyire additional
“which-would make it p055|b1n 1or ihém ta dedifﬁt@~a1T”O
"barry Dirive, :

“Brryan. McCarthy, Attorney Jepresén11n9 Sam - e
- - gpinioh: that ‘the Seminary:was . stidT held,. by the
vious ; actlon, to posting. a bend for whwtever > 3
,Sennnary s shaxe of W, “Staravbe rry Dfive COnSiEULt.

:Dr; Graves felt Lhat thie amendment to Lhe ot
‘appro'al of the grading-tlic ssite plans:reliel
“Bqu- ement as did’ CommiSsIohe4s SchuitzJandﬂ

40Car*hy ‘also- suggostcd ‘hat uhtll Lhé'dadicaL Pe’
e was provided for. The mm:ss+on Lo keep

g pyogiam, oniy penmn .

onstxuctton at. LhIS tjme‘.“‘

18, 1957*6@015'”1“

“Upton suggcsted' f
her; the bond 5. sci%1‘requlre

a1£hy said b
was dropped or not

~

2, 1957, ¢
CoUnty Counsel CERS e
on.of. . Stlawber

on’ was seconded by Comml

fian <Upton lnstructed Mra" : C
,MoCarthy that cdiplete sets: of pievious..
; be prepared- for eath P]aﬂh)ng Comm1ssno mLmb




RecomsmERATmN oF DEvr_LoPmﬂﬁf PLAN, G@idcn
Cont!nued

fhcrc were no hew rommunxcatuona on this. mattei.

For report and recommcndatloﬂs ag guvcn by Mns. SUmmcrs,“
'RLpDrt of December 2, 19567 at pages.5-&. .
Mrsu Summers read the létter with ques ibné to M J rdanf
stabed he had telephaned this : ;-stﬂtﬁng*ﬁhat R e(e]
opi nion would be required and, the road:sholld be-dedi¢
that he-would confirm his telephone caTl b sl

Mis, SUmm"rb explained she -hg d senf Mr‘ Jordan an. X
Commissionts actual motionsi .MF3:d f

that.1f théiCounty wishes to assuig

for road use they should, at this T

this is:the only sure way, otherw

i fstrumetit. which would call for acileh

accepting the dedicat jon .the County s:in

-construct a. road_upon @ ded)cated route

Dr. Graves. “asked how could they bond, OF.
yhen -the exact shares are-not knowwwand:.std
as willing ‘fo dedicate it @§. they are to.pro
He . $tated further there is o guestion <n fﬁ
that. tﬁey are willing fo- dcdlcate.~

Cha{rman Upion fe)t that -the Geﬁartﬁent of Pub1ic
determing: e for bonding. and-submst it 1o thef
SuperVIsoTs:

. Comm1551oher Azevedo Fe]t that they would ot
-responsible for the entire - road;. - SHe . tHen & ”a
£0- meLhods of determining the. amount of the:bond;

Commnssnoner Schultz said he- gathered that:the bond woqu
whehiother parties involved were ready - Lo, ewelop

Dri’ G| vas gxpressed the fear hat - WE wgurd be hc]d{n

. At ohd was Secured from the othér parties, w%o ight
F6i “part oF the road.




Coipmissionel Schultz felt. we pould not held thc bulla
for thg -Seminary unptit guarantee was se scured -for Hx.
'hlS portion of the road viould be byi L,

-'Chazrman Upton felt that the Commlssion wou]d have 1@ ma'e
dEC1sKon to assure that the road would go i, S

“1onnr A cvedo aske i e havc a method of- gcl'

~for a95ur1ng the b
|mprdvement”or‘

“e'%o cooperate ald aTL g“t
o ready to start £o. buiid




was.a]so pOlanﬂ out” LHaL
emi_h_'ary‘ is bemg held""e

{}Ly~of buiTding the rigad frqmﬁ~

AR @héd about

GraVes p01nged oug that by pr vate oontract.ﬂr,
b .

o
qtructed can the use«permat




Deyeprment P\an for- “the Go]den Gate“Bap
ﬁhe;minutes shou’ d sHow D} GraVes‘- tﬁtemen
& rdo”Drive'to their gate
-

f r archltectural Supervialon

Doabs ther  recomierided - thaz'whe‘mnn
d- of the Maln Street Prdpertles 1tem,

L S e e

0"

4
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RECONS{DERATION OF DEVELOPHENT PLAN = éo]"’d’eh Hate -B:éb_-_ : ;
) L . Seminaty
CONTANUED:

Cortinded NEC 16 s

Mrs, Sumiers reported the County Gounsels' opinfon that if 8 gonx .
sultation of a use permit were not complied with the uge™
Be. revoked, His impression of what a Court would ddy &
of viligther they would close dowri the Seminary for nenxColip
that {He Gourt would probably give the founty an injunct i ofi -89
the" Seminary, but would not close down the use. o

Mrs‘ i_si-fmm‘,e‘rs also reported op the Commisgion's request tha

sii£h Messrs, grigham and Jordan ot ways of assUr g 4 ¢
.ahd" construction, and if a ‘basis of sharing cost coult
oW ¢ - T

‘She- further stated: ' Mr, Landels; gttorndy Ffor-Ory Gray
“Sem ‘v, - proposed an improvenient agriement s a copy oOf W
with youis staff reporty Thi's was Feviewed by iy Brig
Jordar, 4 would say this, that their :review of this”
ofi’ the basis, that th Commissioh inprevigus: acti
determined (1) that-ysu would rot yequive; the: Seming
road dn-at their full expense (:2) that.you wautd pe
at a-fut@re date, Basjcally that you wii: jed .to ifave
" paf that-you didn't mind whether  or ot Ft-was bl
sliowld be in time to serve the area; when a fair shi
- &5t ap1i shed, 4 ' LT

H that basjs that sibryofie Fevi cwed £his g
eyiew it on-the basis:. ' Would this fequire
Z':’]‘..A.

fo ih, as had original ]ybeeno P &

Efiavie n letter From i Jordn, san ERiSLT

isrs then read a 1efter From Lelshd UorHa,

Commiss | on-had 817 eady Mg
Alfair share and corstructler .
mending this. actions. .

oii-ad sUFFiieHt opporit
efer that it be read aldud £

i Ut Fel ¢ Hat. 1€ migHt bl o Goud: pran o e
rhis was dane, R SR -

i Landels - reported e hdd gk wiEh My IO
fers part. of .one: merfiing, and thet . they pat -
ng ranussted by themy .

ithy , - appearing on:behal £ -&F Mi, Nelder 5L
2] to the pepple fe Fepresehts, theat fwo ne 5
natzly 1007 Tots woulld be tied if -fo LH s road;-afid

in with Fesidences -on- East StraWberty Dirtvey He

it was very important to the C.éuﬁt'y",o‘{"- Marliag.. | -

“red to. the minutes of the récert. meeting el
Cmatter, begirning in 1953 were summai‘ized; H
guare of thé meetings which led up o these ricd
i-Brigham and Jordan and lrs, Summers, He - garid
" Ehié aygfeement was 9 ledgal trap, and thought that ¢
‘Tegalmdneuver ing, ~He said that He could boil dovin. e
éfit.a Fnto four senterces. . . R

d¢farthy then pointed out that -6t gitial i'yl the 5
o-build a road around §trawberty Point, that iz

“opeity, not Tl the - way “aFoufid;s But that )




-“1.1“‘ o

property off Ricardo Road, which was sorcalled “est StraWDerry Drlve,
it hed to connect to East Strawberry Drive on the other side, not of
its property but just on Its property. That was cleaf, ﬂbsoluteﬂy
as.set. forth in thesg miputes; sq the first thng they have
db{igation of the developer to put in a road, - No- questions ag
obi igation, : -

ke 5eo0nd step, also in these minutes, Jjust as clpar]y ag. |4

topresent to you, never have [ ever been backed up by- abything:

goovd as- these minutes before, when.discussing previous &g

secohd]y, at the request of the Seminary the road. moved
" he. Seminary over .to.the side of the Seminaf £ o
. property, its still-a road and still.thejr ool|gatxo -
. Yoa'd.‘ .

“Now3 1 am going tolget Jnto a discussion in a- minutﬁ
rot . i€ .is proper to have them. build -the road or wheth s
snd whether of not’ your @ctions &€ consisténty. but 1h|s”'
“of the proceedings:before you, 4 o

'“F'rsf they build-a-road r;ghu through theur proper t
butld.a road, ‘but iths. over of-the.side; becalse il
“them, . 1 fhifik it was-betfer for . sverybsdy co [
be méved over. |t.wesiiTE- unreasondb e for the:

#hat-moving, but fherscame: rhe blg Charnge, a:-chang

,éb'uary of this year; &t which £imé,. there Was*n4

Gppdsition of the-request. F the Sémtnaryis

efeinoty 17 worlt say.we d|dn’ Have: .

iy o1y b
toibeneﬁg

ny: & eht aty (
the Senitiaty, down to- a roa

fght say'“lhatls .50 uhTaxr &l } :
argue:with you on- Lhat, extepf For thxs
q E OE.:g0: .

“1§ the cu]mlnat(oh oF - thi
‘greement I ol adoptéd

q & make it Trio ongatmn, atid o

R i1
. This. document sxmpiy require
thia tiie to dedicatg a strrp of lands

G085
the Seming;

“‘e‘WG keep referiing - to ”E hibit AN here, Fxhlb
n as to where this road is to 90s Wow, wha
ibit A and-this road? Well, it's .three g ’

arthy then polnted to the leuron Peninsula Master'
ed fhe proposed :road,)

I'IF {5 cohtract or agreement is adopt"d. you are'g01
a-dedicdted strip of land, from hete td here and Lhet

Th fi-you dre goi g'to have = strip.of Tand from hire-to
L5, gofrg to join tn with West Strawbéiry Drive,.  ¥Yod
got three quarters of a road with no assurance Lffiaf yol




Sga - Sl

twell, that‘" ali rlght
Thetls. true, But ‘
and secondlyy - Qan

ﬂ;a

to gst a road. Somebody could say,
County ever wanis it, they can condemn xt.
do we know the County wants to condemn ‘the road,
‘the Couhty condemn it and not pay for it? Thcre s dlways 1
problgms that come in as to whether or not somebody alse hds
ap -moriey ahd force the taking of it Condermnation” 1§ not @ Simp
thl'g{ it is not anh-easy thing. it sometime -takés years,. L I
yet You. are asking-to take this now in-the place. of "vihat: you had
the eginning; @ road through the Seminary  and pa;d fon,

stiie the other part of this agreemenf Lhat &
] rJected7 [n my - opinion,. For the first fime,
Tow s -all | can dauge this.thing ony fof the-
Sem\nary wants to .be leruhdeo whatever it has put

”Why did it put in-the: roadibed? - Because | i Wwas -
ti:get you to move of f its property and dowrt -on”
- accomplished this. roadwbed; the more- Jtowoudld g(
" ine &fid everybody else. Nou would say,fff X
falf ‘i, Fine, that!s goodf weow il Tt H
“had-to ‘get rid of £131, 1 asSsume;

y:thiere s fillonh. the- property;- af
o do

what: afre you askifig:-them it
oplnton, two. mi stdlkesy

fhey'should"t goic3

'merit | think:
- . by- 1‘@

: re getting so many banef
¢ j5 inconcejvable-to
f ‘on any ifems, o0’ be\a“f
vVer end up* wltﬁ whattheé

tssing p;eco {5 ot
'de and -dedicate. an alter §te AECE

"the;r oblagatxén, When T
Have ‘been-advised,. that “in: M 3
ol Tive places where you Lh
~a Foad, but thet they -put.

?ff?ét;‘Ma nwood i T e
it érosses fyom ;. 101,
into -Lucas: 11éy Road‘_-:’
for jty; and it is de1ous tha
:MaranOOd alone. ol

:fC—VIn 3 AYE
- .beJjbve:- ﬁ%at‘Novak.was

J-gloney 1 bélieve b {
Flere was .ded] catnd a 100n. i3 3
red, but the dedication of 1QOJF”
stghi road, and also-a required parking- 1aﬁe itk
y& -they had to put that Iny S

s Tetra Linda there s & street .called Del Ganado, “wh{
‘Bw.:a four-Tands divided road to. Lucas Vailey.x,].b
Aeioper was requlired to put that .one-iny. -

- “Now to me | don’t think €hat |- should’ haye to Cit
Pecause in appearlng before Lh}s Cohimiss ion over -
~J have:seen that you have &l ways dotie-it, aIWayr
developers to provide for circulations ¢

sidately dolldr-wise for a developet; -
There is a fanous Los Angeles case, Whlch sets
You have the right to require that circulation be talke
-idération when somecue 'Comes in to develop a whole -aréay




HJgQ

1§ realize that a Seminary js different §roma subdivisiony
why .some of the action you have taken has come abouf:,.butl

untsua) that from the start of having to provide a yodd;’ L.
With providing three guarters of a road and nothing els
is the Test straw. WNow this is the last, last styawy; T,
praposed agreement they are going to get’ their 7111 back,: =
giving, or what have they fhad to give to-the Coupty? You m
abgolitely nothing, They have glven a-strip of land they i
fn; they are going to give you some old mud flats,:. Moy wes

gTvitg prioperty away, but treat these prople 1 ke you Lreat
-else that comes before-you: - S

S0 pextt week a developer comes ing you dre goinig Lo-r
cirgdlation be taken into consideration, |f you are Wil
-abandon from here on out all circuldtion-routes,. thaths,
story. .You haven!t abezfdored it up to here,-add in fact:
Fequiring it, Why then do .these people et this ¢ ’
ii a key circulatiofi ared, - You-have to-get ccireuls
[t happers: that Marin-County is interested .in -
rou 4 feel that this agreeément:should neyer -ut
be wrtered into, ) :

‘“}'S': "'cidﬁd'ij., that no ustter what ‘_.é(;'t"'i o~ .y‘fo"u :t;—;|<‘;é-..yc‘)u7=.~is»,~|‘1-dh-1}fa'
& Tfernate route, o S S
NThipd, | feel that you-should-never Tef ‘themn- get 3
ducting an unknown quamtity of -Fi11-when it?s ohl
Cbenefit. that t—hey put it fhere, “Nevet leave &’

it seems that we fave aiiéa
yiaé mentd oned ;inthe [06kcb
st of a bend, | -believe

5 beenra- ptoposed substityte.
& Saminary: withhold sale of - 100 Her
asigood, -1'm not ifi.a positivn to: sayy

Eaiply 100 “acries o . Tand vioul d i
a-bond by a compafiy, and ity posky
ihd your contrgl of *fituite -acti ons
tthey would Have tg 1ive up:Lo
{5 somethlng igood Abeut -4- bord;

b ‘Heople wi

mebody!
I 21 tHat e long 1egal acty fo ;
. shouldiget some assuiance,. -IT yol g Vilke:
i retgoing to tell you

1 w1
F

on iy

: _ ‘ Aou should Have i£; bu
of properky right now, and féreclose an-alisrndte fo
“reutd céinnot be accepted, R

o1 oW that in the October meeking-we tiTked about-
 betfiginear accomplishment, It does not .appear to b
*en€ . eTght now, Db Graves fias said £Hat he was Lyl

As” fartas 1 know in the past: two montdis e has beer-u
‘tide Jots to dedicate the 'missing=Tink.! ‘1T He dis
;argur@gnt would disappear, Hé has nat got it, and
‘Oistiict, who wants it, and.has had it under cond
time, hds no money to buy it, Thetefore,. whether "
‘gogUire the 'missing=1ink! is a question, et

't.[.feel that this agreement is absolutely unacveptabie.fo
in its present form, | think tliese points [lve raised:sho
serious. caonsideratics - -




Mr, Landels then spoke for Dr) Graves, who was unablo to- be here.
" This presents a very peculiar probiem, in that the road seryes oaiy
the area lying beyond the Seminary, and the fact that itls ona- .
Pefitnsula It is a dlffxcult problem because of the smal’ I ik - of. -
G Goleman property which has not been acquired. | “.want fo say this,
5. agreement was entered fnto in the utmost good faith, He haVP
- every quU|erenL of your Planning Director, every Fegyd .
.ot the. Bodd Commissioner aid every requ!;emeni of your Courdy Counsel, ,

e Scmxnary, despite the fact that nething
.gry makes this road pecessary and jt won‘t & ',,
0" years.. Nevértheless the Seminavy [s wiliisgto. ag
Jin the hands of the County, pay-whatever portion o
they'fcel is necessary.  Furfher; we.agiee.to do i1 8p
‘G0 need the road, Undgi the existing cxrcumstances,
How “whdt else we can do,” in addition to that, we are il
‘agree’ to hold 100 acres.as a bond for cecurity.‘ Now- L}z
Gogd a$ a bond., A}l a bond 1s, is'en agreemént with aith
TF you donft dé it he will, You-get just as much.]itigatd
ag-aficther. The reasofi you require a bond of a subdivi
he s :in today and-gone-tomorrow, You want someche
aftér he's gone -or.s07d his-optinny - Here we Have. 1
sglect land which we will ho1d unencumbereq, and t'ere'”
Lhat the County is amply sectire, .

”Th1s:road is not necessary to- the Somxnary, \nli
and is necessary-for ohly thrée .rfeasons. ;
(1) ‘the- deveivpment of ;Hatbor Poi
‘ids in Harbor Point figi TUo.aﬁ
ry Drive, Fhosé:are hear
Fanhich relate to- the $cmlnary

s been agreed'to“”
-rom -an engxneerlng‘AT
iCounty’ Countsel ;. Yo
-pay -ouf- SHﬂrEy ke
&k, If thatts-the: way"'
3 ﬂc]uded inthis. -assefsment ds
dyou, :The County can condemn-1t-anyt-me S
fb' temr there. It‘s a very small plece, and u'

- mattm S- | >
Wrxt:ng»to pay the1r
ich agrees,.cofe vliat may,to: :
to held 100 acres of-:lahd" a5 sfecur 14y
e-portion and share, UWhat ore we.-
Unless . delay .fhe matter untd]
ititt the power: of condemnation,

‘wWe resetit aiy suggeslion of Mr. ity
ing to circumvent: affything, Jhis hasnft:
“the mifary in the begirning; and it isn't the.at
Semihary now, )

'e cﬁlef and pr|mary purpose of this - ioad
: it to provide access to.the PQini;
D Ha is needed, and we-are williHg to pay.ouf
;And e donlt feel that this whole deVe]opment -should Be
~untf1 thc problem of the Colemdn srrxp can be resol

”Gﬂhtlemen,‘
quxlement the County has Set up .
Neider!s . requiremants, He would Tike us,to pay fdr ﬁh'
. Ehis road However, as'| se&.our duty,’ it s 1o th
Ffeel that we have met the County requiienents in fui}¢¢:‘
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HAS “For leqal arguients,’ IL is doubifu; under th‘raasonsi

this .road, to what extent we cay be compelled to {mproy.

vie. can or can't is besjdc thc poxnt Ve alc prnpared
Chunty ’it

of thc Goun Vi
thing ovef v
dit ¢ mean by thls lettex,
th, to-approve thls thrgg
gl

@ roufe was:nct evén gi'
opfnlono. )

m oA glve you ‘an-
f]caflons etc. For

made it ol gar; - thaL Mg | Jorda
ohly oh legal maLters Lo the EA

giade :any of “te three motdons iy
Fithis agreeiient, - In Fact you W1I] recai]
Was c0ntraryWIse; R o




Y6

WOt odg” have one guestion h@re that | wou]d 1ike to dISC‘ 5

) vindch | have not discugsed with fim previously,
ment this mornlng, brings it.to me, -On pade &h
m{the she. @ -would be determined, The ressoh
b _share ;re related almost: entirely to vihieh
its fnd Faculty nd tewants ‘and.pEople worlking: im i
i usié ihis partuoulﬁf rOULb to gorg and go' from the-

amng such a Findi i3 mrepL to the proporuonm
gEheral they owrion- the P e as. relpli

",Iand bepefits - From: gsod eifedlagion fiaf
cept Ffor  that, iL viould T o me it A ¥
vety. smajl share of - the road would ot det@rmiEd,

Y- ¥he Semingry pqrmrcu arly-i
und the-outside .of the: $em1n3ry afd

ﬁln m

tmﬁplnr%dmgtMSKGJ
mefidatio ‘that as any-develdpey of .
.mentr for thc bénef;t of the entité,
‘not do

Mr 3 thd
1anguage

CHTE was madc Jus
Jd make 1} o

.e=éenter of its. propeliy~«' BUTsd déy-
"n, lose its obllgataon to provide the road

:here Wa's "Some d!SCUSS!On amotig” the - Comm1ssxohers &
eidm of this particuldr part of .the agreeman énd:

b
'lnf_enL)On-

- fiF Mccar”hy- v belreve in spelixng dut.yibat yoU &t
that! sailat you are thinking you should spell it out:
wrltlng,” 7

T e R ST AT D

R e RS SRS DA R
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Commissioner Azevedo: "|[ don't know haw to put Tt.in quantat|va tgrm
in debermining what is a fajr share. However, it is.saméthing-
could ‘worlt opn, Another point which wag brought qut-wes T :
allawad the Seminary to substitute an ariginal road alig)
; tgh .only their property, to an alignment W-Ch - pow
’m|ssrng 13nk‘ | would be ipeterested in-explioring this ppssl
of writing & COhdltiOh into the agreement’ that they provxde
egnpection. through land owned entirely by them, 1n the ever
canlt condemn  this other plece, '

nThE thtrd .paint here vias the- potnt about al1OWIn§ A gr d g
Filling:already dore by the Sefinary tovbe included. An
of " e Gost, | wondered .if Mr, Cuzner's suygs ojp|
i ‘on the basis of - its valdey: raLher
nt. For :one-thing;- ¥

g and fillihg would be 1ncluded;5 J
‘accept theprinciple of sharing.the o
why w0uld we not include everything: xhat has bE

Chalrman‘Upton~ "Mr. Landeélsy do | understand 1_’“
agreeablc to providing-in thtr‘agreement, thay .1
some reasdiy or other uriobtainabte,; the mtssxng~
provide sn-alternate route?i!

M, Laridels: !'Yes, we d;scussed th”t wlt‘*-
f:0- agfee that if tL is-fmpossibile-to?
wl T preyvide an-alternate route. .o

or e Colinty to condemp it and*f“'

: e Gounty could- cohdemn a strip r:ght acrbasu
Sem1nary af it wahted to

. s, and Tt may o
fay-be at -high £ide 3,%,5 or &:f
4" Be' 4 .peservation here,

 MjcCarthy and Mri ‘Liandeas are.
Erd uffdcwert]y weld for. transar1

iy Ml thlhk
ity finds tiat - $
C then an alterndte ro

rds don't .-pin yOUFSe]VFS do
ther day -thit ‘sgmeone said ‘youucan.
: 81, and it wa¥ .answered that. 'you .can bii
any y it is a questaon of do1iars and cen‘cs,gff
15 & 1ot of wruth in-that, .

Wy Lande,s~ "From thée report of Road Lot s
beeh sald ‘that it was .entirely feaSIbIe.“’

3§Ohér Schu]t ¢ MHould it-be of any assnstandb.
§ Hcen| iths plotted on a map, d@nd-a legal descr
'Woh‘t do us~any dood7” oo

; Summers showed the plans of fhe Semrnary aifyd - Lhe
Commtssxdners. The Comm:ssnon di%cussed th|ngs am@n

Comm15510her Azevedo: " This .is the bbllgattoﬁ we': réq

do you want to take this wording- dowii?.
devnlopménu of this road is not feasible in the time. by wWhis
is negded, fthe Semlnary shall prov:de an alternate route 317
fully oWned by iti
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Chairman Uptom: "Who's to decide when the road is peeded? .

commj ssioner Azevedo: '"if the County determines the '@levéﬂqb’m‘gr") ot
this road is not feasible in the time by which the road 15 nek

then -the Seminary shall provide.ap alterngte route om proper

owher. by 1t," ' .

Chairnmn Upton: “Any other points on thig?!
’[ih'er‘é was some discussion as to criterie to-use i deters
share of -costs. . o
srman .Upton concluded he thought the aQrgeﬁéﬁt;ﬁe@déﬁ
ng-over; and should be continued; and nétice be-tak
wh “4ve ‘besn brought out, a&nd a riew ayfeement be wr
émb od] ¢s. ‘those points., - Lo e

i} ssjoner Azevedo pointed out 1y 44

ional ofiligation for a-’share yepr i
FHatTs the second pointy -The third:pe
mich ‘'of the actual -giading and 11 §-has b
yes sthese two points; the first pne ‘seems. Lo~k

Wpton: "1 would thi ni Ehat . this ‘agiednernt
and the.thoughts which’ have come forth-today be- sdup]
suggest thdt you deal wi th Mrs, Summerss :1F any- legé
up, then-have the -Courty Counsel " apprave the wstdirg

Méarthy: "1 would like.to b pregat
1R . Couity Connsel; sa that 1:may

je Commission's yiewpoints ars:, ..

at it is perfeéctly. clear what ‘youihave . ga)
it seems tliat Mr. iandels-doesn!Twanht ine:
‘feelings aren't. Hurty-but  fedl |

ritten like tlils; leaving hicles A
driother meeting like this-trying:.

we-cotild have a meeting betwéer #r .. Landed s Mr
Jordan.and:myself, | AWK we colld come ap -with, ps
havela-transcript of these miiites, .. an-agresment vl
ceptable to all pafti€s ~coficengd o L :

ier Azévedos. At
ghat involved invithis, . &ht
spd that is what' the wholeqi

I*-really can t.see why we coaldrlt 4]
“Afe people -and possibily a-Cummission
some wordingy maybe we wortt, but:- aybe
ii%h something with which-the Cofbilssion i

‘come-’
o tons: Vs -that agreeable firy -Lardelss

delst  "We will do ev'er'\;tf}i'm‘g in our pow'eﬁ,-"ﬁij
gble to be transcribed . .

01 might state that | have biéenh
ing through completely from the beginming;-

@17y has been & lot.of attrition on the To
started. out one way, went atiotlier and .still arother
way of thihking | feel that the Sefipary has-a lavge
for circulation, maybe not the compléte-réspoficib
¥het #hey hHave a responsibil ity; because in-the firstnpld
sofid plans that were preseritéd, it was “their -total fesf

1 would #£fink that if & meeting -codld be arranged befot
reguilar-aigeting, betwesn rs, Summers, - Mrs Landles ;- MF;
and anyone alse who would be interested in-this, any:.o
£hat .wished to be preésent, | think they should be”thgke
Nei de¥; or Mr. Neider's representative." L

.
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C@mmqulQher schultz: "He might syen be willing to come . 4nto tha .
agreement ag a share of 1t himself." -

MF,. Landels: "We are the only ohes required to do anybhing now~-éhd
| .y Agt. vety happy to have five or s1x peoplc get thedr WOTdH ks
e, are 4ss um1ng a very real ob]lgat:on. o

Comwn35§oner Azevedo then moved fhat -this. matter be cont]
tfie meeting of Jdnuary @, 1958, and -in-the meanwhile the
that -have -béen an issde here,be discussed by a cofii
of represeitatives of the Seminary, . Mry ‘Neider; he-Plapni:
any " Cominl 554 orters who. wish to be present gounty Coupsel:k
represehtatxve of the Read Department A decmed necess

Mrs., Summers- 1| have one further s gges
be:a conimi tLee, that a menber of the ’
Chaifman or. the member of the disfrig ,mlght be

are- the-dhes who are golfg to be’heéar.ing” this g1 0ver,

they mnght like to know what's if dt,"

chairmah ‘Ugton stated that he felf’ that EHi5 e etisig.s|
by:phone &5 all parties..ate not: preseht who wouid*be

[trWas suggested that perhaps - thls TEt T cou]d be .o
latey duteip January because. bt the- Chr)simaa ho]nda
rather-hard to get pegp) & together.(. . .

pton felt thet iT € €
ting of January G
feel that this po ~poheme
‘Gause their- buxldlng permrts had bcén«appho

mer Schultz: ¥1- ‘move: that tH § matter  be 46
fid in the meantime a- Jevzsed agreépmenit be p¥
efregarding #he alternate rouleé; and’ he d
e%and that the’ agreemeht<in AR ‘ b

yy for ‘his recommefida
¢ by Lhe next moetlng..-

ifi: was seconded by Comm15510ner

The - Eomm1ss1on considered the app]xcat
for.'a wsepermit. for &he constiuct
tiohE] building on-propert -l

anch SubdivisionB; Totated oiths
héte]y 130 feet: east of S1mmo_ ALie)

Cémmuﬁtcaflon was read from.Mr, B Mryy D8W|Lt Lee i1

Fdr' pﬁ‘t and recommeﬁdatzons as given By Mry Ddbbs
of DeCembér 16, 1957 pages 7 & 8,

The oF of the group spoke statitg:
sbii tted by the architect as the gite’ s
piati-a 300 seating capacity in the sanctiaty and only:
building: directly belind the first -builditig to be bul
rémaifing rear area would be for parkxngi‘ S

COmmszIOner Cuzner dida't feel that there was” aﬁy 60
herey but that it was a mafiter of trafffc and paykiw
another parlsh hall in-the area which has of f~streets
when lt is in use there is a traffic snarl, :
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.PLAN‘N Go]d@n

Dr. Graves. and his attorney,-Mﬁ;
‘Mhsrisum erss, Leland Jordah -
tised “Tegal document-whith: woﬂ
- w;fh the road cohstructfon when requxte

Messrs~dordan and Br\gham appea\
atisfactory and acigpidan]
[ further with: qu Laidé

ady for presentdtlon af’

d




MEET [MB - A nuary 30,1958,

‘55 omer Azevedo moved that a special meet ing -be hedd - dn
50; 1958 at 8:00 P,M, to discuss this satter, .

The motion was secended by Commi ssioner Schuiiz and unéhimé*

carried. )
Mr's, Summers suggested thot tho County Counsgl.aﬁ3~Mj7
lnvited to be present, and to so advise the Bo ;
L NG DERAT T ON O BEVELOPHENT PLAN ~ Golden Gate Bapt
Continued ) i PAR

e

Mrs, Summers explalned that,dn'Tuesgay,‘pecembgﬁ;

.Upton and herself had met with Or..Graves -and {4 i
the ‘revised agreement proposed by the Seminary fof thi.
of V. Strawberry Drive, sha. stated that copies: of Jfhis
agreementd had been subm] tted o Lée Jordap, Bryan
"Brigham and Commissioners Schultz & Azevedd,, in o

mi ght -make any commerits, recommendat fons or sudggesfions;

. Mis, Summers reported thet this metfer had been pleded ¢
.pgenda for Tuesday 7th; and that Mr., McCarthy ha 1

not go to the Board so soony ‘that Dr, Graves had been ihfo
M, Mecarthy' s request, T s e

i ‘that Mr. hrigham;hgg ot had time 46 Todk
i due- to illngss. . . . ) e L

fimers: "in essence ‘the new. agts
s any mertion as fo how Uhe 714 =
Fmined: {2371t provides for-an-alternate
¢, in case this road ss planhed is not fe
ge is worded as'fbllbws:ﬂ*lf +he Boord of " Hu
atiany. fime determing, afterbeing advised by TLs ]
Cthat ifis not pogssible. legaily fo acquire the add]
. esgdfy to compléte the right of vigy For satd .road o
vised by the County endgineeriny department that.
except-at prohibitive.cast to-comnstruct -saj duread,:
‘of gajdiroad is not feasible, then Semirary agreé
slternate route thrdugh its lands.' (3} 1t fiow ps
 Seminaky will be credited with the value of the pr
crather, than their cost, which frv. Cuzner poihted it
_dgrgement is possibly not a fait deterination.” - .-.

+ Mrs.) Summers stated she and Dr. Uptoh fe1t~thcse'¢ﬁéﬁgé§
 the main points which had been brought out, at the last meeting ol
. the Commission, B W T L e

. -Commissioner Azevedo asked Mrs. Summers -i'f when they:
" disgcuss-this matter, did they thinlk of leaving ol altoge
“metitioniof "fair share." o

Hrs. SUfimers. pointed out that a fair share of any. Property -und
an assessment district was determined by the engineer, and v

' engingers use various methods of determining this, In this

it would be up to those making the determination vihat  basts
would be reasonable and against what lands they felt would-befief

‘M, ‘MeGarthy then reviewed at length the actions of Fecsrd
Gofdeh Gats Beptist Theological seminary to show the® cHangé
‘change -bf thinking that have taken place since the first appfoval+of
tilfe-Hse- Permit, N e :

ﬁhaﬁrman Upton stated that the building program wi T ‘be heid up )
.there is not some determination of this condition of the developien
plan. ; .
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Mr. MocCarthy then requested this tem continued since something i
important shouldn & be rushed into at the last minufe, . N ;3

"Mr, Landels gave a history of the development of Lhe Penjnsuia; o
stating that Mr. Nelder ownad the entire avea, and thai the ay
of salg to the Seminary, which sonsiitute seven sgparate agh
invelves obligstions betwecs fr, Nefder and the kuminﬁry

stated that he had » complote file of tligse agreements and :
who. wWished to do so was welgome to )ka at them, e ther reviey
the revised agreement. . T

c‘orrmiss’ioner Azevedo assked 'Mr'. Landel if he had suid" Lmt Lhe Semiﬂal‘)’
had bui1t E, Strawberry Drive . : e

#i, . Lande} stated that it has been financed by the- Semiﬂa
they. gave $255,000. #nd that §150,000 was dgpoq;tedlih # ban
“Ehet bunidlng of East Strawberry Dr:ve .

Comnxssaoner Azevedo- asked 1f the consiruclson of £ By
Prive.and the access into the point was all that was Fegt
:serve -the-subdivision and would “the planning staff fog’
FIF1Tis-Mr, Neider's obligation, as far as-his own sSuldi
Wwere concerned? Presumabrly thiet’ the - spproach .of £, 5B ¢
was. viliat was or would have-been required from Mr,. - Ner.-if

: Mrr Hammond,spuaktna for the property owhers, asked that
‘be cenfinued, He sajd that hoe was .amazed at . .the change . W
taken place the past year, He wanted the matter cont nued’ 17
ta-inform the people of tho area regard4n9 what has'h“pp gd
they cou]d be heard,

ik Lande{ stated thet the qucstlon of - vheth
going /jn was not the problem,. Buk to- ﬁe%ay -gf
Jldrnyg pernfits on the. housing; untll ali.gf thé
1 be:a very serious matter.. He-copti hged [tlyat
difig-permits, they were willinyg to.iga on wjih-
'thh afiy .group or at any Lime,, .He stdted that th:
‘put off every two weeks. iow since Back i October ]
want, ati arswer. "We now have our plans-out #o Hid
come- in:sogn ahd we want Lo hayve -some.asgsupance tha
‘Building. permits. We expect that we .will bo actusdily
o this property by the 1skt-of February,. th e ve
the problém in detail, and this -might as we]? be thst :
‘meet’{ng. At least we need the approval of thls group To geti
.permlLs -for the housing which j§ so Very esseniial (to ouf -of
Time is of the essence, June a year From-how is. the absoiiite
1ine for -the opening. . D ;

f”fﬁe prébﬁem involves between a-million and & hal:
do17T4rs worth of bujlding, so it-is.very~ lmportant-tha
ddventage .of every bit of time we can.

‘Commissioner Cuzner said that this mattef had been yef "
L sston for so long that it was no longer clear. to.h'm e P
‘being cofisidered under this reconsideration, :

He felt that he was in agreement with Mr, andels a1id “0r v G

-they have it exhausted as to study of this thing afid He.would 14
fo bring it to a head., He asked if they should have & mctlor Ay
Just what.would it be on?

Commass1oner Schultz explained that it would be to recomm‘nd tD
Board :0f Supervisors that the County enter Into this agfeemtsy
of any bond that would be required, prior to the issuancé 5F &ny:.
building permits, S

Commi ssioner Azevedo asked if this was the question of thé’bﬁnﬂ'
She was answered in the affirmative, but that then the- questxén

" whether the bond should cover the whole road or a part of the:
had come up and it had been at this point ever since.




: g
- 10~ ’
- Commissioner Schultz wanted onz point clarifiod, and that was,: ¢hat

this was only the first stage of building which the Ssminary was:
sgekan buitding permits for v this time, .

He was answered In the affirmative,

Mrs, Summers: Yin the first place you Qldhted J use permit
ditions, ona of the conditions was Lhat the development pia
be spproved by the Planning Commission. Under that cendlt
were approved subject to conditions, one of which was

of this read. That condition has riow been changed From
the conzcrqctlan, to requiring the band, removing $his pe
Gate 3 to Gate 1 from ihe reguirement of bond or makxng it
dedicalion.

" have always advised not to [ssue your “Finat bu1ldxng‘ i
this wes done, because this was your final-hope of -getlting 2
construcfed, Ye are all saying; !'Fine do ahead angd. ;ss Yo
:final bujlding permits and go- aheaﬂ with cthtlUctTO“‘
“would like to advise that we don't lose the maJor contrql 1
-oecupaney of the bu)ldxng e u;thhe]d 1 .

comimissicner Schultz: 91 thWnk.fhat Vi - héve'e&haus%
“and we have considered this agréemeént ard the' one pr
time.. &5 near as | can recollect, the changes that -
and. ihdicated at our last mecting have been lncorpora~
" Fevised -agreement,

Uhe provision for an slterndta “éud sacms c%ear Ty Lhe agrecm
to.be.within the controd of the Board of Supervisors ot et bk
. comp]eie discretion, but at least. w;Lhin thplr cond o] £o & .
‘rbasanab]e degree, . ;

f”The plbv1550n for a ‘vair shnre’ by arb:t:at%oﬁ
: pracLJcal way of app;oachsng the p:obiém ai iﬁls pre

.Commrsszoner SChultz then moved (i) That thb Comml
‘ e:Poard of Supervi'sors that the County whtef
';meni dgrdement w:iﬁ the Semindry, and that tley ack
i'n 1i¢0 of the bond, -sulsject Lo the County Counsg]
LhP ggreément covers. ‘the necessary -legal’ pojntsy
SPcte oif of this agrecment the building palmiis fo?
{dithg be issued. . o

Comafi'ssioner Scott seconded the.mbfiohp'

Lommiss{oner Azevedo: 1 thinle.that the roason-we. hate
2 sotexhaustively and exhaustingly, is that when we made:
ehange- in position, to use Bill wraght's $ld expressipr
Ve gan -of worms! . And | have become: moré and ok e BWATE
‘we-Hdvé-gone oni and-onjand it seems to- i that. wi
ﬂ.deeper in the morass xn tead of out of it;

: Uheh we started, the original position bf'Lhc Tomii
.time, was that the developer provide circulation £6°
and .the Seminary wes the developer. e had- a shi-
.+-5ald the Seminary is different from bther dchlop
. Seminary .doesn't profit from each lot along the. g
" Semipary shouldn't pay it all, “think the .quesisioh®
: consrder carefully at the timé, .I! m sure ] digntt;- Wast

) " | remember the thought being in my mind, that pcuhans i

should pay part of it if it could be seen that the route .aysupd i
‘shoreline had benefits to the general _public, that ‘the fout

#he Seminary didn't have., However, if we should make . deci:

I'fke that, then that is a very serious thing, because it iea
setting a precedent that the County pay part of roads, and 1 -

now the County never has.

“Then the solution proposed was that we use this agreesmefi™:
of a bond, that says the Seminary pay its 'fair share! ant




gl

should be determined on the basis of the benefits recel vid

there has been a 'siight-of-hand’; | don’t mezn secretly b

sense, beceuse the road get moved, from where the semjnaty

- were using tf for immediate access, to wherc it wasi en.
the property and they were not using it much, JThis we

iF e apply this criterion ‘hesefits received' the

iy pay 4 very small portion because Lhelr £ratfic
and” that the property owner out @t .the point f
the hig portion because his people yould ba uging i in
] am net sure that this would be fair.: 1f he has dohe 4
Pggargdless of any private agreements, JT he has done Als
buitding E, strawberry Drive, should he be required Lo pay &

share of this roed? 1 don'L know,

“Ytm not satisfied with-this agreement, because {t.doé
there-is not enough to tell mey hew this is going to T
Maybe it's going 1o turn-out with The Seminary psying {
other propetty owners paying much mora, . | thinle thal
Fair; because the Seminary made the-originpal change ™t

“eirculation from the middie of its -groynds:to fhe fringe.

1 f ‘the Recreation Depariment Is going to take some’
‘aid. they want it on the shoreline, thien they  might
Buiidinig the road; if property owners other.tha
to-deveélop then they are.gojug to see o .grest use:of.
understand-better how this 'fair 'sharé! might be Ws:
swithout “khat, and only this-agreenpent to go omy my: i
. Be to'go hack to the.origimal premise; fLhat the.Semin
- developer and .the: developer-should-pay for the ¢
" Jlyecome to a full circle on this. . was The on
“adresment and that we go over 1£ sgeid, but.with
T TdoRTt see it as p..solution unless we shofld go
gtail and find land ownérs other Ahan Mri:
y ‘participate in this cohstruction and PossibT

i
flirthe

. Chai¥man Upton felt -that . this lagréenant .vwas . about
migsion could go simce .the road position Fas b fs
fikithat the Seminary was: in The same cafsgory &s
Cinasmich as- they have no product.to.sell, they Have in
; and- from a precedent setting standpol ntrihey -woul d:1ibE
. Fecatse it is a different type of thifig_entirely, - He
best.wiy to accomplish the building of alroad §ile]
. .assessment district, but other than fhat this agie
o, be-afi right. e A

- Mra HcCarthy referred to-Chairman 'Upfé‘h"'s j’a"st -s':rt'at.'e‘m'é;ht' and ¥
swhy - this was all they could do, : R

':i.tfﬁéii"ﬁféﬁ-Upton revi-ewed the motion -afid gsked For-a 1611

Mg, Summers: "Dr, .Graves-asked that-if this was:s
" «g6.-fo° the. Board of Supervibsors tomorrew, and | ‘hayé
Gletk fo place it on their agends. Under Lhis -motio
“orily- réport to the Board that this is.ready for the' B
not Hiad the review of the County Counsel.!

. Commissioner Schultz said that he thought Mr. Jcsrl'c}a’ﬁ‘"fﬁ"éﬁ
this agreement, .7 L

Mrsc Stmmers stated that hé might -have an.answer i thig:

" Mr. McGarthy strongly objected to having this go Fefore Hie
so soon, because he felt thet it was & "rush act," Hé said,
should have at least a week before it went to the Beard;. = .

The Foll call vote was as follows:

AYES: Commissioners: Schultz, Scott o -
NOEZ: ° Commissioners: Azevedo, Cuzper, Ludy, Upton. .. -
ABSENT. Commissioners: HNone C




P

Coﬂmxdgigncr Azevndo-sL it ed tnat she. wouid agree To sqbstabutnhg L
sueh an agreement for & bond, if it.wesrc to show spcclfiaa!ly in i
that the seminary was accepting the obligatien for c»:mu]atzen as
weTl as for benefit receivad, ‘

Chanrman Upton stated that he also was voting no- far the same feasgn’
‘as Commissionar Azevedo, He €elt that the Saeminary his some P S
sponsibility for the cireulation, f not ati, uﬂd 1L fas net .
beenr shdwn. . -

Comm;srxoner Cuzner then moved LhaL chc Lommiss ;@ﬁﬁdén'

The m@tlon was seconded by Comnfssioner Ludy

The motlon was c\arifred asg now meaning; : .that .a bond WDuld be‘
qUJrcd bafore building permltb were 1ssued: o Lt

Cormlssidner schultz: ‘Do you have & basls on wﬁtc
,method by Whlch the bord amousit,cah Be determi Fried?!’
Chalrman Upton: 1 owould thnL in order ot to-ha
we could approve the bul Iding permits and notl the oG
thig-thisig a little more study, perhaps some .24 reae
at whereby there is the rCSponSIbllxty shown For ;

CDmmlSSIOner Azevmdo

‘ayds 1Tt he was ObJeC{lng Lo~-*‘~
‘*7ho1c road and it waq Her recoil

Uptonms  Uitm’ ‘Sures th;s ahing: viiitd
| would thinlk the basic thﬂg,as~far.
5 -the fact. that they are tnterested
,  As.Mrs. Summeys statnd 1y i

ndni ”We,havevheve1 objected o discussmn
6r st sny time, but all ithis tide hds-gon
gipermits to move-ahead,. |f you.want Lo i ;
faby) y and have that contro1 over” »t we are perFe'

' ammond LMl belfeve it has become apparcnt £6 1
hat tHe Semindry has a moral ob1igstion;if not a Wece:
sEorprovide this road,and ajways-Has had, #As | seaid
s wersiblc position you have is the original oné; -to.p: 2
‘¥oad thirough the Seminary property, and that it be: bOn &g to’
vide - far dt. S

: 1 make these two comments; (1) the bond can be defermln
Pubslic Horks Department and they can proteed with- thesr‘COns
just 1tke anyone else. That bond, like ary other &
ject fo chapge if it is shown later that it is not: équstableh
‘seems o Mme thet's the best qugestlon. e

B2y yout know as well as | do, that if theieminary 46
~road it will never be built, because there are no pubTi
avan)able, either recreatxon or otherwise. That road
when they bought the property, and 1 feel that your only
to require this road to be put in, in a normal manner, and ithat:.
be bonded," .

Commissioner Cuzner withdrew his motion and Commissioner Ludy:w
lis second to it, :
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Ori. Tuabday, Decemb@r 24 1917, Pr. Upton angd My
: y Lande]s to discuss ¥

i
agreement proposed by the Go
of Jesf.strawberry Drive.

Copies ‘have been submitied to the County Co nSLJ Brya
Dx)actor of Public VYorlks and Commissioners Scbu]tz and 5

e Changes in the rayised agreement are-
Hevginl as. to-how ths “fa'r :

page) and 3, PrOV|de at'Sem ary'}y
] of bresent 1mprovem9nts ra.hFr

bJect to roceiv4ﬂg and rcvrewing cormers TG,
oummers 1mpress:on Lhat Lhrs reV1540n<me




MINUTE -~ GF THE "LAMNING CCMMIEG TON
CLUNTY OF MARIN, TATE OF CTALIFORNIA

A spectal meeting of the Marin County Planning C.ammc'is‘«s!'?-;ﬁ: was
held on Thursday, April 3, 1958, in the Marin County OQfflse-
Building, 1711 Grand Avenus, San Rafael, Caolifornia, S

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:  Wm. F. Upton, Chafrman ~ - -
Nisls, Schultz Jri, Vice i{'i"-h‘”idi'f:{i)’é'.n-ﬁ
George Ludy S ET
James Cuzner T
Margaret Azevedo, ary idred: ¥ BiZh -

OTHERS PRESENT! Mdry R. Summers; Planning
< R. J. Dotnell, Plonniog-
The Cheairmdn called the meeting o ordst at 8:00° F‘M

RECONSIDERATION OF USE PERAMT CONPIHONS: -
_Goldeh

CoRRBUad Heanhg

Mrs. Summmefsreviewed the previous actisty 6FFhe Comimissi

alignment arid improving of Wast Strawberry Oy
with Uke Perimit grant to the Golden Gale: Baptisy
Seminary fo locefe on Strawberry Foint. :

Mr. dawdals;, Attorney for the Semirmary;, stated tha:
had nwo.objection to the dedication of right-of way ¥
Drive buf-falt that Dr. Graves. would be disloyal 1o
he ¢ nsfrocfed ‘the road araend fhe- poinf, cednyid
of the mwsney. He Felt that fhe meed for thé ro:
by fhe Seminary and that the Seminury would oy
it.” He furthier quesfioned the Com missionts lagal:
the requirement. ' -

Dr., Grawves supported Mr, La ndel- and statéed ;j‘"hz af
not consider-the Commission could legally requirg b
conskruct o road for which he conrended Fhe §emiid
N WES . -

Bryan MeGrthy , Attornsy for Som Neidet, again réview
Commission’s previous minutes on this matier bt g a
that-the $émtnary hed otiginally eceepted the ie
complying with the master plan for Strawbefry Poti
in the distgn of the Seminary arid had gradually i
Strawhéfry Drive to the perimeter of thélir propefty.
sessitrnsy with the Commissien, in efder that i w6l d piet
their E:Q;n;i'p';US":« ' '




-

&

Chairman Upten had Or. Graves verify thot for sometime In the fufure
there was planned o village devaelopment as a part of the Sem?nﬁt‘)‘
vwhigh would have Wast Strawbarry Orive as its aegess,

Chelpman Upten had all of the prior motions of the Comm:ssion reud
and Gommistloner Azeveda had Mrs. Summers review the origimgl
Strawhefry Polnt Nelghborhood Streef and Highway.plan {n arder
to show that the Seminory had- purchased land rhiough whigh- 7ha
major clreylation of the Strawherry penlnsula would rum, :

Mrs, Summets was asked fo esﬂmmte the traffle volume which 3m1g%’.
ocgur through the Seminary had the orlginal mastes plan for West .
Strawberry Brive been followed. From éstimates-of frafﬁc'mo

Roldand Hammond who drafred the Strawberry Muosvér-Plon ¢
estifttes made by the Staff durlng Hearings on the U. 5;:.,*,
agraewment in this area, she estimdted that abouyt -5, 400 me

would be S‘he volume under the condiftons ,suggqsfe.d :

some” slmple arrangement rhui' would dpply here qhd
for Dr. Graves and Messrs, Landels.and Mchr‘rHy {
harmonious solution., She then stuted hef-opinlo
“had ‘no @lretnate but to require the Semindry to-pis

fattor ds-all other developers. Sheipointed outithid?
not excuidd other groups because they were ehurches o

growps, She further polnted vut thas #f vhe SemTiaryfelt
rocxd CH‘OUnd fhe po]nf as planned by x‘he Semiwary Wi foo

its. ﬂrlgnlnu'_l cohdihon.

This motf“ 3
and kewor‘d d

sd a's foHows.; T.ﬁ'-zjt-?’ T

as poA 5hdwn on the plans, or ¢n g
approved-by the Planning Staff,. and- %huf a bpnd )
the-.cost of the read be posted- befcfe OTGUpHNEY G-
withism g:twd yedar period,

The- mohon was sgeonded by CommxSs:onef CUan ctnd P
fn”owmg vifey fo~wit

AYESs. CEmmissioners: Ludy, Cuzrer, Az evéfé ndn RCE
NGES: - ~Commissiorner Schuliz '
ABSENT! Commisslcnegr Scatt

Prigr fo.voting on the motlion the Corfmissivmars dis
tha thig-Seriinary had requested‘thie rerouting-af West Strgwliarry- 4
through- thalp property which would have been -6f seivice bigth o thS‘emmary
neighbm‘hdod to the q route areund the shareline which wogl
have 4§ ditect a henafit 1o the Seminary In traffic seryy

remove traffic foregign fo the Seminary from travelling fhi

Dy, Grgveés pointed gut that a roufe through the Sommary s
Traprgcfical under the present plan and grading whrd ad b—aeﬁ
aceomplished,




-3~

Mrs. Summers was asked by the Chairman fto obtain an apinlon from
the County Counsel as to the possibility of an appeal on the Co-~
mission's decisfon to the Bourd of Supervisors,

PETITION TG AMEND GRDINAMCE NO, 264 - £ Andrey

Returned to Planning Commission by Board of Supervlsors

The Commisston further considered this.matter, first hearing = repou”{
from Rowldnd Darnell that he had again Inspacted tha property in the
field with Mr, Stokes, Deputy Publlc Works Director, .Mr, Stoles
had stated thot any subdivision of this property would create o drain-+
age prohilem but that two or three additional homes in the. subdw:sm’n
would n®t odd substantially to the problem.

Chairman Upton summed up the staff's finding that the: cfc,\/eiopmA At
a few mote houses in a specified area woufd make only @ negllgﬂxb‘:’»
difference in fhe drainage problem.

Mr. Stokes did say, however, that the overall affect! of;nbd:vcs:oﬁ
would of course be to aggravate the drainage problem, :

Commissioner Azevedo commented Hmf in the orligindil Tev]ew o H‘HS :
matter it had been the Commission's decision that fo follow: fhe_ o
slope policy and require large lots on hTllsides aidso perm;fted e
fairness fhe more mintwmum I6ts.on level ferrain, If the e[ er to?s
were in keeping with neighborhosod development, -

She also asked if a sofution to the whols flood pishien o T
Valley siight be establishing o mouch lorger minimum
one=tialf gere, for all properties in the vallay, and ¢
this was .o basic policy question for discussion,

Hareld Stoekstad, resident of Tamalpais Valley , wiyri
rezoriing would only inerease by one or two fthe puin
qxpecfed out of the subdivision ©f about 50 houses, fhar<e~wou 4
a neg igxble effecr upon dl’omoge, buf state d ?hey hdd i pr‘ .

Commussmn‘er Azevedo sici’ed that to ?ry to.solve H’ye
Floed & sl problem by zonihg was inappropriafte.
zoning th& Commission would he saving, in effecs,'”iF s
10 000 s'q;‘are feet you had pe?rer odhere to- uf On The o

Iois under ’rhe slope poliey." She feH fhd? if we Werm go
a subdivision under the slopepohcy the. larger- Jo%s Adn Fopwd
baldniced somewhatby permission to use d- smatfer Totiis. H’(e;..,
the tefrain-would permiyt it.

Commissiomer Schultz moved that the Commission repdrt
of §upwervisors that the effect of the change in zone cluss
would gppearf to be to increase.by three or four the nimh
in o subdivisien of the land and rhis would have negligi
on draginage and that the Commission feels that their prév
mendation #¢ chunge the zoning is still valid, The mbtion wids sesion:
by Commissioner Ludy and unenimously carried. o T

MNUNECAT! N = Warren CGHIS‘}‘GI‘

A letier fiom Warren Callister requesting a diseusi on regarding means of furthisrifig-o stady :
on hillside development was read,







3/26/26, 10:38 AM Inbox - Michelle Levenson - Outlook

& Outlook

PC Meeting, Mar. 30, 2026, NCLH EIR and 1953 CUP

From John Bruce Corcoran <brucecorcoran@msn.com>
Date Thu 3/19/2026 1:25 PM
To  PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@MarinCounty.gov>

[ﬂJ 3 attachments (9 MB)

NCLH Letter to PC re 1953 CUP 03162026.docx; Ltr - CUP - 5.18.21 w exhibits.pdf; NCLH 1953 Use Permit Condition Oct 13, 1953
11292020_20201129_0001.pdf;

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I am submitting my letter about the North Coast Land Holdings EIR and the 1953 Use
Conditional Use Permit as an attached Word document. My letter also includes 2 other
supporting attachments.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Bruce Corcoran

https://outlook.office.com/mail/O/inbox/id/AAKALgJAAAAAAHY QDEapmEc2byACqAC%2FEWg0AStdOv4olL0e%2FWW711ImEJAAHC%2F 3qUwAA?de... 11






Bruce Corcoran
184 Great Circle Drive
Mill Valley, CA 94941

March 19, 2026

Marin County Planning Commission

Via Email: planningcommission@marincounty.gov
cc: stephanie.moultonpeters@marincounty.gov
cc: derek.johnson@marincounty.gov

cc. sarah.jones@marincounty.qov

cc: michelle.levenson@marincounty.gov

Re: A RESOLUTION TO RECOMMEND CERTIFICATION OF THE FINAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE NORTH COAST LAND HOLDINGS
COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT/MASTER PLAN/DESIGN REVIEW/MASTER USE
PERMIT/VESTING TENTATIVE MAP/TREE REMOVAL PERMIT ON THE FORMER
GOLDEN GATE BAPTIST SEMINARY PROPERTY

Dear Planning Commissioners,

The March 2, 2026, Planning Commission meeting revealed confusion about the status
of the 1953 Conditional Use Permit (CUP), which is understandable because that CUP
is 63 years old. Finding historical records is tedious work. Nevertheless, an accurate
assessment of that status is pivotable for certifying the Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) and approving related matters. That is the job of your Commission.

Commissioner Biehle was correct to question the legal basis of the 1953 Use Permit.
As an attorney, she recognizes that NCLH’s claim of an entitlement for “around 1,000
students” is the most contentious issue. If it is not verified and resolved, then the
County may be subject to litigation.

No one has done more research on the 1953 Conditional Use Permit than Attorney
Riley Hurd. | helped him find the pertinent documents (so the research is not his sole
work product). The work was painstaking, but, in my opinion, the results are fact based
and clear.

Therefore, with the sincere intent of helping your Commission understand the extensive
historical record, | am resubmitting Attorney Hurd’s May 18, 2021, letter, with
attachments, to Deputy County Counsel Brian Case. That letter is already in the Public
Record because Attorney Hurd also submitted it as an EIR Scoping Comment, but it
may have been forgotten, and new Commissioners may not be aware of it.



| support Attorney Hurd’s findings and conclusions, although | cannot affirm legal
matters because | am not an attorney. | also recognize that County Planning Staff and
Deputy County Counsel Brian Case may disagree. Such is the democratic process.
Your Commission will be the arbiter, but it is very important that you get it right.

To summarize my position:

The 1953 Conditional Use Permit has only one condition, namely, “That prior to
any construction or improvement, the applicant shall secure the approval
of the Marin County Planning Commission of a development plan as
provided under Section 11.23, paragraph (f), Ordinance 264, as amended.”
That document was signed by Mary A. Summers, Planning Director, October 13,
1953, concurrent with the approval of the 1953 CUP. (Please see my
Attachment, which is a very important document that does not appear in Attorney
Hurd's letter.)

The 1953 CUP was amended several times between 1953 and 1959, culminating
in the 1959 Campus Plan Use Permit. That document was described to me by a
knowledgeable person as a large rolled up map, which may explain why it is
missing. The technology for reducing it in size for the public record was not
readily available in 1959.

The 1959 Campus Plan Use Permit was superseded and nullified by the 1984
Golden Gate Baptist Theological Seminary Master Plan, Item 19: “With the
approval of this Master Plan, the previously approved 1959 Campus Plan
Use Permit shall become null and void and of no further effect or benefit.”
If, on the other hand, your Commission determines that the 1953 Conditional Use
Permit is still in force, then you have a Use Permit that was granted “fo permit
the construction of a Theological Seminary and dormitories and other
buildings incidental to such use, subject to the attached condition,” which
is the one and only condition | cited above and attached to this letter, namely,
“That prior to any construction or improvement, the applicant shall secure
the approval of the Marin County Planning Commission of a development
plan as provided under Section 11.23, paragraph (f), Ordinance 264, as
amended.”

In addition, your Commission must determine if the “general facts” (which are not
conditions) discussed at the Planning Commission meeting on October 6, 1953--
a week prior to the approval of the 1953 CUP--are still valid. If so, then all the
“general facts” must still be valid. North Coast Land Holdings cannot cherry-pick
only the “general fact” that “the student body will consist of around 1,000
students...” and disregard the others. That specific complete “general fact”
states, “3. The student body will consist of around 1,000 students, about
60% of those students will be married and the seminary will provide



apartments on their land for these students, and a pre-school nursery for
the children of these families. Dormitories will be provided for the
unmarried students.” Another “general fact” that would still apply states, “1.
The 130 acres will be developed in general, as shown on the plan for land
use, in such a manner so as to make a self-contained unit, with major
residential streets of the Strawberry Point neighborhood going by the
development rather than through it.” Former Planning Director Tom Lai
confirmed to me in writing his opinion that all “general facts” would apply in this
case.

e Either way, your Commission should not certify the EIR because it does not
contain an "accurate, stable, and finite" project description largely, but not only,
because of the inadequate and variable description of the school and
accompanying ramifications.

You have heavy determinations before you. The Strawberry Community and beyond
are relying on your good judgement. Godspeed.

Sincerely yours,

Bruce Corcoran






The gomit wog grantod subject to tho following
condition!
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1 California Street - Suite 3050

San Francisco, California 94111-5432

voice 415.655.8100 - fax 415.655.8099
BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP  Www.bwslaw.com

Direct No.: 415.655.8114
ephillips@bwslaw.com

March 26, 2026

Marin County Planning Commission
3501 Civic Center Drive, Suite 328
San Rafael, CA 94903

Re: 201 Seminary Drive - Responses to Public Comments

Dear Chair Stepanicich and Honorable Planning Commission Members:

Our firm represents North Coast Land Holdings, LLC (“North Coast”), which has applied to the
County of Marin (“County”) for approvals to develop 337 residential units, which includes a
residential care facility for the elderly, along with an improved administration building, a
reconstructed maintenance building, a daycare, a fitness center, and numerous recreation, open
space, and landscaped areas (“Project”) on a 101-acre portion of the former Golden Gate Baptist
Seminary site at 201 Seminary Drive (“Project Site”).

Since the Planning Commission’s first hearing regarding the Project on March 2, 2026, a small
number of dedicated Project opponents have sent letters and emails to the Commission that make
a number of inaccurate and unsupported claims. We write to correct the record and respectfully
request that the Planning Commission consider the following information as it continues to
consider the Project at the upcoming March 30, 2026 public hearing.

As an initial matter, the County has repeatedly and correctly determined that the 1953 Use
Permit provides the Project Site with vested rights to conduct educational uses for up to 1,000
students. There is no factual or legal basis to reverse the County’s long-held position on this
point, and we encourage you to reject comments that suggest otherwise.

Second, the Project is a “housing development project” subject to the protections of the Housing
Accountability Act (Gov. Code § 65589.5, or the “HAA”). The Project also proposes to develop
a significant number of affordable housing units, which makes it eligible for benefits under the
State Density Bonus Law (Gov. Code § 65915). Together, the HAA and the State Density
Bonus Law entitle the Project to develop up to 606 units, significantly more than the 337 units
that North Coast has proposed.

These state laws take precedent over conflicting provisions of the Strawberry Community Plan,
and subjective standards contained therein do not provide a legal basis to deny the Project.
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North Coast has applied for Community Plan amendments to preserve Plan consistency, but as
explained in the County’s staff report in advance of the March 2, 2026, Planning Commission
hearing, there is no legal basis to deny the Project, even if the Commission elects not to amend
the Community Plan. While some Project opponents view this as an extreme position, the Court
of Appeal explains the necessity of this result as follows: “The HAA is today strong medicine
precisely because the Legislature has diagnosed a sick patient,” i.e., California and its “housing
supply and affordability crisis of historic proportions.” (California Renters Legal Advocacy &
Education Fund v. City of San Mateo (“CARLA”) (2021) 68 Cal.App.5th 820, 830, 854.)

Finally, the County has engaged in a lengthy, thorough, and legally adequate environmental
review process to produce a Project Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) that fully complies
with the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”). Throughout the Project review
process, there has been a stable project description that describes the specific proposed Project
elements. On March 1, 2026, North Coast entered into an Environmental Settlement Agreement
with the Seminary Neighborhood Association, under which North Coast voluntarily subjected
the Project and the Project Site to new operational restrictions. These changes would limit
academic programs on the Project Site to exclude primary or secondary education, restrict on-site
enrollment, and cap building heights — each a concession from North Coast to further reduce
impacts below the levels analyzed in the EIR. Nothing in CEQA prevents an applicant from
agreeing to project changes that improve environmental outcomes, and the Environmental
Settlement Agreement’s changes do not require recirculation of the EIR or further analysis to
satisfy CEQA.

As explained in more detail below, the final opposition comments you have received are wrong
on both the facts and the law. We request that you accept staff’s recommendations and vote to
recommend certification of the EIR and Project approval to the Board of Supervisors at the
conclusion of your March 30, 2026 public hearing.

L. The 1953 Use Permit Provides Vested Rights for Academic Uses with 1,000 Students

The County first approved a Use Permit in 1953 that related to the development and operation of
a Seminary. The 1953 Use Permit provides for a “student body of around 1,000 students,” and it
was issued with the condition that the County review and approve a Development Plan before
construction of the Seminary. Following the approval of the 1953 Use Permit, the Seminary
completed a “Campus Plan” in 1955, which appears to have been used as a basis for subsequent
planning applications to the County. In July of 1959, the Board of Supervisors approved an
“Improvement Plan Agreement Under Conditional Use Permit”, which allowed the Seminary to
occupy the site based on conditions regarding road alignment and funding, but the 1959 approval
included no change to the student population or other operational restrictions imposed by the
1953 Use Permit.
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On March 13, 1984, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance 2819 approving a Master Plan
for the Seminary property. Condition 19 of the Master Plan approval stated: “With the approval
of this Master Plan, the previously approved 1959 Campus Plan Use Permit shall become null
and void and be of no further effect or benefit.” This condition refers to the Board’s 1959
approval of the “Improvement Plan Agreement Under Conditional Use Permit,” which was
related to the road alignments shown in the Campus Plan that was completed in 1955. This
conclusion is supported by the fact that Master Plan Exhibit B contains a discussion of vested
rights, indicating that the Seminary was not relinquishing any rights granted by the 1953 Use
Permit.

The Master Plan expired in 2018, and the County determined that its provisions no longer control
uses on the Project Site. Regardless, the Master Plan did not alter the 1953 Use Permit’s
provisions. Project opponents continue to attempt to create ambiguity in the meaning of
Condition of Approval No. 19 of the 1984 Master Plan where none exists. The reference to the
“1959 Campus Plan Use Permit” expressly relates to a permit issued in 1959, i.e., the
“Improvement Plan Agreement Under Conditional Use Permit.” There is no factual or legal
basis to support the presumption that the 1953 Use Permit was amended by subsequent permit
conditions in the late 1950s or that the 1984 Master Plan’s revocation of the 1959 permit
somehow nullified the 1953 Use Permit.

Moreover, the County formally considered the status of the 1953 Use Permit in late 2017 and
determined that it remained in effect, and would continue to remain in effect upon expiration of
the 1984 Master Plan. The 2017 proceedings involved an appeal of the County’s September
2017 issuance of a Notice of Preparation of an environmental impact report for the development
of the site as proposed at the time (application submitted October 20, 2015 and revised on
August 16, 2017). Relatedly, North Coast had requested a four-year extension that would allow
the proposed project to be processed because the 1984 Master Plan technically was set to expire
on January 1, 2018.

At a special meeting held on October 30, 2017, the Planning Commission considered (1) North
Coast’s request for an extension of the Master Plan, which it denied (5-1) and (2) the
Association’s appeal of the NOP, which it partially sustained (6-0) by suspending work on the
EIR that was to be prepared for the project as proposed at the time. The preparation of an EIR
was not possible due to the fact that a new Master Plan application was required following the
expiration of the 1984 Master Plan. Page 5 of the Staff Report prepared for the October 30, 2017
Planning Commission hearing on North Coast’s extension request describes “Option C: Deny
Extension” as follows:

“The County may deny the proposed extension recognizing that a
significant amount of time (approximately 33 years) has been
provided to complete all of the improvements that were
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contemplated in the 1984 Master Plan, and none of the academic
buildings that were approved under the Master Plan were
constructed. Expiration of the Master Plan will not affect the
educational use of the property which is allowed under the 1953
Use Permit. Pursuant to Marin County Code Section 22.48.050, the
Use Permit will expire if the use ceases for a five-year period or
greater, unless a Use Permit Renewal is granted. It has been less than
five years since the educational use of the property by the Golden
Gate Theological Baptist Seminary had ceased.”

(Emph. added.) North Coast appealed both actions and the Board of Supervisors, following a
consolidated hearing, denied the appeal on December 12, 2017. In the staff reports prepared for
the denial of the extension request and related appeal in 2017, the County concluded that without
the Master Plan, the education use remains permitted under the 1953 Use Permit.

The December 12, 2017 Staff Report for the Board of Supervisors consolidated appeal hearing
specifically states, “[t]he Planning Commission’s decision to deny the Master Plan extension
does not affect the educational use of the property under the prior 1953 Use Permit or
prevent the applicant from submitting a new Master Plan application. Although the current
Strawberry Community Plan policies reflect the 1984 Master Plan which required use of the
housing by students, staff, and faculty, neither approval modified the conditions of the 1953
Use Permit.”

Both the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors properly relied on County planning
staff’s interpretation that the 1953 Use Permit not only remains in effect but is vested. In fact,
there is no ambiguity as to whether the 1953 Use Permit remains in effect. The Master Plan
itself indicated that that rights under the 1953 Use Permit were considered to be vested. Once
the County denied North Coast’s request to extend the 1984 Master Plan in December 2017, the
1984 Master Plan expired shortly thereafter. Accordingly, the remaining controlling document is
the 1953 Use Permit, which both the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors have
determined allow educational uses on the Project Site. There simply is no basis to reverse the
County’s long-held position now.!

! Relatedly, the doctrines of equitable estoppel and laches preclude the County from reversing its long-held position
that the 1953 Use Permit remains valid. It has been over eight years since the County confirmed the validity of the
1953 Use Permit, and North Coast has, in reliance on the County's confirmation that the 1953 Use Permit remains
valid, incurred substantial cost in developing and proceeding with the Project application submitted in 2020. (See
Conti v. Board of Civil Service Commissioners (1969) 1 Cal.3d 351, 359; HPT IHG-2 Properties Trust v. City of
Anaheim (2015) 243 Cal.App.4th 188, 201.)
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II. State Density Bonus Law Permits the Project to Be Developed as Proposed

Project opponents incorrectly conclude that the Project cannot be approved at the proposed
density because the Project “does not conform to the Strawberry Community Plan and the
Countywide Plan.” However state law expressly entitles the Project to the density currently
proposed.

Under the State Density Bonus Law, a project that seeks and agrees to provide a specified
amount of affordable housing is entitled to a density bonus in addition to the “maximum
allowable residential density” that otherwise applies to a project site. (See Gov. Code § 65915.)
The “maximum allowable residential density” is defined as the greatest number of units allowed
under the zoning ordinance, specific plan, or land use element of the general plan, “or, if a range
of density is permitted, means the greatest number of units allowed by the specific zoning range,
specific plan, or land use element of the general plan applicable to the project.” (Gov. Code §
65915(0)(6).) The granting of a density bonus, “shall not require, or be interpreted, in and of
itself, to require a general plan amendment, local coastal plan amendment, zoning change, or
other discretionary approval,” and must be approved even if the approval results in plan
inconsistencies. (Gov. Code § 65915(f)(5).) In fact, the HAA expressly provides that “the
receipt of a density bonus, incentive, concession, waiver, or reduction of development standards
pursuant to Section 65915 shall not constitute a valid basis on which to find a proposed housing
development project is inconsistent, not in compliance, or not in conformity, with an applicable
plan, program, policy, ordinance, standard, requirement, or other similar provision.” (Gov. Code
§ 65589.5(3)(3).)

Here, Countywide Plan designates the Project Site for Multifamily residential uses at a density
range of 1 — 4 dwelling units per acre. The Project proposes to dedicate 70 of its total 337
residential units as affordable to lower income households (20.8% of the total), which entitles it
to benefits under State Density Bonus Law, including the ability to develop at a base density of 4
dwelling units per acre, the top of the range permitted by the Countywide Plan.? The Project
proposes a density of 3.3 dwelling units per acre, well within the density allowed on the Project
Site by state law. To the extent that the Strawberry Community Plan conflicts with these state
law allowances, the plan is preempted. (Latinos Unidos Del Valle De Napa Y Solano v. Cty. of
Napa (2013) 217 Cal.App.4th 1160, 1168.)

In addition, because the project dedicates more than 20% of its units as affordable to low income
households, North Coast is entitled to two concessions or incentives that result in actual,
identifiable cost reductions for the Project (Gov. Code § 65915(d)(2)(B)) and unlimited waivers

2 The Project is eligible for even higher densities, and could develop at a maximum of 6 dwelling units per acre
under the State Density Bonus Law, but North Coast is self-limited to only 3.3 dwelling units/acre.
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of development standards that would physically preclude development of the Project as proposed
(Gov. Code § 65915(e); see Bankers Hill 150 v. City of San Diego (2022) 74 Cal.App.5th 755.)
Here, North Coast has proposed relief from conflicting provisions of the Strawberry Community
Plan via incentives and waivers. Therefore, those provisions are not applicable to the Project,
and the Strawberry Community Plan does not provide a legal basis to deny the Project. (Gov.
Code § 65589.5()(3).)°

III.  The Project Complies with All Applicable Objective Standards

Project opponents continue to improperly suggest that the Planning Commission should deny the
Project or require North Coast to reduce the Project’s density because the Project is “too big” and
does not fit in with the “context of the property in the community.” These and other subjective
concerns do not provide a legal basis to deny the Project or reduce its density.

Under the HAA, local agencies are forbidden from denying housing development projects that
comply with objective standards unless they make narrow health and safety findings. (See Gov.
Code § 65589.5(j)(1).) A standard is “objective” if it “involv[es] no personal or subjective
judgment by a public official and [is] uniformly verifiable by reference to an external and
uniform benchmark or criterion available and knowable by both the development applicant or
proponent and the public official.” (Gov. Code § 65589.5(h)(9).) All other standards are
“subjective.”

Even if such comments are derived from the Strawberry Community Plan, comments about the
Project’s scale (“too big”) and character (“context of the property in the community”) are
precisely the type of subjective conditions the state legislature intended to prevent from being
used to deny housing development projects. (CARLA, 68 Cal.App.5th at 854.) Consistent with
the County staff’s analysis, the Project is consistent with all applicable, objective development
standards, and therefore, there is no legal basis to deny the Project.

IV.  The Project Description is Accurate, Stable, and Finite

Several comments incorrectly claim that North Coast, the County and the EIR have “not
provided an accurate, stable, and finite description” because school operations were not
described in detail, and because the Environmental Settlement Agreement would impose further
limitations. The record resoundingly refutes this assertion.

3 In the alternative, North Coast has proposed amendments to the Strawberry Community Plan that would preserve
consistency between the Project, the Community Plan, and the Countywide Plan. However, because of the State
Density Bonus Law and the HAA, the County cannot legally deny the Project, even if it uses its discretion to not
modify the Community Plan.
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An accurate, stable, and finite project description is necessary for a legally sufficient EIR.
(County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 199.) But the same court that
first articulated this rule also recognized that CEQA is “not designed to freeze the ultimate
proposal in the precise mold of the initial project,” and that it is proper for the project description
to evolve as “new and unforeseen insights” emerge during review. (/d.)

More recent cases reiterate that changes in project descriptions do not render an EIR insufficient
as long as the basic characteristics of the Project remain accurate, stable, and finite throughout
the EIR process. (E.g., Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City and County of San
Francisco (2014) 227 Cal.App.4th 1036, 1055.) A project description is sufficiently stable, even
if it includes alternative development configurations, as long as it clearly describes what is being
evaluated in the EIR. (South of Market Community Action Network v. City and County of San
Francisco (2019) 33 Cal.App.5th 321, 334.) A project description is only inadequate or unstable
if it “thwart[s] the public’s ability to participate in the process and comment meaningfully on the
EIR.” (Save Our Capitol! v. Department of General Services (2023) 87 Cal.App.5th 655, 674.)
Moreover, an EIR is not insufficient simply because an approved project does not exactly match
any single alternative studied in an EIR. (Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters v. City of
Los Angeles (2022) 76 Cal.App.5th 1154, 1184-1185 [stable project description rule does not
require the final approved project to be identical to a single previously identified alternative, as
long as the changes do not deprive the public of meaningful review].)

Here, the Project’s description — the introduction of 337 residential units to an existing academic
campus to create a mixed-use, multigeneration neighborhood within the Strawberry community —
has remained constant since the Project was first proposed. Some Project details have changed,
and most recently, through the voluntary Environmental Settlement Agreement, North Coast has
agreed to impose new operating conditions to limit building heights and restrict commuting
students to no more than 325. These changes would reduce aesthetic impacts, trips, and
cumulative VMT as compared to the project in the EIR, which properly assumed that Project Site
will retain its entitlement under the 1953 use permit to enroll 1,000 students. Because the
Environmental Settlement Agreement’s terms would reduce Project impacts compared to those
analyzed in the EIR, it does not constitute “significant new information” for CEQA purposes.

CEQA defines “significant new information” triggering recirculation of an EIR as circumstances
when (1) a new significant environmental impact would result from the project or a new
mitigation measure to be implemented; (2) a substantial increase in the severity of an
environmental impact would result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the
impact; (3) a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the
project’s proponents decline to adopt it; or (4) the draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically
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inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were
precluded. (CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5(a).)

None of these circumstances occurred here, and recirculation of an EIR for a second round of
public review is intended to be the exception, not the rule. (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v.
Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1132; Environmental Council of Sacramento v.
County of Sacramento (2020) 45 Cal.App.5th 1020, 1034.) Accordingly, the Project description
is accurate, stable, and finite, and the Planning Commission may properly approve the Project
without further environmental review under CEQA.

V. Conclusion

None of the claims included in any of the comments regarding the Project constitute a valid basis
upon which the County could legally deny the project or condition its approval on decreased
density.

We therefore respectfully request that the Planning Commission recommend that the Board of
Supervisors approve the Project as proposed.

Thank you for your consideration,

E S Y

Eric S. Phillips
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THE VISION: An Intergenerational Hamlet

* Provide a mix of high-quality /
low-density housing that
Includes market-rate and
affordable units with senior and
workforce housing

* Create a park-like environment
with safe walking paths and trails

* Preserve open space and
remaining ridgelines

* Manage traffic by emphasizing
walking, bicycling, and use of
Marin Transit / shuttle and
rideshare programs
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

The Seminary Tomorrow working group was formed in May 2018 in response to:

e Community concerns about redevelopment
* Supervisor Kate Sears’s suggestion

Seminary Tomorrow met and worked for over a year and a half to further develop a proposed
plan for submission to the County.

* 50+ working group meetings
25+ subcommittee meetings

As a result of community input, there were several iterative changes to the redevelopment
plan including:

Preserving open space, viewsheds and the remaining ridgeline

Developing trails and parks

Reducing proposed density

Adding senior housing

Reducing building heights

Refining design for noise and light exposure

Realigning residential units to increase screening and open space continuity
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THE VISION: An Intergenerational Hamlet

* Provide a mix of high-quality /
low-density housing that
Includes market-rate and
affordable units with senior and
workforce housing

* Create a park-like environment
with safe walking paths and trails

* Preserve open space and
remaining ridgelines

* Manage traffic by emphasizing
walking, bicycling, and use of
Marin Transit / shuttle and
rideshare programs
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RESIDENTIAL DESIGN PRINCIPLES

EXAMPLE OF TRADITIONAL APPROACH

Cars parked in driveway
& trash bins exposed

Driveways and Unusable Sidewalks

Detached Sidewalks

PROPOSED CLUSTERED APPROACH

[ SHARED OPEN SPACE
PRIVATE YARD
PARKING/REFUSE AREA

Resident, guest parking
spaces and refuse areaina
shared underground garage

Clustered Housing Examples




PRESERVING RIDGELINES

PRESERVED OPEN SPACE PRESERVED
AT FORESTED KNOLL OPEN SPACE AT
SEMINARY POINT CHAPEL HILL




PRESERVING RIDGELINES

SEMINARY
DRIVE’

HODGES DRIVE

PROPOSED SEMINARY HOUSING

SENIOR LIVING RCF
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SENIOR LIVING RCF
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SENIOR LIVING RCF
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SENIOR LIVING RCF

TN 1 X T BEDROOM | UNIT | UNITTYPE
UTILITY ' . A 'l o0 E-( ) s
I | - | TYPE TYPE COUNT UNIT COUNT | TOTAL
1BR 1A 30 30
1BR + DEN 18 4 4
2A 26
2B 1
2C 1
2BR 37
2D 1
2F 1
2F 7
INDEPENDENT LIVING 100
2G 14
2H 4
21 1
2BR + DEN 2] 2 25
| 2K 2
=j & 2L 1
' | 2M 1
| PRIVATE TERRACE 3
PRIVATE TERRACE BA 1
1 3 : 3BR 3B 1 4
oL 3C 2
ASSISTED LIVING STUDIO ST 14 18 18
MEMORY CARE STUDIO ST 24
ADDITIONAL UNITS 1BR 1A 4 4 4
TYPICAL 1 BEDROOM UNIT TYPICAL 2 BEDROOM UNIT TOTAL 142
815 SF 1300 SF TOTAL BEDROOM COUNT 212




SENIOR LIVING RCF




CHAPEL HILL OPEN SPACE

CHAPEL HILL WEST PRESERVED OPEN SPACE CHAPEL HILL EAST
RESIDENCES - g RESIDENCES
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VIEW FROM CHAPEL HILL PARK PRESERVED RIDGELINE & WILDLIFE CORIDOR



CHAPEL HILL NEIGHBORHOOD

CHAPEL DRIVE VIEW - EXISTING



CHAPEL HILL NEIGHBORHOOD
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CHAPEL DRIVE VIEW - PROPOSED



CHAPEL HILL NEIGHBORHOOD

CHAPEL HILL EAST SIDE




CHAPEL HILL NEIGHBORHOOD

CHAPEL HILL WEST SIDE



HODGES DRIVE NEIGHBORHOOD

5 Gy

SEMINARY DRIVE VIEW - EXISTING
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SEMINARY DRIVE VIEW WITH 6 STORY BUILDINGS AND RAISED PLAYING FIELD
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SEMINARY DRIVE VIEW WITH 3+ STORY BUILDINGS AND RAISED PLAYING FIELD



RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS
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RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS
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