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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose  

This document is an Amendment to the Final 2007 Marin Countywide Plan 
Supplemental EIR with a Focus on Potential Cumulative Impacts to Salmonids in 
San Geronimo Valley (Final SEIR). The purpose of this Amendment is to respond 
to points raised in the additional comments received on the Final SEIR regarding 
the adequacy of the responses previously prepared on the Draft SEIR. This 
process is consistent with the requirements of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Section 15089(b) and the Marin County Environmental 
Impact Review Guidelines for implementation of CEQA. The Environmental 
Impact Review Guidelines require, as part of the EIR certification procedure, a 
minimum 10‐day review period of a Final EIR prior to any action to certify it. The 
review of a Final EIR shall exclusively focus on the adequacy of the responses to 
comments on the Draft EIR. 
 
Written comments received on the Final SEIR response to comments that were 
received within the review period deadline will be considered, together with any 
written or oral response from Marin County staff or the SEIR preparer, at the time 
action is taken by certifying the Final SEIR. This Amendment will be considered, 
together with the Final SEIR, when Marin County determines whether the SEIR 
will be certified as being adequately prepared in compliance with CEQA, which 
occurs prior to the County’s consideration of the merits of the project. 
 
The Final SEIR is available at the following link: 
https://www.marincounty.org/depts/cd/divisions/environmental-review/current-eir-
projects/2007-marin-countywide-plan-supplemental-eir 
 

1.2 Summary of EIR Processes and Events 

The Marin Countywide Plan (Marin CWP [2007]) sets policy guidelines for future 
conservation and development in the unincorporated portion of Marin County, 
California. The Marin CWP (2007) is the subject of a Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR), which is additional to the Final 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 2007 Marin Countywide Plan (Final 
EIR) that was certified and adopted by the Marin County Board of Supervisors in 
November 2007. The Final EIR evaluated the impact of land uses and 
development consistent with the Marin CWP (2007) on the County’s sensitive 
biological and wetland resources. Numerous goals, policies, and programs of the 

https://www.marincounty.org/depts/cd/divisions/environmental-review/current-eir-projects/2007-marin-countywide-plan-supplemental-eir
https://www.marincounty.org/depts/cd/divisions/environmental-review/current-eir-projects/2007-marin-countywide-plan-supplemental-eir
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Marin CWP (2007), especially in the Natural Systems and Agricultural Element, 
serve to avoid or minimize adverse impacts on biological and wetland resources 
in the County. The Final EIR analyzed the effectiveness of the relevant goals, 
policies and programs in the Marin CWP (2007) to reduce or avoid adverse 
changes to the environment resulting from proposed land-use designations and 
development applications and the degree to which they would mitigate identified 
impacts to a less-than-significant level. Cumulative impacts were also analyzed 
in the Final EIR in Section 4.6 Biological Resources and Section 6.2 Cumulative 
Impacts. 
 
Following the county's certification of the Final EIR, the Salmon Protection and 
Watershed Network (SPAWN) filed a lawsuit challenging the adequacy of the 
EIR. SPAWN's challenge was limited to the application of the Marin CWP and 
EIR to the San Geronimo Valley.  
 
Following certification of the Final EIR, Marin County undertook the following two 
studies as a means to develop recommendations to improve and maintain habitat 
conditions that will support viable populations of salmon and steelhead trout in 
San Geronimo Valley: 

• San Geronimo Valley Enhancement Plan Existing Conditions Report (ECR), 
Stillwater Sciences, January 2009. 

• San Geronimo Valley Salmon Enhancement Plan: A Guidance Document 
(SEP), Prunuske Chatham Inc. and Stillwater Sciences, February 2010. 

 
In March 2014, the Court of Appeal of the State of California First Appellate 
District Division Three issued its opinion regarding SPAWN's challenge. The 
Court's opinion focused on two issues of the adequacy of the EIR: 

• Cumulative Impacts 
• Inadequate Mitigation Measures 

 
The Final Supplemental EIR (Final SEIR) has been prepared in accordance with 
the Court’s decision to set aside its approval of the Marin CWP (2007) and 
certification of the EIR with respect to San Geronimo Valley, pending the 
following: 

1. analysis of potential cumulative impacts, and the range of potential 
consequences, on salmonids in San Geronimo Valley resulting from future 
buildout in the watershed in conformity with State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15130 and the Court’s opinion, and 
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2. a description of mitigation measures relevant to salmonids in San Geronimo 
Valley in conformity with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 and the 
Court's opinion or a description of other findings in conformity with State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 

 
For the purposes of the Final SEIR and this Amendment, the Proposed Project is 
land use and development specific to the San Geronimo Valley under the goals, 
policies and programs of the Marin CWP (2007).  
 
Marin County Development Agency (CDA) is the CEQA Lead Agency and has 
the principal responsibility for compliance of the Final SEIR with CEQA (Public 
Resource Code [PRC] Section 21067).  
 
In accordance with CEQA ([PRC Section 21000 et seq.), and the State CEQA 
Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR] Section 15000 et seq.), the 
Marin County Board of Supervisors will use the Final SEIR, including this 
amendment, in considering approval of the Proposed Project (Marin CWP [2007]) 
and certification of the Final EIR with respect to San Geronimo Valley.  
 

1.3 Public Review and Comment on the Draft SEIR and Final SEIR 

The Draft SEIR was previously distributed to the public and affected government 
agencies for review and comment during a 45-day public review period (in 
compliance with CCR Section 15087 of the State CEQA Guidelines), starting on 
May 1, 2017 and ending on June 15, 2017. The public and agency comments 
and County’s responses to these comments on the Draft SEIR are incorporated 
within the Final SEIR (see Section 7 Responses to Public Comments on the Draft 
SEIR).  
 
The Final SEIR and written responses to public and agency comments on the 
Draft SEIR (CCR Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines) were more 
recently available for an extended review and comment period (greater than the 
minimum requirement of 10 days). The original 21-day public review and 
comment period for the Final SEIR occurred from August 03, 2018 through 
August 24, 2018; however, on September 11, 2018 notice was circulated by the 
State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (State 
Clearinghouse) to all reviewing agencies of an extension to the review and 
comment period through October 8, 2018 for a total of 66 days. During the 
August 3 to October 8, 2018 review and comment period, comments were 
received from one state agency, two regional agencies, six local groups, and one 
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individual (Table 1-1). All correspondence and letters (1 through 14) submitted to 
the County on the Final SEIR, are presented in Section 2 of this Amendment, 
preceding Marin County’s responses.  
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Table 1-1. List of Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals Who Submitted Written Comments on the Final SEIR. 
Letter 

Designation 
Letter Date Date Received Agency or Organization 

Commenter’s 
First Name 

Commenter’s 
Last Name 

Title (if applicable) City 

State Agencies 
1 9/11/2018 9/11/2018 State Clearinghouse Scott Morgan Director Sacramento 
Regional Agencies 

2 8/10/2018 8/10/2018 
SF Bay Regional Water 
Quality Control Board 

Nicole Fairley 
Water Resource 
Control Engineer 

Oakland 

3 8/15/2018 8/15/2018 Caltrans Stephen Conteh 
Associate 

Transportation 
Planner 

Oakland 

4 10/8/2018 10/8/2018 
SF Bay Regional Water 
Quality Control Board 

Nicole Fairley 
Water Resource 
Control Engineer 

Oakland 

Local Groups 

5 8/13/2018 8/13/2018 
Watershed Alliance of 

Marin 
Laura Chariton President Mill Valley 

6 8/16/2018 8/16/2018 
Turtle Island Restoration 

Network  
Preston Brown 

Director of 
Watershed 

Conservation 
Forest Knolls 

7 8/20/2018 8/20/2018 Marin Audubon Society Barbara Salzman 
Co-Chair 

Conservation 
Committee 

Mill Valley 

8 8/23/2018 8/23/2018 EAC of West Marin Ashley Eagle-Gibbs 
Conservation 

Director 
Pt Reyes 
Station 

9 8/24/2018 8/24/2018 
San Geronimo Valley 

Planning Group 
Brian Staley Chair Forest Knolls 

10 8/24/2018 8/24/2018 
Turtle Island Restoration 

Network 
Preston Brown 

Director of 
Watershed 

Conservation 
Forest Knolls 

11 8/24/2018 8/24/2018 
Turtle Island Restoration 

Network 
Preston Brown 

Director of 
Watershed 

Conservation 
Forest Knolls 
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Letter 
Designation 

Letter Date Date Received Agency or Organization 
Commenter’s 

First Name 
Commenter’s 

Last Name 
Title (if applicable) City 

12 10/8/2018 10/8/2018 
Turtle Island Restoration 

Network 
Preston Brown 

Director of 
Watershed 

Conservation 
Forest Knolls 

13 10/8/2018 10/8/2018 
San Geronimo Valley 

Stewards 

Peggy 
Denis 
Koa 

Steve 
Mike 
Laura 

Rick & Ann 
Gerald 
James 

Sheneman 
Poggio 

Pickering 
Tognini 
Snyder 

Szawarzenski 
Seramin 
Toriumi 
Barnes 

  

Individuals 
14 9/20/2018 9/20/2018  James Barnes   
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2 PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS ON 
THE FINAL SEIR  

The Final SEIR was circulated for a 66‐day public review and comment period, where 
the review and comment period required by the Marin County Environmental Impact 
Review Guidelines is a minimum of 10 days. A total of fourteen (14) comment letters 
were received on the Final EIR during the public comment period. This section of the 
Final SEIR Amendment contains those comments and Marin County responses to the 
comments. 
 
As stated in Section 1, according to Marin County Environmental Impact Review 
Guidelines, the review of a Final EIR shall exclusively focus on the adequacy of the 
responses to comments on the Draft EIR. Several of the comment letters received on 
the Final SEIR raised questions or concerns similar to those raised in comments on the 
Draft SEIR. In those cases, the responses in this Amendment refer to previous 
responses presented in the Final SEIR. Some of the comment letters received on the 
Final SEIR raised issues that would be more appropriately considered by the County 
during development of the Expanded Stream Conservation Area (SCA) Ordinance 
under Mitigation Measure 5.1-1 of the Final SEIR, where future consideration of the 
issue or issues raised would not affect the adequacy and completeness of the Final 
SEIR consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, because analysis of the 
issue or issues raised in the comment is not necessary to support the significance 
determinations and/or proposed mitigation in the SEIR. These cases are noted in the 
comment responses in this Amendment, as appropriate, and consistent with State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b), recirculation of the Final SEIR is not required in 
this situation. Some of the comment letters request minor revisions to the Final SEIR. 
The comment responses in this Amendment identify where Marin County has made 
minor revisions to the Final SEIR to address this type of comment, where minor 
revisions are defined as “new information added to the EIR that merely clarifies or 
amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.” Consistent with 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b), recirculation of the Final SEIR is not 
required in this situation. All comment letters received by Marin County on the Final 
SEIR and responses to these comments are presented in this section. 
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1a Based on this and other public comments, Marin County extended the 
public review and comment period on the Final SEIR to October 08, 
2018, for a total of 66 days. All public comments submitted within the 
extended review and comment period are considered in this 
Amendment. 
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2.2 REGIONAL AGENCY LETTERS 
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Letter 2—SF Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 
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2a Based on this and other public comments, Marin County extended the 
public review and comment period on the Final SEIR to October 08, 
2018, for a total of 66 days. All public comments submitted within the 
extended review and comment period are considered in this 
Amendment. 
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Letter 3—Caltrans 
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3a The requirement for an encroachment permit for any work in the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Right of Way (ROW) 
is noted. Marin County is committed to working with Caltrans to obtain 
any necessary permits for future works. As explained in Section 1.2.2 of 
the Final SEIR, the SEIR is a programmatic EIR that represents the first 
tier of environmental review and focuses on the potential cumulative 
effects of the Marin CWP (2007) on salmonids in San Geronimo 
watershed. Any future site-specific projects would be subject to all 
relevant permitting requirements and real estate agreements, including 
adherence to requirements contained within the Caltrans Encroachment 
Permits Manual, as appropriate.  
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Letter 4—SF Regional Water Quality Control Board 
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4a Comment noted. The request for a time extension was granted and 
Regional Board comments in Letter 5 have been considered. 
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Letter 5—SF Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 

 
 
 

 
  



AMENDMENT TO THE FINAL SEIR San Geronimo Valley 

July 2019   
30 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

This page left blank intentionally. 
 
 
  



lthurston
Line

lthurston
Typewritten Text
5a



lthurston
Line

lthurston
Line

lthurston
Line

lthurston
Line

lthurston
Line

lthurston
Line

lthurston
Line

lthurston
Typewritten Text
5b

cbilodeau
Typewritten Text
5a

cbilodeau
Typewritten Text
5c



lthurston
Line

lthurston
Typewritten Text
5c



lthurston
Line

lthurston
Line

lthurston
Line

lthurston
Line

lthurston
Typewritten Text
5d

cbilodeau
Typewritten Text
5c



lthurston
Line

lthurston
Line

lthurston
Line

lthurston
Line

lthurston
Typewritten Text
5e

cbilodeau
Typewritten Text
5d



lthurston
Line

lthurston
Line

lthurston
Line

lthurston
Line

lthurston
Typewritten Text
5f

cbilodeau
Typewritten Text
5e



lthurston
Line

lthurston
Typewritten Text
5f 



lthurston
Line

lthurston
Typewritten Text
5f 



lthurston
Line

lthurston
Line

lthurston
Line

lthurston
Line

lthurston
Typewritten Text
5g

cbilodeau
Typewritten Text
5f



lthurston
Line

lthurston
Typewritten Text
5g 



lthurston
Line

lthurston
Typewritten Text
5g 



lthurston
Line

lthurston
Line

cbilodeau
Typewritten Text
5g



AMENDMENT TO THE FINAL SEIR San Geronimo Valley 

July 2019 
31 

5a 

5b 

Comment noted. The Regional Board’s requested minor revisions to 
the Final SEIR are noted, and responses to specific minor revisions are 
discussed, as appropriate, below. While Marin County notes that the 
Regional Board’s “recommended voluntary mitigation measures” would 
add to the collective scientific knowledge and understanding of the 
linkages between development activities, ecosystem processes, habitat 
form, and biological response, the recommended measures are, as 
noted by the Regional Board, outside the scope of the Final SEIR. The 
purpose of the Final SEIR is not to examine and provide for 
remediation of all historical impacts of all property development and 
land management activities, but instead to analyze potential cumulative 
impacts, and the range of potential consequences, on salmonids in San 
Geronimo Valley resulting from future buildout in the watershed, and to 
provide a description of associated mitigation measures relevant to the 
salmonids in San Geronimo Valley. Comments regarding 
recommended voluntary measures do not address the adequacy of the 
Final SEIR Response to Comments. Responses to specific voluntary 
measures requested by the Regional Board also are discussed, as 
appropriate, below. 

Analytical Framework 

Marin County agrees that the success of juvenile coho salmon during 
spring is an important component of their life cycle and that a better 
understanding of this life stage would help identify whether there are 
specific management and mitigation strategies that could enhance 
viability. Marin County notes the Regional Board’s statement that the 
measures proposed to avoid and mitigate impacts to the winter rearing 
life stage should also alleviate impacts to the spring rearing life stage. 

In the Draft SEIR, the analysis of summer rearing included references 
to a previous limiting factors analysis (LFA) that were intended to point 
out that even if there were adverse impacts that limited production of 
summer juveniles, such impacts might not result in population-level 
implications. This information was intended to help justify the “less than 
significant” conclusion under Impact 5.3 and affirm that the conclusion 
is consistent with either a life cycle analysis approach or a limiting 
factors analysis approach. Text describing the approach used to 
analyze Impact 5.3 has been clarified in the Final SEIR (see Section 3 
of this Amendment).  

The Regional Board requests a minor revision to the SEIR to further 
discuss and clarify the rationale for determining that the summer 
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rearing life stage is not substantially adversely affected by the 
Proposed Project. Text clarifying the rationale supporting the 
significance determination for Impact 5.3 has been clarified in the Final 
SEIR (see Section 3 of this Amendment). 

5c Summer Rearing 
The Regional Board requests that a temporary injunction of new 
groundwater pumping wells be added to Voluntary Mitigation Measure 
5.3-1. As previously noted by the Regional Board, adoption of the SEIR 
would result in less-than-significant impacts to coho salmon habitat 
when compared to the existing baseline condition under CEQA. 
Accordingly, inclusion of this type of temporary injunction is not 
necessary, and it is outside the scope of mitigation measures that may 
be considered in the Final SEIR. As discussed in Impact 5.3, the Final 
SEIR impact determination relies upon an analysis of the incremental 
contributions of reduced habitat complexity on summer rearing 
conditions for salmonids and determines that any impacts would be 
less than significant. Still, should the results of the voluntary 
Groundwater Study referenced by the Regional Board, and which 
would be completed within 3 years of certification of the Final SEIR, 
determine that existing and future groundwater pumping, surface water 
diversions, altered watershed hydrology, and other effects related to 
development (e.g., septic systems, landscape irrigation) are or would 
be likely to adversely impact summer baseflow in San Geronimo Creek, 
then a temporary moratorium of new groundwater pumping wells may 
be considered to address this issue. 

The Regional Board requests a minor revision to Mitigation Measure 
5.1-1, Provision 4, to require replacement in the SCA of riparian shrubs 
and herbaceous vegetation removed in association with development 
activities. Inclusion of these requirements is not necessary to mitigate 
the potentially significant cumulative impact on winter survival of 
juvenile coho salmon. The comment regarding the requested revision 
does not address the adequacy of the Final SEIR Response to 
Comments. No further response is considered necessary. 
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5d Bank Stabilization 

Minor Revisions 

The Regional Board requests a minor revision to Mitigation Measure 
5.1-1 to require new structures to be set back from the stream to allow 
natural streambank erosion and stream width adjustment. This revision 
is unnecessary as adoption of the SEIR without this revision would 
result in less-than-significant impacts. Additionally, this offered revision 
could conflict with the requirements of Marin County Code 24.04.560 
which requires all structures shall be set back from creeks, channels or 
other major waterways at least twenty feet from the top of bank or 
twenty feet plus twice the channel depth measured from the toe of the 
near embankment, whichever is greater.  

The Regional Board requests a minor revision that requires illegal 
structures to implement biotechnical bank stabilization approaches 
where feasible, or offsite mitigation where this is not feasible. The word 
“permitted” has been removed from the first sentence of Mitigation 
Measure 5.1-2 (see Section 3 of this Amendment), such that the bank 
stabilization requirements apply to all ‘permitted’ and ‘unpermitted’ 
bank stabilization projects. Additionally, we note that unpermitted and 
illegal developments are discussed in the response to comment 5k on 
the Draft SEIR, which can be found in Section 7.3 of the Final SEIR.  

The Regional Board’s request for a minor revision to require tree 
planting wherever feasible to provide stream canopy cover is noted. 
The County concurs that tree planting is important; however, this topic 
is already adequately covered by the third bullet point under Mitigation 
Measure 5.1-2, which requires bank stabilization work to incorporate 
salmonid habitat enhancement elements, such as overhanging woody 
vegetation, that improve the shelter complexity rating.  

The Regional Board’s suggestions for various “voluntary measures,” 
include: 1) perform an assessment for streambed and bank stability 
and likelihood of ongoing bank erosion for property lots that are entirely 
within the SCA, 2) develop a County program to evaluate stream reach-
based approaches to channel and bank instabilities that do not transfer 
the instabilities, and 3) develop a program for identifying, replacing, or 
enhancing existing legal non-biotechnical bank stabilization structures 
with biotechnical structures or incorporating vegetation into existing 
structures. The County acknowledges these suggestions, as well as 
the Regional Board’s indication that these “voluntary measures” are 
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outside of the scope of the Final SEIR, and that the Regional Board 
included these suggestions to outline the Regional Board’s future goals 
regarding the San Geronimo Valley and the Lagunitas Creek 
Watershed.  

5e Canopy Cover 

Minor Revisions 

The Regional Board requests a minor revision to Mitigation Measure 
5.1-1, Provision 4, that incorporates a stream “predicted canopy cover” 
requirement after 5 to 10 years of growth that is equal to or greater 
than the existing canopy cover. This revision is unnecessary as 
adoption of the SEIR without this revision would result in less-than-
significant impacts, as is noted by the Regional Board in its comments. 
Marin County acknowledges, however, that future development of a 
stream predicted canopy cover requirement that equals or exceeds the 
mitigation value of the proposed requirements for SMPs for riparian 
vegetation and habitat described in Mitigation Measure 5.1-1, Provision 
4, may be possible. Accordingly, the Regional Board may submit this 
recommendation as part of the public process associated with 
development of the Expanded SCA Ordinance. 

The Regional Board requests a minor revision to Mitigation Measure 
5.1-1, Provision 4 to require a longer monitoring period that includes 
monitoring after cessation of irrigation. The Regional Board 
recommends a minimum of 70 percent survival by the third year 
following cessation of irrigation, in conformance with the Water Board’s 
regulatory programs. This revision is unnecessary as adoption of the 
SEIR without this revision would result in less-than-significant impacts, 
as is noted by the Regional Board in its comments. Marin County 
acknowledges, however, that future development of a stream predicted 
canopy cover requirement that equals or exceeds the mitigation value 
of the proposed requirements for SMPs for riparian vegetation and 
habitat described in Mitigation Measure 5.1-1, Provision 4, may be 
possible. Accordingly, the Regional Board may submit this 
recommendation as part of the public process associated with 
development of the Expanded SCA Ordinance.  

The Regional Board requests a minor revision to Mitigation Measure 
5.1-1, Provision 4, that incorporates or allows flexibility for additional 
tree species to be incorporated into the tree list, such as red willows, 
that are fast-growing, native, and provide shade. Marin County agrees 
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to this minor revision and has adjusted the Final SEIR accordingly (see 
Section 3 of this Amendment). Consistent with Section 15088.5 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines, this revision does not constitute significant 
new information and recirculation is not triggered. 

The Regional Board requests a minor revision to Mitigation Measure 
5.1-1, Provision 4, that revises the language referring to plant container 
sizes and willow pole plantings to “recommended” to allow for expert 
opinions where deviations from these sizes is warranted. The Final 
SEIR clarified and amplified a number of performance standards for the 
proposed mitigation measures and the requested minor revision to 
Mitigation Measure 5.1-1, Provision 4, would remove specificity for 
performance standards required under CEQA (Section 15126.4 (a) (1) 
(B)). 

Voluntary Measures 

As mentioned in the footnote to Mitigation Measure 5.1-1, FIRESafe 
MARIN already provides information regarding fire-prone plants to the 
public: http://www.firesafemarin.org/plants/fire-prone. Additionally, Fire 
Code Officials undertake site inspections, as required, pursuant to the 
2016 California Fire Code.  

5f Large Woody Debris (LWD) 
The Regional Board’s comment that the SEIR will be beneficial for 
recruitment and loading of LWD, but that the baseline for LWD 
recruitment and loading is impaired, is noted. Substantial consideration 
has been given to LWD in the SEIR. Although Marin County does not 
foresee itself as a lead agency in the development of ‘Large-Scale 
Collaborative Enhancement Actions’ for stream and habitat 
enhancement projects throughout the San Geronimo Creek watershed, 
the County is open to working with other agencies on future 
collaborative enhancement efforts.. Regarding the San Geronimo Golf 
Course Property, please see Individual Response 14k in Section 7 of 
the Final SEIR.  

http://www.firesafemarin.org/plants/fire-prone
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5g Development Stormwater 
The Regional Board recommended two minor revisions: (1) That 
driveways are included in the “road classification and all associated 
mitigation measures apply.” (2) To elaborate on the definition of the 
performance standard to clarify how it is implemented. With respect to 
item no. 1, driveways are included in the road classification and the text 
in Mitigation Measure 5.1-1, Provision 5, has been clarified to be 
explicit (see Section 3 of this Amendment). With respect to item no. 2, 
the application of volume-based requirements (such as this one) 
require a treatment that can fully manage the specified volume in each 
24-hour period regardless of antecedent conditions. The text in 
Mitigation Measure 5.1-1, Provision 5, has been clarified accordingly 
(see Section 3 of this Amendment). The County has also further 
evaluated the existing runoff reduction measures described in 
Appendix C of the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies 
Association (BASMAA) Post-Construction Manual (BASMAA 2014) and 
has determined that they are sufficient to retain the 85th percentile, 24-
hour design storm standard (please refer to Appendix A of this 
Amendment). The text in Mitigation Measure 5.1-1, Provision 5, has 
been clarified accordingly (see Section 3 of this Amendment).  

The Regional Board also offers additional “voluntary measures” that the 
Regional Board acknowledges as exceeding the scope of the Final 
SEIR. These measures appear to reflect larger policy goals for large-
scale collaboration efforts to address environmental issues that are 
beyond the scope of the Final SEIR, and are acknowledged as 
contributing to the scientific discussion surrounding future large-scale 
efforts for environmental protection and remediation. The comment 
does not address the adequacy of the Final SEIR Response to 
Comments. No further response is considered necessary.  
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2.3 LOCAL GROUPS LETTERS 

 
 
  



AMENDMENT TO THE FINAL SEIR San Geronimo Valley 

July 2019   
38 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

This page left blank intentionally. 
 
  



AMENDMENT TO THE FINAL SEIR San Geronimo Valley 

July 2019   
39 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Letter 6—Watershed Alliance of West Marin 
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6a The comment period was extended through October 08, 2018. Please 
see Letter 1 above.  
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Letter 7—Turtle Island Restoration Network 
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7a Based on this and other public comments, Marin County extended the 
public review and comment period on the Final SEIR to October 08, 
2018, for a total of 66 days. All public comments submitted within the 
extended review and comment period are considered in this 
Amendment. 

 
 

  



AMENDMENT TO THE FINAL SEIR San Geronimo Valley 

July 2019   
46 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

This page left blank intentionally. 
  



AMENDMENT TO THE FINAL SEIR San Geronimo Valley 

July 2019   
47 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Letter 8—Marin Audubon Society 
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8a In the first sentence of Mitigation Measure 5.2-1, the word “shall” was 
changed to “will” because the grammatically correct use of “shall” 
requires a capable subject (i.e., a person or entity). A mitigation 
measure itself, or a provision included in a measure, is not a capable 
subject. The first sentence of Mitigation Measure 5.2-1 merely serves to 
acknowledge the intent of protections included in Mitigation Measure 
5.1-1, which is only relevant for the SCA, while the remainder of the text 
in Mitigation Measure 5.2-1 expands protections outside of the SCA. 
The word “shall” is used correctly with respect to future County actions 
in the second sentence of Mitigation Measure 5.2-1.  

8b Marin County acknowledges that there is no definitive date that ‘rain’ 
stops every year; however, the ‘rainy season’ is defined in the Marin 
Municipal Code based on past and present trends to allow for consistent 
implementation of the provisions in the Code. It is considered that not 
setting a definitive season would mean grading would be more likely to 
occur under conditions that may lead to erosion and sediment transfer, 
as well as making provisions more difficult to implement. 

Marin County recognizes that sediment transfer occurs at the 
watershed-scale (over distances > 100 ft), which is why Mitigation 
Measure 5.2-1 of the Final SEIR implements low impact development 
(LID) practices and designs at the watershed scale–within and beyond 
the SCA. It is considered that the LID practices and designs discussed 
in Master Response 6 of the Final SEIR and included in Mitigation 
Measures 5.1-1 and 5.2-1, will sufficiently control and reduce production 
and delivery of fine sediment to streams. 

8c Reasons for not quantifying a standard “mitigation ratio” are explained in 
detail in Master Response 7 in Section 7 of the Final SEIR.  

8d Marin Audubon Society’s support for Mitigation Measure 5.1-1, including 
expanding the set of activities that require discretionary permits, and for 
retaining woody vegetation, are noted. Please refer to Mitigation 
Measure 5.1-1, Provision 1, Exemption 1, for reference to leaf-litter 
requirements. 
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Letter 9—Environmental Action Committee of West Marin 
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9a The Environmental Action Committee of West Marin’s support for the 
100-ft SCA buffer is noted. The comment period was extended through 
October 08, 2018. Please see Letter 1 above.  

9b Regarding the timeframe for implementing the Expanded SCA 
Ordinance, please see Master Response 6.2. 
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Letter 10—San Geronimo Valley Planning Group 
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10a As the San Geronimo Valley Planning Group submitted comments 
consistent with those submitted by the Turtle Island Restoration 
Network, please refer to the detailed responses provided for Letters 11 
and 12 in this Amendment. 
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Letter 11—Turtle Island Restoration Network 
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11a Several of the statements that Turtle Island Restoration Network 
includes in its August 24, 2018 comment letter are the same as, or 
similar to, assertions included in prior comments on the Draft SEIR, 
including assertions regarding the adequacy of performance 
standards for proposed mitigation measures; the timeline for 
development of the Expanded SCA Ordinance; the adequacy of the 
description of the environmental baseline; enforcement of existing 
requirements for development; the precision of TIA estimates; the 
contribution of seasonal and ephemeral streams to the San 
Geronimo Valley ecosystem; direct pumping of surface water from 
local creeks; underestimation of future development; potential 
impacts related to light and noise associated with development; 
potential impacts related to livestock and pets associated with 
development; illegal removal of large wood debris; potential impacts 
related to water quality, including toxins and toxic metals from 
runoff; effects of wildfires and the need for fire control associated 
with development; potential impacts of invasive species associated 
with development; and discussion of climate change.  

Because the Marin County Environmental Impact Review Guidelines 
requires that review of a Final EIR shall exclusively focus on the 
adequacy of the responses to comments on the Draft EIR, the 
following responses do not attempt to address concerns relating to 
the Draft SEIR that have been addressed in Section 7 Responses 
To Public Comments On The Draft SEIR. For those comments that 
do raise questions about the adequacy of the responses to 
comments on the Draft SEIR (including minor revisions to the Final 
SEIR), however, the following responses are offered. 

The Final SEIR is unequivocal throughout Section 3.2 Overview of 
Urbanization Effects on Stream Function, other subsections in 
Section 3 Environmental Setting, and Section 5 Cumulative Impacts 
and Mitigation Measures, that the effects of urbanization include 
fundamental changes to the nature of a watershed’s hydrology (both 
surface flow and groundwater recharge), sediment inputs, channel 
form, streamside vegetation, nutrient inputs, water quality, solar 
inputs and primary productivity, the physical characteristics and 
suitability of instream habitats, and the biotic communities that rely 
on these habitats. While the recurring assertions raised by Turtle 
Island Restoration Network in its comment letters on the Draft and 
Final SEIR (see above list in the first paragraph of this response) 
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generally fit within the set of likely urbanization effects, they do not 
constitute substantial evidence under State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15384 that would link projected future development in San 
Geronimo Valley, as specifically described under the Proposed 
Project, to potential impacts on local salmonid populations in a 
manner that could be used to support significance determinations. 
The Final SEIR acknowledges many of the general concerns and/or 
assertions that Turtle Island Restoration Network raises in its August 
24, 2018 comment letter, but existing data are insufficient to support 
quantitative trend analyses and/or robust qualitative arguments 
related to these assertions for salmonids in San Geronimo Valley 
(beyond those analyses and forecasting already conducted for the 
SEIR, consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15145). 
Further consideration of the general concerns and/or assertions 
noted above would involve speculation on the part of the County, 
which is not required of a lead agency, consistent with State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15145.  

Instead, the Final SEIR has made use of all relevant and 
quantifiable development-related metrics (e.g., % total impervious 
area [TIA], population) (see also Section 2.6.1 Development 
Metrics), and existing environmental data (e.g., fish population data 
and trends, stream and riparian habit data and trends, risk of redd 
scour and other effects of hydromodification on instream habitat, 
water temperature, aquatic macroinvertebrate data) to support its 
conclusions (e.g., trend analysis relating population growth to the 
number of wet season flow reversals as a measure of hydrologic 
change, see Figure 5-6) and to provide a detailed rationale for 
determinations of significance, as well as discussions of significance 
after mitigation. Although a belief in the inadequacy of the proposed 
measures to avoid significant impacts may always exist, the Final 
SEIR objectively documents the potential impacts of future 
development under the Marin CWP (2007) and assesses the 
effectiveness of the proposed mitigation based to the extent 
possible on robust methodologies, as well as scientific and factual 
data, thus meeting the requirements of State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064 (b). 

As stated in Master Response 6, Mitigation Measure 5.1-1 in the 
Final SEIR reinforces the existing commitment of Marin County to 
implement a permanent Expanded SCA Ordinance for San 
Geronimo Valley within five years from certification of the Final 
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SEIR, barring unforeseen schedule delays. Although the County is 
encouraged by the relatively high coho salmon abundance and the 
near-record steelhead abundance recently reported by MMWD for 
the 2018-2019 spawning season (E. Ettlinger personal 
communication, Lagunitas Creek spawner email update 2/1/2019), 
including signs of sustained generational growth for the population, 
regional abundance is still well below the NMFS recovery targets 
and the population segment remains severely depressed. 
Accordingly, it is not in the best interests of the numerous 
stakeholders in the SEIR process or the San Geronimo Valley 
ecosystem as a whole, to continue to delay development of the 
ordinance and the protections it will offer salmonids and their 
habitat.  

11b Section 2.6 Future Development of the Final SEIR analysis, as well 
as Master Response 4.1, provide the rationale for the analysis of the 
future number of improved parcels and developed units. The 
analysis considers both parcel availability and likelihood of future 
development in relation to design and permitting constraints, which 
is reasonable within the context of a programmatic EIR and does not 
understate or downplay the potential cumulative effects of the 
Proposed Project.  

11c Please see Individual Responses 11u through 11ad of this 
Amendment. 

11d Please see Individual Response 11a of this Amendment.  

11e Please see Master Response 6 in Section 7 of the Final SEIR and 
Individual Response 11a of this Amendment. 

11f Please see Master Response 6 in Section 7 of the Final SEIR and 
Individual Response 11a of this Amendment. 

11g Please see Master Responses 7, 8, and 9 in Section 7 of the Final 
SEIR and Individual Response 11a of this Amendment. 

11h Please see Master Response 6 in Section 7 of the Final SEIR and 
Individual Response 11a of this Amendment. 

11i As stated in the Introduction to the Marin CWP (2007), Countywide 
goals reflect core community values and identify what fundamental 
outcomes are desired. Overarching goals are not quantifiable or 
time dependent, but the implementation of policies and programs is 
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intended to assist with achieving said goals. Goal BIO-4 is stated in 
the Marin CWP (2007) as follows: “Riparian Conservation. Protect 
and where possible, restore the natural structure and function of 
riparian systems.” This goal, along with the implementing policies 
and programs, has been given due consideration in the SEIR, and 
the proposed mitigation measures achieve the intent of this goal. 
Further, the Expanded SCA Ordinance would provide additional and 
strengthened requirements for development that generally align with 
the goals, policies, and programs outlined in the Marin CWP (2007).  

The “no net loss” goal of Policy BIO-2.1 Include Resource 
Preservation in Environmental Review is considered in the SEIR’s 
analysis of impacts 5.1 and 5.2 and cited therein as one of the 
reasons those impacts would be significant (i.e., effects of future 
development could conflict with the Policy). With respect to the 
perceived problem regarding exemptions and exclusions in the 
Expanded SCA Ordinance, please see Master Response 6.1 in 
Section 7 of the Final SEIR. 

With regard to the exemption from the requirement for a 
discretionary permit and site assessment under Mitigation Measure 
5.1-1 for landowners who partner with the Marin Resource 
Conservation District to voluntarily restore creeks on their property, 
as stated in the SEIR, the exemption is only valid if the proposed 
work is consistent with and authorized under the Marin Resource 
Conservation District’s Permit Coordination Program 
(http://www.marinrcd.org/pcp/) and the Resource Conservation 
District takes full responsibility for the work. Turtle Island Restoration 
Network’s assertion that this exception would allow property owners 
to proceed outside regulation, which may lead to loss of habitat, 
does not constitute substantial evidence under State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15384. 

11j Please see Master Response 15 in Section 7 of the Final SEIR 
relating to sewage disposal systems, and Individual Response 11a 
of this Amendment. 

Regarding stormwater runoff and pesticides, please see Individual 
Response 15k in Section 7 of the Final SEIR and Individual 
Response 11a of this Amendment.  

11k Please see Individual Responses 15k and 15l in Section 7 of the 
Final SEIR and Individual Response 11a of this Amendment. 

http://www.marinrcd.org/pcp/
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11l Regarding wildfire, please see Master Responses 6 and 16 of the 
Final SEIR. Wildfire will be considered further during development of 
the Expanded SCA Ordinance. 

11m Please see Master Response 11 of the Final SEIR and Individual 
Response 11a of this Amendment.  

Turtle Island Restoration Network’s assertion that affluent 
homebuyers or homeowners are more likely to have and release 
exotic species and, that these species would have an impact on 
native fish or aquatic ecosystems, does not constitute substantial 
evidence under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15384. 

11n Please see Master Response 2 and Individual Response 15o in 
Section 7 of the Final SEIR, and Individual Response 11a of this 
Amendment. 

11o Regarding development metrics, please see Individual Response 
11b of this Amendment. 

Regarding Goal BIO-4 and associated policies and implementation 
programs, please see Individual Response 11i of this Amendment.  

Please also see Individual Response 11a of this Amendment.  

11p Please see Master Response 5.2 in the Final SEIR and Individual 
Response 11a of this Amendment. 

11q The analysis of impacts in the SEIR relies in large part on 
predictions of future development (i.e., buildout) in the watershed 
and the potential for effects on physical, hydrological, and biological 
processes that could result from such development. Parsing 
development metrics by reach and sub-basin allows for meaningful 
analysis of the relative potential for these effects depending on the 
amount and type of projected development in each segment of the 
watershed. The SEIR analysis for each reach and sub-basin, which 
also considers the cumulative effects of upstream influences on 
downstream reaches, is necessary to evaluate the interrelated 
effects of watershed processes and human land and water uses that 
may occur at the scale of individual sub-basins and reaches and 
propagate downstream. Contrary to Turtle Island Restoration 
Network’s assertion, the analysis in the Final SEIR considers 
differences in habitat conditions, use by salmonid species and life 
stages, and risk of future degradation in the reaches and sub-basins 
for which information is available. While reach-based mitigation was 
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considered for the Draft SEIR, the final proposed mitigation 
measures are not specific to individual reaches or sub-basins, but 
rather apply to any location throughout the watershed where 
impacts are likely to occur.  

11r In addition to Individual Response 11q of this Amendment, surface 
water diversions are considered in Master Response 5.2 and 
Individual Response 15w of the Final SEIR.  

11s The complete statement can be found in Section 2.6.4 of the Final 
SEIR: “The distribution of parcel sizes and location relative to the 
SCA would vary by subbasin and/or reach, with relatively few 
parcels small enough to lack significant flexibility in development 
placement (0−0.5 ac) located completely within the SCA (Figure 2 
6a, b).” 

Please also refer to Section 2.6 Future Development and Master 
Response 4 of the Final SEIR. 

11t The Final SEIR analysis considers both the absolute number of 
parcels and the relative increase in parcels, as described in Section 
5 of the Final SEIR. Please also refer to Tables 2-9 and 2-10, which 
present both sets of data. See also Individual Response 11a of this 
Amendment.  

11u The Final SEIR in Sections 3.3–3.6 includes more than 30 pages 
describing the riparian and aquatic habitat conditions in San 
Geronimo Creek and its major tributaries, as well as the population 
status and trajectory of coho salmon in the watershed, based on the 
best and most recent information available from previous studies, 
monitoring efforts, technical reports, and other sources. The 
Environmental Setting section of the Final SEIR is appropriately 
focused on providing the information necessary to describe the 
environmental baseline and serve as an explanatory foundation for 
the analysis of impacts, as specified under Section 15125 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines (2018, as amended): “The description of the 
environmental setting shall be no longer than is necessary to 
provide an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed 
project and its alternatives.” 

Please also refer to Individual Response 11a of this Amendment. 

11v Please see Individual Responses 15ac, 42h, and 42o in the Final 
SEIR and Individual Response 11a of this Amendment. 
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11w Please see Master Response 8 in the Final SEIR and Individual 
Response 11a of this Amendment. 

11x Please see Individual Response 15ae in the Final SEIR and 
Individual Response 11a of this Amendment. 

11y Please see Individual Responses 15k and 15l in Section 7 of the 
Final SEIR and Individual Response 11a of this Amendment. 

11z Please see Individual Responses 11a and 11u of this Amendment.  

With respect to the concern regarding invasive, non-native 
vegetation associated with development under the Proposed 
Project, as stated in the Final SEIR, Section 3.5 Riparian Zone, 
while surveys of the herbaceous understory vegetation in 2008 
included a high percentage of non-native invasive species (Stillwater 
Sciences 2009a), the non-native vegetation did not appear to be 
preventing the establishment or growth of native riparian trees. 
Despite this, in general and as acknowledged in the Final SEIR, 
increases in non-native vegetation in riparian areas can compromise 
riparian function, reducing recruitment of native riparian trees and 
the supply of LWD to the stream (Section 5.1.3 Consideration of 
Impacts Due to Non-native Species).  

The Draft and Final SEIR present the following Marin CWP (2007) 
policies addressing invasive species in Table 2-1:  

Goal BIO-1 Enhanced Native Habitat and Biodiversity 

BIO-1.5 Promote Use of Native Plant Species 

Encourage use of a variety of native or compatible non-native, non-
invasive plants species indigenous to the site vicinity as part of 
project landscaping to improve wildlife habitat values. 

BIO-1.6 Control Spread of Invasive Exotic Plants 

Prohibit the use of invasive species in required landscaping as part 
of the discretionary review of proposed development. 

BIO-1.7 Remove Invasive Exotic Plants  

Require the removal of invasive exotic species, to the extent 
feasible, when considering applicable measures in discretionary 
permit approvals for development projects unrelated to agriculture, 
and include monitoring to prevent re-establishment in managed 
areas. 
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Goal BIO-4 Riparian Conservation 

BIO-4.5 Restore and Stabilize Stream Channels 

Pursue stream restoration and appropriate channel redesign where 
sufficient right-of-way exists that includes the following: a hydraulic 
design, a channel plan form, a composite channel cross-section that 
incorporates low flow and bankfull channels, removal and control of 
invasive exotic plant species, and biotechnical bank stabilization 
methods to promote quick establishment of riparian trees and other 
native vegetation. 

BIO-4.6 Control Exotic Vegetation 

Remove and replace invasive exotic plants with native plants as part 
of stream restoration projects and as a condition of site-specific 
development approval in an SCA, and include monitoring to prevent 
reestablishment. 

While existing information does not clearly support the assertion that 
invasive, non-native vegetation from past or present development is 
adversely impacting salmonids or their critical habitat in San 
Geronimo Valley, and the aforementioned policies would offer 
substantial protections related to future development both outside 
the SCA (Goal BIO-1 and aforementioned policies) and inside the 
SCA (Goal BIO-4 and aforementioned policies) under the Proposed 
Project, ongoing colonization of invasive species within the valley 
merits further consideration by the County during development of 
the Expanded SCA Ordinance from the perspective of general 
riparian health and the potential for additional scientific information 
to become available that sheds ight on the nexus between invasive, 
non-native vegetation and the condition of salmonid habitat in San 
Geronimo Valley. The following italicized text is provided as an 
example of language that could be added to the Expanded SCA 
Ordinance and required for implementation outside the SCA as well: 

Mitigation Measure 5.1-1: Expanded SCA Ordinance, Provision 3: 

Require site assessments to be conducted by a qualified 
professional with at least five years of field experience assessing 
potential impacts to stream ecology, riparian ecology ([Example text 
only] including presence of invasive non-native plant species), and 
hydrology in coastal California, and the potential for impacts to 
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anadromous salmonids from changes to these processes and 
conditions. 

Mitigation Measure 5.1-1: Expanded SCA Ordinance, Provision 4: 

The SMPs will include, at a minimum, the following information: 

For Riparian Vegetation and Habitat: 

• Identification (common names, scientific names, and images) 
of riparian vegetation important for salmonids; 

• [Example text only] Identification (common names, scientific 
names, and images) of invasive, non-native plant species that 
have been included by CAL IPC on the list of Invasive High, 
Moderate, or Limited (https://www.cal-ipc.org/plants/inventory) 
for Riparian and Bottomland Habitat, as periodically updated 
by CAL IPC; 

• [Example text only] Requirements for removal of invasive, non-
native plant species other than trees (see above for tree-
related requirements) that are growing on-site and, if 
replacement is desired, use of alternative species 
recommended by CAL IPC through their “Don’t Plant A Pest” 
program for the Bay Area region (https://www.cal-
ipc.org/solutions/prevention/landscaping), as periodically 
updated by CAL IPC.  

− [Example text only] Replacement species shall be 
irrigated as needed and monitored to ensure survival 
for a minimum of two years.  

• [Example text only] Requirements that hay, feed, straw or 
straw mulch intended for use in animal feed and bedding or in 
erosion control materials has been inspected and certified not 
to contain propagative plant parts or seeds found on the 
California noxious weed list, as listed in the California Code of 
Regulations, Title 3, Division 4, Chapter 6, Section 4500. 
Additional information can be found on https://www.cal-
ipc.org/solutions/prevention/weedfreeforage/.  

11aa With respect to the more general topic regarding continued efforts to 
more precisely delineate TIA in San Geronimo Valley, please see 
Individual Response 5k of the Final SEIR. With respect to how 
unpaved roads (dirt roads) are addressed under the Proposed 
Project, please see Mitigation Measure 5.1-1, Provision 5, “New 

https://www.cal-ipc.org/plants/inventory/
https://www.cal-ipc.org/solutions/prevention/landscaping
https://www.cal-ipc.org/solutions/prevention/landscaping
https://www.cal-ipc.org/solutions/prevention/weedfreeforage/
https://www.cal-ipc.org/solutions/prevention/weedfreeforage/
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roads (paved and unpaved) shall be required to meet the following 
design criteria…”  Further, please see pages 2-32 and 2-33 of the 
Final SEIR for a discussion of how unpaved roads (dirt roads) are 
assessed and considered with respect to the potential for impacts 
under the Proposed Project. 

11ab Please refer to Individual Responses 5e and 13d. 

11ac The potential cumulative impacts of the Proposed Project on 
salmonids due to development impacts on the riparian zone are 
discussed in detail in Impacts 5.1 and 5.2, and Potential Impact 5.3 
of the Final SEIR. Please also see Individual Response 11a of this 
Amendment. 

11ad Please see Master Response 3 of the Final SEIR and Individual 
Response 11a of this Amendment. 

11ae Existing conditions for spawning habitat, as well as consideration of 
fine sedimentation, dissolved oxygen levels, and redd scour, are 
discussed in Impacts 5.1 and 5.2, and Potential Impact 5.3 of the 
Final SEIR. 

Regarding fish passage barriers, the County’s understanding of 
existing barriers related to County infrastructure is described in 
Section 3.6.1 of the Final SEIR. The text in the Final SEIR has been 
clarified accordingly (see Section 3 of this Amendment). Turtle 
Island Restoration Network’s comment does not provide details 
regarding the potential number or location of additional fish passage 
barriers that are missing from the Final SEIR. Please also see 
Individual Response 11a of this Amendment.  

11af Turtle Island Restoration Network states that the list of past, 
present, and probable future projects is inadequate, but has not 
indicated other such projects that should be added to the list. Based 
on available information, Marin County considers that relevant 
projects are included in the list. Please also see Individual 
Response 11a of this Amendment. 

Regarding illegal development, please see Individual Response 5d 
of this Amendment. Please also see Master Response 15 of the 
Final SEIR relating to sewage disposal systems. 

The SEIR uses a conservative analysis approach, consistent with 
the precautionary principal, and has referenced authors who discuss 
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the precautionary principal to support this approach (Persson 2016; 
Jalava et al. 2013). 

Regarding the ability to discern population changes at various 
scales and the adequacy of the analysis approach, please see 
Master Response 5 and Individual Response 15as in Section 7 of 
the Final SEIR. 

11ag The Final SEIR identifies feasible and enforceable mitigation 
measures for each finding of a significant environmental impact, as 
discussed in Section 5 of the Final SEIR. The five-year timeframe 
for development of the Expanded SCA Ordinance is discussed in 
Master Response 6.2 of the Final SEIR.  

LID requirements are discussed in Mitigation Measure 5.1-1, 
Provision 5, including the definition of which development projects 
would necessitate these requirements. As stated in Mitigation 
Measure 5.1-2, specific criteria, design specifications, and 
guidelines for individual bank stabilization and instream habitat 
enhancement projects shall be developed in coordination with and 
approved by CDFW, with input from agencies such as NMFS and 
other willing participants, as appropriate for project permitting. 
Additional provisions are also provided in Mitigation Measure 5.1-2. 

Please also see Individual Response 11a of this Amendment. 

11ah Please see Individual Response 11i of this Amendment. 

11ai Turtle Island Restoration Network notes that Mitigation Measure 5.1-
2 requires the retention of the 85th percentile 24-hour storm for all 
projects of 500 square feet and larger. Mitigation Measure 5.1-1 
addresses stormwater runoff volumes in the Final SEIR. The 
comment mistakenly assumes that if 85% of the rain is captured 
then 15% of the rain is not, increasing runoff by 15%. In fact, the 
reality is both better and worse than this. The magnitude of the 85th 
percentile 24-hour storm is determined on an annual-volume basis: 
over the 3½ years of available data from the Lagunitas Forest Knolls 
rain gage, the 85th percentile storm is 1.79”, which means that all 
runoff will be precluded for days with rainfall at or below this amount, 
and that runoff control is not required for any rainfall that exceeds 
this amount in a day. 

In fact, the volume captured by this requirement is only 59% of the 
total annual volume of rainfall, which might suggest that the 
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requirement is even less protective than it seems at first glance. 
However, it is the type of storm that is controlled that is important, 
particularly for biological and geomorphic impacts. Under 
“traditional” stormwater-management approaches, every storm of 
any size will produce some runoff, and typically the smaller storms 
will not be mitigated at all. However, these events would normally 
have produced little to no runoff in a predevelopment state, and so 
they represent the single greatest disruption to the natural 
hydrologic regime. Their control is critical to improving instream 
conditions, which is why this approach has become so widespread 
in the last decade. 

In contrast, large storms (here, those exceeding the 1.79”/day 
threshold and so not achieving full retention) would almost certainly 
have produced runoff in the predevelopment condition as well. 
There is no claim that the alignment of pre- and post-development 
runoff volumes and rates will be identical for all such storms, but 
aquatic organisms are evolved to manage infrequent, episodic high 
flows. The prevailing judgment in the scientific literature is that the 
magnitude of such (already) high flows is less biologically impactful 
than the imposition of a pervasively flashier flow regime, a 
consequence of even small rainfall events producing measurable 
runoff. 

No stormwater mitigation scheme can claim to perfectly replicate a 
predevelopment hydrology with the runoff from impervious surfaces. 
There is little evidence, for or against, that the approach 
recommended in the Final SEIR can achieve a true “no net loss” of 
habitat acreage or function in the face of ongoing development in 
the San Geronimo Valley. There is ample evidence, however, that 
this measure will achieve a greater level of protection than any 
alternative that has previously been implemented, and that by any 
measure the downstream consequences would be less than 
significant. 

With respect to performance standards, see Master Response 6.1 in 
the Final SEIR. With respect to the five-year timeline, see Master 
Response 6.2 in the Final SEIR. Mitigation measures must be 
feasible (State CEQA Guidelines Section 21061.1) and without 
acknowledging the potential for unforeseen delays, an absolute 
timeline for completing development of the Expanded SCA 
Ordinance would be infeasible. 
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Please also see Individual Response 11a of this Amendment. 

11aj The Marin CWP (2007), including Goal BIO-4 and associated 
policies and implementing programs, was adopted by the Marin 
County Board of Supervisors in November 2007. The adequacy of 
Goal BIO-4 is not at issue in the Court’s opinion, which provides the 
direction of the Final SEIR (see Section 1.2 SEIR Requirement of 
the SEIR). Please also see Individual Response 11ai of this 
Amendment.  

The rationale for the 100-ft buffer is provided in Master Response 10 
of the Final SEIR. Please also see Individual Response 5d of this 
Amendment.  

Please note that BIO-4.a is an implementing program, not a goal. 
Implementing Program BIO-4.a in the Marin CWP (2007) does not 
incorporate exceptions that would conflict with proposed mitigation 
measures in the Final SEIR. The provisions of Mitigation Measure 
5.1-1 provide a number of detailed, quantitative performance for 
reducing the cumulative impacts of development activities on 
salmonids in San Geronimo Valley under the Proposed Project.  

Regarding performance standards for “no net loss”, please 
Individual Response 11i of this Amendment.  

Finally, mitigation measures discussed in the Final SEIR and Master 
Responses 6 through 9 of the Final SEIR incorporate performance 
standards, which will ensure that adopted measures are not 
disregarded. 

11ak Please see Individual Response 11ab of this Amendment.  

11al Please see Master Response 16 of the Final SEIR and Individual 
Response 11a of this Amendment. Additionally, Marin County will 
continue to coordinate with Fire Code Officials as part of 
development of the Expanded SCA Ordinance.  

11am Please see Individual Response 5k in Section 7 of the Final SEIR. 
Please also see Individual Responses 11a and 5d of this 
Amendment.  

11an Please see Master Response 6.2 in Section 7 of the Final SEIR and 
Individual Response 11a of this Amendment. 
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11ao Regarding future monitoring, please see Master Response 6.2 in 
Section 7 of the Final SEIR, which is consistent with State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15097 (b).  

11ap Please see Master Response 6.2 in Section 7 of the Final SEIR and 
Individual Response 11a of this Amendment. 

11aq Please see “Significance After Mitigation” in each of Impacts 5.1 and 
5.2 for a discussion of how the proposed mitigations would reduce 
the identified cumulative impacts on salmonids.  

Please also see Master Response 6 in Section 7 of the Final SEIR 
and Individual Response 11a of this Amendment. 
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Letter 12—Turtle Island Restoration Network 
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12a As stated in the Marin CWP (2007), an ephemeral stream is subject to 
the SCA setback if it (a) supports riparian vegetation for a length of 100 
feet or more, and/or (b) supports special-status species and/or a 
sensitive natural community type (such as native grasslands). If the 
ephemeral stream is not subject to the SCA setback, then the setback 
measurement is a minimum of 20 feet, regardless of parcel size. Under 
the Marin CWP (2007) BMPs are strongly encouraged in ephemeral 
streams not defined as SCAs, but not required. As noted in the Final 
SEIR, Mitigation Measure 5.2-1 requires that the same stormwater, LID, 
erosion and sediment control measures required inside of the SCA also 
occur outside of the SCA, which offers important protections to 
ephemeral streams that would not be subject to SCA setbacks and thus 
may not be otherwise adequately protected. Please see Individual 
Response 12i in Section 7 of the Final SEIR for a similar comment 
response regarding ephemeral streams. 

12b Please see Master Response 2 of the Final SEIR for discussion of the 
topics that were missing from the original comment response. 

12c Please see Section 4 of the Final SEIR for a discussion of significance 
criteria and consideration of how salmonid populations and associated 
habitat have already been significantly adversely impacted by past 
development activities. 

12d The reference to Master Response 6.7 was incorrect, as the commenter 
notes. Please see Master Response 6.1 of the Final SEIR. 

12e Please see Individual Response 11a of this Amendment. 

12f Please see Individual Response 11a of this Amendment. 

12g As stated in the first paragraph of Master Response 3 of the Final SEIR, 
“The SEIR has been prepared in compliance with the Court’s opinion 
and with applicable CEQA requirements, as was described in Section 
1.2 of the Draft SEIR and was noted in numerous explicit references to 
specific sections of the State CEQA Guidelines throughout the rest of 
the Draft SEIR.”  While a portion of Master Response 3 is focused on 
CEQA requirements for an economic analysis, the last paragraph 
discusses how adoption of an ordinance as mitigation for cumulative 
impacts under the Proposed Project is appropriate and feasible. Further, 
adoption of an ordinance to address potential environmental impacts is 
consistent with State CEQA Guidelines 15002(h)(3), which states that 
adopting plans or ordinances to control a broader class of projects to 
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avoid adverse changes to the environment is one among a set of 
methods a governmental agency can take. 

12h Please see Individual Response 11a of this Amendment. 

12i Please see Individual Response 11a of this Amendment. Regarding 
wildfire, please see Master Responses 6 and 16 in Section 7 of the Final 
SEIR. Regarding invasive species, please see Master Response 11 in 
Section 7 of the Final SEIR, as well as Individual Response 11m of this 
Amendment.  

12j Please see Individual Response 11b of this Amendment. 

12k Surface water diversions are considered in Master Response 5.2 of the 
Final SEIR, as well as in Individual Response 15w in Section 7 of the 
Final SEIR (i.e., the original response on the Draft SEIR that the 
additional comment considered here relates to). As stated in Master 
Response 5.2, surface water diversions are not subject to County 
regulations and permitting. Please see Individual Response 11a of this 
Amendment. 

12l As noted in this comment, Marin County has already acknowledged that 
the existing code enforcement program to ensure compliance with the 
County's laws and regulations would apply to the provisions of the 
Expanded SCA Ordinance in Individual Response 15aw of the Final 
SEIR.  

12m Please refer to Individual Responses 12a through 12l of this 
Amendment. 
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Letter 13—San Geronimo Valley Stewards 
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13a Please see Master Response 3 of the Final SEIR. 

13b Please see Master Response 3 and response 15an in Section 7 of the 
Final SEIR, relating to CEQA requirements for economic analysis. 
Please also refer to Master Response 13, which explains that Marin 
County strives to achieve the balance you mention between 
socioeconomic development and environmental protection. 

A total of four mitigation measures are included in the SEIR; Mitigation 
Measure 5.1-1 Expanded SCA Ordinance is only one of them. The 
intention of the Expanded SCA Ordinance is not to impose burdensome 
requirements on family homes, but to mitigate for the potentially 
significant impact of the Proposed Project on coho salmon winter 
rearing success by avoiding, minimizing, or compensating for adverse 
impacts to the watershed processes and functions that create and 
maintain essential winter rearing habitat.  

Section 3.1 of the Final SEIR summarizes the salmonid population 
status and recent trends in San Geronimo Creek. Preliminary data 
reported by MMWD for the 2018-2019 spawning season (E. Ettlinger 
personal communication, Lagunitas Creek spawner email update 
2/1/2019) indicate above-average numbers of adult coho salmon 
returning to San Geronimo Creek. Although the County is encouraged 
by this season’s relatively high coho salmon abundance, including signs 
of sustained generational growth for the population, regional abundance 
is still well below the NMFS recovery targets and the population 
segment remains severely depressed. Ocean conditions and freshwater 
habitat conditions are among the factors contributing to low abundance 
and survival. Only freshwater habitat conditions are subject to influence 
by the Proposed Project.  

With regard to measuring increases of the salmon population because 
of actions in the SEIR, please see response 8d above. 

13c Mitigation Measure 5.1-1 focuses on development activities that would 
result in potential impacts to salmonids and/or their habitat. Activities 
that would require a discretionary permit involve vegetation clearing, 
increases in impermeable area, increases in surface runoff, exposed 
soil, or alterations to the bed, bank, or channel of any stream. Repairs of 
stairs and doors are unlikely to require a discretionary permit under 
Mitigation Measure 5.1-1. The addition of decks, along with additions or 
replacements of existing homes, are more likely to trigger the criteria 
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and require a site assessment and discretionary permit under Mitigation 
Measure 5.1-1.  

Please also see Master Responses 13 and 18 in Section 7 of the Final 
SEIR. 

13d Please see Master Responses 6 and 16 of the Final SEIR for 
discussions of wildfire. Please also see section 3.5 Riparian Zone and 
response 15ag of the Final SEIR relating to riparian tree canopy 
coverage.  

Mitigation ratios for vegetation are often set at greater than 1:1 to 
increase the likelihood that one of the replanted saplings will survive 5, 
10, 20, or more years into the future to provide adequate shade for the 
stream corridor. Additionally, removal of a single established tree and 
the shade provided by its canopy represents an immediate loss of 
shade. While doubling the number of replacement trees does not also 
double the amount of replacement canopy cover during the first several 
years following replanting, it does provide relatively more cover during 
the establishment period of the planted trees.  

Request 3.1: An exemption has already been included in Mitigation 
Measure 5.1-1 for the removal or trimming of pyrophytic combustible live 
trees and/or vegetation (see Exemption 2). 

Request 3.2: The County agrees to exclude Gray pine (which is also 
commonly referred to as Ghost pine) from the list of allowable woody 
riparian tree species for replanting in the SCA, due to its ‘highly 
flammable’ status according to the USFS: 
https://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/tree/pinsab/all.html 

A minor revision has been made to Mitigation Measure 5.1-1, Provision 
4, to address this request (see Section 3 of this Amendment).  

13e Please see Section 2.6 Development Metrics of the Final SEIR and 
response 11b above.  

13f Please see Master Response 13 in Section 7 of the Final SEIR. 

Please also see response 8b above. 

Marin County notes the comment regarding permitting costs. 

13g The full paragraph on page 5-2 of the Final SEIR, from which the 
commenter excerpted the phrases included in their comment, states the 

https://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/tree/pinsab/all.html


AMENDMENT TO THE FINAL SEIR San Geronimo Valley 

July 2019   
83 

following regarding current and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
in San Geronimo Valley:   

Because details of the Woodacre/San Geronimo Flats Wastewater 
Recycling Project are currently unknown, an assessment of potential 
cumulative impacts to salmonids within the context of future 
development under the Marin CWP (2007) would be speculative at 
this time and is not included in the cumulative impact analysis. The 
road, stream crossing, and stream habitat enhancement projects are 
designed to reduce sediment input to streams and improve aquatic 
habitat conditions, and would thus provide substantial benefits to 
salmonids in San Geronimo Valley. Likewise, CDFW-funded 
salmonid habitat enhancement projects are expected to benefit 
salmonids throughout the watershed. Based on the available 
information, it can reasonably be concluded that the impacts of these 
or similar projects either would not contribute considerably to 
adverse cumulative impacts on salmonids or cannot be considered in 
the analysis due to lack of sufficient information. Additionally, these 
projects may be considered to be within the projections and policies 
of the Marin CWP [2007], as detailed above, and as analyzed in this 
SEIR. 

As written, the above paragraph notes that the details of the 
Woodacre/San Geronimo Flats Wastewater Recycling Project are 
unknown, while potential cumulative impacts of the other two types of 
projects or similar projects would not contribute considerably to adverse 
cumulative impacts on salmonids. Please also refer to Individual 
Response 14k in Section 7 of the Final SEIR for additional discussion of 
the status of the Woodacre/San Geronimo Flats Wastewater Recycling 
Project. 
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Letter 14—James M. Barnes 
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14a Comment noted. Please refer to Master Responses 6 and 16 in Section 
7 of the Final SEIR. 
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3 TEXT CHANGES TO THE FINAL EIR 

Consistent with Section 15088.5 (a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the revisions that 
have been made to the Final SEIR to address public comments do not require 
recirculation of the SEIR prior to certification because they do not constitute significant 
new information that would deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment 
upon any substantial adverse environmental effects of the Proposed Project, or a 
feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative), 
that Marin County has declined to implement. The modifications are not due to any of 
the following: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact that would result from the project or from 
a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact that would 
result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level 
of insignificance. 

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from 
others previously analyzed that would clearly lessen the environmental impacts 
of the project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it. 

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in 
nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

 
Rather, any new information that has been added to the Draft SEIR to address public 
comments clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR, 
consistent with Section 15088.5 (b) of the State CEQA Guidelines. 
 
This section identifies changes that have been made to the Final SEIR. Exact text from 
the Final SEIR (not including strikethrough and underline of previous changes made to 
the Draft SEIR) is shown and modified as necessary. Where the text is included in the 
Final SEIR in two locations, both page numbers are referred to, and the change shown 
is made in both locations. Omitted text is shown in strikethrough mode and new text is 
underlined. 
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Table 3-1. Revisions to the Final SEIR. 

Page No. Revision 

3-24 and 3-
25 

Section 3.6.1 is revised as follows: 
 
However, salmonid access is currently blocked by culverts or other passage 
barriers in several locations throughout the watershed due to both County 
infrastructure and infrastructure on private lands, and the target of unimpeded 
access to 90–100% of suitable habitat is not currently met (Table 3 2). These 
include, but are not limited to, barriers in Creamery Creek, Sylvestris Creek, 
and Treatment Plant Creek, as well as all three major tributaries to the North 
Fork (i.e., Spirit Rock, Horse, and Flanders Creeks) due to the presence of 
Dickson weir (Stillwater Sciences 2009a) as well as barriers located further 
upstream (pers. comm. Kallie Kull – Marin County, 12 March 2019). In Larsen 
Creek, steelhead access to significant stretches of potential upstream habitat 
is restricted by a large pond in the San Geronimo Golf Course and road 
crossings at Nicasio Valley Road and Meadow Way, while both coho and 
steelhead presence are restricted by an impassable culvert on Montezuma 
Road just upstream of the confluence between Montezuma and Candelero 
Creeks. 
 

5-20 and  
5-21, 7-23 
and 7-24 

Mitigation Measure 5.1-1: Expanded SCA Ordinance, Provision 4, is revised 
as follows: 

• Requirements for replacement of riparian trees removed in association 
with development activities, including: 
− Riparian trees removed shall be replaced with native riparian trees 

on-site at a 2:1 ratio or, if on-site mitigation is not feasible, shall be 
replaced off-site at a 3:1 ratio in a functionally equivalent riparian 
area of San Geronimo Creek or its major tributaries (North Fork San 
Geronimo Creek, Woodacre Creek, Montezuma Creek, 
Arroyo/Barranca/El Cerrito Complex, Larsen Creek) within reaches 
accessible to anadromous salmonids.  

− Allowable woody riparian tree species (primarily non-pyrophytic) for 
replanting in riparian areas include:  
 Broadleaf − Bigleaf Maple (Acer macrophyllum), California 

Buckeye (Aesculus californica), White Alder (Alnus rhombifolia), 
Oregon Ash (Fraxinus latifolia), Coastal Live Oak (Quercus 
agrifolia), and Arroyo Willow (Salix lasiolepis), Red Willow (Salix 
laevigata), and other species of native, fast-growing, shade-
producing trees. 

 Coniferous − Redwood (Sequoia sempervirens), Douglas-fir 
(Pseudotsuga menziesii)*. 
* Douglas-fir is a California native species and is considered to 
be a fire-prone plant, as listed on the FIRESafe MARIN website 
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http://www.firesafemarin.org/plants/fire-prone. Where planted, 
Douglas-fir should be set back from structures in compliance 
with Title 16 of the Marin County Municipal Code and the 
California Public Resources Code. Additionally, its potential to 
contribute to wildfire may be reduced through appropriate 
trimming, thinning, and removal of branches and shoots to 
reduce the density of woody plant material in the understory. 
While tanoak is also a native riparian and understory species in 
the San Geronimo Valley, tanoak is highly vulnerable to Sudden 
Oak Death and therefore can increase the amount of dead and 
dry plant material (i.e., fuel) and the potential for wildfire 
(Forrestel et al. 2015). The native riparian tree California Bay 
Laurel is currently considered to be a vector for Sudden Oak 
Death and is thus not included on the list of allowable woody 
riparian tree species for replanting in the SCA. Other tree 
species that may be native or non-native to the region but do not 
naturally occur in the riparian corridor and are pyrophytic-
combustible, such as Monterey pine (Pinus radiata), Eucalyptus 
(Eucalyptus globulus), and Ghost pine (Pinus sabiniana), are 
also not included on the list of allowable woody riparian tree 
species for replanting in the SCA. 

 

5-22 and 
7-27 

Mitigation Measure 5.1-1: Expanded SCA Ordinance, Provision 5, is revised 
as follows: 
Require that discretionary permits for development projects1 within the SCA 
include low impact development (LID) practices and designs that are 
demonstrated to prevent offsite discharge from events up to the 85th 
percentile 24-hour rainfall event. This requirement applies to retention of the 
entire volume of each day’s rainfall that does not achieve this total volume, 
and the first increment of rain up to this volume for those 24-hour periods 
whose rainfall exceeds this volume. Specifically: 

− Small projects, including single-family homes and driveways, that 
create or replace 500 ft2 or more of impervious surface shall be 
required to complete a stormwater control plan (SCP) that 
achieves retention of the 85th percentile, 24-hour design storm for 
the newly created or replaced impervious surface, or for an 
equivalent area of previously unretained impervious surface on the 
same site. For San Geronimo Valley It is acceptable for the SCP 
cannot rely upon to use the existing runoff reduction measures as 

                                            
1 Includes paper streets (Marin County Municipal Code 24.04.627) and/or improvements to existing 
unpaved roads. 

http://www.firesafemarin.org/plants/fire-prone
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described in Appendix C of the Bay Area Stormwater Management 
Agencies Association (BASMAA) Post-Construction Manual 
(BASMAA 2014) to retain the 85th percentile, 24-hour design 
storm standard. 

− Regulated projects shall be required to complete a stormwater 
control plan (SCP) that achieves retention of the 85th percentile, 
24-hour design storm for the newly created or replaced impervious 
surface, or for an equivalent area of previously unretained 
impervious surface on the same site. For San Geronimo Valley It is 
acceptable for the SCP cannot rely upon to use the bioretention 
sizing factor (0.04) described in Appendix D of the BASMAA Post-
Construction Manual (BASMAA 2014) to retain the 85th percentile, 
24-hour design storm standard. 

− New roads (paved and unpaved, including driveways) shall also be 
required to meet the following design criteria: 

 

5-24 and 
7-31 

Mitigation Measure 5.1-2 is revised as follows: 
Marin County shall require that biotechnical techniques and salmonid habitat 
enhancement elements be included for all permitted bank stabilization 
projects. 

5-35 

Potential Impact 5.3 is revised as follows: 
While the influence of degraded summer rearing conditions habitat on the 
production of coho salmon or steelhead in the watershed and its importance 
are believed to be of lesser importance to salmonids than relative to poor 
overwintering conditions (Impact 5.1) and redd scour (Impact 5.2) and are not 
currently considered to be limiting are not well understood (Stillwater Sciences 
2008, 2009; Ettlinger et al. 2015c, 2016b, 2017b), degraded summer habitat 
contributes to overall adverse conditions for juvenile coho salmon and 
steelhead in the San Geronimo Creek watershed and may reduce summer 
rearing success (though not necessarily the production of smolts from the 
watershed 
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5-38 

Potential Impact 5.3, Impact Significance, is revised as follows: 
While the Proposed Project is not capable of fully avoiding or eliminating 
impacts to hydrology, sediment delivery, and instream habitat complexity 
associated with future development, the expanded SCA measures under 
Mitigation Measure 5.1-1 which would add or enhance requirements for site 
assessment, SMPs including riparian tree replacement, and LID measures, as 
well as the biotechnical bank stabilization requirements under Mitigation 
Measure 5.1-2, would avoid or substantially reduce the potential for further 
degradation of these habitat conditions and watershed processes. With these 
measures, planned development impacts are not expected to contribute 
considerably to the existing degradation of salmonid summer rearing habitat 
or measurably reduce coho salmon and steelhead summer rearing success in 
the watershed. While the low summer stream flows that currently occur in the 
watershed may reduce rearing habitat quantity and quality and interrupt 
aquatic habitat connectivity, data from juvenile salmonid surveys and smolt 
outmigration monitoring do not support the conclusion that low summer flows 
are limiting salmonid growth or production. Further, development-related 
reductions in summer stream flow are not expected to occur under the 
Proposed Project, due to the low likelihood of additional groundwater pumping 
or surface water diversions under the Proposed Project. 
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 To: Rob Carson 

  Marin Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program 

 From: Dan Cloak  

 Subject: Marin Countywide Plan Supplemental EIR 

Mitigation Measure 5.1-1 

LID Standards for Development  

 Date: Revised 31 May 2019 

 

 

Background 

Provisions within Mitigation Measure 5.1-1 include a standard for retention of the 85th 

percentile, 24-hour design storm for development sites within the subject area that 

create or replace 500 square feet or more of impervious area (Supplemental EIR, p. 7-

27).  

Current requirements for development projects are set forth in Provision E.12 of State 

Water Resources Control Board Water Quality Order 2013-0001-DWQ, an NPDES 

permit (Permit) governing stormwater discharges applied to small municipalities 
throughout California. In Marin County and neighboring Napa, Sonoma, and Solano 

counties, the Permit requirements are implemented via the Bay Area Stormwater 

Management Agencies Association (BASMAA) Post-Construction Manual (LID Manual, 

rev. 2019). 

The LID Manual specifies a Low Impact Development (LID) approach. Applicants for 

development approvals for Regulated Projects are instructed to design their project with 

the following principles: 

• Optimize the site layout to avoid impacts to the site. 

• Limit paving and roofs. 

• Use pervious pavements where possible. 

• Direct drainage to landscaped areas—either by dispersing runoff to lawns or 

landscaping, or by routing runoff to bioretention facilities.  

The LID Manual includes detailed design criteria for pervious pavements, for dispersal 

to landscape, and for bioretention facilities. 

County Public Works staff requested an analysis of whether implementation of the 

Permit and the LID Manual could achieve equivalent mitigation of the projected 

impacts. The Permit and LID Manual would continue to be implemented within the 

subject area, but with a reduction in applicable threshold for a Regulated Project—from 

the current 5,000 square feet of impervious area created or replaced to 500 square feet 

of impervious area created or replaced.  
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Objective 

The purpose of this analysis is to evaluate quantitatively the effectiveness of the 

proposed retention standard vs. the current LID standard.  

 

Basis for Comparison 

In lieu of a simulation or more comprehensive hydrologic analysis, the comparison will 

be based on relative volumes of stormwater retained. This basis is similar to that used 

in a previous analysis (p. 7-25 of the SEIR). 

 

Analysis 

 

Differences in Volumes Retained 

Existing and future cumulative total impervious area (TIA) is taken from Table 2-4 on p. 

2-30 of the SEIR. As noted on SEIR p. 2-34, these are likely to be overestimates.  

Although Mitigation Measure 5.1-1 calls for the retention standard to be applied to 
redevelopment of sites with existing impervious area, the SEIR does not estimate the 

amount of existing TIA that would be replaced. This replaced TIA would be designed and 

built under the governing retention or LID standard. For the purpose of comparing 

estimated volume retained, replacement of existing TIA is included in the analysis of 

both standards. Replacement of existing TIA is assumed to be in the range of 15% to 

30% during the period corresponding to future theoretical buildout. 

The LID Manual requires applicants to divide the development site into drainage 

management areas (DMAs) and to account for the runoff from each DMA. The LID 

Manual directs applicants to prioritize dispersal of runoff from impervious DMAs to 

landscape and pervious pavements before incorporating bioretention facilities into the 

project.  

The LID Manual specifies a maximum 2:1 ratio of tributary impervious area to receiving 

landscaped area. This is intended to achieve infiltration of approximately 80% of 
average annual runoff. To be conservative, this analysis assumes 70% of average 

annual runoff from impervious areas is infiltrated when this criterion is applied. 

Remaining runoff is directed to bioretention facilities. The LID Manual includes specific 

criteria for these facilities. The criteria include: 

• A surface ponding layer at least 6 inches deep and sized to be at least 4% of the 

tributary impervious area 

• A growing medium (sand and compost mix), at least 18 inches deep 

• A gravel storage layer at least 12 inches deep 

• An underdrain located at the top of the gravel storage layer and connected to the 

storm drain system or to an approved discharge point. 

• An open (unlined) interface between the gravel storage layer and the underlying 

native soil. 
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A facility designed to these criteria will detain and treat 80-90% of average annual 
runoff. In clay soils, about 40% of the total runoff volume will be infiltrated (retained), 

and the remainder discharged slowly via the underdrain. The percentage infiltrated 

varies with local hydrology and soil permeability. For the purpose of this analysis a 

range of 35%-45% has been selected. 

Based on County staff’s review of implementation of post-construction measures on the 

types of development projects allowed in the subject area, most runoff from TIA is 

managed by landscape dispersal, some small amount by use of pervious pavements, 

and the remainder by bioretention. Many single-family homes, which comprise most of 

the development expected in the subject area, use only landscape dispersal and/or 
pervious pavement, and no bioretention, or use bioretention to manage only a small 

portion of TIA. For the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that landscape dispersal 

and pervious pavement, together, account of 75% of TIA, and bioretention for the 

remainder. 
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Assumptions and data used in the analysis are summarized in the table below. 

 

Quantity Data or 

estimate 
Source 

Existing TIA (buildings and parking 

lots) subject to development 

requirements 

89.9 acres SEIR Table 2-4 

Added TIA (buildings and parking lots) 

subject to development requirements 
35.8 acres SEIR Table 2-4 

Existing TIA redeveloped and subject 

to development requirements 

15%-30% 1% per year is a typical rough 

estimate 

Total acres subject to development 

requirements 

49.3 acres -

62.8 acres 

Sum of added TIA and existing 

TIA redeveloped range 

Mean Annual Precipitation (MAP) 44 inches Marin Countywide Plan 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Report (2005), p.25 

85th percentile storm volume as a 

percentage of average annual volume 

59% SEIR pp. 25-26 

Proportion of TIA subject to LID 

Manual managed by 

dispersal/pervious pavements 

75% Conservative estimate based on 

review of past development 

projects. 

Proportion of average annual runoff 

infiltrated when directed to 

dispersal/pervious pavements  

70% Conservative estimate based on 

BASMAA 2011* p. 16 and long-

standing management 
practices, adjusted for higher 

MAP in subject area 

Retention performance of bioretention 

facilities, as a percentage of average 

annual runoff 

35%-45% BASMAA 2011* 

*Geosyntec Consultants. Harvest and Use, Infiltration and Evapotranspiration Feasibility/ 
Infeasibility Criteria Report. Prepared for the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies 
Association.  May 1, 2011. 

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/water_issues/programs/stormwater/muni/m
rp/05-02-2011/Feasibility_Infeasibility.html  

 

 

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/water_issues/programs/stormwater/muni/mrp/05-02-2011/Feasibility_Infeasibility.html
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/water_issues/programs/stormwater/muni/mrp/05-02-2011/Feasibility_Infeasibility.html
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Estimate is as follows:  

Total acres subject to requirements equals new TIA plus 15%-30% of existing TIA. 

Range = 49.3-62.8 acres. 

Total volume retained by application of 85th percentile storm retention standard  

= MAP  59%  Total acres subject to requirements 

Range = 107 to 136 acre-feet per year (AFY) 

Total volume retained by application of LID Manual  

= Volume retained by dispersal + Volume retained by bioretention 

Volume retained by dispersal = 75% of area  70% retention  total acres subject 

to requirements. Range = 94.9 to 120.8 AFY 

Volume retained by bioretention = 25% of area  35%-45% retention  total 

acres subject to requirements. Range = 15.8 to 25.9 AFY 

Range = 110.7 to 146.7 AFY 

 

Based on the tabulated assumptions, application of the proposed standard to retain 

runoff from the 85th percentile storm corresponds to retention of between 107 and 136 

acre-feet per year (AFY) of runoff from TIA on development sites that would be subject to 
the standard, depending on the estimate of redeveloped TIA. Implementation of the LID 

Manual corresponds to retention of between 111 and 147 AFY from TIA, depending on 

the estimate of redeveloped TIA and depending on assumed retention performance of 

the bioretention facilities.  

 

Results and Discussion 

Application of either of the two standards would have about the same effectiveness in 

retaining runoff and therefore about the same effectiveness in mitigating increased 

runoff that would occur due to land development.  

Public Works staff observes that the application of the LID Manual to the types of 

development allowed in the subject area results in runoff from most TIA being dispersed 

to landscape. Previous modeling (BASMAA 2011) indicates that the landscape dispersal 

practices specified in the LID Manual infiltrate somewhat more runoff than the 85th 

percentile retention standard specified in the SEIR. This would balance the effect of 

slightly less runoff than the 85th percentile standard being infiltrated by bioretention 

facilities if built to the criteria in the LID Manual.  
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