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VIA E-MAIL & HAND DELIVERY 

Mr. Brian Crawford 

Director of Community Development 

County of Marin 

3501 Civic Center Drive, Room 308 

San Rafael, CA 94903 

bcrawford@marincounty.org 

 

Mr. Gil Sanchez 

Code Enforcement Specialist 

Marin County Community Development Agency, Planning Division 

3501 Civic Center Drive, Room 308 

San Rafael, CA 94903 

GSanchez@marincounty.org 

 

 

Re:  3838 Lucas Valley Road, Nicasio, CA (APN 164-310-02) 

        Big Rock Ranch Vineyard Construction Project 

 

Dear Mr. Crawford and Mr. Sanchez: 

 

We submit this letter on behalf of the Nicasio Land Owners Association (“NLOA”) in opposition 

to the Lucas Real Estate Holdings and Skywalker Properties, LLC dba Skywalker Ranch Ltd 

(collectively “Skywalker”) vineyard construction project at Big Rock Ranch (APN 164-310-02) 

(“the Project”). This letter supplements the NLOA’s July 22 and July 26 letters to Skywalker and 

other pertinent documents (e.g., the Fact Chronology) that were previously forwarded by NLOA 

to the CDA, most recently on August 2.  That prior documentation sets forth in detail how the 

proposed vineyard would violate EIR mitigation measures, the Master Plan Conditions of 

Approval, and other key County land use approvals and related documents. 
 

For the reasons set forth at length in NLOA’s previous submissions and in this letter, the Project 

violates California state law and prior County approvals, the Project’s approval must be 

rescinded, its construction must be stopped, and the effects of construction to date must be 

remediated.  
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We understand the County has initiated a code enforcement proceeding with respect to the 

Project.  Regardless of whether the County evaluates the issues presented below as part of that 

proceeding or via some other process, we strongly urge the County to issue a “stop work” or 

cease and desist order to Skywalker, as Skywalker’s construction of the vineyard has begun, and 

irreparable ongoing harm to the environment will continue to occur if construction is allowed to 

proceed. 

 

I. NLOA Has a Significant Interest in the Project and the Resulting Harm 
 

NLOA has a significant interest in the Project and the harm that will result from its 

implementation by Skywalker.  NLOA has worked for many decades to preserve the iconic view 

corridors at the main entrances to Nicasio from the north and east, by promoting and maintaining 

the character of rolling hills, grasslands and woodland forests, and sweeping vistas.  These 

values are reflected in the Nicasio Valley Community Plan and the Nicasio Design Guidelines, 

developed by the Nicasio community and adopted by the Board of Supervisors.   

 

When Skywalker sought to develop Big Rock Ranch and solicited the community’s support, 

many of the community’s land owners testified in support of the development of Big Rock 

Ranch pursuant to its Master Plan and associated environmental impact report (“EIR”) and 

landscape and vegetation plans, because the community believed that the binding requirements 

of these documents reflected and furthered the community’s values.  In exchange, Skywalker 

made a legally-enforceable commitment to abide by these requirements on a permanent basis.  

This was the “deal” that allowed the community to support a large, commercial development in 

its midst. 

 

II. The Project Violates State Law Because It is Entirely Inconsistent with Previously 

Adopted Mitigation Measures Required Under CEQA 

 

Now, decades after receiving the Nicasio community’s support, Skywalker’s Project violates the 

binding conditions of approval and mitigation measures associated with and stated in the 

Lucasfilm Ltd. Grady Ranch / Big Rock Ranch Master Plan Environmental Impact Report 

(“Master Plan EIR”).  The Marin County Code Section 22.44.030(B) exemption from master 

plan amendments for certain projects, upon which Skywalker relies, does not allow Skywalker to 

violate these binding conditions of approval and mitigation measures, which are required by a 

State law:  specifically, the California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code 

section 21000, et seq. (“CEQA”).   

 

Skywalker’s vineyard application, pursuant to the County’s Vineyard Erosion and Sediment 

Control Ordinance (“VESCO,” Marin County Code Chapter 23.11), sought to allow the Project 

to be constructed at a location where Skywalker understood that the Master Plan EIR mitigation 

measures and associated conditions of approval expressly require the planting and maintenance 

of grasslands and native trees, to mitigate significant Master Plan impacts to biological 

resources.  The County’s approval of the Project appears to have occurred without Skywalker 
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calling the requirements of the Master Plan to the County’s attention.  Regardless, Code Section 

22.44.030(B) does not permit Skywalker to override the Master Plan EIR mitigation measures 

and associated conditions of approval, deviate from the mandated use of grasslands and native 

trees to mitigate impacts to biological resources, and construct a vineyard without supplemental 

environmental review, all in violation of CEQA. 

 

Counties are political subdivisions of the State (see Govt. Code § 23000), and where there is a 

conflict between a county ordinance, on the one hand, and State law, on the other, State 

law controls.  CEQA specifically provides that where a project may cause significant effects on 

the environment that cannot be avoided, fully enforceable mitigation measures that reduce the 

impacts to a less-than-significant level must be adopted, monitored, and maintained.  Pub. Res. 

Code §§ 21002.1, 21081.6; see also 22 Cal. Code Regs. (“CEQA Guidelines”) § 15126.4.  The 

County adopted such mitigation measures for the Master Plan that mandate grasslands and native 

trees be planted and maintained exactly where the vineyard is now being constructed pursuant to 

the County’s recent authorization.  These mitigation measures are enforced through the CEQA 

requirement of a mitigation monitoring and reporting program (“MMRP”).  CEQA Guidelines § 

15097.  These required measures cannot be discontinued at the discretion of either Skywalker or 

the County, absent further compliance with CEQA.   

  

Here, the County adopted the Master Plan EIR conditions of approval and MMRP by resolution 

on October 29, 1996.  The MMRP contains an enforcement mechanism which requires a stop 

work order to be issued if work is performed in violation of mitigation measures.  Any revision 

to a mitigation measure is subject to the appeal process and compliance with CEQA 

requirements for subsequent or supplemental review of any significant changes to the project 

EIR.   

 

The Project and the County’s approval of the Project violate CEQA and the Master Plan 

EIR conditions of approval in at least the following ways:
1
  

 

• Native vegetation is to be re-established and maintained on all graded slopes around the 

fringe of the proposed development, per Condition of Approval No. 13 and EIR 

Mitigation Measure 5.3-1(a).  See also Marin County Planning Commission Resolution 

(“Planning Commission Resolution”) No. PC00-006 Conditionally Approving the 

Lucasfilm, LTD. Precise Development Application for the Big Rock, McGuire and Loma 

Alta Ranches (Feb. 28, 2000), Section X(A) (providing that Big Rock office buildings are 

to be screened from Lucas Valley Road “by berms planted with native vegetation”). 

 

• The Big Rock Precise Landscape and Vegetation Plan (“Landscape Plan”) implementing 

EIR Mitigation Measure 5.3-1(a) shows that the entire area now being constructed as a 

                                                
1 We note that other Master Plan conditions of approval and related mitigation measures may also be violated by the 

Project, and the County must therefore conduct a full review of such conditions and measures to determine Project 

compliance with CEQA. 
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vineyard is to be planted and maintained with grasslands, oaks and bay, and buckeye.  

Landscape Plan, page v and Drawing No. L-1; Master Plan EIR, fig. 2.0-10.  

 

• The basic grass and woodland character that exists on the site is to be recreated and 

restored in all disturbed areas to a natural landscape that is native and natural in 

appearance and blends in with the existing native landscape.  Landscape Plan, pages vi 

and 3. 

 

• Trees are required to be planted on the berm and adjacent to Lucas Valley Road, per the 

Condition of Approval No. 19 requiring a Tree Replacement Plan.  See Landscape Plan, 

page 2; Master Plan EIR Sections 5.5-6. 

 

We are not aware of any subsequent County approval or action, under CEQA or otherwise, that 

would vitiate either the above legal requirements or the underlying assumption of the Master 

Plan—that it would maintain  

 

those attributes of Nicasio Valley which provide the open and spacious feeling of rural 

West Marin… no development would occur on the generally flat and generally sloping 

area adjacent to Lucas Valley Road that provides the foreground to the view of Big Rock 

Ranch that is seen from the crest of the road adjacent to Big Rock.  

 

Master Plan EIR at page 4.0-53, and Marin County Planning Commission Resolution Section 

X(A).   

 

As such, the Project and the County’s approval of the Project conflict with the Master Plan EIR 

conditions of approval and MMRP, and violate CEQA.  The approval is therefore void and must 

be rescinded.  The situation is similar to that considered in Lincoln Place Tenants Ass'n v. City of 

Los Angeles (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1491, 1508.  In this case, the court held that the city failed 

to proceed in the manner required by law when it permitted the owners of Lincoln Place to 

proceed with the demolition of structures on the property without complying with pre-demolition 

conditions/mitigation measures, stating a legitimate reason for ignoring those measures, or 

preparing and circulating a supplemental EIR.  Id.  For these reasons, the demolition permits 

were unlawful and invalid.  Id.  The court of appeal held that the trial court erred in denying the 

petition for writ of mandate and an injunction to prevent further demolition, until the owners 

complied with the existing conditions or the city modified or deleted those conditions via a 

supplemental EIR.  Id. 

 

 

 

 



August 12, 2019 

Page 5 

 

 

III. Response to Skywalker’s August 6 Letter
2
  

  

A. Skywalker Erroneously Interprets the Big Rock Ranch Agricultural Plan 

 
A significant portion of Skywalker’s attempt to justify the planting of grapes 

on the berm adjacent to Lucas Valley Road, where the Master Plan and the Master Plan EIR 

instead require the planting of grassland and native trees, is based on an erroneous interpretation 

of the Big Rock Ranch Agricultural Plan.  The Agricultural Plan serves only to identify where on 

the property certain types of agriculture could be supported, based on degree of slope, lack of 

canopy, and availability of water.  It does not require that crops be grown on, or allowed in, any 

specific location and, most importantly, does not in any way authorize the planting of crops 

where doing so would conflict with, or extinguish, a required EIR mitigation measure. 

  

The Agricultural Plan’s function is well illustrated by the fact that the Plan identifies the land 

under the mitigation-ordered wetlands #1 and #3, which are located adjacent to the proposed 

vineyard, as being viable for growing crops.  Under Skywalker’s reasoning, this designation 

would be sufficient justification for it to fill in those wetlands and plant grapes there, as 

well.  Similarly, the Plan rates part of the 56-acre “Development Area” as “high” for agricultural 

production because of shallow slopes and lack of canopy cover, even though agriculture was 

neither planned nor ever intended to occur in that zone. 

 

B. Skywalker Cannot Unilaterally Either Revise the Big Rock Ranch Landscape 

Plan or Discontinue EIR Mitigation Measures 

 

Skywalker incorrectly asserts that the Big Rock Ranch Landscape Plan, which establishes that 

trees and grassland were to be planted on the berm adjacent to Lucas Valley Road (Landscape 

Plan, page v and Drawing No. L-1; Master Plan EIR, fig. 2.0-10.), can be changed unilaterally 

and is not a permanent requirement. However, as explained in NLOA’s July 26 letter, the 

Landscape Plan was required by an EIR mitigation measure (5.3-1(a)) and by the Master Plan’s 

Conditions of Approval (No. 13), for the purpose of implementing that EIR mitigation 

measure.  Consequently, as with other items shown on the Landscape Plan that are mitigation 

measures, it is a permanent requirement unless Skywalker prepares, and the County approves, a 

Supplemental EIR and a Master Plan amendment.  See Part II, above. 

  

Numerous sections of the Landscape Plan (several of which are quoted or cited in NLOA’s July 

26 letter) confirm Skywalker’s understanding at the time that the Master Plan EIR required the 

berm, which Skywalker installed, to be permanently restored to grassland and native trees. 

  

Skywalker asserts that the vineyard is consistent with the Landscape Plan because it would help 

to screen the development area from the road, one of its expressed goals.  The argument ignores 

                                                
2 Letter from Kristina D. Lawson, counsel for Skywalker, to Brian Crawford, Director of Community Development, 

dated August 6, 2019 (“Skywalker Letter”). 
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the numerous provisions of the Landscape Plan that discuss the Master Plan’s Condition No. 

13—requiring the reestablishment of “a native grassland and oak/bay woodland” on the graded 

berm slopes—and the Plan’s basic concept that native trees would be used to screen the 

development:  “The native oak/bay woodland forms laid out in natural groves and groupings as 

they would appear within the natural landscape, and to help screen the proposed project from the 

outlying areas.”  Landscape Plan, page v.  Grape vines are nowhere mentioned for the graded 

berms adjacent to Lucas Valley Road, and planting vines on the berms would not be consistent 

with either Condition No. 13 or with the Landscape Plan. 

 

Furthermore, any vineyard will take three or four years from construction to mature to a point 

where it could ever provide any screening, and even when mature, the vineyard would provide 

essentially no screening for most of the year when it is bare of foliage and simply consists of 

stakes and vines. 

 

Finally, Skywalker asserts that the Landscape Plan can be changed “subject to the applicable 

County processes and regulations,” without specifying any such processes or 

regulations.  Regardless, Skywalker has not seen fit over the past 20 years to take any action to 

change the Landscape Plan, and it remains today in its original form, identifying grasslands and 

oak/bay woodlands as being required on the berm adjacent to Lucas Valley Road. 

  

C. The End of Skywalker’s 5-Year Obligation to Pay for a Monitoring Program 

Does Not Negate Condition 13 of the Master Plan, End Mitigation Measure 5.3-

1(a), or Allow Skywalker to Destroy the Mitigation 

 

The Landscape Plan included a requirement that Skywalker enter into a 5-year monitoring 

program with the County for a qualified biologist to develop provisions for maintenance of 

landscaping and the revegetation of graded slopes, as ordered by Condition No. 13 of the Master 

Plan and EIR mitigation measure 5.3-1(a).  Although the Master Plan EIR mitigation measures 

have controlled its use of Big Rock Ranch for more than twenty years, Skywalker now suggests 

that when the requirement that it pay for this initial monitoring program ended after five years, 

the requirement to keep the mitigation measures in place also ended.  Skywalker Letter, p. 6 

(second bullet point).  This claim is unsupportable. 

  

The purpose of requiring Skywalker to enter into and fund the 5-year monitoring program was to 

ensure that the vegetation required to fulfill the required mitigation measures was planted, 

became well-established over the course of several years, and would be likely to flourish once 

the County became responsible for monitoring the mitigation at the end of the 5-year 

period.  The program’s aim was not to foster growth of the vegetation for five years and then 

allow Skywalker to destroy the mitigation, simply because the time period during which 

Skywalker had to pay for the monitoring activities had expired.  As set forth at Part II, above, 

CEQA requires that mitigation measures be continued unless action is taken by the landowner to 

modify these measures through a supplemental EIR. 
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D. A Master Plan Amendment Must Be Obtained Before Skywalker Can Proceed 

with the Project 
  

As discussed above, because the vineyard’s construction violates Skywalker’s Master Plan EIR 

mitigation measures, a Master Plan Amendment must be obtained before Skywalker can proceed 

to construct the subject vineyard.  As set forth at Part II, above, Skywalker is incorrect in its 

assertion that County Code Section 22.44.030(B) exempts it from the amendment requirement 

and permits it to override the Master Plan’s EIR mitigation measures and associated conditions 

of approval, and to deviate from the mandated use of grasslands and native trees to mitigate 

impacts to biological resources.  Permitting Skywalker to proceed to remove grasslands and 

trees, a required mitigation measure, and replace them with grapes, would clearly violate CEQA.  

Moreover, under Skywalker’s reasoning, Section 22.44.030(B) could be used to extinguish any 

applicable mitigation measure on the ranch—including native grass restoration, wetlands, and 

preservation of the Serpentine Ridge area—without adoption of a supplemental EIR or 

amendment to the Master Plan, simply by replacing the mitigation measure with any permitted 

land use.  Not only would such a result violate CEQA, it is obviously neither the result expected 

by the County, nor a precedent that the County intended to establish. 

 

E. Skywalker Mischaracterizes NLOA’s Position   

 

Skywalker mischaracterizes NLOA’s position (as set forth in NLOA’s July 26 letter) as asserting 

that the Master Plan was meant to preserve rolling hills used only for pasture on the entire Big 

Rock Ranch, forever.  Skywalker Letter, p. 6 (final bullet point).  This bears no resemblance to 

either NLOA’s actual position or to its discussion in the July 26 letter, which included the 

following quote from the Master Plan section on consistency with the Nicasio Valley 

Community Plan:  

 

The project…would be adequately screened from Lucas Valley Road views by berms 

planted with native vegetation.  The open, spacious attributes of the Nicasio planning 

area and its agricultural heritage would be preserved. 

 

Marin County Planning Commission Resolution, Section X(A).  The foregoing quote obviously 

relates to the berms screening the development from Lucas Valley Road, and not the entire 

property.  In NLOA’s July 26 letter, the reference to Mitigation Measure 5.4-4 of the Master 

Plan EIR (which states that the ranch’s historical use was pasture land), was made only to 

demonstrate that the agricultural heritage meant to be preserved on "the berms” mentioned in the 

Planning Commission Resolution, was grassland and native trees, not vineyards.  Plainly, it was 

not quoted to suggest that NLOA believes that agriculture on the entire ranch was to be limited 

to cattle grazing. 
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F. Whether the VESCO Approval In Itself was Subject to CEQA Is Irrelevant to 

the Project’s Violation of CEQA By Its Contravention of Previously Adopted 

Mitigation Measures  

  

Skywalker makes a blanket assertion that “a permit issued pursuant to VESCO is a ministerial 

permit, and not subject to the requirements of [CEQA],” citing a decision interpreting a similar 

Sonoma County ordinance, Sierra Club v. County of Sonoma (2017) 11 Cal.App.5th 11.  

Skywalker Letter, p. 6.  However, when a Sonoma provision making a similar assertion was 

cited in that case, the Sierra Club court noted in response that, “Because … a determination 

whether issuing a permit is ministerial or discretionary generally must be made on the basis of 

the project's particular circumstances, we are skeptical of such a categorical declaration.”  Sierra 

Club, 11 Cal.App.5th at 24.   

 

Based on information reviewed to date, NLOA believes the administrative record of Skywalker’s 

VESCO approval may contain substantial evidence of discretionary action by the County in 

granting the approval, such that CEQA review was required prior to approval.  If that is the case, 

then this is an additional reason why the approval is void. 

 

Regardless, whether CEQA review was required as part of Skywalker’s obtaining VESCO 

approval is entirely irrelevant as to whether that approval violates the Master Plan EIR mitigation 

measures previously adopted by the County, which are still in effect.  As set forth in Part II, 

above, the approval does violate the adopted mitigation measures and related conditions of 

approval for the Master Plan, and therefore it violates CEQA independent of any violation 

related to an exercise of discretion in the VESCO approval process. 

 

G. Skywalker’s VESCO Approval Does Not Provide any Vested Rights 

Because the Permit Is Void  

  

Skywalker alleges that the VESCO approval has granted Skywalker vested rights to finish 

construction of the vineyard.  Skywalker Letter, pp. 6-8.  However, as set forth at Part II, above, 

the County’s approval conflicts with its own Master Plan EIR conditions of approval and 

mitigation measures, violates CEQA, and, consequently, is void and must be rescinded.  An 

invalid approval or permit vests no rights, even if expenditures have been incurred in good 

faith reliance on the permit.  Pettit v. City of Fresno (1973) 34 Cal. App. 3d 813 (a municipality 

is not estopped to deny the validity of a building permit issued in violation of a zoning 

ordinance).  “(W)hile the issuance of a permit may insulate a party against subsequent changes in 

the law, it cannot create a vested right to construct or use property in violation of laws in effect at 

the time of issuance of the permit.”  Attard v. Board of Supervisors (2017) 14 Cap.App.5th 1066, 

1077, citing Avco Community Developers, Inc. v. South Coast Regional Commission (1976) 17 

Cal.App.3d 785. 

  

Moreover, Avco Community Developers—which we note is the primary case cited by 

Skywalker—requires that the property owner be acting “in good faith” in order to argue that 
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rights have vested.  17 Cal.3d 785, 791.  When Skywalker applied for a VESCO approval, it was 

on notice of the restrictions set forth in the Master Plan, Master Plan EIR, Landscape Plan, and 

other related documents concerning the proposed vineyard location and its status as a mitigation 

measure site.  Yet there is no evidence that Skywalker ever brought these restrictions to the 

attention of County staff overseeing the VESCO process.   

 

Furthermore, as set forth in more detail in both the Fact Chronology and in Section H, below, 

Skywalker’s own actions are contrary to an inference that it was acting in good faith and 

believed its choice of location for the vineyard did not conflict with its own Master Plan and 

related documents:  Skywalker misled the Nicasio community for six months about its intentions, 

all the while applying for and obtaining its permit, and only informed (orally) a member of the 

community on Friday afternoon, June 28, before construction began the following Monday 

morning, July 1.   

 

H. Skywalker’s Assertion that NLOA’s Actions Were Untimely is Unfounded and 

Merely an Effort to Deflect Attention From Its Own Efforts to Avoid NLOA’s 

Effective Participation in the VESCO Process  

  

Finally, NLOA wishes to respond directly to Skywalker’s assertion that NLOA’s intervention 

here has resulted in Skywalker incurring “significant cost and expense,” as well as the implied 

objection that NLOA should have raised its objections earlier, during the VESCO application 

process, and before Skywalker began spending money on the vineyard’s construction.  See 

Skywalker Letter, p. 2 (“NLOA did not provide any comments to the County during the noticed 

public review period”).   

 

First, these contentions ignore the fact that in late 2018, the then-President of NLOA began a six-

month effort to discuss Skywalker’s agricultural activities with Skywalker’s Director of 

Operations.
3
  In his communications, the NLOA President repeatedly expressed concern about 

and/or objections to the construction of additional vineyards at Big Rock Ranch.  As reflected in 

its correspondence and at its one meeting with Skywalker, NLOA made clear that it did not have 

a blanket objection to Skywalker constructing vineyards, but that it did particularly object to any 

effort by Skywalker to site a vineyard at the location giving rise to this dispute—immediately 

adjacent to Lucas Valley Road at Big Rock.  Accordingly, Skywalker was well aware of 

NLOA’s concerns before and during the entire VESCO application process, and willfully chose 

to proceed despite those expressed concerns. 

 

Second, NLOA was provided no meaningful notice of Skywalker’s VESCO application or the 

related public review period.  Not only is there no formal public notice process by which NLOA 

would have learned of Skywalker’s submittal of its VESCO application, NLOA was reasonably 

                                                
3 See the “Fact Chronology” NLOA submitted to the County with its July 22 and July 26 letters on August 2, 2019.  

Skywalker has never contested a single fact set forth in that chronology. 
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relying on Skywalker’s repeated assurances over a six-month period that it had “no definitive 

plans” to construct a vineyard at Big Rock Ranch.
4
   

 

As NLOA has now learned, such assurances by Skywalker were at least highly misleading and in 

bad faith, and at worst, false.  At the same time that Skywalker was assuring NLOA that no 

vineyard construction was planned, Skywalker was submitting an application, paying a 

substantial fee to the Agriculture Department, and actually obtaining a permit to construct the 

vineyard giving rise to this dispute.  This is the only vineyard location Skywalker was 

considering, as there is no evidence it submitted permit applications during 2019 for any other 

potential vineyards.      

 

As the County is aware, when a VESCO application is filed, no letters are sent to neighbors, 

and—unlike other County entities, such as the CDA, the Board of Supervisors, and the Planning 

Commission—the Agriculture Department has no email notice list that a member of the public 

can subscribe to, in order to be informed when an application is made.  Instead, the Agriculture 

Department posts vineyard applications in a relatively obscure and difficult to find location on its 

website, for only 30 days. Furthermore, when NLOA members, prior to the filing of Skywalker’s 

application, called and asked Agriculture Department employees about possible Skywalker 

vineyard activity, such employees did not share the existence of the 30-day notice process with 

them.   

 

In sum, NLOA and its members have acted diligently at all times, and they have made their 

concerns known to Skywalker and the County at the earliest feasible time.  For Skywalker to 

claim otherwise—and to assert that NLOA is responsible for costs or delays resulting from 

Skywalker’s own efforts to avoid NLOA’s effective participation and review—is stunning in its 

lack of candor, but unfortunately just the latest evidence of the absence of good faith in 

Skywalker’s dealings with both the Nicasio community and the County on this important issue. 

   

IV. CONCLUSION 

 

NLOA appreciates having the opportunity to provide the County with this letter, and to 

supplement the prior letters and materials submitted by NLOA.  NLOA requests a meeting with 

both of you, at your earliest convenience—and with County Counsel present, as appropriate—to 

discuss potential avenues for ensuring compliance with the Master Plan and avoiding further 

harm to the environment, without the need for adversarial proceedings, and without any party  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
4 See Fact Chronology. 
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expending further time and resources needlessly.  If additional information is needed by the 

County prior to that meeting, NLOA would be happy to provide it, upon request.   

 

Sincerely, 

DOWNEY BRAND LLP 

 

Donald E. Sobelman 

Attorney for Nicasio Land Owners Association 

 

 

cc (by email):    

 Supervisor Dennis Rodoni 

  DRodoni@marincounty.org 

       Supervisor Damon Connolly 

 DConnolly@marincounty.org 

       Kristina D. Lawson, counsel for Skywalker  

 KLawson@hansonbridgett.com 

 
 
 


