MARIN COUNTY COUNCIL OF MAYORS AND COUNCILMEMBERS
AGENDA

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 28, 2026
6:00 PM

VIA VIDEOCONFERENCE ONLY

HOW TO PARTICIPATE IN THE MCCMC MEETING VIA ZOOM WEBINAR:
Join the Zoom Webinar to participate LIVE:

The Zoom webinar ID is: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/87389138251

If you are joining via dial-in instead of computer/tablet/smartphone, you may dial in to listen to the meeting using: +1
(669) 900-9128 or iPhone one-tap : +16699009128,,87389138251#

The Zoom webinar ID is: 873 8913 8251

Download Zoom Webinar here: https://zoom.us/download

To provide written public comment prior to or during the meeting, please send email to
MCCMCSecretary@gmail.com (if intended to be read aloud as public comment, please state Public Comment in subject line)

To provide verbal public comment during the meeting, click the “Raise Hand” icon during the item for which you wish
to provide comment, and staff will unmute and prompt you to talk at the designated time.

Full Agenda Packet available here: http://www.mccmc.org

6:00 PM Welcome and Introductions

1.

2
3.
4

Call to Order: MCCMC President Stephanie Hellman
. Public Comment (Limit 3 minutes per person)

4.a.

4.b.

4.c.

4.d.

Welcome, Introduction of Guests: President Stephanie Hellman

. Business Meeting:

Consider Approval of Unconditional Commitment to Brown Act for MCCMC
Standing Committees; 2) Discuss current review underway of MCCMC
Governance, Operations and Bylaws

Attachment 4a: Memo to MCCMC

Consider Approval of Request to Sunset MCCMC Homeless Subcommittee
Attachment 4b: Memo to MCCMC

Review Of Draft Agenda For The February 25, 2026 MCCMC Meeting Via Zoom
Attachment 4c: Draft agenda for February 25, 2026 meeting

Informational Item: Review of Draft Minutes of the City Selection Committee
Meeting Held on October 22, 2025 (Informational item only, the draft minutes will be
formally reviewed and approved by City Selection Committee at its next available meeting)

Attachment 4d: Draft City Selection Committee minutes for October 22, 2025 meeting *


https://us02web.zoom.us/j/87389138251
https://zoom.us/download
mailto:MCCMCSecretary@gmail.com
http://www.mccmc.org/

4.e. Consideration and Possible Action to Approve the Draft Minutes of the October 22,
2025, MCCMC Regular Meeting

Attachment 4e: Draft minutes for the October 22, 2025 meeting *

5. Committee Reports (written reports only — to be published in agenda packet and
posted on website, http://www.mccmc.org/)

5.a. Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG)
5a. Written report provided by Pat Eklund, Novato

5.b. Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC)
5b. Written report provided by Pat Eklund, Novato

5.c. Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation District *
5c¢. Written report provided by Holli Thier, Tiburon

5.d. Transportation Authority of Marin
5d. Written report provided by Alice Fredericks, Tiburon

* = Indicates report not available at time of agenda publication.
The packet will be updated online and redistributed once these items are available.

6. Presentations

1. Update From Steven Torrence, Marin County Director Of Emergency Management,
On The County’s Flood Response And Disaster Proclamation

2. Presentation From Isaac Landman, Placemate Associate Market Director,
Regarding Placemate’s “Lease To Locals” Program And Its Success As An
Affordable Housing Solution.

7. ADJOURN: to the February 25, 2026 meeting, via Zoom Webinar
Deadline for Agenda Items — February 18, 2026. Please send to: MCCMCSecretary@gmail.com



http://www.mccmc.org/
mailto:MCCMCSecretary@gmail.com
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MARIN COUNTY COUNCIL OF MAYORS AND COUNCILMEMBERS
STAFF REPORT

REPORT DATE: January 22, 2026
MEETING DATE: January 28, 2026

TO: Honorable Members Of The Marin County Council Of Mayors And Councilmembers
FROM: Rebecca Vaughn, MCCMC Clerk/Treasurer
THROUGH: Stephanie Hellman, MCCMC President

SUBJECT: 1) Consider Approval Of Unconditional Commitment To Brown Act For MCCMC
Standing Committees; 2) Discuss Current Review Underway Of MCCMC Governance,
Operations And Bylaws

T L3 L3 £ £3 {3 {3 {3
PURPOSE:

MCCMC, its standing committees and governance: Recommendation for Brown Act Compliance
and overall review for future proposal(s) and action

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Time-sensitive compliance action (tonight): On January 5, 2026, all MCCMC member jurisdictions
received a cease-and-desist letter alleging Brown Act violations of the MCCMC Legislative
Committee. The letter (see Exhibit 1) expresses multiple concerns related to right to public
attendance, public comment, and public access to meeting materials. The letter requests that
MCCMC approve an “unconditional commitment” in open session that MCCMC and all standing
committees will conduct future meetings consistent with Brown Act open-meeting requirements. The
letter requests that action be taken no later than 30 days after receipt of the letter.

Staff recommends:

(1) MCCMC adopts commitment, as requested, for immediate implementation. MCCMC should
take an affirmative vote to adopt the prospective “unconditional commitment” to Ralph M. Brown
Act open meeting requirements for MCCMC and standing committee meetings are consistently
open and accessible to the public going forward, with specific requirements provided below.

This requires action by the membership, a quorum is important to ensure MCCMC can take the
requested action at this meeting.

Brown Act open-meeting requirements:

A. Meetings open and accessible: MCCMC and all standing committee meetings will be open
to the public except as allowed by law.

B. Agenda posting and attendance instructions: Agendas will be publicly posted in advance
and will include clear instructions for how the public may attend and provide comment.

C. Public comment: Meetings will provide an opportunity for public comment consistent with
Brown Act open-meeting requirements.

D. No identification requirement: No identification, sign-in, or other conditions will be required
for public attendance.
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E. Recording permitted: Recording (including automated recording and automated
transcription/note-taking) will be allowed as provided by law.

F. Meeting materials / packets: Meeting materials distributed to committee members during
open session will be handled consistently and made available as feasible, recognizing the
letter’'s emphasis on access to informational items distributed to the committee.

(2) Provide direction to return with proposed bylaw amendments related to item #1 above.
MCCMC Bylaw amendments require a multi-meeting process

A. Bylaws modernization / updates:
Replace “spirit of the Brown Act” language with clear, affirmative compliance language and
add committee-specific procedures.

BACKGROUND:

Current bylaws language is not explicit

The MCCMC bylaws (most recently amended in 2018; Exhibit 2) state: “All meetings shall be open
to the public and comply with the spirit of the Ralph M. Brown Act.” The current MCCMC website
“About” page states that meetings “comply with the Ralph M. Brown Act.”

This agenda item is intended to remove ambiguity through (1) an affirmative commitment adopted
by MCCMC, and (2) follow-up bylaw updates

A review of current MCCMC Governance is underway that looks at neighboring associations for
best practices, including operational sustainability.
Discovery and exploration is inclusive of
e Potential future bylaws,
e Examination of rules of procedure,
¢ Voting process refinements (including City Selection Committee matters)
¢ Long-term organizational oversight/staffing options and potential financial
commitments (such as staff support, legal counsel)
e Bylaws amendments and committee rules of procedure
e Voting process refinements (including City Selection Committee matters)
e Long-term organizational oversight/staffing options and potential financial
commitments (such as staff support, legal counsel)

Under the bylaws, amendments must be introduced at a regular meeting (not enacted the same
night), then noticed/mailed at least 10 days prior to the meeting at which adoption is requested, and
require approval by 2/3 of member cities/towns.

Accordingly, it is recommended that on January 28, 2026, MCCMC (1) adopt the immediate Brown
Act unconditional commitment, and (b) introduce or direct future bylaw amendments for adoption at
a later meeting.

ACTIONS TO CONSIDER:
1. Discuss and approve Unconditional Commitment to Adherence to Provisions of Ralph M.

Brown Act For MCCMC and Its Standing Committees, and provide other direction to staff,
including direction to return with next steps as recommended in report.
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2. Take no action and provide other direction to staff. Note: this may result in legal action being
taken against MCCMC, its staff and its member cities and towns.

Attachments:
1. Cease and Desist Letter and Exhibits, Dated January 5, 2026.
2. MCCMC Bylaws, Amended 2018
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Exhibit 1

Cease and Desist Letter, Dated January 5, 2026

Note: Pages 1-7 of the Cease and Desist Letter are included below.
The full packet, including all exhibits, can be viewed here:
https://www.mccmc.org/wp-content/uploads/2026-1-5-MCCMC-Cease-Desist-with-Ex.-1-

compressed-1.pdf



https://www.mccmc.org/wp-content/uploads/2026-1-5-MCCMC-Cease-Desist-with-Ex.-1-compressed-1.pdf
https://www.mccmc.org/wp-content/uploads/2026-1-5-MCCMC-Cease-Desist-with-Ex.-1-compressed-1.pdf

FERGUSON LAW
ANNIE CAPPETTA
1816 FIFTH STREET. BERKELEY. CA « (510) 548-9005 « ANNIE@FERGUSONLAWPC.COM

January 5, 2025

Sent Via U.S. Postal Mail and E-Mail:

Rebecca Vaughn, Secretary of Marin County Council of Mayors and Councilmembers
& Assistant Town Manager of Corte Madera
mccmcsecretary@gmail.com
P.O. Box 159
Corte Madera, CA 94976

Honorable MCCMC Legislative Committee Members

c/o Alice Fredericks, MCCMC Legislative Committee President & Tiburon Councilmember
afredericks@townoftiburon.org

1505 Tiburon Boulevard

Tiburon, CA 94920

Re:  Cease and Desist Brown Act Violations of Marin County Council of Mayors and
Councilmembers and Its Standing Committees

Dear Secretary Rebecca Vaughn and Honorable Members of the Marin County Council of
Mayors and Councilmembers:

I write on behalf of Ms. Brooke Schreier Ganz, a concerned Marin County resident and
taxpayer, to demand that Marin County Council of Mayors and Councilmembers (“MCCMC”)
cease and desist its practice of conducting its standing committee meetings in secret, in violation
of the Ralph M. Brown Act, Gov’t Code § 54950, ef seq.

On three separate occasions in late 2025, the Chair of the MCCMC'’s Legislative
Committee, Alice Fredericks, obstructed Ms. Ganz from attending the regularly scheduled
committee meetings, which are held on the fourth Mondays of each month. Ms. Fredericks has
taken the erroneous position that this Legislative Committee, and MCCMC as a body, are private
political groups or social groups not subject to the Brown Act and thus closed to public access.

As explained further below, the facts of the MCCMC’s formation, membership, and
actions conclusively establish that the MCCMC and its standing committees are “legislative
bodies” bound by the Brown Act. § 54952. The MCCMC has 30 days from receiving this letter
to provide the unconditional commitment to cease and desist its Brown Act violations. If it fails
or refuses to do so, we may file an action pursuant to section 54960.2, in which case, we will
seek an award of court costs and reasonable attorneys’ fees pursuant to section 54960.5.

U All further statutory references are to the California Government Code unless otherwise specified.
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Removing, Protesting, or Barring Ms. Ganz from Legislative Committee Meetings

On the morning of August 25, 2025, Ms. Ganz clicked on a Zoom link from the top of the
MCCMC'’s Legislative Committee’s meeting agenda packet, which is publicly posted on its
website,? and attempted to attend the meeting as a member of the public. The MCCMC’s own
website states: “All meetings are open to the public and comply with the Ralph M. Brown Act.”

Ms. Ganz was admitted to the Zoom meeting and observed for several minutes until
Committee members noted her presence. The Chair of the Legislative Committee, Alice
Fredericks, demanded that Ms. Ganz identify herself, how she had gotten the Zoom information,
and why she was present in the meeting room. While Ms. Ganz’s Zoom presence listed her full
name and the Brown Act proscribes requiring identification as a condition of public attendance,
she unmuted herself and provided the information. Ms. Fredericks and Committee member
Barbara Coler then told Ms. Ganz that the meeting was “not open to the public ” because the
Legislative Committee was not subject to the Brown Act and directed Ms. Ganz to leave.

On the date of the next Legislative Committee meeting, September 22, 2025, Ms. Ganz
once again clicked on the publicly available link in the posted meeting agenda and joined the
Zoom meeting. Ms. Fredericks once again demanded Ms. Ganz leave the meeting, stating again
that the meeting was not open under the Brown Act. Ms. Ganz then unmuted her audio and
explained her rights under the Brown Act. Ms. Fredericks seemed to relent and allowed Ms.
Ganz to stay in the Zoom room to listen to the audio of the rest of this September meeting.

Then, on the morning of October 27, 2025, Ms. Ganz once again clicked on the publicly
available Zoom meeting link for the regular Legislative Committee meeting. This time, Ms.
Ganz was not admitted into the meeting. She attempted entry into the Zoom room several times.
In a conversation with Ms. Ganz the next day, MCCMC Secretary Rebecca Vaughn confirmed
that there were not technical difficulties with the Legislative Committee’s Zoom meeting and
that Ms. Fredericks intentionally blocked Ms. Ganz from attending.

In the days after this meeting, Ms. Ganz notified Ms. Vaughn and MCCMC President
Stephanie Hellman that she may pursue legal action under the Brown Act if the MCCMC did not
take corrective action. Since then, no one from MCCMC has reached out to Ms. Ganz with any
updates. Moreover, the MCCMC suddenly stopped posting agendas for the Legislative
Committee meetings on its website, cutting off public access about what was discussed in these
now closed-door meetings.

2 MCCMC Legislative Committee Meeting August 26, 2025 Agenda, MCCMC hittps://www.mccme.org/wp-
content/uploads/MCCMC-Leg-Com-Agenda-2025-25-8.pdf (last accessed Jan. 2, 2026).

3 About, MCCMC, https://www.mccme.org/about/ (last accessed Jan. 2, 2026); see also Marin County Council of
Mayors and Councilmembers, By Laws, art. VII, § 3 (as amended and approved on March 28, 2018), on file at:
https://www.mccme.org/wp-content/uploads/MCCMC-By-Laws-Amended-2018.pdf [hereinafter “Bylaws™].
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The Brown Act & MCCMC’s Violations

The California constitution enshrines the right to open government. “The people have the
right of access to information concerning the conduct of the people’s business, and, therefore, the
meetings of public bodies and the writings of public officials and agencies shall be open to
public scrutiny.” Cal. Const. art. I, § 3(b)(1).

To that end, the Brown Act declares, “The people of this State do not yield their
sovereignty to the agencies which serve them. The people, in delegating authority, do not give
their public servants the right to decide what is good for the people to know and what is not good
for them to know. The people insist on remaining informed so that they may retain control over
the instruments they have created.” § 54950.

The Brown Act is “broadly construed” to further “the people’s right of access, and
narrowly construed if it limits the right of access.” Cal. Const. art. I, § 3(b)(2); see also, e.g.,
Julian Volunteer Fire Co. Assn. v. Julian-Cuyamaca Fire Protection Dist., 62 Cal. App. 5th 583,
601 (2021) (noting Brown Act’s provisions must be “construed liberally in favor of openness in
conducting public business”).

The Act mandates: “All meetings of the legislative body of a local agency shall be open
and public, and all persons shall be permitted to attend any meeting of the legislative body of a
local agency,” except for limited provisions authorizing closed sessions. § 54953(a). The Act
also requires that all meetings conducted by legislative bodies must — absent an emergency —
be publicized in advance, follow a noticed agenda, be accessible, and provide an opportunity for
the public to comment. Id. §§ 54954-54954.3, 54954.5-54956.5, 54956.7-54957.10, 54962.

Despite MCCMC’s apparent position that it is not subject to the Brown Act — which is
not controlling — the facts of the MCCMC’s formation, membership, and actions conclusively
establish that the MCCMC and its standing committees are “legislative bodies” bound by the
Brown Act, id. § 54952.

The law defines a “legislative body” to include the following types of bodies:

1) A “commission, committee, board, or other body of a local agency, whether
permanent or temporary, decisionmaking or advisory, created by charter,
ordinance, resolution, or formal action of a legislative body,” id. § 54952(b), such
as the committees and other bodies that city councils form; and

2) Any “entity that ... [r]eceives funds from a local agency and the membership
includes a member of the legislative body of the local agency appointed to that
governing body as a full voting member by the legislative body of the local
agency.” Id. § 54952(c)(1)(B).

First, the MCCMC is a legislative body under the definition in subsection (b) of
section 54952. Any “commission, committee, board, or other body ... created by ... formal
action” of any city council is a “legislative body” subject to the Brown Act under § 54952(b) —
except for a narrow carveout not applicable here for certain ad hoc advisory committees. E.g.,
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McKee v. L.A. Interagency Metro. Police Apprehension Crime Task Force, 134 Cal. App. 4th
354, 357, 362 (2005) (holding interagency task force was subject to the Brown Act where
“numerous city councils approved it” because “[o]nce at least two city councils agreed to create
[it] as a separate entity, ... it became a local public agency whose legislative body is subject to
the Brown Act”); Int’l Longshoremen’s & Warehousemen’s Union v. L.A. Exp. Terminal, Inc.,
69 Cal. App. 4th 287, 294, 304 (1999) (holding a private corporation in which the City of Los
Angeles is a shareholder “is a legislative body within the meaning of the Brown Act” because
“the City Council was involved in bringing [it] into existence”); Joiner v. City of Sebastopol, 125
Cal. App. 3d 799, 801 (1981) (holding group who met to recommend how to fill a vacancy on a
city planning commission “was ‘created by ... formal action’ of the city council ... when it
designated two of its members to meet with two planning commission members”); Epstein v.
Hollywood Ent. Dist. Il Bus. Improvement Dist., 87 Cal. App. 4th 862, 870 (2001) (holding that a
nonprofit corporation that “administers the funds City raises” was required to comply with the
Brown Act because the city council “played a role in bringing” the nonprofit “into existence”).

As evidenced in the first line of its bylaws, the MCCMC was formed jointly by “the
incorporated cities and towns of Marin County,” which is more than sufficient to establish that
they “played a role in” creating it, and in doing so the cities established the MCCMC as another
legislative body bound by the Brown Act under section 54952(b). See McKee, 134 Cal. App. 4th
at 357; Int’l Longshoremen’s, 69 Cal. App. 4th at 304; Epstein, 87 Cal. App. 4th at 870.

Second, the MCCMC also qualifies as a legislative body under the definition in
subsection (c)(1) of section 54952. The MCCMC is also separately a “legislative body” because
it is an “entity that ... [r]eceives funds from a local agency and the membership includes a
member of the legislative body of the local agency appointed to that governing body as a full
voting member by the legislative body of the local agency,” § 54952(c)(1), i.e., the
councilmembers whose cities appointed them as MCCMC members and standing committee
members.’

Third, because the MCCMC is a legislative body in its own right, the standing
committees that it has formally created are also legislative bodies bound by the Brown Act.
See id. § 54952(b) (“standing committees of a legislative body, irrespective of their composition,
which have a continuing subject matter jurisdiction, or a meeting schedule fixed by charter,
ordinance, resolution, or formal action of a legislative body are legislative bodies for purposes of
this chapter”).

Even though the MCCMC’s own website states that it complies with the Brown Act,
public records obtained by Ms. Ganz reflect that in 2022, emails between MCCMC members
about responding to a public records request for recordings of its meetings referred to the
MCCMC as a “social group” and “not a Brown Act body,”® as if it were a purely private group

4 Bylaws art. I, § 1.

SId.;id. art. 11, § 1; id. art. V, § 1.a (“The Legislative Committee shall consist of a Councilmember from each of the
member cities, chosen by their respective City Councils ...”).

®Ex. 1at2.
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like the Lions Club or Girl Scouts, independent from public business, in which public officials
happen to participate. Public records referenced herein are attached as Exhibit 1.

To the contrary, the MCCMC and its standing committees perform core government
functions, including appointing “representatives to various statutory bodies or advisory groups”
and engaging “active legislative efforts.”” As public records reflect, through “the Legislative
Committee of the Marin County Council of Mayors and Councilmembers (MCCMC), the eleven
cities and towns in Marin County have contracted for legislative advocacy services with
Emanuels Jones & Associates (Emanuels Jones) since at least 1998.”% Invoice history shows that
Emanuels Jones has billed the MCCMC more than $3,000 nearly every month since at least
2020.° Both these lobbying costs and membership dues are paid through public funds by the
cities. Unlike a private social club, these “funds do not belong to the individual council members,
they belong to the public, and the public has a right to participate in any decisions about how
public funds should be expended.” Epstein, 87 Cal. App. 4th at 875.

Under any construction of the Brown Act, broad or otherwise, the facts show that the
MCCMC and its standing committees are legislative bodies. Given the “purposes and
requirements” of the Brown Act, courts “must follow function over form in carrying out the
Legislature’s purposes” to guarantee open government and accountability and prevent evasive
tactics. 79 Ops. Cal. Atty. Gen. 69, 73 (1996). Any disclaimer that the MCCMC or any of its
standing committees is a “social group” or “not a Brown Act body” is not “determinative” of
whether they are subject to the Brown Act. See id. On the facts admitted in the bylaws and
memorialized in public records, the MCCMC and its standing committees are legislative bodies
bound by the Brown Act’s core requirements of open public meetings with notice, agenda, and
opportunity for public comment.

Cease and Desist Demand

To address and remedy the concerns expressed in this letter, we demand that the
MCCMC and its standing committees cease and desist from conducting their deliberations in
secret and in violation of the Brown Act. The MCCMC must acknowledge the Brown Act
violations set forth in this letter by making an unconditional commitment to refrain from keeping
its meetings and the meetings of its standing committees closed to the public and to conduct all
future meetings in accordance with the Act’s requirements set for legislative bodies, including
publicly posting agendas; allowing public access to meetings; allowing the recording (including
automated recording and automated transcription or note-taking) of meetings; imposing no
identification, sign-in, or other requirements on public attendance; and preserving the
opportunity for public comment.

The MCCMC has 30 days from receiving this cease-and-desist letter to provide the
unconditional commitment, which must be approved by the MCCMC in open session during a
regular or special meeting as a separate item of business on the non-consent agenda pursuant to

" Bylaws art. 11, § 1.
$Ex. 1at5.
O Id. at 20-21.
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section 54960.2(c)(2). If the MCCMC fails or refuses to cease and desist any secret meetings and
those of its standing committees, we may file an action pursuant to Government Code section
54960.2, in which case, we will seek an award of court costs and reasonable attorneys’ fees
pursuant to section 54960.5.

Public Records Considerations

Minutes and audio or video recordings of the MCCMC and its standing committees, as
well as supporting documents under consideration during open session, commonly known as
“agenda packets” — such as proposed contracts with lobbyists — are public records subject to
disclosure under the California Public Records Act, (“CPRA”) Gov’t Code § 7920.000, et seq. It
is a common and best practice for public bodies to proactively post these materials online for
public review to streamline CPRA compliance, because doing so avoids burdens of responding
to repeated individual requests for these commonly sought materials.

Should the MCCMC and its standing committees choose not to make these records
readily accessible, please be advised that Ms. Ganz intends to exercise her rights to request them
under the CPRA, id. § 7920.530, and to make and disseminate her own recordings and/or
transcriptions of meetings, id. § 54953.5.

Furthermore, public records reflect that Ms. Vaughn and Ms. Fredericks apparently use
non-government e-mail addresses mccmcesecretary@gmail.com and askalicenow(@usa.net,
respectively, to conduct public business of the MCCMC. Because “writings about public
business are not excluded from CPRA simply because they have been sent, received, or stored in
a personal account,” Ms. Ganz also intends to exercise her right to request records held on such
accounts and enforce the MCCMC'’s duty to search those accounts. City of San Jose v. Superior
Court, 2 Cal. 5th 608, 629 (2017).

Governance shrouded in secrecy is an anathema to the democratic ideal. We urge you to
stop hiding behind closed doors when deliberating on important issues concerning the residents
of Marin County. Your constituents can provide necessary and valuable insight. They are not
obstacles to be avoided.

Please let us know by February 4, 2026, if you intend to cease and desist from the
violations raised in our letter.

Sincerely,
FERGUSON LAW PC

/s/ Annie Cappetta
Annie Cappetta
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To: Rebecca Vaughn mcecmcesecretary@gmail.com
Alice Fredericks afredericks@townoftiburon.org
Jane Cooper jcooper(@cityofbelvedere.org
Pat Ravasio pravasio@cortemadera.gov
Rosa Thomas rthomas(@cortemadera.gov
Barbara Coler bcoler@townoffairfaxca.gov
Catherine Way cway(@cityoflarkspur.org
Caroline Joachim cjoachim@cityofmillvalley.gov
Pat Eklund peklund@novato.gov
Bill Kircher bkircher@townofrossca.gov
Steven Burdo sburdo@sananselmo.gov
Tarrell Cullaway tkullaway(@sananselmo.gov
Rachel Kertz Rachel. Kertz@CityOfSanRafael.org
Joan Cox jcox(@sausalito.gov
Melissa Blaustein mblaustein@sausalito.gov

cc: MCCMC President Stephanie Hellman shellman@townoffairfaxca.gov
Legislative Committee Staffer Azalea Renfield azalearenfield@gmail.com
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EXHIBIT 2

Current MCCMC Bylaws (Approved March 2018)
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Effective: March 28, 2018
MARIN COUNTY COUNCIL OF MAYORS AND COUNCILMEMBERS

Section 1

Section 1.

a.

Section 2.

BY LAWS

ARTICLE |

Name

The incorporated cities and towns of Marin County, California, hereby form “THE
MARIN COUNTY COUNCIL OF MAYORS AND COUNCILMEMBERS?”, hereinafter
referred to as the “COUNCIL”.

ARTICLE Il
Purpose
The COUNCIL is formed to:
Promote cooperation and good working relationships between the governments of all
the cities, the County government, and the governing bodies of autonomous special

districts.

Develop and maintain cooperation and understanding between the cities and the State
and Federal governments.

Promote inter-city cooperation by:

1. Assembling information to help in the solution of mutual problems.
2. Supporting legislation beneficial to member cities.
3. Studying means of improving municipal services.

Promote “home rule” for each member city. Resist State and Federal preemption of
city responsibilities by providing effective local leadership through active legislative
efforts.

Serve as the agency through which the cities of Marin County, acting in concert, select
their representatives to various statutory bodies or advisory groups.

Foster and disseminate knowledge relating to municipal government by all appropriate

means and arouse greater interest and more active consciousness among the
members.

The COUNCIL shall not support or endorse any candidate for public office.



Effective

Section 1.

Section 2.

Section 3.

Section 1.

Section 2.

: March 28, 2018

ARTICLE IlI

Membership/Dues

Regular members of the COUNCIL shall consist of the Mayors and Councilmembers of
each city in Marin County.

Advisory members shall be the duly appointed city managers or administrators of each
city in Marin County.

Annual dues shall be due and payable after the adoption of the COUNCIL budget
in September.

ARTICLE IV
Officers

There shall be two officers, namely, a President and a Vice-President. Nominations
shall be open and taken from the floor at the May meeting, and election of President
and Vice-President shall be held each year at the June meeting, for a one-year term
beginning July 1, according to procedures outlined in Article VI, Sec. 1.

President: Duties of the President are to prepare a budget, to coordinate and plan
business portions of the meetings, preside over meetings and sign correspondence
authorized and directed by the COUNCIL.

Vice-President: The Vice-President shall perform the duties of the President in the
absence of such officer.

Secretary/Treasurer:

Section 3.

Section 1.

a.

A Secretary/Treasurer will be appointed by the President each year.

Duties of the Secretary/Treasurer are to prepare the business agenda of the meeting,
record the minutes, prepare correspondence authorized and directed by the COUNCIL
for the signature of the President, handle correspondence addressed to the COUNCIL,
maintain and be responsible for the official minutes and financial records of the
COUNCIL and perform other duties as required.

Vacancy: In the event a vacancy occurs in any office, such vacancy shall be filled by

election at the next regular meeting of the COUNCIL. The person elected to fill such
vacancy shall hold office for the remainder of the term.

ARTICLE V

Committees/Authority Assignments

Standing Committees:

Legislative Committee: The Legislative Committee shall consist of a Councilmember
from each of the member cities, chosen by their respective City Councils, one city
manager and one alternate city manager. Its duties shall be to review pending Federal
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Section 2.

Section 3.

Section 4.

Section 1.

and State legislation affecting cities and to take a position on the legislation consistent
with a vote of the majority of the committee and the authority given the committee by
MCCMC policies.

Executive Committee: The Executive Committee shall consist of the President, Vice-
President and the most immediate Past-President who is a member. It shall serve in an
advisory capacity to the President to help plan and organize the activities of the
COUNCIL.

Mayors Select Committee: The Mayors Select Committee shall consist of the Mayor,
or his/her designated representative from among each member’s council, from each of
the member cities and the Executive Committee of MCCMC. Its duties will be to form a
consensus on and a recommended advocacy action for citywide and/or regional issues
that directly and immediately affect all member cities and for which there is no other
appropriate forum. The Mayors Select Committee shall also perform the functions of
the City Selection Committee (relating to certain appointments and nominations) and
under the powers vested by and pursuant to Cal. Gov't Code §50270 et seq. The
Mayors Select Committee shall meet annually in April or at the first reasonably
convenient time thereafter, and its Chair will be the President of MCCMC. Executive
Committee members may be present but may not cast votes on City Selection
Committee matters except when designated as described above. The President of
MCCMC will report on the actions or recommendations of the Mayors Select
Committee at the next regularly scheduled meeting of the COUNCIL, and shall call for
a full vote of any recommended advocacy actions.

Appointments — Other Committees/Commissions: All appointments of individuals to
represent Marin County Council of Mayors and Councilmembers shall be by
nomination and approved by the membership at a regularly scheduled monthly
meeting.

COUNCIL appointees shall make periodic reports to the COUNCIL.

Ad Hoc Committees: Ad hoc committees may be formed by vote of the COUNCIL to
perform a specific tax not within the designated function of a standing committee, and
is dissolved when the task is completed and the final report is given. Ad hoc
committees function to investigate a matter (requiring a representative from each
member) or carry out a task (requiring only those in favor of the COUNCIL’s task) as
directed by the COUNCIL. The Chairs and Vice Chairs of the ad hoc committees shall
be selected by the committees themselves at their first meetings.

ARTICLE VI

Selection of Representatives

The COUNCIL’s selection of its officers and of appointees to the County, regional, and
other bodies, shall be governed by the following procedure:

When an election is to be held or when an appointment is to be made, letters of
candidacy will be received through the President, who will transmit names of
candidates to member cities. A complete list of candidates will be sent to each
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Section 2.

Section 1.

Section 2.

Section 3.

Section 4.

Section 5.

Section 1.

member city prior to the meeting at which the selection of a representative or appointee
is made.

In the event no member seeks an appointment, the President will seek out candidates
for the position.

Nominations may be made:

1. Through the Executive Committee

2. By a member of the COUNCIL from the floor at the meeting when the selection
is made.

3. No nominations from the floor will be accepted at a prior meeting.

A list of appointments by MCCMC, as well as the Commissioners and Committee
Representatives appointed by the Board of Supervisors from submissions by MCCMC,
and other appointments will be published annually by the Secretary and included in the
materials provided to the membership, showing the term(s) of each appointee.

ARTICLE VII

Meetings

There shall be at least nine regular meetings of the COUNCIL each year. Regular
meetings shall be held on the fourth Wednesday of each month unless a change in
meeting date is approved by a majority vote of the member cities at the regular
COUNCIL meeting. Meetings shall be rotated among the member cities.

Special meetings may be called upon the request of a majority of the cities to the
President of the COUNCIL. Notice and a proposed agenda shall be provided all
members at least one week in advance of a special meeting.

All meetings shall be open to the public and comply with the spirit of the Ralph M.
Brown Act.

The conduct of the meetings shall be governed by Rosenberg’s Rules of Order where
the question at issue is not determined by these By Laws.

Within six months prior to an election a declared candidate for public office shall not be
a featured speaker at a MCCMC meeting. Within three months prior to an election, a
representative of any ballot initiative shall not be a featured speaker at a MCCMC
meeting.

ARTICLE VI

Voting

Each member City shall have one vote. Voting may be by voice vote, unless a roll call
vote is requested by any individual Councilmember. In a roll call vote, the
representatives in attendance from each member city shall collectively cast the vote for
their city. In the case of a policy issue, roll call votes shall be cast verbally. In the
event of a committee, board, or other open seat sought by more than one
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councilmember, the vote may be cast by ballot, one ballot per city. The MCCMC
Secretary will collect the ballots, tabulate them, and announce the tabulated result.
City ballots will be available at the end of the meeting for viewing by any MCCMC
member. A majority of the votes cast shall be necessary for a decision.

Section 2. Advisory members shall be given the right to speak on any question, but shall not have
voting privileges or the right to make a motion.

Section 3. Quorum: Attendance at a duly called meeting by at least one Councilmember from
each of a majority of the member cities shall constitute a quorum for the transaction of
all business of the COUNCIL.

ARTICLE IX
Amendments

To amend the bylaws, a proposed amendment must:
1) be introduced at a regular meeting, at which it cannot be enacted; and
2) be noticed in writing and mailed to the entire membership at least 10 days prior to a
subsequent regular meeting at which it has been agendized for enactment; and
3) be approved by two/thirds of the member cities at the noticed meeting.

Adopted: November, 1979
Revised: November, 1981
Revised: February, 1983
Revised: March 26, 1986
Revised: Oct. 26, 1988
Revised: Oct. 27, 1993
Revised: June 27, 2001
Revised: March 28, 2007
Revised: October 26, 2011
Revised: June 25, 2014

Revised: March 28, 2018




Business Item 4.b

MARIN COUNTY COUNCIL OF MAYORS AND COUNCILMEMBERS
STAFF REPORT

REPORT DATE: January 22, 2026
MEETING DATE: January 28, 2026
TO: Honorable Members Of The Marin County Council Of Mayors And Councilmembers
FROM: Rebecca Vaughn, MCCMC Clerk/Treasurer
THROUGH: Stephanie Hellman, MCCMC President

SUBJECT: Consideration of Request To Sunset MCCMC Homeless Subcommittee
o oReoReRoReReRe!

PURPOSE:

To formally sunset a subcommittee that is no longer meeting.

BACKGROUND:

All MCCMC committees, bylaws, and related processes are in the process of being reviewed and
compared to those of neighboring counties in advance of recommended changes in the short term
and long term.

Regarding the MCCMC Homeless Subcommittee, it is understood that the subcommittee has not
convened in a significant period of time and does not currently have a defined work product. Further,
member jurisdictions have been addressing homelessness through their own local approaches, and
regional coordination is occurring through the County’s Homeless Policy Steering Committee
(HPSC), which meets quarterly and is open to all.

If MCCMC wishes to continue this work, it should consider reconstituting the group as a standing
committee subject to Brown Act requirements and clarifying its scope and deliverables; otherwise,
the recommendation is to formally sunset the subcommittee.

OPTIONS TO CONSIDER:
1. Discuss and approve sunsetting the MCCMC Homeless Subcommittee

2. Provide other direction to staff
3. Take no action and provide other direction to staff.



MARIN COUNTY COUNCIL OF MAYORS AND COUNCILMEMBERS
DRAFT AGENDA

Wednesday, February 25, 2026
Via Zoom Webinar
Guest Speakers:
e Legislative Update from Assemblymember Damon Connolly
e Omar Carrera — Update from Canal Alliance

Tentative Committee Reports

Association of Bay Area Governments / Bay Conservation and Development Commission
Homeless Committee

Marin County Disaster Council Citizen Corps

Marin Transit

Sonoma/Marin Area Rail Transit Commission

Golden Gate Bridge & Highway Transportation District

Transportation Authority of Marin

MCCMC Legislative Committee

Local Agency Formation Commission

Business Meeting

Tentative Continued Discussion Regarding Updates to MCCMC Bylaws and Other
Organizational Restructuring (pending direction from MCCMC at Janaury 28, 2026
meeting)

Review Of Draft Agenda For The March 25, 2026 MCCMC Meeting Via Zoom

Consideration and Possible Approval of the Draft Minutes of the January 28, 2026 MCCMC
Meeting

8:00 PM ADJOURN: to the March 25, 2026 meeting — to be held via Zoom
Deadline for consideration of potential agenda items — March 18, 2026
Please send to: MCCMCSecretary@gmail.com

4.c.



5.a. ABAG Report

ABAG Report to MCCMC'
January 2026

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: This report highlights: (1) ABAG’s Final 2026 Advocacy Program; (2) Draft

Plan Bay Area 2050+ and Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR); and, (3) San Francisco Estuary
Partnership.

Final 2026 ABAG Advocacy Program:

On January 9, 2026, the ABAG Executive Board adopted the Final 2026 ABAG Advocacy Program

that:

1.

2.

Supports funding for housing and housing-supportive policies, including supporting the state
housing bond;

Seeks state resources for the Bay Area Housing Finance Authority (BAHFA) and engaging
with regional partners and state leaders to position BAHFA and a future regional housing
measure for success;

Partner with CALCOG and regional partners to pursue a third round of Regional Early Action
Planning Grants, i.e., “REAP 3.0".

Monitor proposals and engage in discussions related to statutory updates that would impact
future Bay Area Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) cycles, including empowering
regions to balance sometimes competing priorities. In addition, ABAG will continue to advocate
for updates to RHNA to:

a. Increase transparency on the Housing and Community Development’s use of
Department of Finance population projections and other adjustments in the preparation
of the regional housing needs determination.

b. Monitor proposals and engage in discussions related to statutory updates that would
impact future Bay Area RHNA cycles.

c. Advocate for updates that are aligned with Plan Bay Area 2050+’s guiding principles
and housing goals, structured to empower regions to balance sometimes competing
goals related to housing, equity, climate, resilience, economic vitality and environment;

d. resources for regions to continue to support local government partners in meeting their
RHNA goals;

e. implementable at both the regional and local levels.

Support funding and policy strategies to help achieve and better coordinate state, regional and
local climate and conservation goals, including providing regional technical assistance to
advance sea level rise adaptation and protecting the San Francisco Estuary through
implementing the Estuary Blueprint and other San Francisco Estuary Partnership work;
advancing energy efficiency and decarbonization, including through supporting the Bay Area
Regional Energy Network (BayREN) and ABAG POWER; and improving the Bay Area’s
resilience to natural hazards and the impacts of climate change, including earthquakes, sea
level rise, heat and fire.

Other Plan Bay Area 2050+ Implementation including advocating for policies and funding tools
that support regions in implementing state-mandated sustainable communities’ strategies
(SCS), including support for policies that improve safety, active transportation and other
strategies in the Plan Bay Area 2050+ Implementation Plan.

1 Marin County Council of Mayors and Councilmembers (MCCMC). For questions, contact Councilmember Pat Eklund; City of 5.A.
Novato at: pateklund@comcast.net; and/or 415-336-9913 (cell).
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DRAFT PLAN BAY AREA (PBA) 2050+ AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR):

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Association of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG) released the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050+ (Full Document) | Plan Bay Area for public review
and comment on October 20, 2025. Four (4) public webinars were held on the on the Draft PBA and
the Draft EIR that focused on North Bay, South Bay, West Bay and East Bay. In addition, three (3)
public hearings were conducted to receive oral and written comments about the Draft Plan Bay Area
2050+ and the Plan Bay Area 2050+ Draft Environmental Impact Report which were held in City of
Novato; Fremont and San Francisco and were also available online. MTC-ABAG also held a separate
public comment period for the Draft Transportation-Air Quality Conformity (AQC) Report from
December 22, 2025, to January 21, 2026. The public comment period for the draft implementation
plan, along with the Draft EIR and accompanying supplemental reports, closed on December 18,
2025.

All of the links to the documents are highlighted above either in blue or purple above. Those reports
and many others are available by clicking the following link: Draft Plan Bay Area 2050+ | Plan Bay
Area.

The Marin County Fact sheet is attached to this report and can be downloaded: Draft Plan Bay Area
2050+ Marin County Fact Sheet | Plan Bay Area. The fact sheets for the other eight counties can be
is also posted along with the other 8 counties on ABAG’s website and can also be downloaded by
going to:

ABAG and MTC will be reviewing the comments submitted sometime in February/March 2026.

SAN FRANCISCO ESTUARY PARTNERSHIP:

On November 20, 2025, the ABAG Executive Board adopted a resolution authorizing to receive grant
funds in the amount of $2,240,000 from the Ocean Protection Council for the Regional Shoreline
Adaptation Plan (RSAP) on behalf of the Association of Bay Area Governments and the San
Francisco Estuary Partnership (SFEP).

At the Ocean Protection Council meeting of September 30, 2025, authorized funding for the San
Francisco Estuary Partnership (SFEP) to work with Albany, Berkeley, Emeryville, and Oakland to
complete an RSAP. SFEP will lead project, entitled “East Bay Crescent (EBC) Subregional
Vulnerability Assessment and Shoreline Adaptation Planning.” The project will produce RSAP-
compliant Existing Conditions (Element B) and Vulnerability Assessments (Element C) for the EBC
shoreline (Bay Bridge/Radio Beach to Cerritos Creek) and develop coordinated, single-jurisdiction
Shoreline Adaptation Plans for Albany, Berkeley, and Emeryville (Elements D-G). Core tasks include
convening an EBC Working Group, community and tribal engagement, updated exposure analyses
using recent LiDAR, evaluation of nature-based and engineered strategies, and preparation of
implementation, monitoring, and funding plans. Oakland will participate in Elements B/C through the
Working Group to align with its future planned work.

For questions, contact Councilmember Pat Eklund; City of Novato at: pateklund@comcast.net; and/or 415-
336-9913 (cell).
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= Draft Plan Bay Area 2050+ Marin County Factsheet

PLAN BAY AREA 2050 +

ASSOCIATION OF BAY AREA GOVERNMENTS
M
METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Plan Bay Area 2050+ is a long-range plan charting the course for the future of the nine-county San Francisco Bay
Area. The plan integrates 35 equitable and resilient strategies to tackle the region’s transportation, housing,
economic and environmental challenges to advance the vision of a more affordable, connected, diverse, healthy and

vibrant Bay Area for all.

This document spotlights strategies and investments within the plan and related outcomes for Marin County.

How to Use The Plan Marin County Growth Geographies

Planning Tools

Plan Bay Area 2050+ provides regional
forecasts for population, jobs and housing,
along with equity mapping and growth
geographies to guide local planning. It also
offers planning guidelines and access to an
Open Data portal.

Funding and Grant Support

The plan supports transportation projects
from concept to construction, offering grant
eligibility checklists, advocacy tools and
financial forecasts for housing, transportation
and environmental investments.

Implementation Support

MTC-ABAG provides technical assistance to
help local jurisdictions implement strategies
from Plan Bay Area 2050+. This includes
resources like playbooks for redevelopment,
mobility hubs and parking strategies, along
with support for advancing transportation
and housing initiatives.

For more information on tools and
resources for partners, please visit
planbayarea.org.

Growth Geographies are areas identified in Plan Bay Area 2050+
to guide long-term housing and job growth. As shown on the
map, these areas are designated either by local jurisdictions or
based on their proximity to transit and access to opportunity.

Bay Area Metro Center - 375 Beale Street, Suite 800, San Francisco, CA 94105 - mtc.ca.gov




MARIN COUNTY - TRANSPORTATION SPOTLIGHT

In Marin County, twelve transportation strategies work together to make it easier, safer and more reliable for
residents to get where they need to go, whether by transit, car or active modes like walking and biking. Investments
maintain and improve today’s system, expand safe options for biking and walking, and advance a new vision for
transit through Transit 2050+, developed collaboratively by transit operators and MTC.

Strategy Spotlight

Strategy T6 - Modernize Freeways Strategy T11 - Enhance Transit Frequency, Capacity
and Interchanges and Reliability

Applies modern design standards to updates of Invests in targeted service enhancements across the existing
freeways and interchanges, including at US-101 transit network to improve frequency, reliability and capacity.

and 1-580, to incorporate multimodal access The Golden Gate Transit enhancement initiatives will upgrade
and safety enhancements. Use technologies current key routes throughout Marin County, focusing on major
to optimize traffic flow along US-101 without corridors and transit hubs to improve connections to San
expanding road capacity. Francisco, Sonoma and Contra Costa Counties.

At least $9.2 billion” in transportation projects are

planned for Marin County from 2025-2050. Jobs Accessible by 45-Minute Transit Commute
in Marin County

66,000

Photo: Noah Berger

Golden Gate Transit and Golden Gate Ferry
Service Expansion

39,000
US-101 Express Bus Modernization

Improve bus trips between Novato and San Rafael by 27.000
installing bus-on-shoulder facilities that allow buses to ‘
Add new ferry services to San Francisco’s Mission

Bay and new express bus services connecting

get around traffic and maintain more reliable trip times. I

Greenbrae and Petaluma to San Francisco and T

San Rafael to El Cerrito. Enhance existing services 2023 2050 No Project 2050 Draft Plan
countywide for shorter wait times.

US-101/1-580 Interchange Improvements Job access within a 45-minute transit commute is
projected to grow significantly, increasing from 39,000
to 66,000 jobs by 2050 by strategically expanding
the transit system and promoting housing and
employment in key Growth Geographies, allowing

* Amount reflects county-specific projects only. many more people to take transit, walk or bike to
Additional regionwide or programmatic investments work. Without key strategies in Plan Bay Area 2050+,
may include more in Marin County. job access could decline.

Improve traffic flow with a new direct connector
between eastbound 1-580 and northbound US-101
while also enhancing bicycle and pedestrian access.




MARIN COUNTY - HOUSING AND ECONOMY SPOTLIGHT

Affordability is essential to housing stability. In the Bay Area, families with low incomes spend up to 70% of their
household income on housing, leaving little room for other basic needs. Plan Bay Area 2050+ prioritizes affordable
housing options for residents in Marin County and across the region, especially those with the lowest incomes and
greatest needs. Eight housing strategies focus on producing housing at all affordability levels, preserving existing
affordable homes and protecting renters from the impacts of high housing costs.

Strategy Spotlight

Strategies H3 and EC4 - Allow a Greater Mix of Housing and Land
Use Densities and Types in Growth Geographies

Strategy H8 - Accelerate Reuse
of Public and Community-Owned

Marin County is home to
many Growth Geographies
and proposed Transit-
Oriented Community sites
near SMART stations and
ferry terminals with the
potential to better connect
homes and workplaces,
reduce housing costs and
bring jobs closer to where
people live.

Land for Mixed-Income Housing
and Essential Services

Public agencies and non-profits

can accelerate the development of
100% affordable and mixed-income
housing, supportive services and
public spaces. In San Rafael, the
Priority Sites Pilot is advancing
planning and development of 600 new
homes on city-owned parcels close to
the San Rafael Transit Center.

Growth Pattern in Marin County

The Growth Pattern identifies how much Marin County might grow between 2023 and 2050, including
population, jobs, households and housing units.

2%

\

By 2050, Marin county will add 2% of
the Bay Area’s new households while
maintaining a stable job base, reflecting

ng-term community an nomi ility.
New Household Growth long-term community and economic stability

Household Growth

2023 2053 22% The number of households is expected
A = " ' to rise from 108,000 to 131,000 by 2050,
an increase of about 22%.
108,000 131,000 Growth
Job Growth
2023 2050 —

By 2050, the county is projected to maintain
a stable job base of 126,000 jobs.

-1 1

126,000 126,000 Growth



MARIN COUNTY - ENVIRONMENT SPOTLIGHT

Nine environment strategies work not just to protect Marin County’s and the Bay Area’s land, air, water and
people from natural hazards, but also to proactively improve residents’ health and enhance their living spaces.

Strategy Spotlight

Strategy EN5 - Protect and Manage High-Value
Conservation Lands

Photo: Karl Nielsen

Strengthens biodiversity, improves landscape
connectivity and supports a vibrant agricultural
sector. Priority Conservation Areas highlight
agricultural lands near Tomales Bay and Novato and
hillside and bayside open spaces across the remainder
of Marin County that provide recreation, ecosystem
services and climate resilience.

Strategy EN1 - Adapt to Sea Level Rise

Marin County Sea Level Rise Resilience Investments

For the first time, Plan Bay Area includes

Strategy EN8 - Expand Clean Vehicle Initiatives

Photo: Noah Berger

Invests in clean vehicles, including EVs, electric mobility
and chargers to accelerate the electric transition. A
proposed vehicle buyback program would support the
shift, building on Marin County's current 9% EV share
and aiming for significant growth by 2035. The plan calls
for a total of 535,000 chargers regionwide, including
approximately 16,000 in Marin County.

a Resilience Project list to address
regional sea level rise. In Marin County,
the list anticipates an $11 billion need to
manage impacts from the first 4.9 feet
of sea level rise.

Projects include regional efforts like
the SR-37 Corridor project, which
combines near-term flood solutions
with a long-term adaptation strategy.
The plan also includes additional work
along the US-101 corridor, building on
the Transportation Authority of Marin’s
2025 sea level rise adaptation planning.




5.B. BCDC REPORT

Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) Report to MCCMC?!
January 2026

BCDC RISING SEA LEVEL: In a previous meeting, there was a recognition that there is a need for a
collaborative, consensus-driven process and an overall recognition that this is a Bay Area problem,
not just a BCDC issue.

On December 4, 2025, the “BCDC rising sea level working group” met and agreed that there would
be a more thorough discussion on the authorities and jurisdictional gaps on addressing sea level rise.
At the working group meeting there was a recognition that although progress has been made, the
current system is fractured. It appears there are conflicting priorities among local, state and federal
agencies; a complexity and scope of adaptation planning; gaps in authorities to incentivize/compel
adaptation action; coordination challenges with many independent decision-makers; and, lack of clear
processes for Bay-wide coordination. It is recognized that no single agency can solve this issue
alone. It will require cooperation from all levels of government, and public, private and non-profit
organizations. It was recognized that we need to build an agreement on governance solutions to
enable an effective, long-term, regional adaptation to sea level rise in the San Francisco Bay.

It was agreed that some of the potential outcomes could include a variety of sea level rise
governance solutions — whether it be policy and organizational changes, voluntary interagency
agreements and enhanced coordination across the region; innovative and/or funding mechanisms;
and/or, new and/or improved use of authorities including potentital legislation. In addition, it was
recognized that by addressing the governance gaps, the Bay Area could work seamlessly together to
plan and implement an effective shoreline adaptation and resilience effort.

US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS OPERATIONS & MAINTENACE DREDGING PROGRAM, 2026-29:
BCDC approved with conditions, the request to maintenance dredge between 7.46 million cubic
yards, and potentially a maximum of 17.6 million cubic yards of sediment over 4 years, as follows: an
average of 1.755 million cubic yards, and potentially a maximum of 4.22 million cy of sediment
annually from six deep draft channels annually to depths ranging from minus 30 feet Mean Lower
Low Water (MLLW) to minus 50 feet; one time dredging of 30,000 cy of sediment from one deep draft
channel; and between of 450,000 cy, and a potential maximum of 725,000 cy of sediment from three
shallow draft channels and one associated “across the flats” channel, with depths ranging from minus
six feet MLLW to minus nine feet MLLW. Conduct two “sea trials” to calibrate recently repaired
hopper dredges with dredging of up to 12,000 cy of sediment. Dispose of between 7.46 million cy and
17.6 million cy of sediment at in-Bay disposal sites over four years, and/or beneficially reuse between
560,000 cy and 4.64 million cy over four years. Up to 1.23 million cy would be disposed of at the San
Francisco Deep Ocean Disposal Site.

REGIONAL SHORELINE ADAPTATION PLAN (RSAP): As mentioned in previous BCDC reports,
only a few jurisdictions have officially initiated a RSAP. Those include, Cities of Alameda, San Mateo,
Richmond, San Francisco; along with Solano County which includes Benicia, Fairfield, Suisun City
and Vallejo. This is roughly 15% of those that are required to create a Subregional Plan. $20M of
SB1 grants have been awarded to date which covers almost 70% of the jurisdictions required to
develop plans. 44 of the 51 jurisdictions (which is 86% of those required to submit a plan) have
formally or informally begun planning. This spring, BCDC will be launching a new webinar series
focused on RSAP’s along with tools and resources to help jurisdictions begin planning for the future
development of their Regional Shoreline Adaptation Plans.

1 Marin County Council of Mayors and Councilmembers (MCCMC). For questions, contact Councilmember Pat Eklund; City of 5 B
Novato at: pateklund@comcast.net; and/or 415-336-9913 (cell). oe

Page 1of1


mailto:pateklund@comcast.net

5.d. TAM Report

TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY OF MARIN BOARD Jan 22, 2026

Respectfully Submitted, Alice Fredericks Tiburon Town Councilmember
https://marin.granicus.com/DocumentViewer.php?file=marin_ccd947242142c68cd49fdb82909
66293.pdf&view=1

AGENDA ITEM 7: The Measure AA Expenditure Plan was passed by county voters in
November 2018 and includes a policy that requires review every 6 years. The current review
cycle began in fall of 2024, included reviews by the Ad Hoc Committee, briefings to the TAM
Board on findings, financial projections and possible reallocations of funds to Measure AA
funding categories. During the review cycle, A community Oversight Committee, the
Bike/Ped Advisory Committee, various working groups and members of the Marin Public
Works Association were regularly briefed. Outreach included four public popup events.

Release of the revised expenditure plan for the required 45 day public comment period
public was approved by the Tam Board at the meeting of Jan 22, 2026. Comments are
due March 9. Final approval of the expenditure plan with revisions will be considered
by the Board later in March.

Revisions included an additional category- Reimagined Roadways (Category 2.4) to fund
major road projects on key corridors without other sources of funding.

To fund the new category - Local Interchange - (Category 1.3) and Local Transportation
infrastructure (Category 2.1) funding categories were reduced .5 and 4.0% respectively

Representatives from Mill Valley, Sausalito and Tiburon voiced concerns about funding
reductions to local roads, but were reassured that, unlike reimagined roadways, alternative
source of funding were potentially available for local infrastructure which was in excellent
condition.

Innovative Technology (Category 2.4) was defunded and its .5% allocation of Measure AA
revenue was allocated to Crossing Guard( Category 3.2). Tam Board discussed the future
increasing need for crossing guards and the challenges of funding an increasing number as
the costs go up. A cost management operation was approved by the TAM which contains
the costs of evaluation of crossing guard sites by limiting new evaluations to sites not
consistently rated high or low unless there is a change in circumstance.

An update on the Programs, Project Management Oversight Series Contract was approved.
Consultant support on an as needed basis allows delivery of programs and projects
without bringing on additional full-time staffing in an environment of changing workloads.
Funding of support services depends on local regional state and federal source, depending
on the particular program or project. The On Call contract approved allows oversight on
Task Order, verifying that sufficient funds are available as the schedule of the project
develops.

5.d.



The TAM Commission also approved funding for the Redwood Highway Frontage Bike Lane
Project and resolutions for RM3 Funding for State Route 27.



Dear Council Member,

| appreciated the time introducing the Make Polluters Pay Act (MPP) at your January
MCCMC mtg. In brief this measure is revenue to combat the effects of Climate Change
from a fine levied on the biggest Polluters. The monies come from fossil fuel polluters' profit
margins & is assessed by CalEPA to those operating in California - a relief to taxpayers who
otherwise would bear these costs.

This legislation could raise hundreds of billions of dollars to protect California and fund
solutions that build affordable, resilient and sustainable communities at the municipal
level.

New York & Vermont have already passed this legislation & now California is (1) of (6) states
in 2026 to aggressively attempt passage.

Our grassroots campaign is working from the ground up, starting with small cities &
counties. Passing this resolution locally informs our state representatives that this is an
important piece of legislation. It is a priority.

Will you adopt this Act as a Coalition & kick start each city in Marin to follow? A review of
the Resolution example is below.

Thank you for your consideration. | would love questions, inquiries & better yet, a chance to
meet & discuss.

All the best,

Melody Schumacher

415-238-3374
schumacher.melody@gmail.com
Third Act


https://eopacodeblue.org/superfund/
https://thirdact.org/

Sample Support Resolution for CA Polluters Pay Climate Superfund
(developed by EOPA Code Blue)

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY/COUNTY OF ___ SUPPORTING THE POLLUTERS PAY CLIMATE
SUPERFUND ACT.

Whereas, climate change, resulting primarily from the combustion of fossil fuels, is an
immediate, grave threat to the people, communities, biodiversity, environment, and economy
of the state.

Whereas, California communities are under siege by escalating fires, floods, droughts, and other
disasters. From 19802024, 46 extreme weather and climate disaster events impacted

California, with losses exceeding S1 billion each.

Whereas, in January 2025, the nation watched in horror as fatal firestorms raged across Los
Angeles and Ventura Counties, killing 30 beloved community members, destroying entire
communities and forcing tens of thousands of residents to evacuate. Over 12,000 homes,
businesses and institutions burned in the apocalyptic fires. The devastation is estimated to cost
Californians a staggering $250 billion.

Whereas, across the state, local governments and taxpayers are bearing the immense, mounting
costs of rebuilding from climate damages, increased insurance premiums, property taxes, and
utility bills. State and local budgets are stretched to the brink as climate risks rise, jeopardizing
public services, and forcing communities to carry the burden to address climate-related
emergencies.

Whereas, the Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act will make the multinational fossil fuel
companies that are responsible for and profiting from the climate emergency pay for their
damages.

Whereas, Superfund Act will direct CalEPA to complete a first-of-its-kind comprehensive study
of the true cost of climate damage to ensure polluters pay their fair share. The Act will hold the
largest polluters accountable for the costs to California from climate damage caused by their
products with compensatory fee amounts proportional to companies’ self-reported past
emissions from 1990-2024.

Whereas, the policy advances California’s commitment to equity and environmental justice. At
least 40% of funds from the Polluters Pay Climate Fund will go to disadvantaged communities to


https://eopacodeblue.org/
https://www.ncei.noaa.gov/access/billions/state-summary/CA#:~:text=From%201980%E2%80%932024%2C%20there%20were,events%20(CPI%2Dadjusted).
https://www.ncei.noaa.gov/access/billions/state-summary/CA#:~:text=From%201980%E2%80%932024%2C%20there%20were,events%20(CPI%2Dadjusted).

remedy past climate damages and build a more resilient and equitable California. The funds will
support urgently-needed projects such as implementing wildfire prevention measures like home
hardening, upgrading stormwater management systems to prevent flooding, and installing solar
panels and energy storage systems to reduce energy costs and increase resilience during power
outages. Additionally, these funds could help develop urban green spaces to mitigate heat
islands and improve air quality. Importantly, it could fund programs to support first responders
and additional workers who provide essential services during climate disasters.

Whereas, the states of New York and Vermont have enacted their versions of a climate
superfund similar to this one.

Now therefore be it resolved, that the City/County of strongly supports the Polluters Pay
Climate Superfund Act, and encourages State representatives to pass it.

Be it further resolved, that a copy of this resolution will be sent to our State Assembly
Members, Senators, Attorney General, and Governor.
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» Background on Placemate

» Background on Lease to Locals
» Market Deep Dive — Truckee, CA and Mill Valley, CA

» Bringing Lease to Locals to a New Market



Placemate’s Vision and Mission:

Vision: We envision a world where communities thrive
because local employees can find stable housing.

Mission: Our mission is to help local employees secure
housing in tourism-based communities, through
innovative public and private partnerships across the
country.



Lease to Locals Program Structure Q]

fa\“‘

Convert existing
housing stock to
new longer-term
rentals for the local
workforce in tourist*
towns

Cx
.

Provide property
owners cash
incentives to convert
their underutilized
properties into
long-term rentals

él
Allow local
governments to
quickly and efficiently
address critical

“missing middle”
housing needs




Lease to Locals
Active Markets

(e
\ o~ \\

15 total Lease to Locals programs over the last
~H years

o
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Truckee, CA
November 2020

Placer County, CA
August 2022

Nantucket, MA
September 2023

Provincetown, MA
April 2024

Mammoth Lakes, CA
August 2024

Washoe County, NV
February 2025

Eastham & Orleans, MA
July 2025

Chilmark, MA
August 2025

Mill Valley, CA
November 2025



I Lease to Locals Overall Results

Results to Date*




I Market Deep Dive Q]
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Launched November 2020




Truckee Program Policies:
Financial Incentive Amounts + Rental Requirements

Property owners must:
e Rent for no more than $3,500/month
e Rent to a household group where at least half tenants are qualified
local workers

Lease length 1 Qualifying 2 Qualifying 3 Qualifying 4 Qualifying
Tenant Tenants Tenants Tenants

Seasonal (5-11 months) $8,000

Long Term (12+ months) $18,000




Truckee Results 2020 - 2026:
Property Owner Pipeline

1,129

W

) 2524

— Total homeowner leads

Not Qualified/Not Interested

Qualified/Interested

Total Properties Converted



Truckee Results 2020 - 2026:
Retention

252 — Total Properties

— Properties still in active lease

w — Graduated
— 72% Continue to LTR either
to existing tenants or a new

local tenant group




Truckee Results 2020 - 2026:
Tenants

(@an)

626

Total People

i)
$2,561

Average

$1,086

Average
Housed

rent/bedroom rent/property




Truckee Budget 2020 - 2026

$7,859 average cost of incentive per property

$547,500 [ $1,980,508

Marketing Grants

Committed




Market Deep Dive Q]

Launched December 2025

Pilot Program:
First time Lease to Locals has been launched in a metro area



I Lease to Locals Feasibility Study in Mill Valley ()

Prior to launch, Placemate and Town staff partnered to
investigate...

e Housing data: STRs, empty homes, ADUs
e Partner/advocate anecdotal reports of housing landscape
e Housing Action Plan

...to determine whether a Lease to Locals Program could be
feasible in Mill Valley

Determination: Mill Valley has up to 1,000 housing units that may
be good candidates for long term rental conversion



Mill Valley Program Guidelines

Property must be
located within
incorporated Mill Valley

Full-time tenants cannot
have occupied the
property for more than
12 months and current
tenants cannot be on a
long-term lease

Leases must be
long-term (12+ mo.)

Rent Maximums

Private Unit - $4,500/mo
Room in a Shared Home -
$1,500/mo

At least 50% of the
household must be
locally employed (94941
Zip code) at least 20
hours per week

Average adult gross income
can not exceed 120% AMI
($156,000)



Mill Valley Program Policies: Incentive Amounts

1 Qualifying 2 Qualifying
Property Type Ee— Tenante

Room in a Shared Home

Private Unit/Home




Mill Valley Goals and Budget

Pilot Goal: 3-7 properties within 6 months

Pilot Budget: $113,500

$10,000 [Eamd $30,000 [ $73,500

Marketing

(MILLA VALLEY)




Mill Valley Lease to Locals Promotion

~6k Postcards Sent to Property Owners

LEASE TO LOCALS

powered by (7} placemate

CONVERT YOUR
PROPERTYINTO A
NEW YEAR-ROUND
RENTAL AND EARN
UP TO $14,000 IN
ADDITION TO RENT

GET STARTED:

visiT: Placemate.com/Mill-Valley )
@ CALL: (415) 769-3200

Local Press

! hoodline

SAN FRANCISCO - SELECTATAG

Bay Area / San Francisco

MILL VALLEY DANGLES $14K
CARROT TO GET WORKERS LIVING
IN TOWN

on December 19, 2025

HOW THE PROGRAM WORKS:

2. Rentafull private property or room(s)
in a shared home and earn up to
$14,000 in addition to rent.

Mill Valley properties that are not
I 0] currently rented on long-term leases
"\* orto tenants that have been in place
for 12 months or longer are eligible.

Property owners must sign a 12 month+
lease agreement with qualified tenant(s)
from the local workforce.

Example Grant Amounts:
Rent a room in

ent a2
ashared home bedroom house
toqualified to2 qualified
local worker local workers

$3,500 $14,000
S ——

Learn more and start an application:

visiT: Placemate.com/Mill-Valley @ CALL: (415) 769-3200)

San Francisco Chronicle

SEGUMGMGIEGOM  SUNDAY.DECEMBER212005  CONTAINSRECYCLEDPAPER  $300

D A CHRONICLE INVESTIGATION

The hidden st
of wildfire claims
Insurers’ cost-cutting leaves policyholders in smoke-damaged homes. 4;‘& Valley 3

As mayor
completes
first year,
‘still a long
way to go’

Lurie retains popularity
amid triumphs, stumbles

Il

rules '

: offering cash \
it I for renting to
local workers

o




Mill Valley Progress

Property Owner Pipeline

23 -
v :

Total Homeowner Leads

Not Qualified/Not Interested

8 interested properties in unincorporated MV

Qualified/Interested

Total Properties Converted



What Needs to be in place to launch?

| 2

Funds in place for
first year* of the
program (ideally
first two years)

Public Jurisdiction Political will from

the community
and/or local elected
officials

or Nonprofit Partner
on the ground

Program launch typically
costs $300k - $500k total,
15-25% allocated to
administrative + marketing




How is Lease to Locals Funded in Other Markets? ()

e Local Option Tax (LOT) e General Fund

o Breckenridge, CO o Mammoth Lakes, CA
o Ketchum, ID e Housing Trust
o  Summit County, CO o Nantucket, MA
o Truckee, CA o  Provincetown, MA
o Woodstock, VT e Dedicated Housing Fund

e ARPA o Eagle County, CO
o South Lake Tahoe, CA e Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT)

o Washoe-Tahoe, NV
e Room Excise Tax
o  Chilmark, Martha’s Vineyard, MA

o Placer County, CA
Non-Profit Partnership
o Mill Valley, CA
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Isaac Landman
Associate Market Director
isaac@placemate.com placemate.com
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