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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

On January 16, 2014, Mendocino County Planning Commission conditionally approved Coastal
Development Use (CDU) Permit # CDU 10-2012 authorizing development and operation of a
telecommunication facility to support a wireless carrier (Verizon Wireless). The project site is
located atop an uplifted coastal marine terrace adjacent to and east of Highway One, and is
within a designated “Highly Scenic Area.”

Two separate appeals of the County’s decision to grant the permit with conditions were filed in a
timely manner with the Commission within 10 working days of receipt by the Commission of the
County's Notice of Final Action. The appeals were filed by: (A) Commissioners Steve Kinsey
and Mary Shallenberger (Exhibit No. 8); and (B) Lauren Moody, Norman L. de Vall, Greg
Krouse, Zac Zachary, and Russell Fieber (Exhibit No. 9). The visual resource contentions of
both appellants are similar. However, the local record indicates that the individuals filing as
Appellant B are not aggrieved persons for purposes of Coastal Act sections 30625 and 30801 and
therefore only Appellant A has standing to appeal. Therefore, the staff report views only
Appellant A’s contentions as valid appeal contentions and views Appellant’s B similar
contentions as written comments on the appeal submitted by a member of the public.

The valid appeal submitted by Appellant A contends that the approved 105-foot-tall cylindrical
monopine that extends above the existing vegetation is: (a) not subordinate to the natural setting;
and (b) not located in the least visible location as required by the visual resource protection
policies of the certified LCP, including policies applicable to development sited in highly scenic
areas.

The abovementioned LCP policies require that development within designated highly scenic
areas be subordinate to the character of its setting. Information contained in the County’s
findings demonstrate that the approved development will not be subordinate, but instead will be
visible from public vantage points to and along the coast such as along portions of Highway One,
at Salmon Creek Bridge, and from the nearby Navarro Blufflands property managed for public
blufftop access. The approval further acknowledges that existing vegetation will not screen the
approved development, and that “as much as two-thirds or 70 feet of the top of the “monopine”
will be visible at a distance when travelling along the Highway.” Despite efforts to use “subdued
colors” on the approved telecommunications facility, the rigid, unmoving 105-foot-tall
cylindrical monopine will contrast with the broad, spreading canopies of surrounding shorter
cypress and native shore pine trees. Contrary to the LCP, the approval also fails to conduct a
comprehensive analysis of feasible alternative locations and designs that would have less visual
impact and be subordinate to the character of its setting while still providing the proposed
geographic coverage. A number of possible alternatives were not addressed. For example, the
County’s findings and Applicant’s summary do not discuss alternative sites that might be in less
visible locations than the open marine terrace on the subject property. In addition, the County
findings and the summary analysis provided by the Applicant do not address alternatives
involving the use of multiple smaller telecommunications facilities rather than just the single
105-foot-tall tower that was approved. Relying on smaller telecommunication facilities may
allow for the use of true stealth designs (such as placement of antennas under decks or within
chimneys) similar to previous County-approved telecommunications facilities in coastal
Mendocino County.
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Therefore, the degree of factual and legal support for the County’s action is lacking, because
project alternatives and mitigation measures that would result in less environmental impact to
visual resources were not adequately evaluated. Approval of a 105-foot-tall monopine that
projects above surrounding vegetation in a designated highly scenic area creates an adverse
precedent for future interpretations of the LCP. The protection of views to and along coastal
Mendocino County is an issue of statewide concern as Highway One and access to the nearby
blufftop trails are used by residents and coastal tourists from California, the nation, and the
world.

Therefore, Commission staff recommends that the Commission find that the appeal raises a
substantial issue of conformance with LCP policies regarding the protection of visual resources.
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l. MOTION AND RESOLUTION

Motion:

I move that the Commission determine and resolve that Appeal No. A-1-
MEN-14-0006 does not present a substantial issue with respect to the
grounds on which the appeal has been filed under Section 30603 of the
Coastal Act regarding consistency with the Certified Local Coastal Plan
and/or the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

Staff recommends a NO vote on the foregoing motion. Following the staff recommendation by
voting no will result in the Commission conducting a de novo review of the application, and
adoption of the following findings. Passage of this motion via a yes vote, thereby rejecting the
staff recommendation, will result in a finding of No Substantial Issue, and the local action will
become final and effective. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of the majority of the
appointed Commissioners.

Resolution:

The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-1-MEN-14-0006 presents
a substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has
been filed under 8 30603 of the Coastal Act regarding consistency with the
Certified Local Coastal Plan and/or the public access and recreation
policies of the Coastal Act.

. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS
A. APPEAL JURISDICTION AND PROCEDURES

Appeal Jurisdiction

Pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30603, the County’s approval is appealable to the Commission
because: (1) the approved telecommunications facility is a form of development that is not
designated as the “principal permitted use” under the certified LCP; and (2) the approved
development is located within a designated “highly scenic area,” which is a sensitive coastal
resource area. The Commission’s Appeal Jurisdiction is further discussed in Appendix A which
is hereby incorporated by reference. The grounds for an appeal are limited to an allegation that
the approved development does not conform to the standards set forth in the certified local
coastal program and as the development is located between the first public road and the sea, the
public access policies set forth in the Coastal Act.

The Coastal Act presumes that an appeal raises a substantial issue of conformity of the approved
project with the certified LCP, unless the Commission decides to take public testimony and vote
on the question of substantial issue.
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IMPORTANT NOTE:
THE COMMISSION WILL NOT TAKE PUBLIC TESTIMONY DURING THE
SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE PHASE OF THE APPEAL HEARING UNLESS
AT LEAST THREE (3) COMMISSIONERS REQUEST IT.

Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal unless the
Commission determines that the appeal raises no substantial issue® of conformity of the
approved project with the certified LCP. Since the staff is recommending substantial issue,
unless three Commissioners object, it is presumed that the appeal raises a substantial issue and
the Commission may proceed to its de novo review at the same or subsequent meeting. The
Commission will not take public testimony during this phase of the appeal hearing unless three
Commissioners request it.

If the Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question,
proponents and opponents will have three minutes per side to address whether the appeal raises a
substantial issue. The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission on the substantial
issue question are the applicants, appellants with standing to appeal the local government’s
action, and persons who made their views known to the local government (or their
representatives). Testimony from other persons regarding substantial issue must be submitted in
writing. It takes a majority of Commissioners present to find that no substantial issue is raised.

Unless it is determined that there is no substantial issue, the Commission will proceed to the de
novo portion of the appeal hearing and review the merits of the proposed project. Oral and
written public testimony will be taken during this de novo review which may occur at the same
or subsequent meeting.

B. LocAL GOVERNMENT ACTION AND FILING OF APPEAL

The Mendocino County Planning Commission approved the proposed project with special
conditions at its hearing held on January 16, 2014. The North Coast District Office received the
Notice of Final Local Action on January 31, 2014 (Exhibit 7). Two separate appeals of the
County’s decision to grant the permit with conditions were filed in a timely manner with the
Commission within 10 working days of receipt by the Commission of the County's Notice of
Final Action. The appeals were filed by: (A) Commissioners Steve Kinsey and Mary
Shallenberger (Exhibit No. 8); and (B) Lauren Moody, Norman L. de Vall, Greg Krouse, Zac
Zachary, and Russell Fieber (Exhibit No. 9).

! The term “substantial issue” is not defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing regulations. In previous
decisions on appeals, the Commission has generally been guided by the following factors in making substantial issue
determinations: (a) the degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision; (b) the extent and
scope of the development as approved or denied by the local government; (c) the significance of the coastal
resources affected by the decision; (d) the precedential value of the local government's decision for future
interpretations of its LCP; and, (e) whether the appeal raises only local issues, or those of regional or statewide
significance.

5
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Standing of Appellant B

Section 30625 of the Coastal Act provides, in applicable part, that any appealable action on a
coastal development permit for any development by a local government may be appealed to the
Commission by any aggrieved person. Section 30801 of the Coastal Act defines an "aggrieved
person" as:

...any person who, in person or through a representative, appeared at a public hearing of
the commission, local government, or port governing body in connection with the
decision or action appealed, or who, by other appropriate means prior to a hearing,
informed the commission, local government, or port governing body of the nature of his
concerns or who for good cause was unable to do either.

As Appellant B neither appeared at the public hearing on the project or informed the County of
the nature of their concerns prior to the hearing and has not demonstrated good cause as to why
they were unable to do either, Appellant B does not have standing as an aggrieved person to
appeal the local government’s approval of CDU Permit No. 10-2012 pursuant to Coastal Act
Sections 30801 and 30625. Based on a review of the local record, none of the individuals filing
as Appellant B testified at the local hearing on the development being appealed or informed the
local government by other means of the nature of their concerns prior to the hearing. Although
the local government published notice in the newspaper prior to the public hearing, Appellant B
indicates that the only notice of the County Planning Commission hearing on the matter
Appellant B was aware of came in the form of a newspaper article about the approved
development that was published in the Mendocino Beacon hours after the January 16, 2014
meeting had commenced, “allowing no time for coast residents to attend the meeting.” Following
the January 16, 2014 publication of the County’s action, Ms. Lauren Moody did contact County
Planning staff on January 16 to express her concerns but only after the County had already taken
action.

Further, there is no good cause for Appellant B’s failure to meet the standing requirements set
forth in the statute. None of the individuals that filed as Appellant B were entitled to receive
direct notice of the January action and the County followed the notice requirements applicable to
their approval of development appealable to the Commission.

Mendocino County Coastal Zoning Code (CZC) Section 20.536.010(C) requires noticing at least
ten (10) calendar days prior to the first hearing on the development proposal, and CZC Section
20.536.010(D) requires in part that the notice contain the date, time, and place at which the
application will be heard by the approving authority. Mendocino County Coastal Zoning Code
Section 20.536.010 (“Coastal Development Permit Hearing and Notice Requirements”) states in
part the following:

(B) Hearing. The approving authority shall hold at least one public hearing on each
coastal development application for an appealable development or for a non-appealable
development which requires a public hearing pursuant to other provisions of this
Division. The public hearing may be conducted in accordance with existing local
procedures or in any other manner reasonably calculated to give interested persons an
opportunity to appear and present their viewpoints, either orally or in writing. The
hearing shall occur no earlier than ten (10) calendar days following the mailing of the
notice required in Subsection (C) below.




A-1-MEN-14-0006 (Verizon-Funke)

(C) Notice. At least ten (10) calendar days prior to the first public hearing on the
development proposal, the Coastal Permit Administrator shall provide notice by first
class mail of a pending application for a development subject to this section. This notice
shall be provided to each applicant, to all persons who have requested to be on the
mailing list for that development project or for coastal decisions, to all property owners
within three hundred (300) feet of the perimeter of the parcel on which the development
is proposed, to all occupants of property within one hundred (100) feet of the perimeter
of the parcel on which the development is proposed, and to the Coastal Commission.
Where the applicant is the owner of all properties within three hundred (300) feet of the
property lines of the project site, notice shall be provided to all property owners within
three hundred (300) feet and to all occupants within one hundred (100) feet of the
applicant's contiguous ownership.

(D) Content of Notice. The notice shall contain the following information:

(1) A statement that the development is within the coastal zone;

(2) The date of filing of the application and the name of the applicant;
(3) The number assigned to the application;

(4) A description of the development and its proposed location;

(5) The date, time and place at which the application will be heard by the
approving authority;

(6) A brief description of the general procedure concerning the conduct of
hearing and local actions; and

(7) The system for local and Coastal Commission appeals, including any fee(s)
that may be required.

If a hearing on a coastal development permit is continued to a time which has not
been stated in the initial notice or at the public hearing, notice of the continued
hearing shall be provided in the same manner and within the same time limits as
required in Subsection (C) above.

The County followed the above-required procedures for noticing the public about the pending
coastal development permit application and the local hearing. There is no indication that the
individuals who collectively comprise Appellant B should have been considered known
interested parties by the County. The Applicant did post a notice of the pending permit
application at the site on December 13, 2012, and the County provided direct notice of the
hearing to those property owners and residents within a 300-foot radius of the site. Additionally,
notice of the hearing and the staff report on the matter were posted to the County of Mendocino
Department of Planning and Building Services website. The metadata indicates the posting took
place on December 18, 2013. In addition, the County provided newspaper notice of the hearing
in the “general legal” section of the Mendocino Beacon on December 19, 2013. According to the
“proof of publication” prepared by the Office Clerk of the Mendocino Beacon and contained in
the local record, the published hearing notice included, among other things: (a) the date, time,
and location of the hearing; (b) the project case number; (c) a description of the project; (d) the
location of the project; (e) how to access the staff report; (f) the comment submittal deadline and
methods to provide comments via telephone, in writing, and in person; (g) methods of appeal to

7
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the Board of Supervisors and the Coastal Commission; and (h) methods to obtain notification of
the Planning Commission’s decision.

In addition, by publishing a notice of the local hearing in the local newspaper 28 days prior to the
hearing, the County provided a means for the public at large to be informed about the pending
application and hearing. Appellant B also indicates that as the Mendocino Coast is a one and a
half hour drive to Ukiah, where the Planning Commission hearing was held, the appellants could
not attend. Mendocino County is a large County geographically, and the County seat of Ukiah is
distant from many parts of the coastal zone. However, Ukiah is where the Planning Commission
ordinarily meets and holds its public hearings on coastal development permits and other matters.
Therefore, there was nothing unusual about the location of the public hearing on the coastal
development permit that would make it more difficult for Appellant B to attend than other
members of the public.

Therefore, as Appellant B neither appeared at the public hearing on the project or informed the
County of the nature of their concerns prior to the hearing and has not demonstrated good cause
as to why they were unable to do either, Appellant B does not have standing as an aggrieved
person to appeal the local government’s approval of CDU Permit No. 10-2012 pursuant to
Coastal Act Sections 30801 and 30625. Therefore, Appellant B is not an aggrieved person who
may file an appeal consistent with the requirements of Coastal Act sections 30625 and 30801.

C. FEDERAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT

Public entities” powers to regulate the placement of telecommunication facilities are limited by
the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) and Federal law, specifically the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (“TCA”). First, the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Pub. L.
No. 104-104, 110 Stat. 56 (codified as amended in USC, Titles 15, 18 & 47), precludes state and
local governments from enacting ordinances that prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the
provision of telecommunications services, including “personal wireless services.”

Second, U.S. Codes Title 47, section 253 preempts state and local regulations that maintain the
monopoly status of a telecommunications service provider. Section 253(a) states: “No State or
local statute or regulation, or other State or local legal requirement, may prohibit or have the
effect of prohibiting the ability of any entity to provide any interstate or intrastate
telecommunications service.”

Third, the TCA also contains provisions applicable only to wireless telecommunications service
providers. 47 USC section 332(c)(7) preserves the authority of local governments over zoning
decisions regarding the placement and construction of wireless service facilities, subject to
enumerated limitations in section 332(c)(7)(B). One such limitation is that regulations *“shall not
prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the provision of personal wireless services.” (47 USC
section 332(c)(7)(B)(i)(11).) An agency runs afoul of either 47 USC section 253 or 47 USC
section 332(c)(7) if (1) it imposes a “city-wide general ban on wireless services” or (2) it actually
imposes restrictions that amount to an effective prohibition (47 USC section 253(a); 47 USC
section 332(c)(7)(B)(i)(11)). A public entity also can run afoul of TCA’s effective prohibition
clause if it prevents a wireless service provider from closing a significant gap in service
coverage, taking into account the feasibility of alternative facilities or site locations.

Fourth, state and local governments cannot “regulate the placement, construction and
modification of cellular facilities on the basis of environmental effects of radio frequency

8
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emissions” if the facilities comply with the FCC regulations with respect to such emissions. (47
USC section 332(c)(7)(B)(iv).) If an agency denied or regulated a cell phone tower on the basis
of the environmental effects of radio frequency emissions (RFESs) that comply with the federal
regulations, then that agency action is preempted.

The limitations upon a state and local government’s authority with respect to
telecommunications facilities contained within the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (TCA) do
not state or imply that the TCA prevents public entities from exercising their traditional
prerogative to restrict and control development based upon aesthetic or other land use
considerations. Other than the above-identified enumerated exceptions, the TCA does not limit
or affect the authority of a state or local government. Though Congress sought to encourage the
expansion of telecommunication technologies, the TCA does not federalize telecommunications
land use law. Instead, Congress struck a balance between public entities and telecommunication
service providers. Under the TCA, public entities retain control “over decisions regarding the
placement, constructions, and modification of telecommunication facilities.” (47 USC 8
332(c)(7)(A).)

State and local governments must act “within a reasonable time frame” in acting on applications,
and decisions to deny such requests must be “in writing and supported by substantial evidence
contained in a written record.” (47 USC section 332(c)(7)(B)(iii).) On November 18, 2009, the
Federal Communications Commission (the “FCC”) released a Declaratory Ruling clarifying
Section 332(c)(7) of the Telecommunications Act. See In Re: Petitioner for Declaratory Ruling
to Clarify Provisions of Section 332(c)(7)(B) to Ensure Timely Siting Review, Etc., FCC 09-99
(FCC November 18, 2009) (the “Ruling’™)). This declaratory ruling defined what is a
presumptively “reasonable time” beyond which an agency’s inaction may constitute a prohibited
failure to act. The FCC found that “a reasonable period of time” upon application completeness
is, presumptively, 90 days to process personal wireless service facility siting applications
requesting collocations and 150 days for all other applications. The ruling permits a wireless
service provider whose filed application has been pending for a period of 90 days for collocation
applications, and 150 days for all other applications to seek judicial review within 30 days on the
basis that a state or local permitting authority failed to act on the application within “a reasonable
time.” The state or local government would have the opportunity to rebut the presumption of
reasonableness. On May 20, 2013, the U.S. Supreme Court upheld the Fifth Circuit Court of
Appeals’ decisions in consolidated City of Arlington Texas et al. v. Federal Communications
Commission et al., (2013) 133 S. Ct. 1863) affirming the FCC’s determination regarding the
above-identified timeline provisions of the TCA.

In summary, while state and local governments continue to have the right to regulate
telecommunications facilities, consistent with the existing limitations within the TCA, a state or
local government may not: (1) unreasonably discriminate among providers of functionally
equivalent services; (2) prohibit the provision of personal wireless services; (3) delay action on
the application beyond a reasonable period of time after the request is duly filed; or (4) regulate
the placement, construction, or modification on the basis of environmental effects of radio
frequency emissions if in compliance with FCC regulations.

D. SITE DESCRIPTION

The approved telecommunications facility is to be sited on property owned by Wolfgang and
Brunhilde Funke, located approximately one mile south of the small rural town of Albion and %
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mile south of the Salmon Creek Bridge, at 2335 North Highway One in Mendocino County
(Exhibits 1-2). The project site is located on a rangeland parcel atop an uplifted coastal marine
terrace adjacent to and east of Highway One, and is within a designated “Highly Scenic Area.”
The surrounding landscape consists of rolling hills east of Highway One and uplifted marine
terrace bluff-tops west of Highway One. There is very little development located on either side
of the highway in the immediate vicinity of the development site. Notable exceptions include a
restaurant west of Highway One about 1/8-mile north, the Pacific Reef’s residential subdivision
south of Salmon Creek on the west side of Highway One and a few other scattered residences
not readily visible from Highway One on either side of the highway.

The property consists of semi-natural grasslands (managed for hay production) surrounded by a
mature hedgerow of planted Monterey cypress trees. The County staff report describes the
presence on the property of two riparian corridors, an agricultural pond, and two plant
communities characterized by the project biologist as environmentally sensitive habitat areas
(ESHA).

The approximately 115-acre subject property is comprised of three assessor parcel numbers
(APNSs) that are part of one single parcel. The site of the approved telecommunications facility
(APN 123-370-03) is designated and zoned as Range Lands 160 Acres Minimum (RL-160), and
is further designated as within a Type 1l Agricultural Preserve under the Williamson Act. A
single family residence, two barns, and a detached two-car garage exist on the property. The two
other APNs that are part of this single legal parcel include APN 123-360-07 that adjoins the
project site to the north (designated and zoned RL-160 with a floodplain combining district) and
APN 123-320-02 (designated and zoned RR-5 with a planned development combining district).
All three properties are located adjacent to and east of Highway One.

E. DESCRIPTION OF APPROVED PROJECT

On January 16, 2014, the County of Mendocino conditionally approved Coastal Development
Use (CDU) Permit # CDU 10-2012 authorizing development and operation of a
telecommunication facility to support a wireless carrier (Verizon Wireless). The County-
approved telecommunications facility development includes: (1) construction of a 105-foot-tall
“monopine” (described as a monopole designed to resemble a pine tree) with 12 panel antennas
and 2 GPS antennas; (2) installation of a 30-kilowatt diesel generator; (3) installation of a 132-
gallon propane tank; (4) construction of a 176-square-foot equipment shelter; and (5)
construction of approximately 500 feet of a 12-foot-wide gravel access driveway and turnaround
to connect to the existing driveway (Exhibit 3).

The County staff report describes that the approximately 3,450-square-foot lease area for the
telecommunications facility site will be located within a hay field that is approximately 100 feet
higher in elevation and 460 feet east of Highway One. The County staff report describes all
approved developments as occurring more than 100 feet from all ESHAs.

F. APPELLANT’S APPEAL CONTENTIONS

Appellant A

Commissioners Steve Kinsey and Mary Shallenberger claim that the approved 105-foot-tall
cylindrical monopine that extends above the existing vegetation is not subordinate to the natural
setting, inconsistent with the visual subordination policies including but not limited to LUP
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Policies 3.5-1 and 3.5-3, and CZC Section 20.504.015(C)(3). Appellant A also claims that the
approved project is inconsistent with the certified LCP because it failed to consider other feasible
alternative sites that exist in less visible locations, inconsistent with LUP Policy 3.5-4 and CZC
Section 20.504.015(C)(7).

G. ANALYSIS OF APPELLANTS’ APPEAL CONTENTIONS

As set forth in Section 30603 of the Coastal Act, after certification of its local coastal program,
an appeal of a local government-issued coastal development permit is limited to allegations made
on the grounds that the approved development does not conform to the standards set forth in the
certified local coastal program or the public access policies of the Coastal Act.

As discussed above, Appellant B does not have standing to be considered an “aggrieved person”
eligible to file an appeal. Thus, taken alone, Appellant B’s contentions do not provide a basis for
the Commission to find substantial issue and proceed to a de novo review of the merits of the
project. However, Appellant B’s contentions that the approved telecommunications facility is
inconsistent with the visual resource protection provisions of the Mendocino County certified
LCP are similar to the contentions of Appellant A which are addressed below and have been
considered as the receipt of written comments on the appeal. Appellant B’s other contention that
the County-approved telecommunications facility will distract motorists while driving does not
allege an inconsistency of the project as approved with the certified LCP. Rather, the appellants
allege that the County’s approval violates an unspecified provision of California State Law. If
Appellant B had been eligible to file an appeal which the Commission has found they are not, the
contention would not have been found to raise valid grounds for appeal, as the concern does not
relate to conformance of the approved project with the certified LCP. While the Mendocino
County certified LCP does contain exterior lighting provisions such as LUP Policy 3.5-15 and
CZC Section 20.504.035 (Appendix C) requiring that “no lights shall be installed so that they
distract motorists,” the certified LCP does not appear to contain provisions limiting authorization
of telecommunications facilities in relation to potential driver distractions.

Visual Resources

The contentions raised in the appeal regarding visual resources present potentially valid grounds
for appeal in that the contentions allege the approved development’s inconsistency with the
visual resource protection policies of the certified LCP. Appellant A contends that the 105-foot-
tall cylindrical monopine that extends above the existing vegetation is insubordinate to the
natural setting and to the character of the surrounding area, inconsistent with the visual
subordination policies including but not limited to the LUP Policies of Section 3.5, and CZC
Section 20.504. Appellant A further contends that the approval of the telecommunications
facility failed to adequately consider whether other feasible alternative sites exist in less visible
locations, inconsistent with LUP Policy 3.5-4 and CZC Section 20.504.015(C)(7).

LUP Visual Resources Policy No. 3.5-1 and CZC Section 20.504.015 state that permitted
development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic
coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the
character of surrounding areas and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in
visually degraded areas; furthermore, new development in Highly Scenic Areas (HSAS) shall be
subordinate to the character of the setting. LUP Policy No. 3.5-3 and CZC Section
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20.504.015(C)(3) additionally require that new development in HSAs shall be subordinate to the
natural setting.

The appeal raises a substantial issue of whether the approved telecommunications facility is
subordinate to the character of its setting. The Mendocino County coastline is a major visitor
destination area visited by many thousands of travelers every year. A January 13, 2014 News
Release submitted by Mendocino County Executive Office states the following:

On Friday, January 10, 2014, The New York Times released its annual “Places to
Visit™ list, with Mendocino County’s North Coast taking the No. 3 spot out of 52
destinations. The Coastline is listed alongside destinations and experiences such
as Cape Town South Africa’s recent renaissance, a revived Downtown Los
Angeles culinary scene and the biologically diverse environs of Ecuador

including the Galapagos Islands. Specifically, the article mentions the
spectacular natural features of the coastline, which has drawn tourists for
decades. This includes opportunities for whale watching, hiking, and enjoyment of
the rugged coastline that Mendocino County proudly claims as its own.

The County Executive Office news release highlights the importance of the scenic beauty of
coastal Mendocino County to tourism and the character of the surrounding area. The County’s
findings for approval and Initial Study state in part that:

...Staff determined that a varying portion of the top of the “monopine” would be visible
periodically when travelling along an approximate 1.4 mile stretch of State Highway 1
from its intersection with Navarro Ridge Road to just south of where the Highway crosses
Little Salmon Creek.

Mendocino Land Trust owns and maintains a property (APN’s 123-310-02 and 126-010-
01) of approximately 55.29 acres on the west side of State Highway 1, which provides
public access to bluff tops overlooking the Pacific Ocean. Improvements include a
parking lot and numerous public trails. Staff visited the site during the visual simulation
test and found, as shown in the photo-simulation viewpoint #6 on Page PC 61, that
approximately the top 20 feet of the *“monopine” would be visible from the bluff edge at
the most western portions of the property....

...A key factor in monopole stealth design is successfully blending the pole into the
natural surroundings. For the stealth goals to be adequately achieved, the placement of
the ““monopine” must be similar in size and appearance to nearby trees. According to the
applicant’s Site Survey (Page PC 48), the height of Cypress trees, which effectively
conceal the ground equipment and a portion of the 105 foot tall “monopine” from State
Highway 1 and Mendocino Land Trust property, ranges from 78.7 feet to 103.3 feet
Above Ground Level (AGL). As shown in the photo-simulations, depending on the
vantage point, as much as two-thirds or 70 feet of the top of the ““monopine” will be
visible at a distance when travelling along the Highway. (Emphasis added)

The County staff report references the applicant’s site survey (Sheet C-1) that identifies the
height of trees adjacent to Highway One. The site survey does not depict the height of those
cypress trees that would be observed immediately surrounding the monopole as seen from the
vantage points depicted in the visual simulations provided, such as from Salmon Creek Bridge
(Viewpoint 4) and the Ledford Inn (Viewpoint 2) along Highway One. Nonetheless, the visual
simulations provided by both Verizon (in the County staff referral; Exhibit 5) and in the
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County’s staff report (pages PCA-59 through PCA-61; Exhibit 4) demonstrate that the monopole
will project noticeably higher above existing vegetation. While the County staff report
acknowledges that “the artificial tree design has been used for other wireless telecommunication
sites in Mendocino County, with differing degrees of success,” and further recognizes the
importance of mimicking surrounding vegetation both in height and form of the monopine, the
visual simulations and design specifications for the approved project depict the 105-foot-tall
“monopine” as a rigid, unnatural cylindrical form unlike the broad, spreading tops of the
surrounding mature cypress trees.

The County summarized its approval of the visual impacts of the project by stating:

...Staff concluded that although, there is not enough vegetation at this location to fully
conceal the “monopine” from all vantage points along State Highway 1, given the stealth
design and at times significant distance away, the general public may well be unaware of
the true nature of the structure. However, based on staff’s experience with other
“monopine”” designs installed in the County, the stealth design may not be effective at
disguises [sic] the true use when viewed from a close distance, such as the vantage point
seen in photo-simulation viewpoint number 5 (page PC 59). It’s likely that a local user
will be more acutely aware of changes to the visual resources versus the tourist who is
less sensitive to specific changes in an unfamiliar environment. The [Planning]
Commission will need to balance potential visual impacts versus improved
communication service in what is currently an unserved area.

Mendocino CZC Section 20.504.015(C) requires that development permitted in highly scenic
areas shall provide for the protection of coastal views from public areas that include coastal
trails. In addition to these requirements, LUP 3.5-3 further requires that development be
subordinate to the character of its setting. The above cited statements from the County’s findings
evidence that the approved development will not be subordinate to the character of the natural
setting, but instead will be prominently visible from public vantage points to and along the coast
such as along portions of Highway One, at Salmon Creek Bridge, and from the nearby Navarro
Blufflands property managed for public blufftop access.

The County’s findings for approval included a determination that the 105-foot-tall “monopine”
was a “stealth design,” based in part upon the use of “subdued colors and non-reflective
materials.” Despite efforts to use “subdued colors” on the approved telecommunications facility,
the rigid, unmoving 105-foot-tall cylindrical monopine will contrast with the broad, spreading
canopies of surrounding shorter cypress and native shore pine trees. The County findings do not
identify how the 105-foot-tall cylindrical monopine that extends above the existing vegetation is
subordinate to the natural setting. Instead, the approval acknowledges that existing vegetation
will not screen the development, and that “as much as two-thirds or 70 feet of the top of the
“monopine” will be visible at a distance when travelling along the Highway.”

Highway One is the primary travel corridor through coastal Mendocino County, and provides
access to visitors travelling from throughout the region, state, and world to enjoy the beauty of
the Mendocino coastline. Thus, the appeal raises issues of regional and statewide significance.
Therefore, the Commission finds that the appeal raises a substantial issue with respect to
conformance of the approved telecommunications facility by the County with LCP policies
regarding the protection of visual resources including, but not limited to LUP Policy 3.5-1, LUP
Policy 3.5-3, and CZC Section 20.504.015.
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The appeal also raises a substantial issue of conformity of the approved project with LUP Policy
3.5-4 and CZC Section 20.504.015(C)(7) as the findings do not include a comprehensive analysis
of feasible alternative locations and designs that would have less visual impact and be
subordinate to the character of its setting while still providing the proposed level of service
coverage. The County staff report states the following:

Staff is unaware of any existing telecommunication facilities in the area that the
applicant could co-locate on and provide coverage in the area. The applicant is
proposing to construct a “monopine” behind Cypress trees to help stealth the facility and
minimize visual impacts. The property is in a semi-rural area with the closest off-site
residence located approximately one-quarter mile southwest of the facility. In
accordance with Standard B(1)(a), staff requested the applicant provide evidence that a
less visual alternative exists. The applicant’s Alternative Site Analysis (Exhibit A)
identifies 7 other locations evaluated and reasons that alternative locations were not
selected over the subject property.

The Applicant’s Alternatives analysis (Exhibit 6) referred to by the County consists of a brief
summary analysis of alternatives in the applicant’s project description that provides a bullet list
of seven alternative sites considered by the applicant that dismiss the feasibility of each
alternative in one sentence without reference to whether there were alternatives that could be
sited in a less visible location. For example, of the 7 other locations evaluated in Verizon’s
“Alternative Site Analysis,” Verizon listed 3 sites that were dismissed because they were too far
away (such as the “Leventhal parcel” located 8 miles away), and/or too close to existing
telecommunication facilities (such as the Little River Airport described as too far -4.5 miles-
away to cover Highway One and too close to the Comptche-Ukiah telecommunications facility
site). Verizon also listed one site located 7.5 miles to the south that they concluded “Failed to
achieve coverage objective — did not reach Highway 1 north of [Highway] 128.” Verizon listed
one uninterested private property owner they approached to site their facility within a water tank.
Verizon also listed that 2 sites did not have sufficient ground space.

The County’s findings and the Applicant’s summary do not discuss alternative sites that might be
in less visible locations than the open marine terrace on the subject property. In addition, the
County findings and the summary analysis provided by the Applicant do not address such
alternatives involving the use of multiple smaller telecommunications facilities rather than just
the single 105-foot-tall tower that was approved. Taller telecommunication facilities generally
allow transmission over a greater coverage area than shorter facilities, as signals can be
transmitted over hills and other topographical barriers with less interruption of service. However,
it is possible to achieve a similar extent of coverage by the strategic placement of an array of
smaller telecommunication facilities in multiple locations such as at the ends of valleys and on
different sides of ridgelines to extend coverage to areas where signals would otherwise be
blocked by topographical features. Relying on smaller telecommunication facilities may allow
for the use of true stealth designs, such as the placement of antennas under decks, within
chimneys and other parts of existing buildings, such as were employed in the development of
two facilities previously approved by the County in nearby areas of the northern Mendocino
County coastal zone. For example, alternatives could be evaluated that would place the facility
within the existing agricultural barn or 2-story accessory building) or in an alternate, more stealth
location on the project site.
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On June 6, 2013, seven months prior to the local hearing on the project, Coastal Commission
staff submitted comments on the project referral for CDU 10-2012 received from Mendocino
County Planning staff. The June 6, 2013 letter identified concerns regarding the proposed
project’s consistency with the visual resources policies of the LCP, and commented in part that
project analysis “should not be limited to Verizon’s submitted analysis of sites that accommodate
their desired coverage objectives, but should additionally identify any feasible alternative
locations and designs for, and viable technical options to the subject telecommunications
facilities...” The letter prepared by Commission staff further stated that the analysis should
include:

...any feasible alternative locations and designs for, and viable technical options to the
subject telecommunications facilities which would reduce their visual impact (through
stealth technologies, co-location, screening, undergrounding support facilities, etc.). For
example, the County in previous actions has approved coastal development use permit
(CDU) #1-2003 that authorized a stealth wireless antenna disguised as a pier supporting
a deck to a single-family dwelling. Similarly, the County authorized CDU #11-2003 and
CDU #17-2007 that authorized placement of panel antennas to be hidden within existing
chimney structures. The alternatives analysis should evaluate similar options to disguise
telecommunication facilities on or within existing structures in the vicinity and that would
render the facility as visually inconspicuous as possible.

On January 13, 2014, a County staff report for the subject project was received at the
Commission’s North Coast District office along with a notice indicating the project would be
heard by the County Planning Commission in three days, on January 16.

Following receipt of the County staff report, Commission staff contacted the County Planner via
electronic mail on January 13 reiterating concerns that the County’s recommendation for project
approval did not adequately demonstrate the project’s consistency with the County’s certified
LCP policies, including but not limited to the protection of visual resources.

Therefore, the degree of factual and legal support for the County’s action is lacking, because
project alternatives and mitigation measures that might result in less environmental impact to
visual resources in a designated highly scenic area and provide for a telecommunications facility
that is sited and designed to be truly subordinate to the character of its setting were not
adequately evaluated.

The County’s approval of a 105-foot-tall monopine that projects above surrounding vegetation in
a designated highly scenic area could create an adverse precedent for future interpretations of the
LCP, particularly as wireless service providers pursue expansion of wireless coverage in highly
scenic coastal areas. Telecommunication facilities have been granted coastal development
permits within the Mendocino County coastal zone north of Manchester, a length of coast
extending approximately 125 miles. These three approved facilities were sited and designed to
be subordinate to the character of their settings:

1. CDU No. 1-2003 (Edge Wireless) -- On July 22, 2003 Mendocino County Board of
Supervisors conditionally approved a wireless telecommunications (cellular) facility
consisting of an antenna concealed below the deck of an existing 18-foot-tall, 1,118-
square-foot residence, placing a 53-inch by 25-inch radio cabinet within an existing 28-
foot by 24-foot, approximately 6-foot-tall, 672-square-foot garage structure, new
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underground electrical and telephone services, and an underground coaxial cable from the
radio cabinet to the antenna. The antenna would be housed in a custom fiberglass
composite shell that has the appearance of the adjacent concrete pier supports that serve
as foundations for the deck platform and residence The project site is a blufftop parcel in
a designated highly scenic area approximately %-miles south of the Town of Mendocino
off of Road 500B (Brewery Gulch Drive).

2. CDU 11-2003 (U.S. Cellular) On May 25, 2004, Mendocino County Board of
Supervisors conditionally approved the establishment of a wireless telecommunications
(cellular) service facility with a stealth design to be concealed within two of six existing
35-foot chimney structures of a hotel property, “The Stanford Inn by the Sea” located
within a designated highly scenic area at 44850 Comptche-Ukiah Road just south of the
town of Mendocino. The approved facility included two four-panel antennas, two global
positioning antennas, and associated electronic equipment to be housed within an existing
storage room in the main structure. Cabling between the antennas and electronics would
extend up the inside of the building through the attic to the antennas. Land-based
electrical and telecommunication connections would be made to existing utility panels on
the building.

3. A-1-MEN-10-001 (Verizon-Sharples) — On July 7, 2010, the Commission conditionally
approved a 160-foot tall lattice tower with 12 panel antennas; 2 microwave dishes; 2
wireless GPS antennas; and ground-based equipment within a fenced lease area
consisting of approximately 1500 square feet (30°x50’), within a designated highly scenic
area approximately 1.4 miles east of Highway One, at 43600 Comptche-Ukiah Road. The
approved facility was sited near the ridgeline but within a mature, dense forest that is not
visible when travelling to or along the coast, unless viewed from within the Town of
Mendocino using binoculars and a trained eye to find the tower.

The protection of views to and along coastal Mendocino County is an issue of statewide concern
as Highway One and access to the nearby blufftop trails are used by residents and coastal tourists
from California, the nation, and the world. Therefore the appeal raises a substantial issue of
conformance of the approved project with LCP policies regarding the protection of visual
resources including, but not limited to LUP Policies 3.5-1, 3.5-3, 3.5-4 and CZC Section
20.504.015.

H. CONCLUSION

The Commission finds that the appeal raises a substantial issue with respect to conformance of
the County-approved development with LCP policies regarding the protection of visual resources
in a highly scenic area. The Commission finds the appeal raises a substantial issue of conformity
of the approved project with these LCP requirements because the approval (1) fails to
demonstrate how the 105-foot-tall rigid telecommunications facility that will project above
surrounding natural vegetation as seen from public vantage points will be subordinate to the
natural setting; and (2) fails to analyze alternatives, including true stealth design options such as
placing antennas within existing infrastructure, to demonstrate whether feasible alternatives exist
that could provide service to the geographic area, inconsistent with the visual resource protection
provisions of the certified LCP including, but not limited to LUP Policies 3.5-1, 3.5-3, 3.5-4, and
3.5-5, and CZC Sections 20.504 and 20.532.
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I. Information Needed for De Novo Review of Application

Section 30621 of the Coastal Act instructs the Commission to provide for a de novo hearing on
all appeals where it has determined that a substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on
which an appeal has been filed. If the Commission finds substantial issue as recommended
above, staff also recommends that the Commission continue the de novo hearing to a subsequent
date. The de novo portion of the appeal hearing must be continued because the Commission does
not have sufficient information to determine what, if any, development can be approved,
consistent with the certified LCP.

Given that the project the Commission will be considering de novo has come to the Commission
after an appeal of a local government action, the Commission has not previously been in the
position to request additional information from the applicant needed to ultimately determine if
the project can be found to be consistent with the certified LCP. The applicant has the burden to
demonstrate the proposed project is the least intrusive means of filling a significant gap in
service. Following is a discussion of the information needed to evaluate the development.

1. Definition of Coverage Objective

As indicated above, on June 6, 2013, Coastal Commission staff submitted comments on the
project referral for CDU 10-2012 received from Mendocino County Planning staff. The June 6,
2013 letter commented in part that in addition to the “Alternative Site Analysis” prepared by
Verizon and included in the referral, the project analysis “should not be limited to Verizon’s
submitted analysis of sites that accommodate their desired coverage objectives, but should
additionally identify any feasible alternative locations and designs for, and viable technical
options to the subject telecommunications facilities which would provide coverage...”

To evaluate alternatives, it is necessary to understand the project objectives. Therefore, a
description of Verizon’s coverage objective must be provided that includes the kinds of
telecommunication services that would be accommodated by the facility and includes
specifications on the minimum criteria necessary (e.g., the power rating for all antennas and
equipment, facility spacing requirements relative to topography and distance from other towers,
minimum number of antennas needed), to provide coverage in the area, including alternative
levels of coverage compared to the minimum coverage requirements.

2. Revised Alternatives Analysis

A revised alternatives analysis must be provided that evaluates any feasible alternative locations
and designs for, and viable technical options to the subject telecommunications facilities which
would reduce their visual impact (through stealth technologies, co-location, screening,
undergrounding support facilities, etc.). The alternatives analysis should evaluate similar options
to disguise telecommunication facilities on or within existing structures in the vicinity and that
would render the facility as visually inconspicuous as possible. The revised alternatives analysis
should at minimum address coverage objective and the minimum levels necessary to achieve
coverage) for all of the following scenarios:

1. Installation of multiple, closer-spaced facilities and lower-profile facilities rather than one
facility to minimize bulk and height of a facility placed on a singular parcel, including:
a. On-site evaluation of the potential to place antennas within a facade on an
existing structure, such as a cupola on the existing barn, within the two-story
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accessory building, or within one or more chimneys on the existing garage and/or
home;

b. Off-site alternative locations that can accommodate a true stealth structure (e.g.,
Biaggi residence, Ledford House, Albion Hardware Store, Navarro Inn,
residences in Pacific Reefs subdivision (Nonella Lane), Albion River
Campground, Flats Café, etc.);

2. Reduced size of monopole and footprint of facility. For example, in 2013 the Coastal
Commission granted conditional approval to T-Mobile (CDP 1-12-022) authorizing
construction of a 50-foot monopole within a 900-square-foot area. The design could
accommodate 4 antennas. The proposed telecommunications facility is described as
supporting a 105-foot-tall monopole that will accommodate 12 antennas and occupies
3,450 square feet. Information must be provided that addresses what coverage could be
achieved with a lower height monopole (50-75 feet) in the proposed location, both as a
stand-alone facility and if combined with other stealth facilities nearby.

In addition, the previous sites that were evaluated but dismissed because they did not achieve
Verizon’s coverage objective (e.g., Cameron Road site) must be evaluated as to whether they
would be feasible to include as part of an array of smaller telecommunication facilities placed in
multiple locations designed to provide coverage to the same geographic area.

3. Analysis of Surrounding Tree Heights

The County staff report references the applicant’s site survey (Sheet C-1) that identifies the
height of trees adjacent to Highway One. The site survey does not depict the height of those
cypress trees that would be observed immediately surrounding the monopole as seen from the
vantage points depicted in the visual simulations provided, such as from Salmon Creek Bridge
(Viewpoint 4) and the Ledford Inn (Viewpoint 2) along Highway One. Therefore, a site survey
must be provided that contains a complete inventory of all trees that surround and affect the
screening of the monopole. The site survey should provide the tree heights of all trees within the
windbreak surrounding the monopole for a more accurate depiction of tree heights in the area.
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APPENDIX A

COMMISSION’S APPEAL JURISDICTION OVER THE PROJECT

On January 16, 2014, Mendocino County Planning Commission conditionally approved Coastal
Development Use (CDU) Permit # CDU 10-2012 authorizing development and operation of a
telecommunication facility to support a wireless carrier (Verizon Wireless). The project site is
located atop an uplifted coastal marine terrace adjacent to and east of Highway One, and is
within a designated “Highly Scenic Area.”

After certification of Local Coastal Programs (LCPs), the Coastal Act provides for limited
appeals to the Coastal Commission of certain local government actions on coastal development
permits (Coastal Act Section 30603). Section 30603 states that an action taken by a local
government on a coastal development permit application may be appealed to the Commission for
certain kinds of developments, including developments located within certain geographic appeal
areas, such as those located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea, or
within 300 feet of the inland extent of any beach, or of the mean high tide line of the sea where
there is no beach, or within 100 feet of any wetland or stream, or within 300 feet of the top of the
seaward face of any coastal bluff, or those located in a sensitive coastal resource area.
Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be appealed if they are not designated the
“principal permitted use” under the certified LCP. Finally, developments which constitute major
public works or major energy facilities may be appealed, whether approved or denied by the city
or county. The grounds for an appeal are limited to an allegation that the development does not
conform to the standards set forth in the certified local coastal program and, if the development
is located between the first public road and the sea, the public access policies set forth in the
Coastal Act.

The subject development is appealable to the Commission pursuant to Section 30603 of the
Coastal Act because (1) the approved telecommunications facility is a form of development that
is not designated as the “principal permitted use” under the certified LCP; and (2) the approved
development is located within a designated “highly scenic area,” which is a sensitive coastal
resource area.

1. Approved Development is Not Designated the Principal Permitted Use

The site of the approved telecommunications facility (APN 123-370-03) is designated in the
Coastal Land Use Plan and zoned in the Coastal Zoning Ordinance as Range Lands 160 Acres
Minimum (RL-160), and is further designated as within a Type Il Agricultural Preserve under
the Williamson Act. The approved telecommunications facility is a form of land use consistent
with the Major Impact Services and Utilities land use type listed in the LCP. The Coastal Zoning
Ordinance lists the Major Impact Services and Utilities land use type as a conditional use in the
Range Lands District. Therefore, the approved use is not the principal permitted use for the
subject property and the County’s decision to grant the Coastal Development Use permit for the
development is appealable to the Commission pursuant to Section 30603 of the Coastal Act.

2. Within a Sensitive Coastal Resource Area

Section 30116 of the Coastal Act defines Sensitive Coastal Resource Areas as follows:
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"Sensitive coastal resource areas” means those identifiable and geographically
bounded land and water areas within the coastal zone of vital interest and
sensitivity. "Sensitive coastal resource areas" include the following:

(a) Special marine and land habitat areas, wetlands, lagoons, and estuaries as mapped
and designated in Part 4 of the coastal plan.

(b) Areas possessing significant recreational value.
(c) Highly scenic areas. (emphasis added)

(d) Archaeological sites referenced in the California Coastline and Recreation Plan or
as designated by the State Historic Preservation Officer.

(e) Special communities or neighborhoods which are significant visitor destination
areas.

(f) Areas that provide existing coastal housing or recreational opportunities for low-
and moderate-income persons.

(9) Areas where divisions of land could substantially impair or restrict coastal access.

Section 30502 of the Coastal Act indicates that sensitive coastal resource areas are areas within
the coastal zone where the protection of coastal resources and public access requires, in addition
to the review and approval of zoning ordinances, the review and approval by the Commission of
other implementing actions to protect coastal resources. Sensitive coastal resource areas
(SCRAS) can be designated either by the Commission pursuant to Section 30502 of the Coastal
Act, or by local government by including such a designation in its Local Coastal Program (LCP).

Section 30502 directs the Commission to designate SCRAs not later than September 1, 1977,
pursuant to a report which must contain the following information:

(1) A description of the coastal resources to be protected and the reasons why the area
has been designated as a sensitive coastal resource area;

(2) A specific determination that the designated area is of regional or statewide
significance;

(3) A specific list of significant adverse impacts that could result from development where
zoning regulations alone may not adequately protect coastal resources or access;

(4) A map of the area indicating its size and location.

The Commission did not ultimately designate SCRAs or make recommendations to the
Legislature, as contemplated by Section 30502 and 30502.5. Because it did not designate
SCRAs, the Commission does not have the authority to require local governments to adopt such
additional implementing actions. Nothing in Sections 30502 or 30502.5, however, overrides
other provisions in the Coastal Act that assign primary responsibility to local governments for
determining the contents of LCPs and that authorize local governments to take actions that are
more protective of coastal resources than required by the Coastal Act. Such Coastal Act
provisions support the position that the Commission does not have the exclusive authority to
designate SCRAs. In 1977, the Attorney General’s Office advised the Commission that if the
Commission decided not to designate SCRAs, local government approvals of development
located in SCRAs delineated in LCPs would nonetheless be appealable to the Commission.

The ability of local governments to designate SCRAs in LCPs is further supported by the
legislative history of changes to Section 30603. In 1982, after the 1978 deadline for the
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Commission to designate SCRAS, the Legislature amended the provisions of Section 30603 that
relate to appeals of development located in SCRAs. (Cal. Stats. 1982, c. 43, sec. 19 (AB 321 -
Hannigan).) The Legislature's 1982 revisions to the SCRA appeal process demonstrate that the
Commission's decision not to designate SCRAs did not have the effect of preventing local
governments from designating SCRAs through the LCP process. If the Commission's decision
not to designate SCRAs rendered the Coastal Act provisions that relate to SCRAs moot, the
Legislature's action in 1982 would have been a futile and meaningless exercise. Instead, by
deliberately refining the SCRA appeal process, the Legislature confirmed that local governments
continue to have the authority to designate SCRAsS.

Although a city or county is not required to designate SCRAs in their LCP, at least four local
governments have chosen to do so. The Commission has certified LCP’s that contain SCRA
designations from the City of Grover Beach (1982), San Luis Obispo County (1987), the City of
Dana Point (1989) and the segment of Mendocino County’s LCP that covers areas outside of the
Town of Mendocino (1992).

Designation of SCRAs in this manner is consistent with the reservation of local authority, under
Section 30005, to enact certain regulations more protective of coastal resources than what is
required by the Act. As noted above, the Coastal Act does not require local governments to
designate SCRAs, but local governments are allowed to designate such areas.

The appeal of Mendocino County Coastal Development Use (CDU) Permit No. CDU 10-2012
was accepted by the Commission in part, on the basis that the project site is located in a sensitive
coastal resource area designated by Mendocino County and certified by the Commission when
the County’s LCP was certified in 1992.

The applicable designation of sensitive coastal resource areas was accomplished in the LCP by
defining sensitive coastal resource areas within the LCP to include “highly scenic areas,” and by
mapping specific geographic areas on the certified Land Use Maps as “highly scenic.” Chapter 5
of the Mendocino County General Plan Coastal Element (the certified Land Use Plan) and
Division Il of Title 20, Section 20.308.105(6) of the Mendocino County Coastal Zoning Code
(CZC), both define “Sensitive Coastal Resource Areas” to mean “those identifiable and
geographically bounded land and water areas within the coastal zone of vital interest and
sensitivity.” Subparts (c) of these sections include “highly scenic areas.” This definition closely
parallels the definition of SCRA contained in Section 30116 of the Coastal Act. Mendocino
LUP Policy 3.5 defines highly scenic areas to include, in applicable part, “those [areas] identified
on the Land Use Maps as they are adopted.” Adopted Land Use Map Nos. 18 and 19 designate
the area inclusive of the site that is the subject of Mendocino County Permit No. CDU 10-2012
as highly scenic. Therefore, it is clear that by defining sensitive coastal resource areas to include
highly scenic areas, and by then mapping designated highly scenic areas on the adopted Land
Use Maps, the County intended that highly scenic areas be considered sensitive coastal resource
areas.

Section 30603 of the Coastal Act states that “after certification of its local coastal program, an
action taken by a local government on a coastal development permit may be appealed to the
Commission...” Included in the list of appealable developments are developments approved
within sensitive coastal resource areas. Additionally, Division 1l of Title 20, Section
20.544.020(B)(6) of the certified Mendocino County Coastal Zoning Code specifically includes
developments approved “located in a sensitive coastal resource area” as among the types of
developments appealable to the Coastal Commission.
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Therefore, for all of the above reasons, the Commission finds that as (1) highly scenic areas are
designated and mapped in the certified LCP as a sensitive coastal resource area, and (2) approved
development located in a sensitive coastal resource area is specifically included among the types
of development appealable to the Commission in the certified LCP, Mendocino County’s
approval of local Permit No. CDU 10-2012 is appealable to the Commission under Section
30603(a)(3) of the Coastal Act and Section 20.544.020(B)(6) of the certified Mendocino County
Coastal Zoning Code.

The decision of the Coastal Permit Administrator was not appealed at the local level to the
County Board of Supervisors. The County then issued a Notice of Final Action, which was
received at the Commission’s North Coast District Office on January 31, 2014 (Exhibit No. 7).
Section 13573 of the Commission’s regulations allows for appeals of local approvals to be made
directly to the Commission without first having exhausted all local appeals when, as here, the
local jurisdiction charges an appeal fee for the filing and processing of local appeals.

Two separate appeals of the County’s decision to grant the permit with conditions were filed in a
timely manner with the Commission within 10 working days of receipt by the Commission of the
County's Notice of Final Action. The appeals were filed by (A) Commissioners Steve Kinsey and
Mary Shallenberger (Exhibit No. 8); and (B) Lauren Moody, Norman L. de Vall, Greg Krouse,
Zac Zachary, and Russell Fieber (Exhibit No. 9).
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APPENDIX B: SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS

Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-104, 110 Stat. 56 (codified as
amended in USC, Titles 15, 18 & 47).

June 6, 2013. Letter submitted to Dusty Duley, Mendocino County Planning Department, from
Coastal Commission North Coast District Staff, re: County Coastal Development Use
Permit CDU 10-2012 (Verizon- Funke) for proposed wireless telecommunications facility.

Mendocino County Local Coastal Program
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Appendix C
Mendocino County LCP Policies Regarding
Visual Resources

(Emphasis added)

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act has been specifically incorporated into LUP Policy 3.5-1 of the
Mendocino LCP, which states in part (emphasis added):

The scenic and visual qualities of Mendocino County coastal areas shall be
considered and protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted
development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean
and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas and, where feasible,
to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New
development in highly scenic areas designated by the County of Mendocino
Coastal Element shall be subordinate to the character of its setting.

Policy 3.5-3 of the certified LUP states as follows, in applicable part (emphasis added):

The visual resource areas listed below are those which have been identified on
the land use maps and shall be designated as "highly scenic areas," within which
new development shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. Any
development permitted in these areas shall provide for the protection of ocean
and coastal views from public areas including highways, roads, coastal trails,
vista points, beaches, parks, coastal streams, and waters used for recreational
purposes.

e Portions of the coastal zone within the Highly Scenic Area west of Highway 1
between the Ten Mile River estuary south to the Navarro River as mapped with
noted exceptions and inclusions of certain areas east of Highway 1.

In addition to other visual policy requirements, new development west of Highway
One in designated "highly scenic areas" is limited to one-story (above natural
grade) unless an increase in height would not affect public views to the ocean or
be out of character with surrounding structures. Variances from this standard
may be allowed for planned unit development that provides clustering and other
forms of meaningful visual mitigation. New development should be subordinate to
natural setting and minimize reflective surfaces. All proposed divisions of land
and boundary line adjustments within "highly scenic areas™ will be analyzed for
consistency of potential future development with visual resource policies and
shall not be allowed if development of resulting parcel(s) could not be consistent
with visual policies.
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Coastal Zoning Code (CZC) Section 20.504.020 states, in applicable part (emphasis added):

(D) The scenic and visual qualities of Mendocino County Coastal Areas shall be
considered and protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted
development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean
and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas and, where feasible,
to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New
development in highly scenic areas designated by the County of Mendocino
Coastal Element shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. (Ord. No.
3785 (part), adopted 1991)

LUP Policy 3.5-4 states the following (emphasis added):

Buildings and building groups that must be sited within the highly scenic area
shall be sited near the toe of a slope, below rather than on a ridge, or in or near
the edge of a wooded area. Except for farm buildings, development in the middle
of large open areas shall be avoided if an alternative site exists.

Minimize visual impacts of development on terraces by (1) avoiding development
in large open areas if alternative site exists; (2) minimize the number of structures
and cluster them near existing vegetation, natural landforms or artificial berms;
(3) provide bluff setbacks for development adjacent to or near public areas along
the shoreline; (4) design development to be in scale with rural character of the
area...

LUP Policy 3.5-5 states as follows, in applicable part (emphasis added):

Providing that trees will not block coastal views from public areas such as roads,
parks and trails, tree planting to screen buildings shall be encouraged. In specific
areas, identified and adopted on the land use plan maps, trees currently blocking
views to and along the coast shall be required to be removed or thinned as a
condition of new development in those specific areas. New development shall not
allow trees to block ocean views.

Section 20.504.015 (“Highly Scenic Areas”) of the certified Coastal Zoning Code (CZC) states
as follows, in applicable part (emphasis added):

(A) The visual resource areas listed below are those which have been designated
highly scenic and in which development shall be subordinate to the character of

its setting:

(2) Portions of the Coastal Zone within the Highly Scenic Area west of
Highway 1 between the Ten Mile River estuary south to the Navarro River
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as mapped with noted exceptions and inclusion of certain areas east of
Highway 1...

(C) Development Criteria.

(1) Any development permitted in highly scenic areas shall provide for the
protection of coastal views from public areas including highways, roads,
coastal trails, vista points, beaches, parks, coastal streams, and waters
used for recreational purposes.

(3) New development shall be subordinate to the natural setting and
minimize reflective surfaces. In highly scenic areas, building materials
including siding and roof materials shall be selected to blend in hue and
brightness with their surroundings.

(5) Buildings and building groups that must be sited in highly scenic areas
shall be sited:

(a) Near the toe of a slope;

(b) Below rather than on a ridge; and

(c) In or near a wooded area.

(7) Minimize visual impacts of development on terraces by the following

criteria:

(a) Avoiding development, other than farm buildings, in large open areas if
alternative site exists;

(b) Minimize the number of structures and cluster them near existing vegetation,
natural landforms or artificial berms;

(c) Provide bluff setbacks for development adjacent to or near public areas along
the shoreline;

(d) Design development to be in scale with rural character of the area.

(10) Tree planting to screen buildings shall be encouraged, however, new
development shall not allow trees to interfere with coastal/ocean views
from public areas...

(12) Power distribution lines shall be placed underground in designated
"highly scenic areas" west of Highway 1 and in new subdivisions. East of
Highway 1, power lines shall be placed below ridgelines if technically
feasible.

(13) Access roads and driveways shall be sited such that they cause
minimum visual disturbance and shall not directly access Highway 1
where an alternate configuration is feasible. (Ord. No. 3785 (part),
adopted 1991).
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LUP Policy 3.5-15 states in applicable part (emphasis added):

Installation of satellite receiving dishes shall require a coastal permit. In highly scenic
areas, dishes shall be located so as to minimize visual impacts. Security lighting and
floodlighting for occasional and/or emergency use shall be permitted in all areas. Minor
additions to existing nightlighting for safety purposes shall be exempt from a coastal
permit. In any event no lights shall be installed so that they distract motorists and they
shall be shielded so that they do not shine or glare beyond the limits of the parcel
wherever possible.

CZC Section 20.504.035 (“Exterior Lighting Restrictions”) states as follows, in
applicable part (emphasis added):

(A) Essential criteria for the development of night lighting for any purpose shall take into
consideration the impact of light intrusion upon the sparsely developed region of the
highly scenic coastal zone.

(1) No light or light standard shall be erected in a manner that exceeds either the height
limit designated in this Division for the zoning district in which the light is located or the
height of the closest building on the subject property whichever is the lesser.

(2) Where possible, all lights, whether installed for security, safety or landscape design
purposes, shall be shielded or shall be positioned in a manner that will not shine light or
allow light glare to exceed the boundaries of the parcel on which it is placed.

(3) Security lighting and flood lighting for occasional and/or emergency use shall be
permitted in all areas.

(4) Minor additions to existing night lighting for safety purposes shall be exempt from a
coastal development permit.

(5) No lights shall be installed so that they distract motorists.

CZC Section 20.532.095 “Required Findings for All Coastal Development Permits” states in
applicable part:

(A) The granting or modification of any coastal development permit by the approving
authority shall be supported by findings which establish that:

(1) The proposed development is in conformity with the certified local coastal program;
and

(2) The proposed development will be provided with adequate utilities, access roads,
drainage and other necessary facilities; and

(3) The proposed development is consistent with the purpose and intent of the zoning
district applicable to the property, as well as the provisions of this Division and
preserves the integrity of the zoning district; and

(4) The proposed development will not have any significant adverse impacts on the
environment within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act.
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Appendix D
Mendocino County LCP Policies Regarding
Planning and Locating New Development

(Emphasis added)

Section 2.2 of the Land Use Plan describes the uses on designated Rangelands as follows:

Intent: The Range Lands classification is intended to be applied to lands which are
suited for and are appropriately retained for the grazing of livestock and which may also
contain some timber producing areas. The classification includes land eligible for
incorporation into Type Il Agricultural Preserves, other lands generally in range use,
intermixed smaller parcels and other contiguous lands, the inclusion of which is
necessary for the protection and efficient management of range lands.

Principal Permitted Use: Grazing and forage for livestock, including: raising of crops,
wildlife habitat improvement; one single family dwelling per legally created parcel,
harvesting of firewood for the residents personal use, home occupations.

Conditional Uses: Residential clustering, (as allowed by CL combining district.) Cottage
industry; visitor accommodations where designated by an * on the Land Use Maps;
processing of natural resources (i.e. harvesting of hardwood, small electrical generating
facilities and cutting and milling of lumber), recreational uses determined to be related to
and compatible with ranching, conservation and the development of natural resources;
extraction of sand, shale and gravel in conjunction with an approved permit, which shall
include a restoration plan on shore oil and gas development, off-site alternative energy
facilities, electrical transmission and distribution lines (see Policy 3.11-9), natural gas
pipelines (see Policy 3.11-5); and farm worker housing consistent with Policy 3.2-1.

Parcel Size: 160 acres.
Maximum Dwelling Density: One dwelling per 160 acres.

Coastal Zoning Code (CZC) Section 20.368.005 “Intent” states:

This district is intended to encompass lands within the Coastal Zone which are suited for
and are appropriately retained for the grazing of livestock and which may also contain
some timber producing areas.

(Ord. No. 3785 (part), adopted 1991)

CZC Section 20.368.010 “Principal Permitted Uses for RL Districts” states:

The following use types are permitted in the Range Lands District:
(A) Coastal Residential Use Types.

Family Residential: Single-Family;

Vacation Home Rental.
(B) Coastal Agricultural Use Types.

General Agriculture;

Light Agriculture;

Row and Field Crops;

Tree Crops.
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(C) Coastal Open Space Use Types.
Passive Recreation.
(D) Coastal Natural Resource Use Types.
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Management.
(Ord. No. 3785 (part), adopted 1991)

CZC Section 20.368.015 “Conditional Uses for RL Districts” states in part the following:

The following are permitted uses upon the issuance of a coastal development use permit:
(A) Coastal Residential Use Types.

Family Residential: Dwelling Groups;
Family Residential: Cluster Development;
Farm Employee Housing;
Farm Labor Housing.

(B) Coastal Civic Use Types.
Alternative Energy Facilities: On-site;
Alternative Energy Facilities: Off-site;
Community Recreation;
Major Impact Utilities;

Minor Impact Utilities.

(C) Coastal Commercial Use Types.

(D) Coastal Agricultural Use Types.

(E) Coastal Open Space Use Types.
Active Recreation.

(F) Coastal Extractive Use Types.
Mining and Processing;
Onshore Oil and Gas Development Facilities.

(G) Coastal Natural Resource Use Types.
Watershed Management.
(Ord. No. 3785 (part), adopted 1991)
CZC Section 20.368.020 Minimum Lot Area for RL Districts:
One hundred sixty (160) acres.
(Ord. No. 3785 (part), adopted 1991)
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Mendocino County Municipal Code Section 22.08.080 of Chapter 22.08 “Land Usage:
Resource Preserves,” which is incorporated by reference in CZC Section 20.508.015 states in
part the following:

CZC Section 22.08.060(F) “Restricted Uses:”

Notwithstanding any other determination of compatible use under this section, unless the
County makes a finding to the contrary, the erection, construction, alteration, or
maintenance of gas, electric, water, communication, or agricultural laborer housing
facilities are compatible uses within any agricultural preserve and shall not be excluded
by reason of that use. (emphasis added)

CZC Section 22.08.080 - “Land Within the Rangeland District (R-L)”

With respect to property under an agricultural preserve contract zoned rangeland (R-L),
the permissible agricultural and compatible uses shall be as follows:

(A) The permitted agricultural uses are as follows:
(1) Commercial use types
Animal sales and services: horse stables
Animal sales and services: kennels
Animal sales and services: stockyards
(2) Agricultural use types
Animal raising
Animal waste processing
Packing and processing: winery
(3) Residential use types
Family residential: single family

(B) Uses subject to a minor use permit. The following use types are permitted in the R-L
district upon issuance of a minor use permit:

(1)Residential use types
Farm employee housing
Farm labor camp
(2) Commercial use types
Cottage industries: resource lands

(C) Uses subject to a major use permit. The following use types are permitted in the R-L
district upon issuance of a major use permit:

(1) Agricultural use types
Packing and processing: general
(2) Commercial use types
Animal sales and services: permanent auction yard
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Animal sales and services: veterinary (large animals)
Commercial recreation: outdoor sports and recreation
Commercial recreation: outdoor entertainment
Transient habitation: campground

Transient habitation: resort

Energy development: production of energy other than that used on the
property.

(3) Extractive use types
Mining and processing.
(Ord. No. 3428, adopted 1983; Ord. No. 4006 (part), adopted 1998.)

Coastal Zoning Code (CZC) Section 20.532.010 describes the applicability of coastal
development permit regulations as follows:

Any person, partnership, corporation, state or local agency or special district proposing
to undertake any development as defined in Section 20.308.035(D) shall obtain a coastal
development permit in accordance with the provisions of this Chapter, in addition to any
other permit or discretionary approval required by any local agency or special district or
any State or Federal agency as authorized by law or ordinance. If a coastal development
permit is required pursuant to this section, no building permit, water well permit, septic
permit, business license, grading permit, transient occupancy registration certificate,
encroachment permit, occupancy permit or other entitlement for use shall be issued prior
to the issuance of a coastal development permit.

CZC Section 20.532.095 “Required Findings for All Coastal Development Permits” states in
part:

(A) The granting or modification of any coastal development permit by the
approving authority shall be supported by findings which establish that:

(1) The proposed development is in conformity with the certified local
coastal program; and

(2) The proposed development will be provided with adequate utilities,
access roads, drainage and other necessary facilities; and

(3) The proposed development is consistent with the purpose and intent of
the zoning district applicable to the property, as well as the provisions of
this Division and preserves the integrity of the zoning district; and

(4) The proposed development will not have any significant adverse impacts
on the environment within the meaning of the California Environmental
Quality Act.

(5) The proposed development will not have any adverse impacts on any
known archaeological or paleontological resource.
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AGENT: NSA Wireless, Inc., Pamela Nobel NO SCALE

ADDRESS: 2335 N. Hwy. 1, Albion

(5 of 6)



ITE!

[F DMERSIONS SHOWM ON FLAN TD NOT
CORAETTLY, CHECK FOIR REDUCTION
QR ENLASGEMENT FF SHHEL FLANS,

T8 OF PROPOSES BEANEHES ¢
ELEV. 105°=G" °

T4 GF PROPUSED VERIZON VIRELESS WONOPINE
ELEV. 100°0°

[*ROFOSER VERIZON WRELESE:
TWELVE {12} PANEL ANTEMNAS. (STACKED:
HOUHTED 0N FROPOSED

2 v PROPOSE: v _YAREL AMTEN CEMTER
k=4 “\E2POSEC VESIZOY WIRELESS ANTENA RAD CENTE

BEY 970" %

o7 OF PROFSSED VERIZON WIRELESS ANTENMA
ELEY $3°-07

*
\PECFUSED VERIZON WIRELESS ANTENNA R0 CENTER

SOTTOM OF FROPDSED ERAMCHES rb
ELEY, £75-G"

FROSOSED VERIZOH WRELESS:
W5 HIZH NONOBINE

PROFOSED VERIZOM WIRELESS
34X GARLE ICE BRIGGE

rm
e

FROFOSED VERIZON WIRELESS
TWO (4] CPS ANTENNAS WOUNTED \\
0% PRIPOSED EQUIRMENT SHELTER

featar s

PREPOSED YERIZON WIRELESS —

F'?RQFE’SED & HICH SHAN
iF=0T216 -0 EQUPMENT
SHELTER

LPIK FENTE EMCLOSURE ¥/
BERBEC WIRE 0N TP
W/GREEN SLATS

BROPOSED YERIZCH

TP QF PROFDSED CHAIM LINK FENCE 'B
WIRELESS 30 KV STENDEY ELEV, B'-0°
DIESEL GEMERATGR

GHOUND LEVEL a
fEY, -0

PAOPOSED VERIZDN wasiess
50" RIDE ACCESE BATE

(6 of 6)
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VISUAL SIMULATIONS
PREPARED BY COUNTY
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CASE:CDU 10- = — - ' n 7
OWNER: FUNKE, Wolfgang & Brunhilde VIEWPOINTS FOR PHOTOSIM
APN: 123-370-03, 123-320-02, 123-360-07 9 Viewpoint No. and Direction 550 1,100 Feet

AGENT: NSA Wireless, Inc., Pamela Nobel _l

ADDRESS:2335 N. Hwy. 1 Albion 0 X 0.3 Miles 11450

(1 of 4)




STAFF REPORT FOR COASTAL DEVELOPMENT USE PERMIT CDU 10-2012
PAGE PC-59

proposed treepole

Proposed

proposed treepole

Proposed

CASE: CDU 10-2012
OWNER: FUNKE, Wolfgang & Brunhilde EXHIBIT (PHOTOSIM 1)

APN: 123-370-03, 123-320-02, 123-360-07
AGENT: NSA Wireless, Inc., Pamela Nobel
s ] NO SCALE
ADDRESS: 2335 N. Hwy. 1, Albion
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CASE: CDU 10-2012
OWNER: FUNKE, Wolfgang & Brunhilde EXHIBIT (PHOTOSIM 2)

APN: 123-370-03, 123-320-02, 123-360-07
AGENT: NSA Wireless, Inc., Pamela Nobel
) NO SCALE
ADDRESS: 2335 N. Hwy. 1, Albion
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CASE: CDU 10-2012 — — — .
OWNER: FUNKE, Wolfgang & Brunhilde EXHIBIT (PHOTOSIM 3)

APN: 123-370-03, 123-320-02, 123-360-07
AGENT: NSA Wireless, Inc., Pamela Nobel
el NO SCALE
ADDRESS: 2335 N. Hwy. 1, Albion
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A-1-MEN-14-0006
(Verizon-Funke)

VISUAL SIMULATIONS
PREPARED BY VERIZON

Albion Site # 249646 Aerial Map

2335 N. Highway 1
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(1 of 5)




=itk

Proposed

\/ -
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verizonwisisss Albion Site # 249646 Looking Northeast from Highway 1

2335 N. Highway 1 View #2 rev ¢
11/6/12 Albion, CA 95410 Applied Imagination 510 914-0500
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verizonwiciess Albion Site # 249646 Looking Navarro Ridge Road
2335 N. Highway 1 View #3 revc
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verizonwisiess Albion Site # 249646 Looking South from Highway 1

2335 N. Highway 1 View #4 revc
11/6/12 Albion, CA 95410 Applied Imagination 510 914-0500
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EXHIBITA EXHIBIT NO
o o Appeal No.

Project Description-Proposal A-1-MEN-14-0006

Site Name: Albion Site # 249646 (Verizon-Funke)
VERIZON'S PROJECT

Proposed Veg;gg \rinwlil'eis facn1hty located at DESCRIPTION AND
- nighway ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

Albion, CA 95410 ,
Owner: Wolfgang F. Funke & Brunhilde K. Funke
' APN: 123-8370-08

Introduction

Verizon Wireless is the largest wireless communications provider in the U.S. with more
than 27 million wireless voice and data customers. The coast-to-coast wireless provider
was formed by the combination of the U.S. wireless businesses of Bell Atlantic Corp. and
GTE Corp - now Verizon Communications (NYSE:VZ) - and Vodafone (NYSE and
LSE: VOD). The new company includes the assets of Bell Atlantic Mobile, AirTouch
Cellular, GTE Wireless and PrimeCo Personal Communications.

Verizon and its affiliates have acquired licenses from the Federal Communication
Commission (“FCC”) and the CPUC. These licenses include Sonoma County,
California. The regional system operates under the name GTE Mobilnet of California
Limited Partnership, a California limited partnership, d/b/a Verizon Wireless, by Cellco
Partnership, its general partner.

Applicant’s Request

Cellco Partnership, d/b/a Verizon Wireless formally requests pursuant to the County of
Mendocino Wireless Telecommunications Policy approval of a Use Permit and Coastal
Permit for an unmanned telecommunications facility located at 2335 N. Highway 1 in
Albion, California.

Project Description

Installation of an unmanned Verizon Wireless telecommunications facility to be located
at 2335 N. Highway One in Albion, California. The proposed facility will consist of the
installation of twelve panel antennas mounted on new 105 foot monopine, a 12 x 16’
equipment shelter and a *standby 30 KW Diesel generator with a UL142 gallon fuel tank,
located with a 30°x 35’ lease area within a chain link fence with green slates. Monopine
and equipment will be located approximately 400 feet from N. Highway One behind an
existing row of existing cypress trees. Proposed lease area will be accessed from the
existing graveled driveway that will be extended and graveled to include a fire tum
around per Mendocino County Fire Safe Requirements, Public Resource Code 4290.

*Verizon will include a new stand-by 30KW diesel generator with a 132-gallon diesel
fuel tank. This generator will supply power in emergency situations only. This is part of
Verizon’s homeland security initiative. Verizon wants the entire network to be able to
sustain itself in the event of blackout situations. The generator will meet all noise
standards of the County of Mendocino.
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Maintenance

The facility will be unmanned and will be visited only monthly for routine maintenance.
The facility will emit no glare, odor or noise above acceptable levels, and will not have
any signage other than those required for identification as mandated by the FCC and
FAA, which are designed to protect public safety. To ensure structural integrity of the
facility, Verizon Wireless will construct and maintain the site in compliance with all
federal, state and local building codes and standards. In addition, each facility is
monitored 24 hours a day, electronically for intrusion and environmental disruption. The
facility will also contain a sign identifying a 1-800 number to call in case of an
emergency (manned 24 hours a day by Verizon employees) and identifying it as a
Verizon facility. Verizon will be in compliance with all FCC regulations regarding
signage at the facility.

Need for Site and Location Justification

Wireless phone systems operate on a “grid” system, whereby overlapping “cells” mesh to
form a seamless wireless network. The technical criteria for establishing cell sites are
very exacting as to both the height and location of the telecommunication facility. Based
on a computerized engineering study, which takes into account, among other things, local
population density, traffic patterns, and topography, Verizon Wireless’s RF engineers -
have identified this location as being a necessary and appropriate location for a cell site in
order to provide coverage along N. Highway One and to the surrounding community of
Albion. This site is intended to extend coverage south on Highway One from the recently
built and on air location on Comptche Ukiah Road, and somewhat on Highway 128.

Alternative Site Analysis
Verizon Wireless investigated existing structures, towers and buildings high enough to
accommodate the coverage objectives.

(1) 4401 Cameron Road, Elk — Drive test was conducted May 24, 2011 — Failed to
achieve coverage objective

(2) Albion Volunteer Fire Department — Hwy One and Albion Ridge Road (West Street)
Caltrans plan to reroute Highway One — Site too close to Highway - No Ground Space —
referred to Funke Property as best location in Albion to place site.

(3) Albion Post Office — Located at 3380 Albion Ridge Road (West Street @ N. Highway
One — Caltrans rerouting Highway One — no Ground Space Available

(4) Little River Airport — Too far east to cover Highway One south and 128, also too
close to Comptche Ukiah Verizon site

(5) Fensalden Inn — 33810 Navarro Ridge Road — Too far East from N. Hwy One
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(6) Water Tank — Albion Ridge Road — Mendocino Water District Tank located directly
in front of single family resident over look ocean view — Privately owned land, no contact
interest. '

(7) Leventhal Parcel — 26301 Albion Ridge Road- Willing property owner, however, too
far from‘ N. Highway One — (8 miles east)

Radio Frequency

The proposed facility will be designed and constructed to meet applicable governmental
and industry safety standards. Verizon Wireless continues to comply with all FCC
governing construction requirements, technical standards, interference protection, power
limitations, and radio frequency standards. Any and all RF emissions are subject to the
exclusive jurisdiction of the FCC. (See EMF Evatuation dated November 12, 2012)

Noise & Acoustical Information

Standby Generator for emergency back up power supply

In order for Verizon to maintain the site’s operational capability in the event of an
emergency or extended power outage, a 30 kW diesel fired generator will be installed at
time of construction. The generator itself is enclosed in a sound attenuated enclosure,
utilizes a muffler with the exhaust pipe directed vertically approximately 8 feet above
ground level. The generator would run for extended periods of time only in the event of a
natural disaster, other emergency or prolonged power outage. Sound test results are
available for the proposed generator and are attached for review.

Safety
The proposed site will be entirely self-monitored by sophisticated computers which

connect directly to a central office and which alert personnel to equipment malfunction or
breach of security. Moreover, no smoke, debris or other nuisance will be generated by
the proposed facility.

The proposed facility will not be detrimental to nor will it endanger the public health,
safety, morals, comfort, or general welfare of the community. The proposed facility will
not pose a risk of explosion, fire or other danger to life or property due to proximity to
other materials and the facility will be designed and a State of California qualified
engineer will certify that the proposed facility will be structurally sound.

In Conclusion

Everyday, more than 296,000 “011” calls are made from wireless phones. According to
the National Center for Health Statistics Interview Survey January — June 2010, 26.6% of
U.S. Households are Wireless “Only” households. The proposed Verizon Wireless
Telecommunications Facility enhances the general welfare of the community by
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providing the infrastructure for these calls, as well as providing vital means of
communication during times of emergency when traditional land lines are not available
or in cases of power failure. The carefully selected and designed facility allows these
calls to occur while remaining a site that meets the needs of the community now and in
the future.

For the purpose and duration of this application, the project manager is NSA Wireless,
Inc. located at 2000 Crow Canyon Place Suite 400, San Ramon CA 94583, contact
Pamela Nobel direct at (707) 486-7252, email: pdnobel@earthlink.net or NSA
Wireless at (925) 244-1890, and Fax: (925) 355-0672.

Verizon Wireless long-term responsible party and agent for service of process is:
GTE Mobilnet of California Limited Partnership,
dba Verizon Wireless
180 Washington Valley Road
Bedminster, New Jersey 07921
Attention: Network Real Estate
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COUNTY OF MENIOCINO | | - TeLEPHONE. 7074534281
- L . - ; FaX 7074635709
“DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING SERVICES e roraots
‘860 NORTH:BUST: STREET UKIAH ‘CALIFORNIA: '95482
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) ‘ cOAS?‘AAtlgBMMISSION

' NOTICE OF FINAL ACTION NORTH:COAST DISTRICT

0

| Action has been completed by the County of Mendocino on the below described project located within the Coastal

Zone.

2 ‘CASE#: CDU 10-2012

1 DATE FILED: 12/13/2012 |

- OWNER: WOLFGANG & BRUNHILDE FUNKE

: ‘APPLICANT: CELLCO PARTNERSHIP/VERIZON WIRELESS
AGENT: NSA WIRELESS, INC. PAMELA NOBEL
REQUEST: Coastal Development Use Permit to authorize construction and operation of a
telecommunication facility to support.a wireless carrier (Verizon Wireless) consisting of a 105 foot tall
monopine (monopole designed to resemble a pine tree), 12 panel antennas, 2 GPS antennas, a 30
kilowatt diesel-generator, a 132 gallon propane tank and a 176 square foot equipment shelter.
LOCATION: 1.1+/- miles south of Albion, lying on the east side of State Highway 1. 0.1+/- miles north of
its intersection with Navarro Ridge Road, Iocated at 2335 North Hughway 1; AP# 123-370-03, 123-320-02
and 123-360-07.
PROJECT COORDINATOR: DUSTY DULEY

ACTION TAKEN:

The Planning Commission, on January 16, 2014, approved the above described project. See attached
documents for the findings and conditions in support of this decision.

The above project was not appealed at the local level.
This project is appealable to the Coastal Commission pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 30603. An

- aggrieved person may appeal this decision to the Coastal Commission within 10 working days following Coastal
Commission receipt of this notice. Appeals must be in wrltmg to the appropriate Coastal Commission district

office.
Attachments
cc: Coastal Commission
Assessor ' EXHIBIT NO. 7
APPLICATION NO.

A-1-MEN-14-0006 - VERIZON-FUNKE

NOTICE OF FINAL LOCAL ACTION
AND FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL FOR
CDP 10-2013 (1 of 129)




, . ) STEVE DUNNICLIFF
COUNTY OF MENDUCINO TELEPHONE 707-463-4281
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FINAL FINDINGS AND:CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
CDU10-2012 ~'FUNKE
JANUARY 16,2014

The Planning Commission approves Coastal Development Use:Permit# CDU 10-2012 per the findings and
conditions of approval contained:in the staff report and as modified during the public hearing, further findings;

CONDITIONS OF. APPROVAL:
~ Aesthetics

1. The total height of tower including antennas and faux branches will not exceed 105 feet in height above
ground level. Within sixty (60) days of completion of the installation of the facility, the applicant shall
confirm that the height is no greater than approved, and shall submlt a wrltten certification to the County
of the actual height.

2. Existing trees and other vegetation, which will provide screening for the proposed facility and associated
access roads, shall be protected from damage. No trees that provide visual screening of the
communications facility shall be removed after project completion except to comply with fire safety

“regulations or to eliminate safety hazards. Tree trimming shall be limited to the minimum necessary for
operation of the facility.

**3. If use of any portion of the proposed facility is discontinued for more than one year, all parts of the facility
not in use, above grade, shall be compietely removed from the site, and the site shall be restored to a
natural-appearing condition.

**4. ~  Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall provide an irrevocable letter of credit, bond,
certificate of deposit, or other reasonable form of security satisfactory to County Counsel, sufficient to
fund the removal of the facility and restoration of the site in the event that the applicant abandons
operations or fails to comply with requirements for removal of facilities and restoration of the site.

*5.  Exterior surfaces of structures and equipment shall have subdued colors and non-refiective materials
“selected to biend with their surroundings. Color samples shall be submitted to the Department of
Planning and Building for approval.

**B. Exterior light fixtures shall be designed or located so that only reflected, non-glaring light is visible from
beyond the immediate vicinity of the site, and shall be turned off except when in use by facility personnel.
No aircraft warning lighting shall be installed.

*7. Branches of the “monopine” shall extend beyond the antennas and fully conceal the supporting structure
and antennas. The branches must:

(i) Be constructed to a density of 2.5 branches for each one vertical foot of pole, and

(iiy Start attachment at no greater than twenty-five (25) feet above finished grade and continue to the top
of the pole, and

(i) Be a minimum of eight (8) feet long around the circumference of the lower level and shall taper
appropriately as the branches progress upwards.

**8. The antenna array shall not extend more than thirty (30) inches from the structure to which it is attached.

**9, An evaluation of the facility's stealth capability shall be submitted for review and approval by the
Department of Planning and Building Services after the initial construction, one year foliowing 2 0f 129




Replacement;or" remedlatlo'n“of the'ww'eless facllity shall be: performed by the apphcant If requlred by the
Department of: Planmng and Building: Serv:ces

Air Quahg _

10.

11.

12.

Pner to:the development phase of: the pro;ect the. applicant shall.contact the- Mendaclno County Air
Quality:Management District: for a: :determination-as to the need for:a permit from the District for the
propesed generator.

~The newaceess-roadflea'dingifromvthe-v. existing-road too the:project site shall be covered with an

impermeable sealant or rocked:at a-bare minimum. Any rock material used for surfacing, including rock
from onsite sources, must comply. with regulations regarding asbestos content. '

All grading activities must compiy wnth District Regulation 1 Rule 430 regarding fugitive dust emissions.

Blologlcal Resources

**13.

Applicant shall comply with the recommendations for preserving Biological Resources identified in the
Biological Assessment dated November 2012 and prepared by Kjeldsen Biological Consulting which
state:

* All project construction activities must be limited to the project footprint. Best- Management
Practices including silt and erosion control measures must be implemented to protect off-site
movement of sediment and dust during and post construction. Best Management Practices must
be implemented throughout the construction period such as retaining ground cover litter,
providing mulch for bare ground and standard erosion and dust control.

« No vehicle traffic should be allowed outside of the existing road aiignmenf or ranch courtyard.

~ Staging of equipment and materials for site construction must be located in the courtyard of the
ranch headquarters or on the access road turn around at the project site.

» All project construction activities must be limited to the project footprint. Best Management
Practices such as retaining ground cover litter, providing mulch for bare ground, silt, and erosion
control measures must be implemented to protect off-site movement of sediment and dust during
and post construction.

» Erosion control measures must be implemented to protect off-site movement of sediment and
dust during and post construction will ensure that no sngmﬁcant adverse effects to biological
resources will occur.

+ No grading or expansion of the existing access road, which is adjacent and within the 100 foot
buffer zone of the riparian zone of the ESHA.

Cultural Resources

14.

“In the event that archaeological resources are encountered on the site, further disturbance in the

immediate vicinity of the find shall be halted until all requirements of Chapter 22.12 of the Mendocino
County Code relating to archaeological discoveries have been satisfied.

Geology and Soils

**15.

As soon as practical following completion of any earth disturbance, vegetative ground cover or driveway
surfacing equal to or better than existing shall be reestablished on all disturbed portions of the site.
Project construction activities are limited to the project footprint. Trenches will need to be filled and
resurfaced to match the original surface.
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Ali grading and site preparation, at:a:minimum, shall-adhere-to the following “Best Management
Practices”.  The applicant shall submitto the-Department of:Planning-and Building Services an
acknowledgement of these grading and site-preparation standards.

‘a.  That-adequate drainage .controls ‘be constructed .and maintained in such a manner as to

prevent contamination of surface and/or-ground water, and:to‘prevent erosion.

b.  The applicant s‘hali eritdeavor -to 'protect:and- maintain .as much- -vegetation on the site as

possmle removmg only-as:much-as requrred to conduct the operatlon

C. All concentrated water flows, shall be drscharged lnto afunctioning storm drain-system or into

a natural drainage area well-away from the top of banks.

d. ~ Temporary erosion control measures shall be in -place at the end of each day’s work, and

shall be maintained until permanent protection is established.

e Erosion control measures shall include but-are not limited to: seeding and mulching exposed
soil on hill slopes, strategic placement of hay bales below areas subject to sheet and rill
erosion, and installation of bioengineering materials where necessary Erosion control

measures shall be in place prior to October 1%,

f. Al earth-moving activities shall be conducted between May 15" and October 15" of any
given calendar year unless an Erosion and Sedimentation Prevention Plan, prepared by a
registered civil engineer, has been- submitted and approved by the Department of Planning
and Building Services which outlines wet weather earthmoving and drainage control
protocols. Such plan shall include all appropriate Best Management Practices that shall be
installed in accordance with the approved Erosion and Sediment Prevention Plan prior to the

start of construction during the rainy season.

g Pursuant to the California Building Code and Mendocine County Building Regulations a
grading permit will be required uniess exempted by the Building Official ér exempt by one of

the following:

1. An excavation that (1) is less than 2 feet (610 mm) in depth or (2) does not
create a cut slope greater than 5 feet (1,524 mm) in height and steeper than 1

unit vertical in 1.5 units horizontal (66.7% slope).

2. Afill less than 1 foot (305 mm) in depth and placed on natural terrain with a slcpe
flatter than 1 unit vertical in 5 units horizontal (20% slope), or less than 3 feet ~
(814 mm) in depth, not intended to support structures, that does not exceed 50

cubic yards (38.3 m® on any one lot and does not obstruct a drainage.

The Generator shall be equipped with mufflers and spark arresters, and shall not produce noise levels
exceeding 50 dBa at the nearest off site residence. Routine testing and maintenance shall be limited to

weekdays between 8:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. Repairs and emergency use are not included in this
limitation. If necessary the generator shall be enclosed by a noise barrier shelter designed by an

acoustical engineer and remain oriented and screened to limit excessive noise to surrounding residences.

Public Services

18.

The applicant shall complete Cal Fire standard fire safe requirements pursuant to Cal Fire #203-12. The
applicant shall obtain written verification from Cal Fire stating that this condition has been met to the

satisfaction of Cal Fire and submit it to the Department of Planning and Building Services.
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19.

Trans ‘:o_rtetibnﬂ? raffic
20.

' Transpertatron and submit.it:to'the/D

The facrhty shall provide'if requested “space:for: any public emergency service:provider to-locate
eemmunrcatlon equtpment on’ the tewer prevrded no: rnterferenee to: functron will result at a mlnimum or
no:fee. : .

Prior'to. commengement'of cons i

contact the California: Depat
|mprovements toth
improvements’ iden
verification:from:stati

ebartment*ef Plannmg and: Buudlng Servrees

Wireless-Guidelines

21.

22,

23,

24.

25.

Prior to the final mspectton by the Building Division of the Department of Planmng and Burldmg Services,
an identification sign for each.company responsible for.operation.and maintenance of facilities at the site,
no larger than one square foot, shall be mountéd-on the fence exterior in a location visible when
approached from the street, and shall provide the name, address, and emergency telephone number of
the responsible companies. The address assigned to the site.by the Planning and Building Services
Department shall be posted. :

The antennas and supporting structure shall be inspected every ten years, and foliowing significant storm
or seismic events, by a structural engmeer licensed in the State of California to assess their structural
integrity, and a report of the englneers flndrngs shall be submitted to the Planning.and Building Services
Department.

Prior to commencement of operations,fall surplus construction materials and debris, including cleared
vegetation, shall be removed from the site to a proper disposal facility. Thereafter the site shall be kept
free of refuse.

By commencing work allowed by this permit, the applicant agrees to negotiate in good faith with third
parties requesting shared use of the site and to require no more than a reasonable charge for collocation.

One or more warning signs consistent with FCC and ANS regulations shall be displayed in close
proximity to the antenna tower

Standard Conditions

26.

27.

28.

29.

The use and occupancy of the premises shall be established and maintained in conformance with the
provisions of Title 20 of the Mendocino County Code unless modified by conditions of the use permit.

The application along with supplemental exhibits and related material shall be considered elements of this
entitlement and compliance therewith shall be mandatory, unless the Planning Commission has approved
a maodification. - :

‘This permit is subject to the securing of all necessary permits for the proposed developmeht and eventual

use from County, State and Federal agencies having jurisdiction. Any requirements imposed by an

agency having jurisdiction shall be considered a condition of this permit.

This permtt shall be subject to revocation or modification by the Planning Commission upon a finding of
any one or more of the following grounds:

a. That the permit was obtained or extended by fraud.

b. That one or more of the conditions upon which the permit was granted have been violated.
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c. Thatithe use forwhich the permit was: granted is conducted in.a manner: detrimental to the
publlc health welfare or safety, or is a nuusance

Any revocation. shall proceed: as SpeCIf ed in Title 20 of the Mendocmo County Code.

30,

31.

32.

- This: permit is'issued- wrthout a: Iegal determmatlon havmg ‘been-made upon:the:number, size or shape of
‘parcels -encompassed:within the:permit:boundaries. ‘Shouid, at:any.time, a'legal determination-be‘made

that the number, size or:shape-of parcels-within:the permit: boundaries-are different than that.which is
legally required: by this:permit, this:permit shall’become ntill-and void.

This_,.pennit:is: issued:for.a period of ten-years, and shalliexpire-on January 16, 2024. The applicant.has
the sole responsibility for:renewing this. permit before:the expiration date. The county will'not-provide a
notice prior-to the:expiration: date.

This permit shall become effective after all. appllcable appeal periods have explred or appeal processes
have been exhausted. Failure of the applicant to make use of this permlt within two years. shall resutlt in

the automatic expiration of this permit.

Fish and Wildlife Filing Fee

33.

This entitlement does not become effective or operative and no work shall be commenced under this
entitiement until the California Department of Fish and Wildlife filing fees required or authorized by
Section 711.4 of the Fish and Wildlife Code are submitted to the Mendocino County Department of
Planning and Building Services. Said fee of $2,206.25 (fee will change after January 1% 2014), shall be
made payable to the Mendocino County Clerk and submitted to the Department of Planning and Building
Services within 5 days of the end of any appeal period. Any waiver of the fee shall be on a form issued
by the Department of Fish and Wildlife upon their finding that the project has “no effect” on the

- environment. [f the project is appealed, the payment will be held by the Department of Planning and
Building Services until the appeal is decided. Depending on the outcome of the appeal, the payment will

either be filed with the County Clerk (if the project is approved) or returned to the payer (if the project is
denied). Failure to pay this fee by the specified deadline shall result in the entitlement becoming null and
void. The applicant has the sole responsibility to insure timely compliance with this condition.
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FILING REQUESTED BY
County of Mendocino

'Planning:& Building Services Dept

860 North Bush Street

‘Ukiah, CA 95482

AND WHEN'FILED MAIL TO
County of Mendocino
Planning-&:Building Services Dept
860 North'Bush Street

Ukiah, CA 195482

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION

To: O Ofﬁce of Planning and Research : M Mendocino County Clerk
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 501 Low Gap Road, Room 1020
Sacramento, CA 95814 o Ukiah, CA 95482
Subject: Filing of Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 21108 and 21152 of the Public Resources -
code. ' :
Project Title:

CASE#: CDU 10-2012

" DATE FILED: 12/13/2012

OWNER: WOLFGANG & BRUNHILDE FUNKE _
APPLICANT: CELLCO PARTNERSHIP/VERIZON WIRELESS
AGENT: NSA WIRELESS, INC. PAMELA NOBEL

State clearing House Number Contact Person Area Code/Number/Extension
(If Submitted o Clearing House) ) Dusty Dul ey : 707-463-4281

Project Location: 1.1 +/- miles south of Albion, lying on the east side of State Highway 1. 0.1+/- miles north of its
intersection with Navarro Ridge Road, located at 2335 North Highway 1; AP# 123-370-03, 123-320-02 and 123-

360-07.

Project Description: Coastal Development Use Permit to authorize construction and operation of a
telecommunication facility to support a wireless carrier (Verizon Wireless) consisting of a 105 foot tall monopine
(monopole designed to resemble a pine tree), 12 panel antennas, 2 GPS antennas, a 30 kilowatt diesel
generator, a 132 gallon propane tank and a 176 square foot.equipment shelter.

This is to advise that the County of Mendocino has approved the above-described project on January 16, 2014
and has made the following determinations regarding the above described project:

1. The project will not have a significant effect on the environment.

2. A Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared pur;uant to the provisions of CEQA.
3. Mitigation measures were a condition of the pfoject approval.

4 A Statement of Overriding Considerations was not adopted.

‘This is to certify that the Mitigated Negative Declaration and record of project approval is available to the general

public at 860 North Bush Street, Ukiah.

Date of Filing - Signature
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DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT.

DATE: January 28,2014

CASE#: CDU 10-2012

DATEFILED: 12/13/2012

OWNER: WOLFGANG & BRUNHILDE FUNKE

APPLICANT: CELLCO PARTNERSHIP/NVERIZON WIRELESS

AGENT: NSA WIRELESS, INC. PAMELA NOBEL

REQUEST: Coastal Development Use Permit to authorize construction and operatlon ofa
telecommunication facility to support a wireless carrier (Verizon Wireless) consisting of a 105 foot tall
monopine (monopole designed to resemble a pine tree), 12 panel antennas, 2 GPS antennas, a 30
kilowatt diesel generator, a 132 gallon propane tank and a 176 square foot equipment shelter.
LOCATION: 1.1 +/- miles south of Albion, lying on the east side of State Highway 1. 0.1+/- miles north of
its intersection with Navarro Ridge Road, located at 2335 North Highway 1; AP# 123-370-03, 123-320-02
and 123-360-07.

PROJECT COORDINATOR: DUSTY DULEY

DETERMINATION.

In accordance with Mendocino County’s procedures for compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), the County has conducted an Initial Study to determine whether the proposed project
may have a significant adverse effect on the environment. On the basis of that study, it has been
determined that:

The proposed project will not have a significant effect on the environment, and it is recommended that
a MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION be adopted.

The attached Initial Study and staff report incorporates all relevant information regarding the potehtial
environmental effects of the project and confirms the determination that an EIR is not required for the

project.
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.fLQCATloNE ‘Mendocino: ‘County:Board of Supervisors Chambe
T «= 501iLow:Gap,;Road,;Room 1070.. . :
Ukiah, California

COMMISSIONERS-ABSENT: None

PLANNING & BLDG SVC STAFF PRESENT: Steve Dunnicliff, Director
SR Andy Gustavson, Chief Planner
Mary Lynn Hunt, Senior Planner
Dusty Duley, Planner (1|
Fred.Tarr, Planner Ii
_Adrienne Thompson, Commission Services Supervisor

' HEIdl Momson Staff Assustant i

OTHER COUNTY DEPARTMENTS PRESENT: Tom Peters Department of Transpo“ at|on
- Terry Gross, Deputy County Co o
Marlayna Duley, _Enwronmental

1.  Roll Call.

‘The.meeting was called to order at 9:00 a.m.

2. Planning Commission Adminj

2a,
and Vice Chair.
bminate Commissioner Little as Chair and Commissioner
ommissioner Ogle and carried by a voice vote of (7-0)
Bn welcomed Chairman Little and Vice Chair Warner-as the 2014 Officers
2b. Appoint Representative from the Planning Commission to serve on the Airport Land Use

Commission.
Chairman Little noted there was a vacancy on the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC).

Mr. Tarr stated that the Planning Commission had three representatives on the ALUC; however there
was a vacancy since Commissioner Calvert had retired. He noted the Planning Commission would
make a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors to appoint one new member.

The Commission recommended that the Board of Supervisors appoint Commissioner Krueger replace
Commissioner Calvert on the Airport Land Use Commission.
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2c. Determination of Legal Notice. £l
The Clerk advised the Commission that all items had been properly noticed.

3. Director’s Report and Miscellaneous.

Mr. Dunnicliff presented a verbal Director's Report and congratulated Chairman Little on his election to Chair
for another year. He discussed the R3 rezonings, which would come before the'Commission at their February
meeting.

Commissioner Holtkamp asked if there was an update on the recognition for Commissioner Calvert.
Mr. Dunnicliff noted the item was being timed with the Boards discussion of the final Mendocino Town Pian

document hearing and a target date had not been selected. He assured the Commission that they would
receive notice when the item was heard.

- Commissioner Warner asked if the Commission could receive copies of the Origina pn Ordinance.

Mr. Dunnicliff noted the items had" Just been fincjll equest copies for the

Commission.

Commissioner Ogle asked ff § Mendocino 2030 and

The Clerk aguuy ; NI R g s targeting the March or April hearing, but had not confirmed
a date. 3 e )

The Commis -fthey weuld prefer the presentation in March so all Commissioners would be present.

5. Consent Calendar. “ ok

5a. Approval of the December 19, 2013 Planning c«»mmisgian Mmgggs
Commission Ogle and Commission Warner submitted correctlons to»the Mim,ites

Upon motion by Commlssu)n Holtkamp, seconded by Comm|SS|oner Nelson and carned by a voice vote
of(7-0),'the'December-19:'2013 Minutes are Approved'as Corrected.

4. Reqular Calendar.

5a. CASE#: MS 6-2013
DATE FILED: 8/5/2013
QWNER}“ROBERT GITLIN & KARLA FREY-GITLIN
APPLICANT: ROB GITLIN
AGENT: RON FRANZ
REQUEST: Minor Subdivision to create four parcels and a remainder all with a minimum of 80,000 square feet.
LOCATION: in Redwood Valley, lying on the east side of West Road (CR# 237} to the south of Mohawk Trail (CR# 237G), iocated
at 10301 West Road; AP# 160-200-31. -
PROJECT COORDINATOR: FRED TARR

10 of 129
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o utment AN JAndyiGustavsonydiscussed *newfunformation ithatshadibeensreceived :by-the4Rlanning -and ‘Building
‘Services ‘Department -alerting :staff to ‘multiple violations on-the :subject:parcel;zandsnieighboring :parcel

‘including: possible:unpermitted: construction over.a leach field and property lines. ‘He noted there was'a
: ‘uestlon*regardlng»enereachmentgof bwldlngsalntoatheﬁplanneda\aceess;roadamto;the*:subdi(’nsmn setback
' fother materlalaquestlons sWth ‘normallyswouldihaveibeen.addressed:prior toithe
§ emmnssuen 'openftheﬁ pUbIlc ’hearing and -allow

and brleﬂy dtscussed wat awc“oneerns
Redwood Valley and a separate weII

Preserve would be
roperty lines, stating
acompromise, staff

at there were no clear guudellnes as to the restriction on weIIs

Mr. Gustavson noted Environmental Health regulated wells.

Marlayna Duley, Environmental Health, noted that a groundwater study was needed to be able to set
requirements for the inland area. She commented that it would be the Water Agency, Planning &
Building Services and the State Water Resources who would need to provide the.study.

Commissioner Holtkamp asked if Environmental Health supervised the testing of wells.

Ms. Duley stated that Environmental Health issued the permit to drill through the crust and inspected the
" sealing only.

Commissioner Nelson asked how to instigate a groundwater study.

Mr. Gustavson stated direction from the Board of Supervisors would be needed so a discussion could
take place on resource assessment and allocation of funds.

Commissioner Holtkamp asked how the Planning Commission could make a recommendation to the
- Board to begin an inland groundwater study.

Mr. Gustavson stated the Commission could note for the Board that during project consideration, water
quantity in theinland areas is a topic that frequently arises.

Commissioner Nelson stated he would like to agendize the discussion for a meeting. 11 of 129
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Mr. Gastavson stated he would preparea framework layout of the current water policies in the County for

" the February-meeting.

Rob Gitlin, applicant, discussed affordable housing in the County and the inclusion of his property in the
General Plan Update; reading a portion of the-letter he had submitted 1o the :‘Board of Supervisors in
2008. He discussed several projects he had completed in the City of Ukiah and asked how those
“affordable housing credits” could pass over to his County project. He commented that he had discussed
the issue with Charley Stump, Planning and Community Development Director for the City of Ukiah;
however he still did not have an answer. -

Commissioner Nelson asked . how Mr. Gltlm s information- pertamed to his current subdivision request

Mr. Gitlin stated he ‘was addressing the fee waiver for affordable: housing as a credit-instead of paying
the in lieu fee as‘a condition of his~subdivision. He-felt:that paying-the in fieu fee'was a penalty to the
projectend did not feel the:item needetsto be contmueﬂ to a Iater hearlng date

' -thtle stated that staff had requested a contmuance for buﬂdmg ‘cede 'vigls

gons and potential

B the information had
e had been addressed
Bns to the subdivision
tected. He discussed
gwell that would serve
pnt the parcel listed as
pRedwood Valiey Water

no A=wells would be d “ferstheprcneet He continued and discussed
ad wrdth and improvements. He felt findings ceuld be made to allow for an

utility ent should be reduced to 40 feet.

Commissioner Warner asked what was planted along the property line. She was also confused as to
how Mr. Gitlin was building affordable housing.

Mr. Gitlin noted the parcel had many mature trees along the property lines and stated that the ordinance
had language to create affordable housing, but it lacked direction on how to complete the process.

Commissioner Warner commented that the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance had been written to include
the “in lieu fee” because it was not likely that a small developer could provide affordable units.

Chairman Little asked if Mr. Gitlin was implying that the units that would be built on each parcel would be
affordable and that his historical projects grant him a credit towards this project so that the fee is waived.

Mr. Gitlin stated the Chairman was correct. He felt the parcels would sell under the market rate and he
hoped to transfer credits from his City of Ukiah projects to cover the fee for the subdivision.

Commissioner Krueger asked how Mr. Gitlin planned to allocate water to the parcels that did not have
wells on-them when the properties were sold to different owners.

Mr. Gitlin stated deeded water rights had already been established.

Commissioner Krueger suggested adding a condition related io water allocation and also a road
maintenance agreement for future use.
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‘Mr. “Tarr -agreed :with : the ‘road mamtenan@e a’greement“*eondltlon andmoted that=staff: would -add ‘the
-standard condmon

thelr ’reSldence was: dlrectly behlndf'the subject property She noted thatithe%vegetatlon -insthe:photo that
Commissioner Warner-had asked about wa anjuana and-her famliy wa concerned wnth the activities

vever she stated there
s” would be planted if

were more én 25 plants
the parcel:was divided-fufhy

who would like to own a mini-farm.- He also stated
.prewous year and commented that he would make

Sptated that she was new to Redwood Valley and lived on Road K, but stated the new
g al the end of the subject property had a substantial grow. She was concerned with the overall
water usage on the property, noting she had installed 2 holding tanks to supplement her well and would
like the pot removed.

Paul Spangeburg stated he was in the process of buying Proposed Parcel 1 from Mr. Gitlin and noted
that as a single father, he never thought he would be able to afford land to build a home on; this was his
“dream come true” for his daughter. '

The public hearing was declared closed.

Mr. Gitlin responded to comments and noted that he had clauses in his leases stating that tenants could
not grow marijuana and distributed a handout to the Commission relating to the General Plan Update of
his parcel.

Mr. Gustavson discussed affordable housing and stated that if the applicant wished to submit for the
affordable housmg credit, he would need a revised application and the project agendized for a future
meeting.

Commissioner Ogle asked if cities do not have inclusionary housing ordinances.

Ms. Gross noted the use of the inclusionary housing ordinance was a policy debate and both city and
county organizations throughout the State have an ordinance. She commented that the ordinance was
technical, but not unreadable and had provisions for exemptions and waivers. She stated the
Commission could not consider the proposed project for an affordable housing credit because the
applicant had not submitted a plan as an affordabie project.
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Commissioner Holtkamp asked who prepares the-plan.

Ms. Gross stated the applicant was obligated to prepare the plan if interested in the credit. The plan
should provide the County with how ‘many units are proposed-to be-built:and an agreement for the
person who buys the property on the length of time the unit is to remain affordable before resale.

Commissioner Nelson reiterated that with the information before the Commission, applying the
Inclusionary Housing Credit. was not an.option.

Ms Gross stated that was correct because the applicant did not have an application for an affordable
housing plan submitted.

Commissioner Ogle asked about the abullty to apply credlt to new housing from eXIstlng housing that had
not been applied-for.

Ms: Gness those were: two: diffemnt entities, notmg the County has Reglonat ‘Housing Units for
gned -asian obligation |mpcased by the State whleh mustabet panstrated and the

p-in project review and
o apply for.affordabie

ion afdnclusionary -»Housi- Gl
reviewed to epsure t

br 13 it ‘gate; Heiridted that he had met with the
pptioMrer test:-form: e ei‘iet%ted it-was his preference to

ook .=wtdth in the motlon since the standard condltlon had been apphed to accommodatmg more
traffic. ;

Commissioner Ogle noted there was an exception request form to submit to the Department of
Transportation.

Commissioner Nelson commented that he thought the applicant had room for a 22 foot wide road and
asked if Mr. Peters noted a reason for reduced width.-

Mr. Peters commented that he did not see a reason to reduce the width, as there were no drainage
issues and room to accommaodate the fulf 22 feet.

Commissioner Nelson noted he did not see any reason toA grant the exception.

Chris Warrick, Chief Building Official, stated the Department of Planning and Building Services had
issued Mr. Gitlin a Notice of Violation (NOV) when the unpermitted structures were brought to his
attention. He noted the applicant had assured him that the greenhouses would be demolished and
permitted in a new location; however no permit had been issued at that time.

Commissioner Nelson noted he would prefer fo continue the hearing until such time as the permits had
been obtained and the buildings removed.

Ms. Gross.stated the Commission would need to selecta date to avoid reznoticing the hearing.
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Upon motion‘'by Commissioner Nelson, seconded: by’ Comm|55|oner Warner and carried.by the following
“rollscall vote: (740); %lT@ISf.RDEREEMo*contlnuezMS*6-2018fto'~ 4 :Planning Commission
hearmg : Hg BT

'ABSENT: None

'-*“??[Bre'ak%’?s’le,;'if%?AM‘:’-*‘flsiO%45?AM‘]‘:;-;

®or point.of the project.
Br emergency services,
ad been received in
& ual -impact should be
ved in area, coverage
+He noted the parcel
urrounded by cypress
I simulations he had
n may not be enough

He noted
safety, fu

gticcessful monopine design, mcludmg density” of branches where branches
th of branches, to minimize extension of antennas:from the pole etc. The conditions
W staff to require maintenance of the carrier should the monopole®need revision due to
unsuccessful stealthing or lack of upkeep of the facility and surroundlng vegetation. He noted staff had
balanced the visual impacts by focusing on the increased service and recommended approval of the
project with a minor change to Condition #31, to correct the expiration date to January 16, 2024.

Commissioner Ogle asked the project must also be approved by the Coastal Commission.

Mr. Duley noted the project was in the highly scenic area and appealable to the Coastal Commission;
however they were not required to-approve the project.

Pam Nobel, agent for applicant, discussed the timeline of events prior to application submittal including
the search ring, coverage from the approved Comptche site, and the drive tests completed for areas.

Commissioner Ogle noted Ms. Nobe!l had answered her question regarding alternate sites as questioned
by the Sierra Club letter submitted by Ms. Wehren.

Commissioner Warner asked about moving the pole as indicated in the letter from Ms. Hays.

Ms. Nobel noted she had spoken to staff about relocating the pole however much of the coverage along
Highway 1 would be lost if the site was moved.

The public hearing was declared open. 15 of 129
Mark Schoen stated he was one of the closest residents in the nearby housing subdivision and his

windows directly face the proposed site. He supported the site and stated the benefits outweigh the
potential impacts.
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Deanne Schoen was also in favor. of the project noting an emergency situation she had assisted in
which could have benefited from increased cell coverage.

David Christianson noted a similar emergency situation that could have benefited from increased cell
coverage. He was also in support of modern and felt cell towers were becoming more “scenically”
acceptable. :

Leona Walden supported the project in case of emérgencies and power outages and thought have
some kind of backup system was necessary.

Shirley Freriks, from Mendocino Broadband, summarized the various support letters that had been
submitted and added that visitors expect to have cell service. She felt It was an absolute need to have
connectivity, noting that 82% of small businesses are run from home. She suggested ‘planting more trees

if the aesthetics were an issue.

Ted Williams was in support of: the prOjth and dlscussed the advantape'of_ onligadnformation for his

) “Chief for Albion-
pete and rely on cell
“there was a need for
re compliance.

Little River area and stated some young adults do not understand.y
phones in.enisigency situations. He felt it was a public gak
connectivity. He alsa. pomted out that staff would be.o!

Cathenne Hughes stated D _’;_ﬁj ) ‘ : y project and stated that

$ artment, which was a huge

Chairman Little commented that with the highway traffic and residents relying on the tower for internet
and phones, he hoped the tower would have the capacity to maintain a considerable volume of cell traffic
without dropping service.

Ms. Noble stated the tower was a state of the art 4G lorig term tower and did not think capacity would be
an issue. :

Chairman Little asked if the antennas would face all directions.

Ms. Nobel stated it was a full sector antenna and would provide coverage into the ocean.

Commissioner Hall made a motion to approve CDU 10-2012 per the findings and conditions of approval
contained in the staff reporting, noting the expiration date should be updated in Condition #31 to January
16, 2024.

Mr. Duley noted a .situation with a cell tower in Potter Valley where the generator had not been installed

. and asked the Commission to add a new Condition, # 34, to state “The applicant shall install a generator

as identified in the plan or an alternate as approved by Planning and Building Services.”
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Holtkamp.
Chairman Little noted for the audience that sometimes projects are appealed to the Coastal Commission

and asked that the community bring the same passion they had displayed for the Planning Commission
to any possible appeal hearing, if that should happen. ' 16 of 129

4




_MENDOQINO?COUNTY PLANNING: Commssmu «o% JANUARY:6;:2044%

" 'PAGEQIOF 4%

Condltlon #31 and to add:ia?new Condmon regardmg the mstallatnon of the?.baekup“:generatewe

“GenbraI;PlanzeonsistencyaFmdmg v;rheaproposed‘*‘prqectais c@n51stentawith*applicable*goals«and policies

..,”eaastaliBevelopm ntéPermltfﬁ'lndmgs fheiPla mng’O@mmlssuon approves cBl :
condltlons of apprevalzrecommendedaby*staff%further:ﬁndmg%thatcfthe&appheatlomand upp@rtmg decuments

‘aylth, safety, peace,
through the
and improvements in

3.

4,

5 Hed wi ;adequate utilities, access reads drainage and other

property, as well as the provisions of this Division and preserves the integrity of the zoning

district. ‘

7. The proposed development will not have any significant adverse impacts on the enwronment within
the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act.

8. The proposed development will not have any adverse impacts on any known archaeologlcal or pale
ontological resource.

9. Other public services, including but not limited to, solid waste and public roadway capacity have

been considered and are adequate to serve the proposed development.

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:

Aesthetics
**1. The total height of tower including antennas and faux branches will not exceed 105 feet in height above
ground level. Within sixty (60) days of completion of the installation of the faciity, the applicant shall confirm
that the height is no greater than approved, and shall submit a written certification to the County of the actual
helght
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2. Existing trees and other vegetation, which will provide screening. for the proposed facility-and associated
access roads, shall be protected from damage. No trees-that provide visual screening of the
communications facility shall-be removed after project completion except to comply with fire safety
regulations or to eliminate safety hazards. Tree trimming shall be limited to the minimum necessary for
operation of the facility.

**3. If use of-any portion of the proposed facility is discontinued for more than one year, all parts of the facility not
in use, above grade, shali be completely removed from the site, and the site shall be restored to a natural-
appearing condition.

**4. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall provide an irrevocable letter of credit, bond,
certificate of deposit, or other reasonable form of security satisfactory to County Counsel, sufficient to fund
- the removal of the facility and restoration of the site in the event that the applicant-abandons operations or
fails to comply-with requirements for removal of facilities-and restoration of the-site.

**5, Exterior surfaces of structures and equipment shall have subdued colors-and non-refiective mateﬁals
selected to blend with their surroundlngs Color samples shall be submitted to the De nt of Planning
and-Building for approval. i

t is visible from

**g§.  Exterior |Ight<f' xtures-shallbe. desugned or located s0 that only
. ? facility personnel. No

beyond the lmmedlate NIC\ﬁltY*'Of the 2 furned

**7. pporting structure and

b(i) Be co

(i) Start. jo ver] stbove finished grade and continue to the top of
the pq ' o - : '

(i) Bea Frieet long around the circumference of the lower Ievel and shall taper
appro he branches progress upwards.

**8. The antenna array shall not extend more than thirty (30) inches from the structure to which it is attached.

**9.. An evaluation of the facility’s stealth capability shall be submitted for review and approval by the Department
. of Planning and Building Services after the initial construction, one year following construction and every five
. years thereafter. The report shall assess surrounding vegetation growth, including height and density in the
vicinity, and a color assessment to assess fading of material. Replacement or remediation of the wireless
facility shall be performed by the applicant if required by the Department of Planning and Building Services.

Air Quahty

10.  Prior to the development phase of the project, the applicant shall contact the Mendocino County Air Quality
Mariagement District for a determination as to the need for a permit from the District for the proposed
generator.

11.  The new access road leading from the existing road too the project site shall be covered with an
impermeable sealant or rocked at a bare minimum. Any rock material used for surfacing, including rock from
~ onsite sources, must comply with regulations regarding asbestos content.

12. Al grading activities must comply with District Regulation 1 Rule 430 regarding fugitive dust emissions.

Biological Resources

**13. Applicant shall comply with the recommendations for preserving Biological Resources identiﬁed in the
Biological Assessment dated November 2012 and prepared by Kjeldsen Bioloaical Consulting which state:
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m'piementécl %th_raughout*th_e?censtruchoﬂgpened;such;aS@retammg' '
mulch-for:bare ground-and:standard erosion:and-dust:control. .

+.Staging- of equipment-and-materialsifor site-construction mus be locate mithe courtyard of the
ranch headquarters:or-on the:access.road turn.around.a he.:pro;ect S|te

Practices such.as retamlng greundacoveralitt. _f,prowdlrrgamulch for: bare ground silt -and erosion
-control measures must beflmplemented to protect off-snte movement of sediment and dust during

gdiment and-dust
cal resources will

Cultural Resources

14.  Inthe event g Beolod | T g " fur‘therdls bance in the immediate
vicinity of {REEs v re poo Y 12 of the Men‘ cmoCounty Code

**1 5. <1 i s
Ppetter than existing :shall be reestablished on alI disturbed_portions. of the site. Project

PPEClvities are limited to the project footprint. Trenches will need to be filled - and resurfaced to
match the original surface.

**16 - All grading and site preparation, at a minimum, shall adhere to the following “Best Management Practices”:
The applicant shall submit to the Department of Planning and-Building Services an acknowledgement of
these grading and-site preparation standards.

a." That adequate drainage controls be constructed and maintained.in such a manner as to prevent
contamination of surface and/or ground water, and to prevent erosion.

b. The applicant shall endeavor to protect and maintain as much vegetation on the site as possible,
removing only as much as required to conduct the operation.

c.  All concentrated water flows, shall be discharged into a functioning storm drain system orinto a
' natural drainage area well away from the top of banks.

d. Temporary erosion control measures shall be in place at the end of each day's work, and shall
be maintained until permanent protection is established.

e. Erosion control measures shall include but are not iimited to: seeding and mulching exposed soil
on hill slopes, strategic placement of hay bales below areas subject to sheet and rill erosion, and
installation of bloengmeenng materials where necessary. Erosion control measures shall be in

place prior to October 1*.

All earth-moving activities shall be conducted between May 15™ and October 15" of any given
calendar year unless an Erosion and Sedimentation Prevention Pian, prepared by a registered

banal
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civil engineer, has been submitted and approved by the Department of Planning and Building
Services which outlines wet weather earthmoving and drainage control protocols. Such plan
shall include all appropriate Best Management ‘Practices that shall be installed in accordance
with the approved Erosion and Sediment Prevention Plan prior to the start of construction during
the rainy season. .

- g.  Pursuant to the California Building Code and Mendocino County Building Regulations a grading
permit will be required unless exempted by the Building Official or exempt by one of the
following:

1. An excavation that (1) is less than 2 feet (610 mm) in depth or (2) does not create a
cut slope greater than 5 feet (1,524 mm) in height and steeper than 1 unit vertical in
1.5 units horizontal (66.7% slope).

2. Afill less than 1 foot (305 mm) in depth and placed on natural terrain with a slope
flatter than 1 unit vertical in 5 units horizontal (20% slope), or less than 3 feet (914
mm) in depth, not intended to support structures, that does not ed 50 cubic
yards (38.3 m®) on any one:lot and does not obstructa.

exceeding 50ﬁBa at the neares idence ine tes g oain hall be limited to
, 3 ed in this limitation. If
oustical engineer and

Public Serwces

18.  The applic : i airements pursuant to Cal Fire #203-12. The
appllcant % i tel i B Fire stating that this condition has been met to the

Wide if requested, space for ahy public emergency service provider to locate

19.
‘ : requipment on the tower, provided no interference to function will result at a minimum or no

Transportation/Traffic

20. - Prior to commencement of construction activities or issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall contact
the California Department of Transportation as to the need to complete any driveway improvements to the
private driveway encroachment onto State Highway 1. Applicant shall complete any improvements identified
by the California Department of Transportation. The applicant shall obtain written verification from stating that
this condition has been met to the satisfaction of the California Department of Transportation and submit it to
the Department of Planning and Building Services.

Wireless Guidelines

21.  Prior to the final inspection by the Building Division of the Department of Planning and Building Services, an
identification sign for each company responsible for operation and maintenance of facilities at the site, no
larger than one square foot, shall be mounted on the fence exterior in a location visible when approached
from the street, and shall provide the name, address, and emergency telephone number of the responsible
companies. The address assigned to the site by the Planning and Building Services Department shall be
posted.

22.  The antennas and supporting structure shall be inspected every ten years, and following significant storm or

seismic events, by a structural engineer licensed in the State of California to assess their structural integrity,
and a report of the engineer’s findings shall be submitted to the Planning and Building Services Department.
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23. MePrlorito commeneement ef operatlons,aallgsurplusxconstructlenematenals andidebris;sincludingcleared

25,
the antenna tower '

Sta dard Condltlons

' 26. The use.and occupancy of the premlses shall be establlshed and rnalntalned
provisions of Title*20 of the: Mendocmo County Code unless modified:by- cond|t|ons—of the use permlt

27.  The application: along wnth supplemental eXthltS and related matenal shall be conSIdered eIements of tms

Mment and eventual
posed by an agency

28.

29.  This permit sh esubject oEn OQREE: E isgl pon a finding of any
one or more ofthe foliowinglEs . ' ' i

afety, or is a nuisance.

Any revocation shgi#Proceed as specified in Title 20 of the Mendocino County Code.

30.  This permit is issued without a legal determination having been made upon the number, size or shape of
parcels encompassed within the permit boundaries. Should, at any time, a legal determination be made that
the number, size or shape of parcels-within the permit boundaries are different than that which is legally
required by this permit, this permit shall become null and void.

31.  This permitis issued for a period of ten years, and shall expire on January-16,-2019 January 16, 2024.- The
applicant has the sole responsibility for renewing this permit before the expiration date. The county will not
provide a notice prior to the expiration date.

32.  This permit shall become effective after all applicable appeal periods have expired or appeal processes have
been exhausted. Failure of the applicant to make use of this permit within two years shaill result in the
automatic expiration of this permit.

Fish and Wildlife Filing Fee

33.  This entitlement does not become effective or operative and no work shall be commenced under this
entitlement until the California Department of Fish and Wildlife filing fees required or authorized by Section
711.4 of the Fish and Wildlife Code are submitted to the Mendocino County Department of Planning and
Building Services. Said fee of $2,206.25 (fee will change after January 1¥, 2014), shall be made payable to
the Mendocino County Clerk and submitted to the Department of Planning and Building Services within 5
days of the end of any appeal period. Any waiver of the fee shall be on a form issued by the Department of
- Fish and Wildlife upon their finding that the project has “no effect” on the environment. [f the project is
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the project is approved) or returned to the payer (if the project is denied). Failure to pay this fee by the
specified deadline shall result in the entitiement becoming null and void. The applicant has the sole
responsibility to insure timely compliance with this condition.

*34. The applicant shall-install a generator as ldentlfied in_the plan or an alternate as approved by -
Planning and Building Services. '

- AYES: Little, Krueger, Neison, Warner, Holtkamp, Hall, Ogle
NOES: None
ABSENT: None

Commissioner Holtkamp noted she liked Condition #9 and hoped to see it added to all cell tower applications in
the standard conditions of approval.

6. Matters from Staff.

Mr. Gustavson asked the Commission if they would like to review the »Ihblusionary Housj » rdinance, noting

recent discussions that occurred during project review.

The Commission stat&d:they wauld dike to review the oridnance. .

Mr. Gustavson stated he would prer;ia‘te somet )

and asked if

Commissio Holtkamp and Warner all stated they were very interested in a groundwater discussion.

Chairman Litle asked staff to provide an outline of the process for beglnmng and Intand Groundwater Study for
the February mesting.

Mr. Gustavson stated he would prepare an outline for the next meeting that would illustrate existing policies so
the Commission could understand the framework and discuss options to make a recommendation to the
Board.

Commissioner Ogle noted she would not be at the February meeting, but asked to receive all the information
for reference. She was also unavailable in April.

Chairman Little commented that the Mendocino Coast was rated as the third most desirable visitors spot in the
world by the New York Times. :

8. Adjournment.

Upon motion by Commissioner Nelson, seconded by Commissioner Hall, and unanimously carned (7 0), ITIS
ORDERED that the Planning Commission hearing adjourn at 12:02 p.m.
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ENVIRONMENTAL
‘ DETERMINATION,

RECOMMENDATION:

LOCATION:

TOTAL ACREAGE:

. GENERAL PLAN:
ZONING:

ADJACENT ZONING:

EXISTING USES:
ADJACENT LAND USES:

SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT:

‘CDU10-2012
JANUARY 16,‘ 2014

operatlon ofa’
‘-ereless)

| 'M'ttgatéd;b!egatwe DeC'ar,etm '

Approve the réquest:Wit,h*recOmrhgnde;d' Conditions of Approval
Inthe coastal zone, 1.1+ miles‘south of Albion, lying on the east side of State
Highway 1, 0.1 miles north of its intersection with Navarro Ridge Road (CR#
518), located at 2335 North nghway 1 Albion, Ca 95410 AP# 123-370-
03,123-320-02, 123-360-07.

1,050 square foot leased area within an 115+ acres hpsj{ parcel}_

Rangeland- 160 acre minimum (RL160)

Rangeland- 160 acre minimum (RL160) + AgA Preserve (A)

North:  Rangeland- 160 acre minimum (RL160) .

East: Rangeland 160 acre minimum (RL160) + Rural ReS|dent|al- 5 acre
: minimum (RR 5)
South: . Rural Residential- 5 acre minimum (RR 5)
West: Rural Residential- 10 acre minimum (RR 10) + Rural
- Residential- 5 acre minimum and Pianned Development
(RR 5 + PD)

Residentidl + Hay Production

North:  Vacant

East: Vacant

South:  Residential/lnn/Vacant
West: Residential/State Highway 1

5
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O‘I’ﬁEﬁ‘RELATED APPLICATIONS ON SITE: The subject parcel's current configuration resulted from County's
recognition of Certificate of Compliance CC# 20-99.

OTHER RELATED APPLICATIONS IN THE SURROUNDING AREA: Staff summarizes the closest existing wireless
telecommunication sites and their governing use permits. Map located on Page PC 52 shows the closest sites in
relation to project location.

The Board of Supervisors, upheld the action of the Planning Commission, and approved Coastal Development Use
Permit (CDU# 1-2003) on appeal. This approval authorized Edge Wireless, now AT&T Mobility, to install a “stealth”
wireless antenna, disguised as a pier supporting a deck to a single-family dwelling near the Town of Mendocino. The
associated electronics were located inside the property owner's garage. The permit was later modified (CDUM 1-
2003/2010) to allow AT&T Mobility to place two additional “stealth” antennas under the deck for a total of three
antennas. This site is located approximately 6.0 miles northweist of the proposed project site.

A Coastal Development Use Permit (CDU# 11-2003)'s was sﬂbmltted by US Celiutar for a similar project at the Stanford
Inn. This request included the placement of 4 panél antennas’ within 2 existing chimney structures, two Global
Positioning Satellite (GPS) antennas, and assaciated. electronics housed within an indoor storage room. This project
was & “stedlth” app lcatnon as aritennas were proposed to-be entitély Hidden within the chimney structure. The project
was approved by the Plannlng Commission at the February 19, 2004 meetlng Project opponents appealed the
decisionto the Bga of Supervisors who overturned the Commissior’s decision at the May 25, 2004 meeting due to a
perceived mcgnsisie,ncy with the County Wirsless Guidelines as the area is primarily residential and that an alternative
neighboring site at the nearby location 'of CDU# 1-2003 might have been available. It was later determined that the
nearby facility CDU# 1-2003 could not support an additional carrier and thus was not a co-locatable ‘site, Facing -
litigation from the cellular company, the Board overturned their earlier decision at the January 4, 2005 meeting.
Opposition to the prOject appealed the Board'’s approval decision to the California Coastal Commission (CCC)
contending that the use is inconsistent with the Rural Residential and Visitor Accommodations and Services Zoning’
Districts. The appellants aiso contended that the project approval was inconsistent with the Mendocino Town Plan,
specifically those policies that address preservation of the town’s “character”, understanding that the use of cell phones
would significantly change and modify the historic character of the Town of Mendocino. The CCC upheld the decision
of the County fi ndmg that the project was consistent with Local Coastal Plan and did not Impact coastal resources.

Coastal Development Use Permit (CDU# 17-2007) was approved by the Planning Commissions on March 6, 2008
allowing Edge Wireless to locate 3 panel anterinas within two other chimney structures on the Stanford Inn and
associated ground equipment within an enclosed outdoor lease area. Edge Wireless has since transferred their permit
entitlement to another wireless carrier, T-Mobile. This site is located approximately 6.3 miles northwest of the proposed
project site. :

Verizon Wireless submitted a Coastal Development Use Permit (CDU# 11-2007) requesting to construct a 135-foot tall
lattice tower with 12 panel antennas, 2 microwave dishes and associated ground equipment. CDU# 11-2007 was
approved by the Planning Commission at the December 17, 2009 with the exception that the 135 foot tall lattice tower
be replaced with a 135-foot tall “monopine”. The project was appealed to the CCC whom upheld the Planning
Commission’s decision with the exception that the “monopine” be located at an alternate site within the property that
would allow for a greater buffer to Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA). This site is located approx:mately
6.1 miles north of the proposed project site.

BACKGROUND: The Telecommunications Act of 1996 was signed into law on February 8, 1996. This act preserves
the authority of a State or local governments over decisions regarding the placement, construction, and modifications of
personal wireless services, subject to limitations. Section 704(7)(B)(iii) requires that any denial shall be in writing and
supported by substantial evidence contained in a written record. Section 704(7)(B)(iv) prohibits denial on the basis of
radio frequency emissions if those emissions are below the standards as ‘determined by the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC).

On November 15, 2001, the Mendocino County Planning Commission adopted Guidelines for the Development of
Wireless Communication Facilities to regulate wireless communication facilities. By adopting this resolution, the
Planning Commission acted to maintain the County’s authority over decisions regarding development, operation, and
maintenance of wireless facilities.
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PROJECT:DESCRIPTION
‘construction:and: operatlon;
sa'new 105 foottall monopme (monopole deslgned
L igroundqequlpment toibeilocatedwithi it
'\generatorr -.%:1 32 gallon fuel storage*
: t:

Uklah*road zandgserhewhétaoﬁénghwayJ 2

bu:!t and on: an: Iooatlon on Comptche-

The project site istlocated-inithe’Coastal Zone onitheleast siderof:StateiHighway:1; approximatély1:1:miles-south of
Albion-town:#Fheisite:iswwithiniseniisnatural grasslands:(agriculturalihay:field)ssurroundedibyiMontereyiCypress trees.
Existing |mprovements on the-property include.the-owner's-single-family residence, two barns, and a-garage. The
property is used for hay productron and is in an Agrrcultural Preserve under the Wllhamson Act.

SERVIGES . T . o T ;
Access: - ‘Existing;pr,ivate\dri—veway via .,,State-:Highway 1.
Fire District: CiélFire/Albion-Littie:River Fire District -

Water District: N/A

Sewer District: N/A

School District: Mendocino Unified School District

SURROUNDING LAND USE AND ZONING:

GENERAL.-PLAN | ZONING LOT-SIZES USES
NORTH | RL160 . -4 RL 160 2.5+:acres: . Vacant
EAST RL160 + RR5 RL 160 + RR 5 | 2.5+ - 24+ acres Vacant
SOUTH | RR5 RR 5 5.4+ - 15+ acres Residential/Inn/Vacant
WEST RR5 RR5+PD 0.4+ - 12.5+ acres | Residential )

REFERRAL AGENCY-COMMENTS:

Agency comments are summarized-below and are referred too throughout the staff report and initial study. Most
agencies did not respond to staff's-project referral or provided-a “no comment” response.

Planning - Fort Bragg Office No response

Department of Transportation No transportation issues. Recommend project approval

Environmental Health — Ukiah Recommend project approval.

Building Inspection — Fort Bragg No comment

Assessor No response

Agricultural Commissioner Recommend project approval

Air Quality Management District Generator needs permit from District prior to construction
. Archaeological Commission Approved Archeological Report prepared for project.

Cal Fire Fire Safe Standards pursuant to CDF File #203-12

Native Plant Society Found Biological Assessment to be adequate -

Dept of Fish and Wildlife No response

Coastal Commission June 6, 2013 letter to staff:- Concerns with visual impacts and loss of Ag land.

Caltrans No response

Albion-Little River Fire District No response

Mendocino Unified. School District No response

Federal Communications Commission No response
Public Utilities Commission No response 25 of 129
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Federal Aviation Administration No response

North. Coast RWQCB No response

Army Corps:of Engineers No response

Mendogino.Land Trust _ Comments on-potential visual impacts
Little River Aifport Recommend project approval

KEY ISSUES:
Land Use Consistency

The land-use classification for the parcel is Range Lands — 160 acre minimums (RL 160). A wireless telecommunication
facility is categorized under the Minor Impact Utilities Coastal Civic Use Type. Within the Range Lands classification,
Minor Impact Utllities are a conditional use,-subject-to approval-of a coastal development use permit. Coastal Zoning
Code Section 20.368.005 states the intent of the Range Lands:District,

This district is'intended to encompass fands within the Coastal Zone which are suited for and are
-appropriately retained for the-grazing of livestock and which may also contain some timber producing
areas:

Property owner currently used the majority of the approximate 115 acres property for hay production. According to the
property owner, median hay production at the property is approximately 800 to 1,000 bales per year. As shown on the
aerial photo on Page PC 41 applicant is proposing to locate the wireless telecommunication facility-within an open field
that is used for hay production. Approximately 3,450 square feet of tand would be converted from hay production to
accommodate project development.

The applicant hired an independent appraiser, Mr. Mike Pipkin with American Ag Appraisal whom determined that the
proposed cell site would not diminish the productivity or viability of the ranch for agricultural uses. The small site area is
insignificant and would not hinder the farmlng or ranching use of the property. Further, the County Agricultural.-
Commissioner reviewed the project and is recommending project approval. Based on the minimal amount of Iand being
converted from hay production to support the project, staff determined that the project will not confiict with the
agricultural use on the property or the intent of the Range Lands District. Further discussion found in the Initial Study
within Item Il Agriculture and Forestry Resources and ltem X Land Use Planning.

Aesthetics

Aesthetics is typically a concern associated with this type of use because of the substantial height of structures used to
support communication antennas. The County Wireless Guidelines aim to minimize aesthetic or visual impacts from
wireless telecommunication fagilities by having them located or designed so as be visually unobtrusive. The visibility of
a facility is a function of its height, design, and its exposure to neighbors and the general public. Staff evaluation of
potential visual impacts and applicable sections of the Local Coastal Plan and Coastal Zoning Code are found in the
Initial Study within Item | Aesthetics :

Staff concluded that althaugh, there is not enough vegetation-at this location to fully conceal the “monopine” from all
vantage points along State Highway 1, given the stealth design and at times significant.distance away, the general
public may well be unaware of the true nature of the structure. However, based on staff's experience with other
- “monopine” designs installed in the County, the stealth design may not be effective at disguises the true use when
viewed from a close distance, such as the vantage point.seen in photo-simulation viewpoint number 5 (page PC 59). it's
likely that a'local user will be more acutely aware of changes to the visual resources versus the tourist who is less
sensitive to specific changes in an unfamiliar environment. The Commission will need to balance potential visual
impacts versus |mproved communication service in what is currently an unserved area.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration and approve Coastal Development Use Permit
CDU# 10-2012 subject to the recommended Conditions of Approval.

FINDINGS FOR'-RECOMMENDED APPROVAL.:

General Plan Consistency Finding: The proposed project is consistent with applicabie goals and policies of
the General Plan as subject to the conditions being recommended by staff. 26 of 129
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-2012. 'subject to'the
:doouments*and

n Commrssnon;app: JUJ# >
fndltlonSaofxapproval*recommendedibyista urtheriﬁnd g%thattthefappllcatlonaan »supportmg
exhlblts contamarnformatton and’condltnons=sufﬁc|ent"tosrestabllsh.xas requared%by Sec

2. Thatthe proposed use ewﬂl not. conshtute a nuisance:or-be: detrlmental to.the.health, safety,.peace,

sl i Orals; -scomfortforfgeneraIawe[farefofspersons resrdrngrefrrworkmg inior;passing’ Jthroughsthee o
neighborhood-of such proposed.use, or-be detrimental or: injurieus-tosproperty- and«umprovements in the
nerghborhood or to the general welfare of the count

3. That such use preserves the mtegnty of the zonmg d»lstnct

4, The proposed development is in conformlty with the certlﬁed local coastal program
5. The proposed-development will:be provnded with- adequate utilities, access roads -drainage and other

necessary facilities.

-6. The proposed .development is consistent with:the.purpose and intent of the zoning district applicable to
the property, as well as the provisions of this Division and preserves the integrity of the zoning district.

7. The proposed development will not have any significant adverse impacts on the environment within the
meaning of the California-Environmental Quality Act.

8. The proposed development will not have any adverse impacts on any known archaeological or pale
ontological resource.

9. Other public services, including but not limited to, solid waste and public roadway capacity have been
: considered.-and are adequate to serve the proposed development.’

ALTERNATIVE MOTION: The Planning Commission.denies Coastal Development Use Permit CDU# 10-2012 finding
that the project is inconsistent with Coastal Zoning Code Sections 20.504.015(C)1, 20.504. 020(D) and
20.504.015(C)7(d)

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL.:
Aesthetics
**. The total height of tower including antennas and faux branches will not exceed 105 feet in height above ground

level. Within sixty (60) days of completion of the installation of the facility, the applicant shall confirm that the
height is no greater than approved, and shall submit a written certification to the County of the actual height.

2. Existing trees and other vegetation, which will provide screening for the proposed facility and associated access
roads, shall be protected from damage. No trees that provide visual screening of the communications facility
shall be removed after project completion except to comply with fire safety regulations or to eliminate safety
hazards. Tree trimming shall be limited to-the minimum necessary for operation-of the facility.

**3. If use of any portion of the proposed facility is discontinued for more than one year, all parts of the facility not in
use, above grade, shall be completely removed from the site, and the site shall be restored to a natural-
appearing condition.
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**4,

**5.

ﬁ*G .

7.

~*8,

**9

PAGE PC-6

Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall provide an irrevocable letter of credit, bond, certificate
of deposit, or other reasonable form. of security satisfactory:-to County Counsel, sufficient to fund the removal of

-the facility and restoration: of the site in the eventthat the applicant abandons operations or fails to comply with

requirements for removal of facilities and restoration of the site.

Exterior surfaces of structures and equipment shall have subdued colers and non-reflective materials selected
to blend with their surroundings. Color samples shall be subffiltted to-the Department of Planning and Building
for approval.

Exterior light fixtures shalil be designed or located so that only reflected, non-glaring light is visible from beyond
the immediate vicinity of the site, and shall be turned off except when in use by facility personnel. No aircraft
warning lighting shall be instalied.

Branches of the “monopine” shall extend beyend the antennas and fully conceal the supporting structure and
antennas. The branches must:

(iy Be constructed to a density of 2.5 branches for each one vertical foot of pole, and :

(i) Start attachment at no greater than twenty-f ve (25) feet above ﬁnlshed grade and contmue to the top of the
pole, and

(i) Be-a minimum of eight (8) feet long around the circumference of the lower level and shall taper.
appropriately as the branches progress upwards.

. The antenna array shall not extend more than thirty (30) inches from the structure to which it is attached.

An evaluation of the facility’s stealth capability shall be submitted for review and approval by the Department of
Planning and Building Services after the initial construction, one year foliowing construction and every five
years thereafter. The report shall assess surrounding vegetation growth, including height and density in the
vicinity, and a color assessment to assess fading of material. Replacement or remediation of the wireless
facility shall be performed by the applicant if required by the Department of Planning and Building Services.

Air Quality

10.
1.

12.

Prior to the development phase of the project, the applicant shall contact the Mendocino County Air Quality
Management District for a determination as to the need for a permit from the District for the proposed
generator. .

The new access road leading from the existing road too the vproject site shall be covered with an impermeable
sealant or rocked at a bare minimum. Any rock material used for surfacing, including rock from onsite sources,
must comply with regulations regarding asbestos content.

All grading activities must comply with District Regulation 1 Rule 430 regarding fugitive dust emissions.

Biological Resources

**13.

Applicant shall comply with the recommendations for preserving Biological Resources identified in the
Biological Assessment dated November 2012 and prepared by Kjeldsen Biological Consulting WhICh state:

» Ali project construction activities must be limited to the project footprint. Best Management Practices

_ including silt and erosion control measures must be implemented to. protect off-site movement of
sediment and-dust-during and post-construction.:Best Management Practices must be implemented
throughout the construction period such as retaining ground cover litter, provadlng muich for bare
ground and standard erosion and dust control.

« No vehicle traffic should be allowed outside of the existing road alignment or ranch courtyard.
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. Staglng of equipment.and materials for:site construction:mustbe: Iocated inithe courtyard of the ranch
eadquaitersior-onithe:ace aditurnzaround:atthe:projectisites:

e AII prOJec ==construct|on.actlwtles mustzbe Ilmlted: toith prajectffeetprmt ‘Best'Management Practices
-'such as'retaining: ground cover: lltter prowdmg ‘mulch’ ferjbare greund sult and erosmn control

Cultural Resources

14.  In the event that archaeological resources are encountered on the site, further disturbance inthe- immediate
vicinity of the find shall be halted until all requirements of Chapter 22.12 of the Mendocino County Code relating
to- archaeologtcai discoveries-have:been-satisfied.

Geél'ogy and SO|I

**15. As soon as practical following completion: of:any earth disturbance, vegetative ground cover or.driveway
surfacing equal to or better than-existing-shall be reestablished on all disturbed portions.of the-site. Project ‘
construction activities are Ilmlted to the project footprmt Trenches will need to be filled and resurfaced to match
the original surface.

**16 - Allgrading-and site preparation, at a minimum, shall adhere to the foliowing “Best Management Practices”. The
‘ applicant shall submit-to the Department of Planning and Building:Services an ackncwledgement of these
* grading and site preparation standards

S a That adequate drainage controls.be constructed énd maintained in such-a manner as to prevent
contamination of surface and/or ground water, and-to prevent erosion.

b.  The applicant shall endeavor to protect and maintain as much vegetation on the site as possible,
removing only as much as required to conduct the operation.

c.  All concentrated water flows, shall be discharged into a functioning‘storm drain system or into a
naturat-drainage area well away from the top of banks.

d.  Temporary erosion control measures-shall-be in place at the end of each day's work, and shall be
maintained until permanent protection is.established.

e Erosion control measures shall include but are not limited to: seeding and muiching exposed soil on
hill siopes, strategic placement of hay bales below areas subject to sheet and rill erosion, and
installation of bioengineering materials where necessary. Erosion control measures shall be in
place priorto October 1%,

f. Al earth-moving activities shall be conducted between May 15" and October 15" of any given
calendar year unless an Erosion and Sedimentation Prevention Plan, prepared by a registered civil
engineer, has been submitted and. approved by the Department of Planning and Building Services
which outlines wet weather-earthmoving and drainage control protocols. Such plan shali include all
appropriate Best Management Practices that shall be installed in accordance with the approved
Erosion and Sediment Prevention Plan prior to the start of construction during the rainy season.

g. Pursuant to the California Building Code and Mendocino County Building Regulations a gradin_g
permit will be required unless exempted by the Building Officiat or exempt by one of the following:
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20.

21.

22.

23

24,

25.
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1. An excavation that (1) is less than 2 feet (610 mm) in depth or (2) does not create a cut
slope greater than 5 feet (1,524 mm) in height and steeper than 1 unit vertical in 1.5
units horizontal (66.7% slope).

2. Afill less than 1-foot (305 mm) in depth and placed on natural terrain with a slope
flatter than 1 unit vertical in 5 units horizontal (20% slope), or.less than 3 feet (914 mm)
in depth not intended to support structures, that does not exceed 50 cubic yards (38.3
m®) on. any one lot and does not obstruct a drainage.

The Generator shall be equipped with mufflers and spark arresters, and shall not produce noise levels
exceeding 50 dBa at the nearest off site residence. Routine testing-and maintenance shall be limited to
weekdays befween 8:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. Repairs and emergency use arenot included in this limitation. If
necessary the generator shall be enclosed by a noise barrier sheiter designed by an acoustical engineer and
remain oriented and screened to limit excessive noise to surrounding residences.

Public Services

The applicant shall complete Cal Fire standard fire safe requirements pursuant to Cal Fire‘#203-12. The
applicant shall obtain written verification from Cal Fire stating that this condition has been met to the satisfaction
of Cal Fire and submit it to the Department of Planning and Building Services. : .

The facility shall provide if requested, space for any public emergency service provider to locate communication
equipment on the tower, provided no interference to function will result at a minimum or no fee. -

Transportation/Traffic

Prior to commencement of construction activities or issuance of a building permit the applicant shall contact the
- - Callifornia Department of Transportation as to the need to complete any driveway improvements to the private

driveway encroachment onto State Highway 1. Applicant shall-complete any improvements-identified by the
California Department of Transportation. The applicant shall obtain written verification from stating that this
condition has been met to the satisfaction of the California Department of Transportation and submit it to the
Department of Planning and Building Services.

Wireless Guidelines

Prior to the final inspection by the Building Division of the Department of Planning and Building Services, an
identification sign for each company responsible for operation and maintenance: of facilities at the site, no larger
than one square foot, shall be mounted on the fence exterior in a location visible when approached from the
street, and shall provide the name, address, and emergency telephone number of the responsible companies.
The address assigned to the'site by the Planning and Building Services Department shall be posted.

The antennas and supporting structure shall be inspected every ten years, and following significant storm or
seismic events, by a structural engineer licensed in the State. of California to assess their structural integrity,
and-areport of the engineer’s findings shall be submitted to the Planning and Building Services Department.

Prior to commencement of operations, all surplus construction materials and debris, including cieared
vegetation, shall be removed from the site to a proper disposal facility. Thereafter the site shall be kept free of
refuse.

By commencing work-allowed:by-this permit, the applicant agrees'to negotiate in good faith with third parties

. requesting shared use of the site and to require no more than a reasonable charge for collocation.

One or more warning signs consistent with FCC and ANSI regulations shall be displayed in close proximity to
the antenna tower.

30 of 129




SRS S T e 10DU 052012
‘PAGE'PC-9 .

\FF:REPORT FOR COASTAL DEVELOPMENT:USEPERMIT:

Standard‘Conditions

“The use'and occupancy.of the premises:shall be established:andin aimtaifmedsimchm_for:mépeé;witﬁ; he
zprovis‘ionszoff?ritle‘;20: of:theiMendecino'Gount»y‘x"Gode unless m'odif ied by conditions. of the use permit.

27. The: apphcatton along with supplemental: exhrbxts and related - material: sha!! be: consndered elements-ofithis:
~ - entittlement:and: compllanee therewuth shall'be: mandatory, unless the! Planmng Commlssmn‘has approved:a:
: modlf catlon , . ; .

¥

28. ThIS permxt is: subject t0<the securlng ofall necessary permlts for the proposed :developmentzan eventualiuse
“from;iCounty, State:and’ Federalﬁagenmes having’jurisdiction. ‘Any:requirements: |mppsed§by an*agencyashavmg
y Junsdlctuon shall be: consndered a:condition of this:permit.

29. This permit:shall:-be subjectxto revocation.or modlflcatnon by the Planning Commission. upon a f ndlngroﬂany one
or more of the following grounds: e

a. That the permit was obtained or extended by fraud.
b. That one or more of the conditions upon which the permit was.granted have been violated.

c. That the use for which the permit was granted.is conducted in a manner detrimental to the public
health, welfare or safety, or is a nuisance.

Any revocation shall proceed as specified in Title 20 of the Mendocino County Code.

30. - This permit is issued without a legal determination having been made upon the number, size or shape of
parcels encompassed within the permit boundaries. Should, at any time, a legal determination be made that
the number, size or shape of parcels within the permit boundaries are different than that which is legally
required by this permit, this permit shall become null and vo;d

31.  This permit is issued for a period of ten years, and shall expire on January 16, 2019. The applicant has the
sole responsibility for renewing this permit before the expiration date. The county wil not provide a notice prior
to the expiration date.

32.  This permit shall become effective after all applicable appeal periods have expired or appeal processes have '
been exhausted. Failure of the applicant to make use of this permit within two years shall result in the

automatic expiration of this permit.

Fish and Wildlife Filing Fee

33.  This entitlement does not become effective or operative and no work shall be commenced under this
entitlement until the California Department of Fish and Wildlife filing fees required or authorized by Section
711.4 of the Fish and Wildlife Code are submitted to the Mendocino County Department of Planning and
Building Services. Said fee of $2,206.25 (fee will change after January 1%, 2014), shall be made payable to
the Mendocino County Clerk and submitted to the Department of Planning and Building Services within 5 days
of the end of any appeal period. Any waiver of the fee shall be on a form issued by the Department of Fish and
Wildlife upon their finding that the project has “no effect” on the environment. If the project is appealed, the
payment will be held by the Department of Planning and Building Services until the appeal is decided.
Depending on the outcome of the appeal, the payment will either be filed with the County Clerk (if the project is
approved) or returned to the payer (if the project is denied). Failure to pay this fee by the specified deadline
shall result in the entitlement becoming null and void. The applicant has the sole responsibility to insure
timely compliance with this condition. '

DATE DUSTY DULEY
PLANNER Hi
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- Indicates conditions relating to Environmental Considerations - deletion of these conditions may affect the
. issuance of a Mitigated Negative Declaration.

DD/hm _
December 12, 2013

Mitigated Negative Declaration
Appeal Fee - $1855.00
Appeal-Period - 10 days

ATTACHMENTS:

Initial Study

Maps .
Exhibit A- Applicant Project Description
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EPORT FOR COASTAL DEVELOPMENT;USEIPERMIT

MENDOCINO:COUNTY:

DUSTY DULEY

q
_ LOCATION In-the: coastal zone, 1. 1+fm essouth of. Alblon lying on‘the east-side-of State:Highway 1
- -} :miles:north.of itszintersection with-Navarro:Ridge:Road: (GR# 518) located«at 23356: North Hnghway 1 Alblon,;Ca
1195410; AP#123:370+03; 123+320-02, :123-360-07. T
PROJECT COORDINATOR:

“Significant.effect on the.environment” means a.substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any
of the physical.conditions within the.area affected. by.the project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora,
fauna, ambient noise, and aesthetic significance. An.economic or social change by itself shall not be
considered a significant effect on the environment. A social or economic change related-to a physical
change, may be considered in determining whether the physical change is significant (CEQA Gwdelmes
Section 15382).

Accompanying this form is a list of discussion statements for all questlons or categories of questlons onthe
Environmental Checklist (See Section Iif). This includes explanations of “ne” responses

#CDU:1052012
PAGE'PC-11

01

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS-POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one lmpact that
is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checkiist on the following pages.

X Aesthetics [ Agriculture and Forestry Resources l___] Air Quality

X Biological Resources ] Cultural Resources X Geology ISoils

[]| Greenhouse Gas Emissions [_]] Hazards & Hazardous Materials [ Hydrology / Water QualityA

] Land Use / Planning 1 Mineral Resources X Noise

[l  Population/Housing  [] Public Services ] Recreation

Ej Transportation/Traffic ~ |[] Utilities / Service Systems‘ X Méndatory Findings of Significance
DETERMINATION:

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

[ 11ind that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.
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X 1find that although the proposed pro;ect could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a
significant effect in this case because revisions in the pro;ectxhavetbeen made by or agreed to by the project proponent.
A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will: bewepared

[ | find that the proposed project MAY have a s:gnlﬂcant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT“REPORT is required. '

] 1 find that the proposed praject MAY have a "potentnally significant impact” or "potentxally sngmﬁcant unless
mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document
pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is requnred but it must analyze
only the effects that remain to be addressed.

1 1 find that although the proposed project could have a sugniﬁcant effect on the environment, because all potentially
significant effects (a) .have been analyzed adequatgly iri an éaflier EIR or NEGATIVE' DECLARR‘FLQN pursuant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avondeﬁ or mitigated, pursuant fo theit sarlier EIR or NEGA"I‘IVE =
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitxgatrbn measures that aré mpbseﬂ upon the proposed project, nothing further
is required.

INITIAL STUDYIENV[RONMENTAL REVIEW: . This section assesses the potential envnronmental |mpacts whrch may
result from the project. Questions in the Initial Study Checklist are stated and answers are provnded based on analysis
undertaken. .

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with :
Significant | Mitigation Less Than No
Impact | Incorporated |Significant Impact| Impact
" AESTHETICS. Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effecton| L] X n| Ll
a scenic vista? » )
b) Substantially damage scenic - O O ' | =R
-resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic
highway?
c) Substantially degrade the existing O X O )
visual character or quality of the site
and its surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial O ] ) X
light or glare which would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the
area?

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

The applicant is proposing to construct the facility, including 105 foot tali “monopine”, in an open meadow surrounded
by Monterey Cypress trees. An aerial photo is provided on Page PC 41 showing the project site in relation to the
property boundaries, State Highway 1 and the Pacific Ocean. The project site is approximately 100 feet higher in
elevation and 460 feet east of State Highway 1 and is in a designated “Highly Scenic Area” pursuant to County Coastal
Zoning Code (CZC) Section 20.544.020(B)6. The following policy and codes are applicable to the project.

Policy 3.5-1 of the County Local Coastal Plan (LCP) states,

State Highway 1 in rural areas of the Mendocino County coastal zone shall remain a scenic two-lane
road.
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: 'he seemc;andswsuakqualltles:ofﬁMendecrne*fcounty‘ceastalaarefas~shaLLa'be:cens:decedéand*pretectede
. g g PermlttedrdeVelepment*shallibe s:tedsand;deslgnedﬂofpl’etectﬁwew

, wsually compatlble WIth the character of: surroundlng areas and where feasrble fgtcarrestoregandse
enhance visual-quality:in visually degraded areas New developmentm h:ghly scemc areas: des:gnated

CZC-Section:20/504:045(C)tistates; o

Any.development permitted in highly scenic areas shall provide for the protection of coastal views from
public:areas.including highways; roads; coastaltrails, vista. pomts beaches parks *ceastal streams
and waters used. for recreational purposes. TV O RO :

A visual simulation: was conducted-using a balloon to-simulate the height of.the proposed 105 foet tall *‘monopine’. The
balloon was:flown at 115 feet to compensate: for mild winds that day. - Staff was-present.and-observed the test. ~
Photographic simulations using the balloon test are included. with this report and are conciuded to:be.a.reasonable
representation of the visual impacts. Staff drove along the closest public roads including State Highway 1 to heip
determine the project's visual impact to the surrounding area. Staff determined that a varying portion of the top of the
“monopine” would be visible periodically when travelling along an approximate 1.4 mile stretch of State Highway 1 from
its intersection with-Navarro Ridge Road to just south of where the Highway crosses Little Salmon Creek.

Mendocino Land Trust owns.and maintains a property (APN's 123-310-02 and 126-010-01) of approximately 55.29
acres on the west side of State Highway1, which provides public access to biuff tops overiooking the Pacific Ocean.
improvements.include.a parking lot and numerous public traits. Staff visited the site during. the visual simulation test and
found, as shown in the photo-simulation viewpoint #6 on Page PC 61, that approximately the top.20 feet of the
“monopine” would be visible from the bluff-edge at the most western portions of the property. Staff is not aware of any
other public places, including beaches, that the facility would be visible from. The facility will not interrupt public views
to the- Ocean.

As mentioned previously, the applicant is proposing to install a “monopine” rather than a typical monopole or lattice
tower to help stealth the tower and minimize aesthetic impacts. The artificial tree design has been used for other
wireless telecommunication sites in Mendocino County, with differing degrees of success. A key factor in monopole
stealth design is successfully blending the pole into the natural surroundings. For the stealth goals.to be adequately

~ achieved, the placement of the “monopine” must be similar in size and appearance to nearby trees. According to the
applicant's Site Survey (Page PC 48), the height of Cypress trees, which effectively conceal the ground equipment and
a portion of the 105 foot tall “monopine” from State Highway 1 and Mendocino Land Trust property, ranges from 78.7
feet to 103.3 feet Above Ground Level (AGL). As shown in the photo-simulations, depending on the vantage point, as
much as two-thirds or 70 feet of the top of the “monopine” will be visible at a distance when travelling along the
Highway.

Although, there is not enough vegetation at this location to fuIIy conceal the “monopine” from all vantage points along
State Highway 1 and the Mendocino Land Trust property, given the stealth design and at times significant distance
away, the general public may well be unaware of the true nature of the structure. However, based on staff's experience
with other “monopine” designs installed in the County, the stealth design may not be effective at disguises the true use
when viewed from a close distance, such as the vantage point seen in photo-simulation viewpoint number 5. Staff has
included, Pages PC 62 through-65, photos of other “monopine” installations within Mendocino County as viewed from
various distances.
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Located on'the: east side-of State*Hlighway -1, the-facility-wiil:not block or interfere with any public views to the west and
towards. the ocean or have asubstantial adverse impact-to-scenic vistas. Further discussion found in Aesthetics ltem 1
(c). Condition Numbers-1and:2:are'recommended to mitigatevisual impacts by limiting the facilities height, and to
protect/preserve extstmg vegetauon :

In the event that use of the faomty should cedse, it is: recommended that Condition Numbers 3 and 4 be imposed,
requiring that all portions of the facility above ground level be removed from the site, and the site be restored fo a
natural condition. Condition numbers 5 through 9 are offered to further minimize aesthetic impacts.

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and mstonc butldmgs
within a state scenic highway? No Impact

State Highway 1 is not an officially designated State Scenic Highway; however the California Department of
Transportation: (Caitrans) identifies the Highway-as-an “Bligible State Scenic Highway”. Scenic resources are
considered to be those landscape patterns and'features-that are visually or aesthetically attractive and that, therefore,
contribute affirmatively to the definition of a distinct community including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings,
and historic buildings. The project will not result in damage to or block pubhc views to-any scenic resources. No
mitigation required.

c) Substantially.degrade thesexistingvisual character or quality of the site-and-its sun'oundmgs? Less than
Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

Visual character is descriptive and non-evaluative, which means it is based on defined: attributes that are neither good
nor bad-in-and of-themselves. The following County policy and codes are applicable in determining project’s potential to
degrade visual character of the site and its surroundings.
- Policy 3.5-4 of the LCP states in part,
Buildings-and building groups that must be sited within the highly scenic area shall be sited near the toe
of a slope, below rather than on a ridge, or in or near the edge of a wooded area. Except for farm
buildings; development in the middle of large open areas shall be avoided if an alternative site exists.
_Further, Minimize visual impacts of development on terraces by (1) avoiding development in large open
areas:if alternative site exists; (2) minimize the number of structures and cluster them near existing
vegetation, natural landforms or artificial berms; (3) provide bluff setbacks for development adjacent to
or near public areas along the shoreline; (4). design development to be in scale with rural character of
the area. .
CZC Section 20.504.015(C) states,
Buildings and building groups that must be sited in highly scenic areas shall be sited: ‘
(a) Near the toe of a slope; |
(b} Below rather than on a ridge; and
(¢) in'or near-a wooded-area.

The facility is proposed to be located on the toe ofa slope near rows of Cypress trees; therefore, the project is
consistent with CZC Section 20. 504 015 (C).

czc Sectlon 20 504. 015(0)7 states
thm:ze visual :mpacts of development on tenaces by the following cntena
(a) Avoiding development, other than farm buildings, in Iarge open areas If alternative site exists;

(b} Minimize the number of structures and cluster them near existing vegetation, natural landforms or artificial
berms;
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in blendlng in with- the surroundmg Cypress trees so as to be wsubly unnot«ce‘abie ’*staff would find the: pro;ect‘*to ,be in
scale. with the rural character of the area and therefore:consistent with CZC'Section 20. 504 015(C)7(d)

CZC Section 20. 504 015(C)3 states,

New development shall'be subordinate to the natural sefting and minimize reflective surfaces in'highly
scenic areas, building materials:including siding and roof materials shall be selected to blend in hue
and brightness with their surroundings. :

Consisfent with ltem (B)(2)(b) of the Wireless Guidelines and CZC Section 20.504.:015(C)3, Condition Number 5-is

recommended requiring all exterior surfaces of structures and equipment associated with a communications facility
have subdued colors and non-reflective materials selected to blend with their surroundings.

d) Create a new source of substantlal light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views m the area?
Less than Significant lmpact

“The applicant notes that ne exterior lighting is proposed. wae-ver staff would anticipate that a small light would need to
be installed near the equipment shelter for worker access during nighttime hours. According to the applicant, the tpyver
is not of a height that will require any lighting to be installed on the monopole for aviation safety. The following.policies
and regulations are applicable to the project.

Policy 3.5-15 of the LCP states in part,

...no lights shall be installed so that they distract motorists and they shall be shielded so that they do
not shine or glare beyond the limits of the parcel wherever possible.

CZC Section 20.504.035(A)2 and (A)5 states,

Essential criteria for the development of night lighting for any purpose shall take into consideration the
impact of light intrusion upon the sparsely developed region of the highly scenic coastal zone.

(2) Where possible, all.lights, whether installed for security, safety or landscape design purposes, shall
be shielded or shall be positioned in a manner that will not shine light or allow light glare to exceed the
boundaries of the parcel on which it is placed.

(5) No lights shall be installed so that they distract motorists.

. Further, Item B(2)i of the County Wireless Guidelines states,

Outdoor lighting shall be kept fo a minimum. Towers requiring FAA lighting are discouraged. Tower
lighting, ifapproved, shall be the minimum required by FAA regulations. Towers requiring strobe 37 of 129
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lighting shall be prohibited. Other outdoor lighting shall be designed or located so that only reflected,
non-glaring light is visible from beyond.the immediate vicinity of the site, and shall be turned off except
when in use by facility personnel.

To ensure consistency with the above County policies related to exterior lighting, staff recommends condition number 6
requiring that any lighting be shielded or downcast to prevent the light sourcetfrom being visible from off the property
and prohibiting the installation-of-any- alrcraft warning lights. v y

Less Than ’
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant | with Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Al AGRIGULTURE AND FORESTRY
RE‘S@U‘RCES Would-the project;

~2) Convert Prime. Fammiand, Unique L] I O X
Farmiand, or Farmiand of Statewide S :
Amportande. (Farmiand),-aswhown.on
the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b) Confiict with existing zoning for ] Ll X L]
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act ' : :

contract? ‘

o) Conflict with existing zoning for, or L [} L. X

cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(g)), timberland (as
defined by-Public Resources Code
section 4526), or timberland zoned.
Timberland Production (as defined
by Government Code section

51104(g))? - |
d) Result in the loss of forest land or O U] LI X
conversion of forest land to non- :
forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the O O X N

existing environment which, due to
their location or nature, could result
in conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to
non- agricultural use? No Impact

The property is categorized as “Grazing Land” as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency. The project will not convert any “Farmland”.

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? Less than Significant Impact

The approximate 115 acres property is zoned Rangeland and.is currently in an Agricultural Preserve Contract under the
Williamson Act based on its use for hay production. According to the property owner, median hay production at the
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;property is-approximately 800 t91,000:bales per year. The facility i§ proposed to'be locatediwithin;anzopen:fieldthatiis

zused:for-hay:production. ‘Project: development ithat:would convert portions:of the propertysusedforzhaysproduction -
includes:a 30 foot by 35:foot lease:area:and-an approximate 200 footilong-section:cf a’proposed2:footiwidesaccess

-read-and turn-around. - Approximately:3;450:squarefeet-of the:approximately 1 15:acres;propertyswould:be- removed
‘from hay production. Exrstmg development terraln and: trees prevent the: entlr ,_property' om: belng*used%for%hay;z-:

’ ‘productlon : ; '

‘Mendocino: County Code Sectlon 22. 08 06®(F) states

..9 o HOUS
agncultural preserve and shall not be exclided’by ‘reason’ o”f fhat use o

The- appllcant hired an: mdependent appraiser, Mr.- Mrke Plpkln ‘with Amerrcan Ag*Appr ‘whom determined-that the
proposed cell site.would:not.diminish the: productrwty or.viability-of the ‘ranch:for:agricultural uses. The-small.site area is
insignificant and would not hinder the farming-or-ranching use of the property.Further, ;'the County Agriculturall
Commissioner reviewed the project and is recommending-project approval. This‘détermination:is‘consistent'with other
telecommunication facilities-approved-to be Iocated within Agricultural Preserves in Mendocino County. Based on the
minimal'amount of land‘being converted:from’'hay production to'support the project,staff-Betermined that the project will
- not’ conﬂlct with-the agncultural use on the property ‘orthe’ Wmiamson Act "No mitigation- required.

¢c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code sectron
12220(g), timberiand (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))? No Impact

The propertyis zoned Rangeland.' The project willj-result in-the rezoning of any forest land or Timberland Production.

~d) Result in the loss of forest fand or conversion of for_e_St‘Iand to non-forest use? No Impact

The applicant is not proposing to nor will the =project require the removal of trees. The project will not result in any loss
or conversion of forest lands.

e) Involve other changes in-the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion
of Farmiand, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? Less than Significant Impact

See discussion under Item Il Agriculture and Forestry b) and d) above. No mitigation required.

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant | with Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact impact
IIl. AIR QUALITY. Where available, '
the significance criteria established
by the applicable air quality
management or air poliution control
district may be relied upon to make
the following determinations. Would
the project: : ‘
a) Conflict with or obstruct O O ] X
implementation of any applicable air : :
quality plan?
b) Violate any air quality standard or O L] Il X
contribute substantially to an existing
or projected air quality violation?
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c) Result in a cumulatively [} L] L] X
considerable netincrease of any L : »
criteria pollutarit for:which the project
region is non-attainment under an
applicable federal-or state ambient
air quality standard (including
releasing emissions which exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

e) Create objectlonable odors O O | L] X
affecting a substantial number of ‘
people? ‘

I1l. Air Quality-a) through e) No Impact

The.project is located within a part of the North Coast Air Basin. The Mendocino County Air Quauty Management .
District (AQMD) is responslble for enforcing the State and Federal Clean Air Acts as well as local air quality protectaon .
regulations. Concerns to air quality as a result of the project include: Potential for property to contain naturally occurring
asbestos, particulate matter generated by unpaved roads, vehlcle emissions and fugitive dust emissions from gradlng '
activities. , _ . .

According to County records, the project is not located in an area that likely contains Naturally Occurring Asbestos. As

the facility will be unmanned and only serviced bi-monthly, the project is not expected to produce significant amounts of

air emissions or odors once site construction is completed. Applicant is proposing to construct approxrmately 500 feet

of new road, 12 foot wide gravel surface, to access the facility and provide for a fire turnaround. Staff notes that the

applicant may need a permit from AQMD to operate the proposed 30 kilowatt diesel generator. Condition Numbers 10,
11 and 12 are recommended to achieve compliance with AQMD standards.

AQMD provided comments to staff on previous project #U 5-11stating that, “the District is in attainment for all Federal
criteria air pollutants and is also in attainment for all State standards except Particulate Matter less then 10 microns in
size (PM10).”

Potentially Less Than . Less Than No
Significant | Significant with. | Significant Impact | Impact
Impact |  Mitigation
__Incorporated

[V. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES:
Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, ] Ll D O
either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional

| plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on O X ' [m ]
any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in focal or
regional plans, policies, regulations or
by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife
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‘ EE 'Have -agsu]aé antial-a Jverse-effect-on
| federally rotected: wetlands as: def ned

ng gl
,Aresources such as atree, preservatlon
policy or ordinance?

f) Conflict with:the provisions-of an O O ] D
adopted‘Habitat Conservation’Plan, :
Natural Community Conservation‘Pian, » ' |
or other approved local, regional, or o ‘ l
state habitat conservation plan?

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a ‘
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Less than Significant Impact

A Biological Assessment by Kjeldsen Biological Consulting dated November 2012 was prepared for the project.
Assessment states.that the project site is within a semi-natural herbaceous grassland/agricultural field. Assessment

concluded,

No special-status species are present on or near the project site. Habitat and vegetation associations
on and surrounding the project site don not have the potential for presence for special-status species
due to the decades of agricultural use and dominance of non-native species.

The project will not have a substantial adverse effect on any sensitive or special status species.

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat. or other sensitive-natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations and or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or US Flsh and Wildlife

Service? Less than Significant with Mitigation incorporated

Staff cross-referenced the project with the California Natural Diversity Database which indicated the potential for several
sensitive piant species.to be located on the property. As mentioned previously, at staffs’ direction the applicant had a
Biological Assessment prepared for the project. Assessment determined the presence of Coastal Prairie and Coastal
Shrub plant communities between the facility site and State Highway 1 as well as Riparian Vegetation aiong two
drainages within the property. Coastal Prairie and Coastal Shrub plant communities along with Riparian Vegetation are
.deemed to be Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) and are protected resources under Section 30240(a) of
the California Coastal Act which states,

Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant disruption of habitat values,
and only uses dependent on such resources shall be allowed within such areas.

Further Section 30240(b) states,
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Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks and recreation areas shall
be sited-and designed to prevent impacts-which would significantly degrade such areas, and shall be
compatible with the continuance of such habitat areas.

Section 20.496.020 of CZC identifies appropfigte buffer areas to help ensure protection of EHSA from development
stating in part,

A buffer area shall be established adjacent to all environmentally sensitive habitat areas...The width of the
buffer area shall be a minimum of one hundred (100) feet, unless an applicant can demonstrate, after
consultation and agreement with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and County. Planning staff, that
one hundred (100) feet is not necessary to protect the resources of that partigular.habitat.amea from:possible
significant disruption caused by the proposed development. The buffer area shéll be measured from the outside
edge of the Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas and shall not be less than fi fty-(50) feet in width.

A map showing the extent of ESHA boundaries in relation to project development is-included on Rage PC 56. As
shown on the map, project development including preparation of lease area, road construction and undergrounding of
utilities will occur at least 100 feet away from the identified ESHA. Development is consisterit with Section 20.496.020.
Beyond maintaining appropriate buffers, the Assessment includes 6 recommendations to further protect ESHA from
erosion and construction activities. Condition Number 13 is recommended to mitigate potential significant impacts to
ESHA

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, efc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means? Less than Significant Impact

The B|oiog|cal Assessment prepared for the project states that there are no potential seasona! wetlands assoclated with
the proposed project. According to US Fish and Wildlife Service mapping resources, a freshwater pond and associated
drainage on the property have been identified as potential wetlands. No development will occur within 100 feet of the
pond and erosion control measures have been |dent|f|ed to protect blologlcal résources. No additional mitigation
required.

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory w:ldllfe corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? No
Impact

The project will not interfere. with the movement the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species
or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildiife nursery sites.

e) Confilct with any local policies or ordinances protectmg biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordmance9 No impact

Applicant is not proposing to nor is it necessary to remove any trees to support the project. Discussion of applicable
biological resource protection policies is found above in Biclogical Resources Section IV b). The project will not conflict
with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.

f)  Conflict-with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or
- other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? No Impact . :

The project is not located in an area subject to Habitat Conservatson Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan or
similar plan

_CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would
the pro;ect

) Cause a substantial adverse change O O td X
in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in § 15064.57
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b) Cause:a substantialiadversechange |~ T [ [ ..
in'the:significance-of an: archaeological | -~
- fresource: pursuant to § 1506457

J¢)-Directly: or«mdlrectly\destroysaaumque ko] | ~ N
ypaleoritological‘resource or site-or : A ‘
sunique:geologic feature'?

:d)-Disturbzany human's Temains, including o T
-those:interred-outside- af formal ‘ e : :
fcemeterles? -

sites. Regastered Professional Archaeologlst Michael Way with EBI:Cons t|ng completed a Cultural Resource Analysm
on behalfiofithe, appllcant sThe:archaeologist-concluded:that-there is tlittle:likelihood:of encounteringssignificant ..
archeologlcal resourcessin-association. with: this project”. The- Analysis was: reviewed by the, County- Archaeologlcal
Commission-at.the:February:13,.2013 meeting:and. determmed that the analysnswas adequate -No.mitigation required,
however, the applicant has been apprised. of.the standard “Discovery Clause’-as.noted.in County Code. Section

22. 12 090 and 22.12.100. See Condition Number 14

Potentlally Less Than Less Than No
.- Significant | Significant with |Significant.Impact| Impact
Impact |.. Mitigation :
= I Incorporated.. -
VI. GEOLOGY-AND SOILS. Would the ‘
project:
a) Expose people or structuresto .|~ [ [ L] , X _ |

potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, |nJury, or
death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, OJ 1 X L
as-delineated on the most:recent :
-Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued by the State Geologist-for
the area or based-on other substantial .
evidence of a known fault? Refer to -
Division of Mines and-Geology Special
Publication 42.

| ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? O L L]
iif) Seismic-related ground failure, L] U] L] X
including liquefaction?

iv) Landslides? O O O X
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or ] [ ]
the loss of topsoil? :

¢) Be located on a geologic unit or seil ] U] N X

that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result-in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
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d) Be located on expansive soil, as ] 1 ] X
defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform ' :

Building Code (1994), creating
substantial risks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately ) i Ll [X]
supporting the use of septic tanks or :
alternative waste water disposal
systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of waste
water?

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the:risk-of loss,injury, or death -
involving: i) Rupture of a known earthquake faull, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoring Map issued by the State Geologist¥orthe area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?
Refér'to'Division of Mines and Geblogy-Spesial- Publication 42. ii) Strohig seismic ground shaKing? No Impact

The closest earthquake falfis‘the Sarf*Andreas Fault located approximately 13.6 miles south of the project site. - -
Although the property wodld be subject to ground shaking in the event of major seismic activity, based on the distance
to the' San*Andteas Fault-and thefact that-gll strustures must be built to current state building code, the pro;ect is not
expected to pose a substantial risk to'people due to a seismic event. No mitigation required.

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of fopsoil? Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

Grading will be requwed to support the project. Grading actlwtles include road construction, site development and
trenching to underground utilities. Access will in part be provided by an-existing private driveway that serves the owner's
single-family residence. Applicant is proposing to construct a new road to extend from the existing driveway to the
facility, for a distance of approximately 500 feet, as well as a fire turnaround as required by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection. Applicant notes that the access road and turnaround will be cleared of vegetation and will
be improved with a 12 foot wide gravel surface. Approximately 800 feet of trenching will be required to underground
utilities, starting at the existing utility pole Iocated on the southeast side of the “outbuilding™ as shown on thie site ptan
(Page PC 49). Additional grading will be requ1red to level ground and clear vegetation within the lease area as well as
to install foundations for the equipment shelter, generator and storage tank pad and “monopine” foundation. Applicant
estimates that approximately 65 cubic yards of soil would be disturbed to accommodate the project.

Proposed earthmoving activities could result in significant soil erosion and impacts to water quality and biological
resources.. Measures must be taken to ensure that project construction activities do net result in significant soil erosion.
Condition Numbers 15 and 16 are provided to address immediate and short-term impacts from grading activities. The
applicant will need to contact the County Department of Planning and Building Services to-determine:if-a grading permit
will be required subject to the provisions contained in Appendix J, of the 2013 California Uniform Building Code.
Limiting earthmoving activities to the project footprint and adhering to Best Management Pragtioes is anticipated to
prevent significant erosion.

¢} Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? No Impact

There are no geologic hazards or unstable soil conditions known to exist on the property. The project is not located on
a known geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially
result in on- or off-site Iandsllde lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse.

d) Be located on expansive so:! as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code ( 1994), creating substantial
risks fo life or property? No Impact

According to the Soil Survey of Mendocino County, underlying soils at the project site consist of Pinole very gravelly
Loam, 2 to 15 percent slopes. These soil types are not considered to be an expansive soil as defined in Table 18-1-B of
the Uniform Building Code (1994), however construction of the facility wil! still require engineered-plans to be approved
through the building permit process. No adverse environmental effects related to topography, soils or geology are
expected as a result of this project.
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‘b): Conﬂlct wnth ‘an apphcable plan S+
policy or- regulatuon adopted forthe ‘
purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have’ a srgmﬂcant,;mpact on the
environment? Less Than Significant Impact

Production of Greenhouse Gases (GHG) will result from construction activities, -‘\/.ehicl‘e"‘trips to.maintain th’e.:feeility,.,and
emission from the diesel generator. After construction is complete, traffic to the: site-will .consist of:one.or two.visits:per
month by company representatives as necessary to maintain the facility. The applicant.is:proposing-to install a 30-

‘kilowatt generator, to be used solely for providing emergency power during periods of energy transmission interruption

and for routine testing. Any diesel engines in excess of 50 horsepower are required to meet current. emission standards
and will require a permit from AQMD. Additional measures may be imposed by AQMD to control emissions. through
their permit requirements. The proposed project will not occur at a scale or scope with potential to contribute
substantially or cumulatively to the generation of GHG, either directly or indirectly. No mitigation required.

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases? No Impact

~ To date, no Federal, State, or Project area local agencies have developed thresholds against which a propesed-project

can be evaluated to assist iead agencies in determining whether or not the climate change impact from a proposed
project is significant. The global nature of climate change warrants investigation of a statewide threshold of significance
for GHG emissions. Staff determined that GHG emissions associated with the project will not result in a significant
impact. ,

Potentially Less Than Less Than . No
Significant | Significant with | Significant Impact | Impact
Impact Mitigation :
Incorporated

VIii. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOQUS
MATERIALS. Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the O ] X O
public or the environment through the | .

routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the O O X U
public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the
release of-hazardous materials into the
environment?
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c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle ] [ U X
hazardous or acutely hazardous A

materials, substances, or waste within -
one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school? -

d) Be located on a site which is ] Ll Ll X
included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5
and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

e) For a project located within an O R X N
airport land use plan or, where such a : :

plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project resultin a
safety hazard for People residing or
working'in the project area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a ] ] N} X
private airstrip, would the project result
in.a-safety hazard for people residing-
or werkm‘gﬂn the project area?

g) Impair implemantation of or O O [m] D=
physically interfere with an adopted o
emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a L | 0 X
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent to
‘urbanized ‘areas or where residences
are’intefrixed with wildlands?

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials? Less Than Significant Impact

The applicant is proposing to install a 30-kilowatt generator to be used solely for providing emergency power during

periods of energy transmission interruption and for routine testing along with a 132 gallon diesel storage tank. Fuel

trucks will need to access the site to refuel storage tank. Number of trips will depend on the number and length of

primary line power outages. The periodic transport of diesel fuel to the site is not expected to create a significant hazard

to the public or the environment. '

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials info the environment? Less Than Significant impact

Materials such as oil and diesel fuel used for the generator are subject to a Hazardous Materials Business Plan as
approved by the County Department of Environmental Health (DEH). The plan identifies actions to be taken should a
fuel or oil spill occur on site, including cleanup methods and appropriate agencies to cofitact in an emerg‘ency situation.
Utilization of a:generator as a back up power source for wireless telecommunication facilities is common and staff is
unaware of any fuel spill associated with any existing facilities in the County. No mitigation requwed

¢} Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances; or waste within one-
quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? No Impact
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vpubhc alrport or; publlc‘use al(pon‘ wbuld the: project res na
project area? ‘No: Impact =

The property lsqlocatedl approxnmétely 3 5 mlles sou’thwest af the :
project: referral’and is'recommending’ pro;ect approval “The' pro;ec is not expecte‘
working:atior around:the projectarea: = _

f) Fora pmject within the vicinity of a. private airstrip, would the project result in a safely hazard for people res:dmg or
working in the project-area? No Impact

Staff is-unaware of any»private airstrips in the project vicinity. No impact anticipated.

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted-emergency response plan.or emergency
evacuation plan? No.Impact

~ Staff is unaware of any adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plén that the project may impair or
physically interfere with.

h) Expose people or structures to a signiﬁcant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed.with wildlands? No impact

The property is not in a heavily forested area subject to wildland fires. Surrounding properties.are currgnﬂ'y used _to
support residential and irrigated agriculture uses. The project will not expose people or structures to significant risk due
to wildland fires.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant | Significant with. | Significant Impact | Impact
Impact Mitigation
Incorporated
IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER ‘
QUALITY. Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards ] X L] L]
or waste discharge requirements? ,
b) Substantially deplete groundwater O OJ O =g

supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume
or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g., the production rate of
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to
a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned-uses for
which permits have been granted)?

c) Substantially alter the existing O O ] X
drainage pattern of the site or area,
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including through the alteration of the
course of a-stream-orriver; in-a
manner-which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on-or
off-site?

d) Substantially. alter the existing
drainage pattern of the site or area,
including threugh:the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in.a manner
which would result in fiooding on- or
off-site’?

e)"Create-or contribute runoff water
which woulll exteed the-capacity of
existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide
substantial-additional sources of
polluted runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade
water quality?

g) Place housing within a 100-year -
fiood hazard area as mapped on a
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard
area strugtures which would impede or
redirect flood flows?

i) Expose'people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding as
a result of the failure of a levee or
dam?

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow?

k) Result in an increase in pollutant
discharges to receiving waters
considering water quality parameters.
such as temperature, dissolved
oxygen, turbidity-and-other typical
stormwater pollutants (e.g. heavy
metals, pathogens, petroleum
derivatives, synthetic organics,
sediment, nutrients, oxygen-
demanding substances, and trash)?

1) Have a potentially significant impact
on groundwater quality?

m) Impact aquatic, wetland or riparian
habitat?
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-a) Vlolate anyawater quallty standards or-waste: d:scharge requ:rements'? Lesstthann&gmf' icant: wnthaMit;gatlon
Incorporated : :

tsunaml or mudﬂow : Developmen
‘substantially alteritheiexistingidr
the facility.and roads: are. constructed

'm) Impact aquatlc wetland or npanan habltat?qLess*than .SlgnificantkW|th"3Mitig n:Incorporated

wrAsimentioned: previously,:therefissripal anwegetatldnralengﬁﬁdramages»Withinatheﬁprebertyvas' wellas:ajpotential
wetland:in:the form of:an: ;agricultural:pond. Theretis apotential toiimpact:riparian:habitat-and:the;possible . wetlands
-during:project-construction:due torerosion. -Staffnotes:that the:Bidlogical:Assessment did-not:identify:the;pond-as.a
wetland. -Condition Numbers 15 and:16-are-recommendedo-prevent erosion .and:its potential- |mpact‘to wetlands and
nparlan habitat. Further:.discussion: found sunder: Items 1V (b).and:(c) as well:as VI (b).

Potenttaily Less Than Less Than - No:
Significant | Significant with | Significant Impact | Impact
Impact Mitigation : :
Incorporated
X. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would
the project: . ,
a) Physically divide an established ] T ] X
community? , :
b) Conflict with any applicable land | L || X O

use plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over-the
project (including, but not limited to
the general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or:zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmenta! effect?

c) Confiict with any applicable habitat ] ] L =
conservation plan or natural ‘
community conservation plan?

a) Physically divide an established community? No Impact
The project will not result in any physical improvements or barriers that would divide an established community.

b) Conflict with. any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project ‘
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for
the. purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? Less than Significant Impact

The California Coastal Commission (CCC) staff reviewed the project and provided comments in a letter to County staff
dated June 6, 2013. Within the comment letter, CCC references LCP policies and CZC sections that were adopted with
the intent of protecting agricultural lands and maintaining lands viability to produce agricultural products. Applicable
code sections are stated and followed by staff's evaluation.
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Policy’3.2-4-of the LCP states in paH,

Zoning regulations shall not discourage compatible activities that-enhance the economic viability of an
agricultural operation. These may include cottage industry, sale of farm products; timber. harvesting, not
subjectto the Forest Practices Actand limited visiter accommodations at locations spevified in the plan.
Visitor accommodations shall be secondary fo the agricultural activity. Proposed projects shall be
subject to a conditional use permit. Granting of the permit shall require affirmation findings to be made
on each of the following standards. The project shall:

* maximize protection of environmentally, sensitive habitats;

* minimize construction of new-roads and other facilities;

* maintain views:from beaches, public trails, roads and views from public viewing areas, or other
recreational areas;

* ensure adequacy of water, sewer and other services;

* ensure preservation of the rural.character of the site; and

A wireless telecommunication - fasllity is categerized under the:Minor impact: Utilities Coastal Civic Use Type. Within the
Rangeland (RL-160):¢lassificationMinosimpast-Ufilities are;aconditiomal usersubject toapproval of a coastal
development:use permit. As discussed-initem IV Biological Resources, appropriate buffers, construction practices and
eroesionsgontrols-have:beenidentified to protect ESHA from potential:project impauts. “Touthe extent possible, the
applicant is utlhzmg the owner’s existing private driveway. Impacts to public views and-preservation of rural character
are discussed in the Aesthetic Item | portion of report. The facility does not require use of water or sewer system.
Findings can be made.

Policy 3.2-4 of the LCP further states,

No permit shall be issued to convert prime land and/or land under Williamson Act to non-agncultural
uses, unless all of the following criteria are met:

1. All agriculturally unsuitable lands on the parcel have been developed or determined to be
undevelopable; and

2. Agricultural use of the soils can not be successfully continued or renewed within a reasbnable
period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and technological factors
(Section 30108 of the Coastal Act); and

3. Clearly defined buffer areas are developed between agricultural and nonagricultural uses (see
Policies 3.2-9, 3.2-12 and 3.2-13); and :

4. The productivity of any adjacent agricultural lands is not diminished, including the ability of the land
to sustain dry farming or animal grazing; and

5. Public service and facility expansions and permitted uses do not impair agriculfural viability, either
through increased assessment costs or degraded air and water quality; and

6. In addition, for parcels adjacent to urban areas, the viability of agricultural uses is severely limited
by conflicts with urban uses, and the conversion of land would complete a logical and viable
neighborhood and

The project would convert approximately 3,450 square feet or 0.08 acres of land that is used for hay production. The

- County. AgnculturaLCommlssmner and an independent agriculture appraiser reviewed the project and found that the
project would not substantially lnterfere with productivity of the agricultural lands. Areas within the property that are
unsuitable for agricultural use eithér are too steep to build on, or cannot be accessed without creating new access that
‘would further covert usable land. The project will not affect any off-site agricultural uses.

Policy 3.2-5 of the LCP states,

All other lands suitable for agricultural use shalf not bé converted to nohébricultural uses unless (1)
continued or renewed agricultural use is not feasible, or (2) such conversion would preserve prime 50 of 129
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agnculturalaland or conoentrate developmenhcons:stenthlth:‘sectlonﬁ30250 fAny =suohapermltted

uoh{conversronzwould;preserve :
'th S‘edtion'30250 Any such S

evaluatlon contamrng both the foltowmg elements

o AT AN analys:sﬁoﬁétheégrossvevenueafrom the: agnculturalvproducts growns msthezareaé’forﬁthe fiveryears
immediately preceding the date’ of the fi Img of, proposedﬂlocaltcoastal‘program Or ansamendment fo
an y Iocal coastal program . _
zAn analys:s of the operatlonal expenses beyond the control of the owner/operator assoc:ated with

the production of the agricultural products grown in the area for the five years immediately

+ preceding the date of:the filing: of 8 proposed local coastal program.or-an amendment to.any local

coastal program.

Coastal Act Section 30250 states in part,

vNew development shall: (a) be located WIthln contiguous with, or in close prox:mlty to existing
developed-areas able to.accommodate. it.or, where such areas.are not able to.accommodate it, in other
areas with adequate public services and-where it will not have significant adverse- effects, either
individually or:cumulatively, on coastal resources.

The facility will be located approximately 90 feet from the barn and 130 feet from the single-family residence. Within an
‘approximate 115 acres property, determination can be made that the facility and associated-development are wuthln
~ close:proximity to. eXIstmg developed areas. The project is consistent with LCP. Policy 3.2-16.

Section 20.508.015 of the CZC states in part,

No permit shall be issued to convert prime lands and/or land under Williamson Act contracts to non-
agricultural uses, without complying with Chapter 22.08 of the Mendocino County Code and making
supplemental findings pursuant to Section 20.532. 100(B)(2) and making the finding that continued,
renewed, or potential agricultural use of the property is not feasible based upon an economic feasibility
evaluation prepared pursuant to Section 20.524.015(C)(3).

Section 20.532.100 B(2) of the CZC identifies additional findings that the County must make to approve projects
resulting in the conversion of Williamson Act Contracted Lands and states,

Impact Findings for Conversion of Prime Agricultural or Williamson Act Contracted Lands. Conversion
of prime land and/or land under Williamson Act Contract to non-agricultural uses is prohibited, unless
all of the following findings are made. For the purposes of this section, conversion is defined as either
development in an AG or RL designation not classified as a residential, agricultural, or natural resource
use type or the amending and rezoning of the Coastal Element Land Use Designation AG or RL to a
classification other than AG or RL including amendments to add visitor-serving facilities.

(a) Al agriculturally unsuitable lands on the parcel have been developed or determined to be
undevelopable;

(b) Agricultural use of the soils cannot be successfully continued or renewed within a reasonable
period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social and technological factors;
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(¢) Clearly defined buffer aroas are established between agricultural and non-agricultural uses;

(d) The productivity of any adjacent agricultural Iands will not be dlmmlshed including the ability of the
land to sustain dry farming or animal grazing;

(e) Public service and facility expansions and permitted uses do not impair agricultural viability, either
through+increased assessment costs or degraded air and water quality; and

(f) <For parcels adjacent to urban areas, the viability of agricultural uses is severely limited by contacts
with urban uses, and the conversion of land would complete a logical and viable neighborhood and
contribute to the establishment of a stable limif to urban development.

Section 20.524.015(C)(3) of the CZC states,

An economic feasibility evaluation prepared by a land use economlst with expertrse ln the economics of
agriculture which shall-contain the following:

(a) An analysis of the gross revenue from the agricultural products grown in the area for the five (5)
years immediately preceding the date of the filing of proposed conversion and/or division; and

(b) An analysis of the operational expenses beyond the control of the owner/operator associated with
the production of the agricultural products grown in the area for five years lmmedlately preceding
the date of the filing of the proposed conversion and/or division.

(c) The economic feasibility analysis shall be reviewed for adequacy by the Department of Planning
and Building Services.and the.County-Agricultural Commissioner prior to.a-determinatian that.the
application is complete for processing. If the report is determined inadequate, the. applicant shall.
submit the required information. to the satisfaction of the Department of Planning and Building.. .. -
Services and County Agriculftural Commissioner. The application will not be considered complete
until the feasibility analysis is submitted and deemed acceptable

With respect to the above noted CZC Section 20.524.015(C)(3) and 20.5,82.100(8)(2)., the negligible am_ount of land to
actually be converted does not warrant an analysis based on the stated criteria given the lack of impact to “gross .
revenue from agricultural products grown in the area.” The intent of this section does not apply to the circumstances of
the proposed project.

Reference is made to other appllcable sections of the County’s Local Coastal Plan (LCP) and Coastal Zoning-Code
(CZC) throughout the report. .

¢} Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan? No Impact

The project is not located within any habitat conservation or natural community conservation plan areas.

Potentially - Less Than - Less Than No

Significant | Significant with | Significant Impact | Impact
Impact Mitigation
Incorporated

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would
the prOJect

a) Result in the loss of availability of a ] QO L] X
known mineral resource that would be o ’

of value to the region and the residents
of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a O L] ] X
locally-important-mineral resource ‘
recovery sitédelineated on a'local
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, general plan, specific: plan orfethe =
‘land .use plan? -

does

g :
standards: establlshed in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards‘of'other
agenc:es?

Jexcess; f§é iy g

b) Exposure of persons to or
generation of excessive groundborne
vibration .or-groundborne. noise levels?

¢) ‘A substantial permanent-mcrease in
ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels exnstlng without
the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic
increase in.ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

e) For a project located within an
airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been-adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or puiblic use
airport, would the projett-expose
people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project
expose people-residing or working.in
the project area to excessive noise
levels? :

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance or applicable standards of other agencies? Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation

Incorporated

The County has identified noise standard within the County General Plan to ensure noise compatibility between land

uses. The project is subject to the noise standards found in the County General Plan including:

¢ The Exterior Noise Level Standards (Table 3-J) General Plan Policy DE-100
e The Noise Compatibility Guidelines (Table 3-K) General Plan Policy DE-101
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+ Maximum Acceptable Interior Noise Levels (Table 3-L) General Plan Policy DE-103

The applicant is proposing to install a 30-kilowatt generator to be used solely for providing emergency power during
periods of energy transmission interruption and for routine testing. The only other anticipated noise to be generated by
the project will result from construction activity and vehicles. The nearest off-sité residence is located approximately
one-quarter mile sguthwggt of the facility. The project is not expected to conflict with above noted noise standards, -
However the: ﬁounNWnreless Guiitilines Standard B(1)! calls for genérators to be equipped with mufflers and spark
arresters, and to nét produce noise levels exceeding 50 dBa at the nearest off site residence. According to the
applicant's project description, the generator will be within a sound attenuated enclosure and will be fitted wuth a muffler.
See Condition Number 17.

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? No Impact

There are no activities associated with the pro;ect that would generate excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels.

c) A substantial permanent increase in arbient noise levels in the project wclmty above levels existing wrthout the
project? No Impact

The project will not result in any permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity.

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels ex:si‘mg
without the project? Less than Significant Impact

The applicant is proposing to install a 30-kilowatt generator to be used solely for providing emergency power during
periods of energy transmission interruption and for routine testing. The only other anticipated noise to.be generated by
the project will result from construction actnvnty and vehicles. The project is not-expected to cause a.substantial
temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise ievels in the project vicinity above levels existing. without the project,

- however Condition Number 17 is offered to ensure project is consistent with Wireless Guidelines Standard B(1)l.

- Further discussion found under Section Xl Noise a) above.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of
a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels? No impact

The property is located approximately 3.5 miles southwest of the Little River Airport. After construction is complete,
traffic to the site will consist of one or two visits per month by company representatives as necessary to maintain the
facility. The proximity to the airport will not expose workers in the project area to excessive noise levels.

) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or working in the.
project area fo excessive noise levels? No Impact .

The proposed project is no located within the vicinity of a private airstrip.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant | Significant with | Significant Impact | Impact
Impact Mitigation
Incorporated
Xill. POPULATION AND HOUSING. '
Would the project:

a) Induce substantial populatlon growth O | Ll X
in an area, either directly (for example, ‘ :

by proposing néw homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
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: b)’*Dlsplaee substantlalﬁnumbersﬁofk, :
- |vexisting housing,: necess:tatmg ‘the.
~ +|construction of: replacement‘heusm‘ L
| elsewhere?

| people, necessitating the construction
. |of replacement housmg elsewhere? S

Potentually ‘ Less Than
Slgmfcant Slgnlfcantwwlth )

“Impact ‘Mitigation
Incorporated

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES.

a) Would the project result in O ] ] ' X
substantial adverse physncal impacts
associated with the provision of new or
‘| physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the
“construction of which could cause
significant environmentalsimpacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the
public services:

Fire protection? ] ] X O

Police protection? ] O ]

Schools? [ [ T

Parks? 'l ] | X
L] L] [

X

Other public facilities?

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated-with-the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered:governmental facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for any of thé public services: Fire protection, police protectton schools, parks, other
public facilities? Less than Significant Impact

Demand for fire protection and police services are not expected to significantly increase as a result of the project. The
project is within the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (Cal Fire) responsibility area. Cal Fire.
reviewed the proposed project and recommended fire safe standards pursuant to Cal Fire Number 203-12. Condition
Number 18 requires the applicant to complete fire safe standards to the satisfaction of Cal Fire.

By providing improved wireless telephone service, emergency communications may be facilitated, allowing more
prompt response by emergency service providers in times of emergency. As communication capability is extremely
important to emergency service providers, especially in remote locations, staff recommends Condition Number 19
which would require the facility to provide, if requested, space for any public emergency service provider to locate
communication equipment on the tower, provided no interference to function will result at a minimum or no fee.
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The project will not increase population or demand for schools and parks. The project will have no direct impact on
public facilities.

Potentially Less Than - Less Than No
Significant | Significant with | Significant Impact | Impact
Impact Mitigation

Incorporated

XV. RECREATION.

a) Would the project increase the use L] ] L] X
of existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities
such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?

"b) Does the project include recreational O , ] C X
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities
which might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?

XV Recreation a) and b) No Impact

The project will not result in an increased demand or use of recreational facilities. .

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant | Significant with | Significant Iimpact | Impact
impact Mitigation
Incorporated

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.
Would the project:

O

a) Generate substantial additional
vehicular movement?

b) Effect éxistirig parking facilities, or
demand for new:parking?

=

c) Substantially impact existing
transportation systems?

d) Alter present patterns of circulation
or movement of people and/or goods?

O 0O xXx O X

e) Result’in inadequate’ emergency
access? ’

Wt

O O O o o O
O OO0 0o g d
0 X X O

f) Increase traffic’hazards to motor
vehicles, bicyclists or pedestrians.

X

a) Genefation»ofbuas'gamtial édditionar vehicular movement? Less t'hanvSignificant Impact

Access to the site is provided from an existing driveway off State Highway 1 that solely serves the subject property.
The project will generate.a minor amount of additional traffic in conjunction with the construction of the facility. After
construction is complefe, fraffic to the site will consist.of one-or two visits per month by company representatives as -
necessary to maintain the facility. The County Départment of Transportation (DOT) found no transportation issues with
the.project request and.is recommending approval. Condition Number 20 requires the applicant to contact the
California Department of Transpof a%idﬁ (Caltrans) as to the need to completé any improvements to the private

driveway encroachment onto State Highway 1.
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; ”ﬁto drop offxor plck up: materlals The pro;ectxwm not utlllze off-*sne parkngac:hhészo
- gite; parkmg spaces ’ o , o :

"-!Exnstlng tran5portat|on‘system
lncrease in’ ‘traffic iCi vels thatw

e) ‘Resultin: madequate émergency access?: Less than: SIgnif'cant Impact e ="

Cal Fire is requestlng the appllcant tc construct a 40 foot radlus turnaround or 60 foot hammerhead “T for |mproved
emergency access to the facility pursuant to Cal Fire #203-12 T

f Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists or pédestrian's’; Less'than Significan't' impact

Access to the site is provuded from an existing driveway off State: Highway 1 that solely. serves.the subject property. The
project will generate a minor amount of additional-traffic in conjunction:with the- construction of the facility.  After
construction is complete, traffic to the site will consist of one or two visits per month by company representatives as
necessary to maintain the facility. The project will not result in a significant increase in traffic along State Highway 1 or
traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclist or pedestrians. .

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant | Significant with | Significantimpact | Impact
Impact Mitigation
Incorporated
XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE
SYSTEMS.
Would the project;
a) Exceed wastewater treatment ] N U X

requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction ] L] in} X
of new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental
effects?

¢) Require or result in the construction J [l ] X
of new storm water drainage facilities
or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies U] L] Ll X
available to serve the project from

 existing entitlements and resources, or
are new or expanded entitlements
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needed?

e) Result in a determination by the L L] ] 24
wastewater treatment.provider which. |-
‘servesior may-serve-the-project-that it
has adequate capacity to serve the
project's projected demand in addition
to the provider's existing
commitments?

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient | 1 L] L] X
permitted capacity to accommodate
the project's solid waste disposal
needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local L . L ~’ | -y - X
statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

XVIi Utilities and Service Systems a0 through g) No impact

The project does not require the use of water or a wastewater treatment system. No mitigation required.

ANBATORY EINDINGS OF | Potentially | o -858 Than _ .
XVIil. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF Sianificary | Significant with Less Than No
SIGNIFICANCE. ) llgm‘l‘ca;[n - Mitigation | Significant Impact | Impact
- mpac Incorporated ' ' :

a) Does the project have the potential
to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a.fish.or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife poputation to
drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal W ' X O O
community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or

. endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or
prehistory?
b) Does the project have impacts
that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable?
("Cumulatively considerable" means _
that the incremental effects of a .
project are considerable when O - : - 2
viewed in connection with the effects
of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects)?
c) Does the project have
environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects on | O X 1
human beings, either directly or
indirectly?
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@es;thegpmject ‘havesthe: potential degrade%the;qua it baﬁtheienwranmenf, ’substantlallrredueesthefhabltat of a
ish:orwildlife.species,:cause a+fish-or:wildlife:population:to-drop below; iself:sustainingslev ,
plarit or:animal. commumty, reduc he:number-or restnct the} rangefof a.rare:or: endangere p

a)

b) Does the project have.impacts.that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? ( "Cumulatfvely -
considerable” means.that the incremental-éffects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the
effects-of-past-projects;the:effects-of:other-current projects,-and:the-effects-of probable futurevprojects)? No. Impact

The nearest wireless telecommunication facilities that staff is aware of are located approxmately 6 2 m;les to the north
near the Town of Mendocino:and:5.1:miles:northeast-off Comptche-Ukiah:.Road. There are:no.impacts.associated with
the current project that become significant when considered in conjunction-with-other existing or.planned-facilities. in:the
vicinity.

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly? Less than Significant Impact

Staff is aware of public concerns regarding potential health effects based on environmental effects of radio frequency
emissions from these types of wireless telecommunication facilities. . The Federal Communications Commission (FCC)
has set maximum permissible exposure limits for radio frequency transmitters, and the Telecommunications Act of 1996
prohibits local governments from regulating wireless service facilities based on environmental effects of radio frequency
emissions as long as the facilities comply with FCC regulations for emissions.

Verizon Wireless has retained the services of Hammett & Edison;, Inc., Consulting Engineers to evaluate the proposed
telecommunication facility for compliance with appropriate guidelines limiting human exposure to radio frequency
electromagnetic fields. Their report summary states:

For a person anywhere on the ground, the maximum RF exposure level due to the proposed Verizon operation
is calculated to be 0.0016 mW/cmz2, which is 27% of the applicable public exposure limit. The maximum
calculated level at any nearby building is 0.47% of the public exposure limit. The maximum calculated level at
the second floor elevation of any nearby residence is 0.35% of the public exposure limit.

The wireless communications facility will be within a compound that is surrounded by a locked chain link fence is not in
a location likely to-be accessed by anyone other than maintenance personnel. Appropriate signage will be posted
disclosing that the facility is not to be accessed by anyone other than maintenance personnel.

~ COMPLIANCE WITH WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS GUIDELINES: On November 15, 2001, the Planning
Commission adopted guidelines for approval and operation of wireiess communications facilities. A review of
applicable policy standards follows:

According to Standard B(1)(a) the Wireless Communications Guidelines:
Communications facilities that can co-locate with an existing facility will generally have highest preference,

followed by facilities located on existing structures or buildings, then followed by facilities that can be designed
or located so as to be visually unobtrusive ("stealthed”). Highly visible sites and sites within or near residential
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areas or schools @re‘least preferred and will only be considered when there is compelling evidence that no
other less ws:ble altematlve ex«sts

Staffis unaware of anysemstmgtelec@mmumcaﬁon facliities in the area mat’thesappiicant could co-lecate on and
provide coverage in the area. The applicant is proposing to construct a “monopine” behind Cypress trees'to help
stealth the facility and minimize visual impacts. The property is in a semi-rural area with the closest off-site residence
locatel approximately-onesquarter-mile:southwest of the facility. - in-accordance with Standard:B(1)(a), staff requested
the applicantiprovide evidence that a-less visual alternative exists. The applicant's Alternative Site Analysis (Exhibit A)
sdentiﬁes ’#f@themlacaﬂons evaluated and-reasons-that alternative locations were not selected over the-subject property.

SwndamﬁsB(z)(g)nﬁthe Wreless Commumcatlons Guidelines states,
New communications facilities shall be discouraged on ridge top sites where they will be silhouetfed against the sky
from the surroundmg commumty, or from hlghly used publfc Iocatlons

Property {s part of-an: up!lfted marine terrace with property. elevatmns gradually-increasing from west to: east As shown
in the photo-simulations, depending on the vantage point, as much as two-thirds or 70 feet of the top of the “monopine”
will be wsnble and suhouetted agamst the skyline when travelling along an approxumate 1.4 miles stretch of State
nghway q." .

Condlti@n tNumbeuss 21 vthrough 25 are recommended to achieve: compliance with- requirements of the Wu‘eless
Commumcatlons Gwdellnes

Overall no s;gnif cant envuronmental 1mpacts are anticipated which cannot. be adequately mutlgated Therefore, a -
‘Mitigated Negative:Declaration is recommended. ‘

DATE DUSTY DULEY
| » PLANNER Il

DD/hm
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OWNER: Wolfgang & Brunhilde Funke
APN: 123-370-03, 123-320-02, 123-360-07
CASE: CDU 10-2012
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—_ | MODERATE
| FIRE HAZARD |, "~ =
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. Highly Scenic Area
w Highly Scenic Area (Conditional}
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OWNER: FUNKE, Wolfgang & Brunhilde
APN: 123-370-03 : . . -0 7500 15,000°Feet

AGENT: - o | . Closest Tower Sites , ‘ -

ADDRESS: 2335 N. Hwy. 1, Albion 0 i5 3:Miles 1:t60,080
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*‘F‘“SE DU 10-2012 ) EXHIBIT (EXISTING & PROPOSED COVERAGE)
OWNER: FUNKE, Wolfgang & Brunhilde oo B '

APN: 123-370-03, 123-320-02, 123-360-07 .
AGENT: NSA Wireless, Inc., Pamela Nobel 77 of 129 NO SCALE
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“RACASE: CDU 10-2012 S i EXHIBIT (AERIAL VIEW)
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OWNER: FUNKE, Wolfgang & Brunhilde
APN: 123-370-03, 123-320-02, 123-360-07 (D Viewpoint No. and Direction
AGENT: NSA Wireless, Inc., Pamela Nobel Vv
ADDRESS: 2335 N. Hwy. 1, Albion y 03 Miles t14:0
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CASE: CDU 10-2012
OWNER: FUNKE, Wolfgang & Brunhilde
APN: 123-370-03, 123-320-02, 123-360-07 o
AGENT: NSA Wireless, inc., Pamela Nobel
;  Inc., NO-SCALE
ADDRESS: 2335 N. Hwy. 1, Albion 84 of 129




EXHIBIT (PIERCY TOWER)

APN: 123-370-03, 123-320-02, 123-360-07
AGENT: NSA Wireless, Inc., Pamela Nobel NO SCALE
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CASE: CDU 10-2012 IBIT (PIERCY TOWER 2
OWNER: FUNKE, Wolfgang & Brunhilde '
APN: 123-370-03, 123-320-02, 123-360-07 D
AGENT: NSA Wireless, Inc., Pamela Nobel ) N NO SCALE
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AGENT: NSA Wireless, Inc., Pamela Nobel
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NO SCALE
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niofia telecommunication
opopine™ :(mon-opole

{ fllance W|th the Callforma Environmental Quality
initial Studyto determine ‘Whisthierthe propesed-project may have a
t On the basns of that study, it has been determined that:

19_ on: m Lmes reqwred for the pro}ect will reduce
‘i‘flcant level, therefore it is recommended that a

on regarding the potential
R1s not-required for the project.
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EXHIBITA
Project Description-Proposal
Site Name: Albion Site # 249646
Proposed Verizon Wireless facility located at g i
. 2335 N. Highway 1
A!blon ‘'CA95410 "

Owner' Wolfgang F.*Funke ‘& Brunhllde K. Funke :
APN 123 370 03+ B ST b

Introduction .. .

Verizon Wireless-is:the largest wireless'communications provider inthe U.S. with more -
than 27 million wireless voice -and-data.customers. The:coast-to-coast wireless provider -
was formedsby the.combination of thelJ.S. wireless businesses of Bell :Atlantic Corp. s_atnd
GTE Corp - now Verizon Communications (NYSE:VZ) - and Vodafone (NY'SE and .
LSE: VOD). The new company includes the assets of Bell Atlantic Mobile, A1rTouch

~ Cellular, GTE Wireless and PrimeCo Personal Communications. SR

Verizon and its affiliates have acquired licenses from the Federal Communication -
Commission (“FCC”) and the CPUC. These licenses include Sonoma County,
California. The regional system operates under the name GTE Mobilnet of California
Limited Partnership, 2 California limited partnership, d/b/a Verizon ereless by Cellco
Partnershlp, its general partner. _

Applicant’s Request

Cellco Partnership, d/b/a Verizon Wireless formally requests pursuant to the County of
Mendocino Wireless Telecommunications Policy approval of a Use Permit and Coastal
Permit for an unmanned telecommunications facility located at 2335 N. Highway 1 in
Albion, California.

Project Description

“Installation of an unmanned Verizon Wireless telecommunications facility to be located
at 2335 N. Highway One in Albion, California. The proposed facility will consist of the
installation of twelve panel antennas mounted on new 105 foot monopine, a 12’ x 16’
equipment shelter and a *standby 30 KW Diesel generator with a UL142 gallon fuel tank,
located with a 30°x 35 lease area within a chain link fence with green slates. Monopine

‘and equipment will be located approximately 400 feet from N. Highway One behind an
existing row of existing cypress trees. Proposed lease area will be accessed from the
existing graveled driveway that will be extended and graveled to include a fire turn
around per Mendocino County Fire Safe Requirements, Public Resource Code 4290.

*Verizon will include a new stand-by 30KW diesel generator with a 132-gallon diesel
fuel tank. This generator will supply power in emergency situations only. This is part of
Verizon’s homeland security initiative. Verizon wants the entire network to be able to
sustain itself in the event of blackout situations. The generator will meet all noise
standards of the County of Mendocino.
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Maintenance -

The facility will be unmanned and will be visited only monthly for routine maintenance.
The facility will emit no glare, odor or noise above acceptable levels, and will not have
any signage other than those required for identification as mandated by the FCC and
FAA, which are designed to protect public safety. To ensure structural integrity of the
facility, Verizon Wireless will construct and maintain the site in compliance with all
federal, state and local building codes and standards. In addition, each facility is
monitored 24 hours a day, electronically for intrusion and environmental disruption. The
facility will also contain a sign identifying a 1-800 number to call in case of an
emergency (manned 24 hours a day by Verizon employees) and identifying it as a
Verizon facility. Verizon will be i in compliance with all FCC regulations regarding
signage at the facility.

Need for Site and Location Justification

Wireless phone systems operate on a “grid” system, whereby overlapping “cells” mesh to
form a seamless wireless network. The technical criteria for establishing cell sites are
very exacting as to both the height and location of the telecommunication facility. Based
on a computerized engineering study, which takes into account, among other thmgs local
population density, traffic patterns, and topography, Verizon Wireless’s RF engineers -
have identified this location as being a necessary and appropriate location for a cell site in
order to provide coverage along N. Highway One and to the surrounding community of
Albion. This site is intended to extend coverage south on Highway One from the recently
built and on air location on Comptche Ukiah Road, and somewhat on Highway 128.

Alternative Site Analysis
Verizon Wireless investigated existing structures, towers and buildings high enough to
accommodate the coverage objectives.

(1) 4401 Cameron Road, Elk — Drive test was conducted May 24, 2011 —Failed to
achieve coverage objective :

(2) Albion Volunteer Fire Department — Hwy One and Albion Ridge Road (West Street)
Caltrans plan to reroute Highway One — Site too close to Highway - No Ground Space —
referred to Funke Property as best location in Albion to place site.

(3) Albion Post Office — Located at 3380 Albion Ridge Road (West Street @ N. Highway
One — Caltrans rerouting Highway One — no Ground Space Available

(4) Little River Airport — Too far east to cover Highway One south and 128, also too
close to Comptche Ukiah Verizon site

(5) Fensalden Inn — 33810 Navarro Ridge Road — Too far East from N. Hwy One
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(6) Water Tank < Albion Ridge Road — Mendocino Water District Tarik located directly
in‘front: of smgle famlly"resxdent over look ocean v1ew anately owned Iand no contact
1nterest e : -0

(7) Leventhal Parcel — 26301 Albion Ridge Road- Willing property owner, however, too
far from N. Highway One — (8 miles east)

Radio Frequency

The proposed@faclhty WJL csdemgned and constructed to meet apphcable goyel;nmental
and mdustry safety;standards.. Vetizon Wireless-continues to.comply.with:alLECC.
governing construction requirements; technical standards, interference protectlon power
limitations, and radio frequency standards. Any and all RF emissions are subject to the
exclusive jurisdiction of the. ECC.(See EMF Evaluation dated November 12, 2012)

=7\ " 2»- £ it T

Noise & Acoustical Information

Standby Generator for emergency back up power supply

In order for Verizon to maintain the site’s operational capability in the event of an
emergency or extended power outage, a 30 kW diesel fired generator will be installed at
time of construction. The generator itself is enclosed in a sound attenuated enclosure,
utilizes a muffler with the exhaust pipe directed vertically approximately 8 feet above
ground level. The generator would run for extended periods of time only in the event of a
natural disaster, other emergency or prolonged power outage. Sound test results are
available for the proposed generator and are attached for review.

Safety
The proposed site will be entirely self-monitored by sophisticated computers which

connect directly to a central office and which alert personnel to equipment malfunction or
breach of security. Moreover, no smoke, debris or other nuisance will be generated by
the proposed facility.

The proposed facility will not be detrimental to nor will it endanger the public health,
safety, morals, comfort, or general welfare of the community. The proposed facility will
not pose a risk of explosion, fire or other danger to life or property due to proximity to
other materials and the facility will be designed and a State of California qualified
engineer will certify that the proposed facility will be structurally sound.

In Conclusion

Everyday, more than 296,000 “911” calls are made from wireless phones. According to
the National Center for Health Statistics Interview Survey January — June 2010, 26.6% of
U.S. Households are Wireless “Only” households. The proposed Verizon Wireless
Telecommunications Facility enhances the general welfare of the community by
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providing the infrastructure for these calls, as well as providing vital means of
communication during times of emergency when traditional land lines are not available
or in cases of power failure. The carefully selected and designed facility allows these
calls to occur while remaining a site that meets the needs of the community now and in
the future.

For the purpose and duration of this application, the project manager is NSA Wireless,
Inc. located at 2000 Crow Canyon Place Suite 400, San Ramon CA 94583, contact
Pamela Nobel direct at (707) 486-7252, email: pdnobel@earthlmk net.or NSA

" Wireless at (925) 244-1890, and Fax: (925) 355-0672. ,

Verizon Wireless long-term responsible party and agent for service of process is:
GTE Mobilnet of California Limited Partnership,
dba Verizon Wireless
180 Washington Valley Road
Bedminster, New Jersey 07921
Attention: Network Real Estate
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January 9, 2014

| fMendOCIno Piannmg & Buudmg Servnces
860N. Bush Street
Uklah CA 95482

ATT Adnenne Thompson for the Commissioners
RE: CDU-1 0—_201’2

P

Commissioners:

We learned with great excitement (and support with great enthusiasm) of the proposed
Verizon tower to be erected just north of Navarro Ridge Road in Albion. As residents of
Albion, living on Navarro Ridge Road, we welcome the opportunity to have more
reliable, robust communications and move into the 21% century. In addition, as members
of the Albion Little River Volunteer Fire Department, we are all too familiar with the
difficulties in dealing with “dead zones” with radio transmissions, particularly along-
Highways 1 and 128 which are unfortunately the locations of numerous traffic collisions.
Having consistent coverage throughout our fire district will improve our service and
‘hopefully response time to incident scenes.

We look forward to a successful outcome on this urgent matter.

Sincerely, o, /(\ A N BT
Signature on File A\ Signature on File

V

Steven & Deborah Wolfe
33351 Navarro Ridge Road
Albion, CA 95410
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Janvary 82014

Wnie I.eﬂ’ers of Supporf for- (.’.DU 10-2012 (mention this case number please .

For: the Commussuoners;
Mendocmo County

' Plannmg and Bunldmg Serwces

860:N. Bush St. : : ERVI
T'G s} NG
Ukiah, CA 95482 : s ' PLANN UE;Bh CA 95482

Dear Adrienne:

As a home owner on Middle Ridge in Albion, | have for many years tried to get Verizon to expand there
service there so we can enjoy real cell service and also have the internet service that comes with their
Smart Phones. Right now we get very limited service from their "extended service" which uses US
Cellular. It is very weak, So we are in favor of this.

We are Iocated at 31801‘ Middie Ridge Rd. Home'phone is 707 9374830

ThlS would answer our concerns about the fack of internet service, _except the low speed dlal up, now _
available. Also, it would improve our concerns for safety due to various risks of Ilvmg in a rural area We

. think this is a mandatory improvement for our area.

Sincerely s Yy .
1 Signature on File V(,z Signature on File |
7 .

Stephen and Zoya Bariow

74 3ox 4 59
Abod , of. 9540
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. David'M. Brewer
33166 Frog Pond Road Box 326

~Little River, CA 95456
Adreinne Thompson
For the Commissioners
Mendocino County
Planning and Building Services LANNTFT T
860'N. Bush Street o S Ukiah,; C:‘A 95482 ,

.Uklah ‘CA 95482
Dear Ms. T hompSOn'

My wife and I would like to add our enthu51ast1c support for CDU 10-2012 We look forward to
joining the rest of the country in the 21st century. _

In addition to the practical advantages of cellular coverage, we have a safety issue. We are both
in our late 70s and currently our only connection to emergency services is via a land line. It
doesn’t fail often, but it does fail.

Sincerely,

Signature on File

David Brewer
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January 7, 2014

.mm1omm‘*:

PLANNTZ?"E*B“ TDINE Evie:
Uk:aﬁ CA 95482

Re: ,Suppbﬁ?faﬁcnléj’1%0:20%1,:2

We hve on Navarro Ridge: Road at approximately the 4.25 mile rnarker Over the years, we have tried
internet service using dial up, and two different satellite services.-Our cell phones work only spottily at
our property. Satellite Internet is by all accounts “not so hot,” and the bandwidth lnmta’uons placed on
us by the Satellite Internet companies are quite unrealistic in today's world.

We depend on Internet and cell phone communication more and more every year, especially hvmg in
such an isolated area. The world is changing rapidly to.a wireless one.

For both economic well being and safety, we need good, fast and reliable Internet ahd‘phoné serviée
We wholeheartedly support the cell tower proposal. Please approve this now so that we may Jom the
21st century along with the rest of the world. :

Thank you for your consideration.
ha)

Signature on File

Les and Linda Plack
30605 Navarro Ridge Road
Albion, CA 95410
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[Ti773/2014) Adrienne Thompson - supp... . (or CDU 10-3672

__Pagel]

: aulkner <faulkner@mcn org>

‘From:

~+To: docmo ca us> B
Date % o
‘Subject:

’?He‘!lo;Adrie‘nne hompson;

'{ m: wrltmg in: strong Stpp case Umversa! WIreIess

j,coverage for phone:andinternet use'is-a: basrc need‘in-our: modem ‘

“world. :Leaving parts of the: county without. coverage:putsithose
resndents -at great: disadvantage “Inorder:to'make:our: commumty an
‘ever more vibrant place to'live, residents. needto: ‘run’businesses,
-communlcate qmckly, ‘and:be-able toeasily conneot ‘with:medical.
services. Today, living without W|reless service is comparable to
living without electncxty

Thank youfor considering my views regarding.this important issue.
Sincerely, | )

Barbara Faulkner
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Re: Supportforcou1o2012

We live on Navarro Ridge Road at the 4.12 mile marker. "Over the
years, we have tried-internet service using-dial up, and twe different
satellite services. Our Verizon cell phone does not work at our
property.

We depend on internet and cell phone communication, especially
living in such an isolated area.

For both economic and safety well being, we need good reliable
internet and phone service. We wholeheartedly support the cell
tower proposal. Please approve this now so that we may join the
21st century and the rest of the world.

Thank you for your consideration.
1/ o
/ Signature on File |J

" Ke\ren and Leonardo Bowers

29801 Navarro Ridge Road
Albion, CA 95410
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[(i7T3/2074) Adrienne Thompson - Cell . /a7 CDU 102012 T T T T hage 1 |

ot ek ipeen o

‘From: "pclark@fortbraggrealty co" <pclark@fortbraggrealty co>
TFo: " '

-Date: - “1113/2014:6:25.AM

‘S.libject: Cell Tower CDU 10-2012

;-Attn Adrienne Thompson
‘For.the: Commsztone‘ s
.fMendocmoC niy:

© 860N, Bush'St.
Ukiah, CA 95482

_PIease add these short comments to: the file. for the appllcatlon above l understand there was. some
movement a while ago to remove cell towers and wireless applications from the public comment process
-and make them administrative permits with established guidelines. This should be done in this world that
is tied so much to the internet for communications and in these remote areas as we live in, it often
becomes a life or death situation for phone access. | know of no reason whatsoever why this project
should not be approved, given the staff report posted.

Safety above all other issues should be the primary concern for additional celi towers, this application
seems to be about as neat and tidy as one would hope for.

In our business, one of the most common questions for a home buyer looking at a remote property, is " is
there high speed access?"

Please approve this application.
Thank you

Paul Clark

Century 21 Fort Bragg Realty
809 North Main Street

Fort Bragg, CA 95437

707-964-0811 Direct
707-964-3402 Fax _
C21fortBraggRealty.com
Lic# 00640014
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ienne Thompson - Inter.

“From: citlali calvillo werner <citialicw@hotmail.com>

To: "thompsoa@co.mendocino.ca.us" <thompsoa@co:mendocino.ca.us>
Date: 1/12/2014 11:52 PM |
’#Subject o coadnternet

_Case Number: 10-2012

Attn. Adrienne Thompson
For the Commisioners

Mendocino County Planning and
Building Services

860 N. Bush St.
Ukiah, CA 95482

To whom it may concern:

We decided to move to this

area looking for a better way of life, with the intention to start a business

and somehow promote business in the local community. One of the first obstacles
we have come across has been the lack of infrastructure of the internet service
providers. We have been trying to figure out a way to keep making progress with
our business, but it has been very challenging without the basic infrastructure
that a business demands in the 21st century, which is a fast and

affordable internet service.

This is not only a personal

. point of view. There are several families in the area that feel the same.
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Page 1.0f 2

Ad rienne Thompson -‘Internet

- From: citlali- calwllo werner: <C|t|al|cw@hotmarl com>
To: . “'thompsoa@co.mendocino.ca.us' <thompsoa@co mendocmo .ca:us>

‘Date:  1/12/2014 11:49 PM SR L

;Subgect Internet

Case Number: 10-2012
Attn. Adrienne Thompson
For the Commisioners. |
Mendocino County Planning and Building Services
860 N. Bush St.

Ukiah, CA 95482

LDING SERVICE
kaah CA95482

To whom it may concern:

We live almost at the end of Albion Rdg. Rd. in-Albion. We have two
daughters (13 and 15). We have a terrible internet service and we

" have gotten to the point that the girls are having trouble keeping up
with school and homework. Most of their work is done through
Google Docs.

Also, staying connected with family and friends has become
challenging. This is a very important point, due to our lsolated
nature. , |

There is little work in the area, and an online business seems to be
the direction to take. But not with the current intetrnet speed.
Please take this information into consideration. We need faster

internet.....
Thank you very much, Citlali Calvillo and family

28270 Albion Rdg. Rd. 101 of 129

. i PV Ui A et TNal T aaa U T e 'Y D 0a/SOTI2) A IDCOMTDOM1 COMP 1/13/2014




*

l__eona;:evnwauen—v :5!40|Mla,a”e fo"'qi —~ D.o Bo:_i 148 ~ A"aionCaQBl!-éO

January 6, 2014

Adrienne Thompson ‘
Commissioners, Mendocino County
Planning and Building Services

860 N. Bush Street

Ukiah, CA 95482

RE: CDU 10-2012

- Dear Ms. Thompson:-

I am thrilled to learn that a cell tower is scheduled to be constructed in Albion and wish
to add my name to the list of very pleased residents. I have lived on Middle Ridge Road
in Albion for 42 years and as the digital age took over have been handicapped by the
spotty cell phone service at my home office.

As I understand it, the placement of the proposed cell tower in Albion will benefit most
residents, many visitors and busmesses such as mine, in our area.

Since cable service is unavallable and there is little hope foritin foreseeable future, the
improved cell phone communication such a tower will provide will make living and

working in this rural area much more satisfactory. It will bring us into the 21* century.

mad OlQNature on File

gona F, Walden
Wedding Photograhy
31401 Middle Ridge Road
Albion, CA 95410
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Tim Scully :
32191 Albion Ridge Rd.
Albion, CA 95410
(707) 937 1906

January 7, 2014

re’'CDU 10-2012
Attn. Adrienne Thompson .
For the: Commwswners
: "Mendocmo County .

Planning and. lmldmc Sel vices
860 N. Bush St.
Ukiah, CA 95,'48"2

'Dear Ms. Thompson: |

I'm writing in support of Verizon's application to install a cell tower on Navarro Ridge, CDU 10 ~
2012. Tlive on Albion Ridge and the lack of such reliable cell phone service in my neighborhood
has been a significant issue for many years.

I'm getting older as is my partner Alice and both of us have medical issues. It would improve our

safety greatly if we could carry cell phones with us when walking around the property and be able
to call for help in case of a fall or other medical issue. Alice has already fallen and broken one hip
so this possibility is not just theoretical.

I am Alice's primary caregiver and it would be very helpful if she were able to call me on my cell
phone if I'm out and about in the neighborhood and she needs help urgently.

Telephone companies are doing their best to phase out landline service. Cell phone service 1s
~ becoming a necessity in the modern world. :

Thank you for your attention.

Respectfully yours,

Signature on File

Tim Scully

NE WE@

- JAN 08 2014

TG B BUTOING SERVICES
PLAN Ukiah, CA 95482
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Tom' Wodetzkzl

ﬁ:"ifs“Siener:S.,,;.._L.., REECCatT

fi;you t@ approv ¢ the p

-he ps- supportsr us (a reﬁred couple)»rénd,.'earned. Mendocino County $2591 in bed.taxes in 2013 We
and the county could make more money if we had better cell phone reception and broadband service.
Getting this proposed cell tower up and running will help our business, our paying visitors and the
county. :

Thank you for considering my 'viewpoint; |

EN
Signature on File :
/WVWWW o | B

L

RECHIv)
AN 08 20
pmrawmm?‘%v;%

Ukigh, 04 05¢82
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Attn: Adrienne Thompson, for the Commissioners

Subject: CDU 10:2012
Dear Ms. Thompson,

| am writing this letter in support of Verlzon s application to construct a cell tower
~on the Albion coast.

Wireless communication is an important issue, maybe even life saving, for me

and my-visitors. Albion is in a remote area with sparse development. We need
. wireless cell communication to assist in more rapid emergency response for

accidents, medical emergency, fire and in some cases, crime prevention.

It is aiso helpful when visitors can't find our home and need additional
instructions. Historically, when they could not find our home they drove to a -
commercial establishment to use a phone, thus causing delay, inconvenience
and added unnecessary pollution as a result of the extra driving.

Additionally, the reliability of AT&T's service has been untrustworthy. [ have
experienced teiephone outages for more than a week, which | have reporied io
AT&T and the PUC.

Thank you for your consideration in this important m-atter.

Sincerely yours,

) BN

Signature on File

A - - ; | ———
(D7 T
Mare Schoen

Albion Resident

BCEV]
=% AN 08 2014
PLABI‘YNWM

Ukiah, CA 95482
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design: adequatety mltagates wews shed nssues

Reasons to support proposed-cell tower:

1. SAFETY - Lives will be saved due to faster response times from car accidents, fires, heart attacks and
falls from our Albion 75-100' high geologically unstable bluffs. Response time will be improved -
communications accelerated. Parents will be better able to keep track of their children and more.

2. - JOBS AND INCOME - My income relies on customers being able'to contact me quickly at any time.
Without cell coverage 1 am unable to make a living from Albion. Mendocino looses revenue from
business licenses, and income and property taxes. Many people would love to live in Albion but need to
work to make a hvmg

3. COMF’ETIT!VE EDGE - Children and business owners in Albion are at a distinct dlsadvantage wnthout
the connectivity enjoyed by most of the rest of the world. Even third world countries have invested in cell
coverage. : :

3. VIEW SHED - The Coastal Act does not say that development needs to be invisible - it says it needs
to be subordinate to its setting. ‘A cell tower disguised as a tree would be subordinate to its setting. The
positive benefit of having cell coverage and the ablhty to adequately disguise the cell tower as a tree
makes this project hlghly desirable.

| encourage Commlssuoners to support our commumty by voting in favor of the proposed cell tower.
Regards,

Carol Smith

3500 North Highway One, Alblon CA

650-275-3817 .

Cc Shirley Freriks, President
Mendocino Coast Broadband Alliance

Expect abundance and thrive at business and in life
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Ukiah, CA '9‘54'82-

January 7, 2014 ;
4Re Support for CDU 10- 2012

,TQ:__the‘ Commissioners of Mendocino County:

I enthusiastically support the construction and operation of a Verizon wireless ,
communications facility (a cell tower) on Navarro Ridge. This would bring a twenty-first
century basic service to our woefully underserved rural portion of the North Coast. (I find it
distressing to learn that cell phone reception is often available in similar rural areas in the
developing nations of the world.)- :

I am sure that you are already aware of how this lack of basic infrastructure has negatively
impacted the economic development of our county, so I need not speak of this. However, as
an individual living on Middle Ridge Road, there have been several ways in which I
personally have been negatively impacted by this lack of service:

* Professionally

I am a Clinical Psychologist, an author, and a teacher, who consults in my home and the lack
of cell phone reception in Albion presents a problem professionally. The lack of cell phone
coverage in this area will sometimes discourage clients from coming to Mendocino (this is a
basic sexvice as they see it). '

My clientele is international - this year I will be working with people from Australia, Italy,
Switzerland, France, Germany, and England. These individuals expect cell service; often
their own business is dependent upon their availability. At best, they find it difficult to deal
with this lack of basic business support. Some cannot come here at all; they are not
interested in coming to an area that does not allow them to conduct their business as usual.

* Financially & Environmentally
I have had to install and maintain two otherwise-unnecessary telephone land lines in order

to replace the cell service expected by clients, friends, and family. These extra land lines are
~ an unnecessary use of resources as well as a financial burden (however minimal).
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*  Personally

My immediate family, and many of my friends and associates, live at a distance. They now
communicate primarily via their cell phone and expect access to mine.

I have three daughters and seven grandchildren (some living as far away as Rome, Italy and.
Shanghai, China) who use text messaging as their preferred way to communicate. Without
cell phone reception in the area of my home, I don’t have the freedom to contact them easily.
I miss this easy - and spontaneous - ‘way of connecting.

« Health and Safety

I am seventy-six years old and my husband is eighty-six. In case of a medical emergency (or
any emergency) we can communicate only via land line. In a county with so many
uninhabited areas, this is limiting and possibly even life-threatening. Cell phone access
would greatly increase our safety - and our peace of mind!

* Recreation

As we have grown older, my husband and I no longer take long walks in our local parks or
along the coast because we do not have access to cell coverage in the event that there is a
- need to summon help. Better coverage in this part of the county would give us increased

freedom to move about and enjoy the beauty of Mendocino County in these later years of our
lives. . '
I hope that you will grant éppi‘,oval for the iﬁsfallat;iqh of this cell tower (CDU 10-2012).
Thank you!

Sincerely,

Signature on File /af/p

¥

s

/' - T
Sidra L. Stone, Ph.D.
Clinical Psychologist
President, Voice Dialogue International
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THE PARTNERSHIP SCHOLARS

N life-changing pre-college education program for disadvantaged youth — v

non- proflt ‘called the P3 z\nershlp:Schalars‘ Program whlch l foumded in’ Callforma 17 years ago lt is
operativeiin-both:Los‘Angeles and-Mendocino:Counties (in Ukiah,:Fort Bragg.and Mendocino School
Districts). Its impact on these communities'is summarized on the. enclosed Jpage. Currently we are
involved:in setting up a new venue in Cleveland, Ohio. My home office is in Little River,. current]y ina

“wireless dead " area (Frog. Pond Road). As we work to extend our umquely successful educatlonal
model in California and beyond , access to wireless commumcatnons wilf be mvaluable

~Sincerelv.
Signature on File

Glenn A. Langer, MD /Founder/Past President

Enclosure
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PROGRAM OPERATION- 2013

Now in its seventeenth year our goal is: That motivated but economically and culturally
disadvantaged students are limited not by their environment but are assured of
progressing to a level determined only by their own considerable talents to the end that
they will be competitive for entry into four year colleges with scholarsth azd Our
record speaks for itself:

(1) Over the seventeen years during which the program has been operative,
we have inducted a total of 647 seventh grade scholars. We have lost (failure to
maintain GPA, moved out of the venue, or failed to maintain standards of

- citizenship) less than 20%--strikingly low for the population served.
(2)As of June,2013 we have graduated a total of 286 high school
“seniors. Of this group 265 (93%) have been accepted to, are attending or
have graduated from a four year university. The 265 have received more
~ than $25 million in scholarship/financial aid, averaging over $94,000 per -
scholar for their four years of college. This represents 7.5 times our total
monetary investment over their six years in the Partnership program.
A partial list of the colleges which they are attending includes all the UC schools,
Harvard, Columbia, Wellesley, Penn, Brown, Stanford, Duke, Occidental,
Smith,Pomona College, Pitzer College, Claremont-McKenna, Mills, LMU, St.
~ Marys(CA),St. Johns (NYC), Georgetown, Arizona State and a host of Cal States.
This record from public schools, where high school drop out rates of some
approach 40%, match those of the best private prep schools in the country.
- (3) Six of our scholars have won Gates Millennial Scholarships @ up to
$50,000/ year for 5 years.

(4) Currently another 257 scholars are proceeding through the program in
grades 7 through 12 in 9 school districts and 24 schools (both urban and rural)in
California. "

The operational format of the Program evolved on the basis of a very
convincing study done at Johns Hopkins (Alexander, et.al ,Educational
Evaluation and Policy Analysis 23, no.2: 171-191,2001)which concluded
that, “Virtually all of the advantage that bright wealthy students have over bright
poor students is the result of differences in the way privileged kids learn when
they are not in school. Poor homes and communities do not have the resources,
enrichment opportunities or activities so that talented students can keep learning
outside the formal classroom.” Our seventeen-year record strongly supports this
conclusion and our remedy: Providing for our 7™ through 12" grade scholars
what a middle class family would provide for their college bound child.
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| _faﬁuary'?, 2014

Dear Commissioners,

- We are writing in support of CDU 10-2012 the installation-of a Verizon tower on
- Navarro Ridge.

We live in Little River and try to operate using dial-up. Trying to exist in the
twenty first century with this service is a kin to traveling by horse and buggy.
‘My husband manages a swim team and must register his swimmers on-line and the
downloading can take hours! I am an artist and need to send digital images of my
work at 300psi and I have to leave home to do it. The time it takes to open pages,
the pages that won’t open, registering a bank account on-line and don’t even think
about videos. The list of inconveniences and impossibilities is endless and
frustrating,.

For students needing access it must be a formidable stumbling block.
Access to this technology is necessary to participate and function in today’s world.

Please approve the tower.

Thank you,
A //)1 alts™

Signature on File

0T T
Lisa Orselli ,

Bob Rodriguez
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,Mendocmo County. Plannmg and Bmldmg Services
860'N. Bush St.
Ukiah, CA 95482

Adrienne Thompson
For the Commissioners

RE: CDU 10-2012

My residence is located on the oceanfront west of Navarro Ridge road and would be serviced by the
~ proposed Verizon cell tower. We are very much in support of the infrastructure that will brmg the area

connectivity with the civilized world.

Thank yo@om consideration

Signature on File
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CJAN
;Department of Planmng and Building Services BT
- 860 North Bush Street ' : ' BY - P_L’ANNIN’G.»

" Ukiah'CA: 95482 Ukiah, CA 95482

Dear Mendocino:‘Cbunty"PlanningiCommissioners,

We: are wrltlng in regards to: appltcatlon #CDU 10-2012,the: installation of a cell tower at 2335 North
Highway1, While we: apprec:ate the- advancement of technology inour rural area, we ask that speclal
attention be placed on the following items:

1. This application is in the highly scenic coastal zone and the monopine with equipment is 105
feet tall, taller than any tree in the area and will be seen from Highway 1 adjacent to the
Ledford House and the Albion Headlands. It will also be visible from Navarro Point, the walking
park estahlished by the Mendocino Land Trust. |

2. The monopine wlil be placed on Rangeland 160, mixing zoning and Intent.

Other cell towers in the area have been placed in stealth locations, such as lnslde chlmneys and

under stairs, minimizing their visual Impacts in the hcghiy scenic coastal zane.

We ask that you carefully review this application and conssder mltlgatmg efforts to remove the visual
impact of a cell tower in the coastal zone. Preserving the visual resources of our highly scenic coastal
20ne should be the first priority while reviewing this application.

Sincerely, E) g E
Melissa Hays . E WE ﬂ
Albion Residents Assoclation _ . » J AN 15 2014
PO Box 415 BY

Albion CA 95410 PLANNING & BUILDIN vV
_ Ukiah, CA 95482
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I;Iendocmo ‘County Planning Commission ’ T 5
120 W. Fir St. - » < {DBAC

Ukiah, CA 95482 R S

i , “Ukiah: CA 95482
Re: CDU 10-2012 Funke '

Dear Commissioners,

The Sierra Club would like to comment on the proposal for a
“treepole” cell tower in the coastal zone at Albion. While we can
appreciate the usefulness of an additional cell tower in this
underserved area, the location.and style of the tower should be
carefully designed to minimize the disruption to the scenic
resources. As you know, this part of the coast is designated as
“highly scenic” and is one of the first views to and along the coast
. for visitor and residents approaching along Highways 1 and 128.

Unfortunately the tower located as proposed would be quite visible
from the entire coastline, Highway 1, and the ocean. While the
“treepole” style is appropriate for towers in the pine/fir/redwood
forests, it would be very noticeable where there are only lower
 cypress and shore pine trees. With some changes in location and
style it could be made less obtrusive. R

The Funke property is quite large, over 110 acres, and is relatvely
flat on the top. In fact, it slopes only gently upward toward the
eastern side of the property, gaining about 20 feet above the
current proposed Jocadon. If the site were moved to the eastern
boundary, still near trees, the angle of view from the Highway and
coastal parks would be such as to hide much more of the tower. We
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suggest that this change would bring the project closer to
conforming to the Local Coastal Plan,

The small height gain could also allow the tower to be a bit shorter

- and still ‘get the'same range. The “treepole” design could be-shaped - - - -
more like the cypress trees around it to blend in with the skyline.
(Neither site is actually at the “toe” ol a slope) While we realize that
a custom pole is unusual, a lot of the coastline will be getting cell
towers in the highly scenic areas, and a compatxblc dengn could be
reused in other areas.

* The Sierra Club would generally not support intrusive projects in -
the Highly Scenic areas. It is only with respect to the resident’s need
for advanced technology that we would acquiesce to placing the cell
tower here. Please consider our suggestions to bring the project into
closer conformance with the Local Coastal Plan.

Sincerely,

1 Signature on File

Rixanne Wehren g
Chair, Coastal Committee
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‘}Uklah CA 9'%482

re: CDU 10-2012 the new Venzon ereless tower in Alblon CA

Dear Adrienne Thompson,

I'm writing in support of the proposed new tower for the Albion/Little River area.
While the benefits for visitors to the area and related local businesses are

~ obvious (cell service where there now is nione), | am speaking as a resident of

the area. Here are some of the reasons that | see this new tower and service to
be important.

It will offer high speed broadband for those of us living with trees in our Southern
view of the sky which keeps us from obtaining satellite service. Having
dependable cell service in our area will give us options for phone service and
allow for significant savings if we cancel our land lines and use cell phones as
our primary phone service. Verizon proposes to offer us a package that includes
phone service and internet service which will also offer enough savings to allow
us to buy more gigabites of internet access and help with the restricted
download allowance.

Thankmu_tar_teatesgmnm.auunterests,
-] Signature on File — B

v Bi‘H"J&/ﬁﬂy—F@EW

PECRIVE]

JAN 14 201k
UiLDW

e, G4 954
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age't

am alone When she |s gone unless Vltv isalongertrp.

2. We are still active professionally in our psychotherapy work and writing and teaching and we have an
international practice in couples work. Increasingly the absence of reliable cell phone usage will be a
determining agent in whether the client chooses to come or not. For over 20 years we ran groups here
and because of these groups a great deal of money was spent in Mendocino County. This absence of
cell usage is going to increasingly harm the financial viability of people hke us who use phones constantly
for business purposes. -

3. As it is now we pay a fortune for our cell phohe because we need it when we travel. Our landline
usage is at this time $500 per month plus another $150 for our cell phone monthly payment. If we have
«cell phone service available this amount will be cut back by several hundreds of doliars a month.

4. !f phone service goes out in a power outage we are dead in the water. We can't even call for help.

| am aware and sympathetic to the position of people who are opposed to cellular activity around them. |
believe there are valid concerns on these matters. These concerns have to be balanced against the need
to create more convenience for cell phone users and more incentives for peopie to come here.to do
business, to learn and to vacation. Many years ago you could let a client know that there was no cell
phone service here and they would accept this as being a necessary inconvenience. Today is feels
archaic, in this day and age, that so many high-calibre people who live in this area are denied this basic
service.

Sincerely yours,

Hal Stone, PhD
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[(371372074) Adrienne Thompson - Suf. ToF Support for CDU 10.2012

- iFrom: -~
- Tor .
. iDate: A
- ‘Subject: S
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- greatly improve inter.

Thanks for you support in approving CDU 10-2012.

Best regards,

Stan Thornton
Rosenthal Thornton Construction, Inc.
703 N. Main Street

Fort Bragg CA 95437

(707) 964-1200 Office

(707) 964-1125 Fax

thorn@mcn.org
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T'am writing in'su ott of CDU 10-2012 which Wbul&fﬁfoﬁdefdéﬁ-*iélé@hbne=andv: data services in and
around Albion. California. '

‘Most of us who live in this area have no cell service and it is over 9 miles from my home to the closest
point of access where service is available. This situation is not just an inconvenience but a threat to-our.
safety and health.

The threat to personal safety is the inability to contact emergency or support services in case of an
accident in an auto or at our beaches. It-happened to my wife and me three weeks ago when driving on
highway 1 near Navarro Point (not far from the proposed cell tower site) when a number or grapefruit
sized rocks rolled on to-the highway into our path. It happened suddenly and the rocks, which could not
be avoided, destroyed two tires, disabling our vehicle, My cell phone was useless in this area, and I
could not leave my invalid wife alone to summon help so we had to wait, only hoping for a Samaritan.

The health issue is similar, Whenever we leave our home (and landlines) we lose any way to contact
health or emergency professional should a health emergency arise. As seniors, this is often on our
minds as we know prompt medical attention saves lives.

And finally, cell phones coverage is important to our economic wellbeing. Our area is heavily 7
dependent on tourism. Most tourists expect the same services here as at home. Those who provide
tourism support also would benefit by being quickly able to provide the services tourism requires.

As for the visibility of the proposed tower, we may be one of the very few who will have the tower in

our view shed. I live % miles east of the site and expect to see the tower in my ocean view. ButIam

satisfied that the mitigation efforts will help and any minor annoyance will pale against the benefits of
- cell phone service in our area. |

Sinberely, | o '
/ . , D .
4 Signature on File ME@EEWE
AN 13 200 &

BY
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Uk1ah Cahforma-95482

Re:  CDU 10-2012
Dear Ms. Thompson:

I am writing in support of CDU 10-2012.

Many individuals now use mobile phones as their only telephones. - Mobile phones allow
individuals to keep in touch with children, elderly or ill relatives or friends and their businesses.
If a person experiences car trouble while traveling Highway 1, it would be a Gedsend to-be able
to-call a towing service or a friend or relative for assistance. Because we in the Albion, Little
River area are more isolated than many who live.on the coast, I believe that it’s mére important
for us to have cell phone coverage in case of emergencies. Telephone booths are a thing of the
past. While there are those individuals who don’t use common courtesy when speaking on their
mobile telephones, 1 believe that the benefits of having mobile access available far outweigh the
detriments. Therefore, I would urge you to approve the plan set forth in CDU 10-204.2.

Thank you.

Fa

h/ui Signature on File

e

A
.MARY ANN PARLAPIANO
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rought:a:very substantialincome to.the-Inns, -
Countury. - .

1 am now 86 years of age and I am not even able to purchase a protection plan whenI am
home alone because these plans require constant wireless contact.

We are paying a full fee for our cellular phone because we need the phone when we leave this
area and we can’t receive any calls at home.

Clients often refuse to come here to study with us because of the lack of cell phone service at
- our home. They are not at all pleased to know that to make a call they have to drive into
town. '

" In serious power outages phone service often fails and we then we are left without contact.
Tam very sympathetic to the concerns that many people have concerning the dangers of
wireless activity. This has to be balanced however against the enormous damage that is
being done to our economy and this will get worse as time goes on. :
I hope that you will grant approval for the installation of this cell tower (CDU 10-2012).
Thank you!

Sincerely,

Hal Stone, PhD
Albion, CA 95410
halstone@men.org

JF Signature on File

\‘“"\ ==
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~ January7,2004

0 BUIDINGSER

' 'j fRe Supperi for CDU 10-2012

-We live.on Navarre Rlelge Road at the 4.12 mile marker Over the
‘years, we 'have tried internet service using dial up, and two-different
satellite services. Our Verizon cell phone does not work at our

property.

'We depend on internet and cell phone communlcatron especrally
Iwrng in such an rsolated area. -

For both economic and safety well being, we need good reliable
internet and phone service. We wholeheartedly support the cell
tower proposal. Please approve this now so that we may join the
21st century and the rest of the world.

Thank you for your consideration.

Karen and Leonardo Bowers
29801 Navarro Ridge Road
Albion, CA 95410
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Dear Ms. Thompson:

I am writing in support of the internet tower that is proposed for Albion and is up for consideration by
your group. Ilive in Little River and have been very disappointed in the internet connection and.speed
of service that is available here. It makes it very difficult to do the many things that are possible on the
internet. Please accept the proposed new tower in Albion. It would be a great public service. Thanks

- very much. ‘ '

Obe Brown

PO Box 2541

Mendocino, Ca 95460
- 707-937-3081

obrown2291(@aol.com

By )
PLANNING & BULOTNG BERVICEE
123 of 129 : Likiah, CA 95487




‘We l|ve .on Navarro erge Road at the 4 00 mlle marker 'Over the _
- years, we ‘have: had-ineffective internet service using dial ‘uprandtwo
- different satellite services. The provider for our lPhones is Verizon,
“and the service is inconsistent.

We would Iike to have the same service available that the rest of the
developed world has in 2014. It would make the area much more
attractive to visitors, commercnal mterests and those mdlwduals and
families. thinking about a move to our beautiful coast.

For economic and social reasons, we need reliable internet and cell

phone service. We wholeheartedly support the cell tower proposal.
Please approve this now so that we can join the 21st century.

Thank you for your consideration.
Christine and Bill Spéake'

29874 Navarro Ridge Rd.
Albion, CA 95410
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Rer CDU _10-2012 Letter of'-'"" i

Dear Gonnnjs_siongrs;.-_ e

We would like to express our strong support for 1ssﬁance of the Coastal Development
Use Permit for the construction and operation ofa telecommumcations facility to support
a Verizon Wireless carner

‘We own and occupy a part-time remdence at 29851 Navarro Rldge Road, Alblon. . We
have been at this location for about 30 years. However, in recent years with the ’
advancements in technology and telecommumcauons it has been mcreasmgly difficult
for us to attend to the necessities-of our personal and business lives from our house on'the
Navarro Ridge. We are currently using a dial-up modem for our computers, which is
exceedingly slow, and mostly impossible to effectively use the internet. The possible use
 of a satellite hi-speed connection is probably not poss1b1e for us due to the many large
trees on our property

Construction and operation of the proposed Verizon Wireless facility would greatly
encourage our more frequent use of our Navarro Ridge property and enable us to more
fully participate in the social and cultural life in the Mendocinq/AJbion area. '

After reviewing the Initial Study and proposed Mitigation Negative Declaration, it
appears that the project proponent has taken significant steps to minimize and mitigate
any potential adverse environmental impacts that might result from the project. This is
especially true on the visual mitigation measures.

In closing, we urge you to approve this application — it appears that the benefits of this
project greatly outweigh any potential adverse impacts of the project.
Sincerely",

Gary Grimm & Ann»Holsberry
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Si'ncerely,

Bill Manning

Christopher Knoppel

PO BOX 784

29461 Albion Ridge Road
Albion, CA 95410

W AN 00 20tk
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RE CDU 10 2012
Dear Ms. Thompson: |

I am.one of the lucky ones in Albion! My mobile phone service works from my home ...
some of the time. It works just enough to be maddening ... when you are in a
conversation and it drops because of the marginal signal, or when you miss an important
call because the signal varies wildly with the temperature the wind, sun spots (?) and the
whims of perversity.

The near ideal placement of the proposed cell tower in Albion will benefit most residents,
many visitors and businesses in our area.

Since cable service is unavailable and will be into the foreseeable future, the imprbved
modern communication provided by such a tower will make the community much more
functional for those of us who need to interface with the outside world.

“If there is a downside to providing better cellular service, it will be vastly outweighed by
moving Albion into the 21st century.

Thank you,

2
FaN

\ | Signature on F|Ie
o

R. Anthony Wade N
31351 Middle Ridge Road
- Albion, CA:95410-0542

oML

BY
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| writing:thi ‘support of the proposed Verizon ce ltowerfortheAlblon

Navarro Ridge area.

I am a real estate broker Iiving on Albion Ridge Road in Albion and working in the
village of Mendocino since 1992. I drive the section of Highway I between my home and

- the Village many times a week and in fact was involved in a head on collision on this

stretch of road in 1999 in which my vehicle was totaled by a tourist driving without
insurance. At the time of the collision, there was no cell phone service and no way to call
for help. At around 7 p.m. on a rainy dark night in November, we had to wait for a
passing vehicle to summon help from the Albion store, then awaited the EMTs. Now,
more than 14 years later, there is still no cell phone service on this potentially dangerous
stretch of road.

Aside from the fact that it would be a great help in my real estate dealings while driving
clients around the area, there have been numerous clients that I've had ask about cell
service in the Albion area when considering whether or not to purchase property in that
area. Many of our buyers come from large cities where cell service is Just part of every
day life.

I am hopeful that you will see the real need for cell phone service in this area, and that
you will approve the proposed new cell tower.

Sincerely,

Signature on File

PhylliSt. John L/

Broker Associate

Mendo Realty of Mendocmo Inc.
P. O. Box 14

Mendocino, California 95460

PLANNlNW
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA —- THE RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
NORTH COAST DISTRICT OFFICE

1385 EIGHTH STREET + SUITE 130

ARCATA, CA 95521

VOICE (707) 826-8950

FACSIMILE (707) 826-8960

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form.

SECTIONI. Appellant(s)

Name: SEE ATTACHMENT A
Mailing Address:
City: Zip Code: . Phone:

RECEIVED

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed

FEB 14 2014
1 . .
Name of local/port government: CALIFORNIA
. COASTAL COMMISSION
County of Mendocino NORTH COAST DISTRICT

2. Brief description of development being appealed:

Coastal Development Use Permit to authorize construction and operation of a telecommunication facility to support
a wireless carrier (Verizon Wireless) consisting of a 105 foot tall monopine (monopole designed to resemble a pine
tree), 12 panel antennas, 2 GPS antennas, a 30 kilowatt diesel generator, a 132 gallon propane tank and a 176 square
foot equipment shelter.

3.  Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.):

2335 North Highway One, Albion, (Mendocino County) CA 95410 (APNS 123-37-03, 123-320-02, AND 123-360-
07)

4.  Description of decision being appealed (check one.):
[]  Approval; no special conditions

X Approval with special conditions:
[0  Denial

Note:  For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be
appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial
decisions by port governments are not appealable.

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:

| APPEALNO: Q—\ -\N\\’?ﬁ\\ - \‘\“' 'D-"D"T‘):\é EXHIBIT NO. 8

wan VG e,
: : (\ i Xr\ o7 t) \— ' ; (Verizon-Funke)
DISTRICT: \ \‘D{ \'\ ~O 8% B APPEAL A

(1 of 16)




APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

[J  Planning Director/Zoning Administrator
[J  City Council/Board of Supervisors
X  Planning Commission
0  Other
6.  Date of local government's decision: January 16, 2014

7. Local government’s file number (if any): =~ CDU 10-2012

SECTION III. Identification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

a.  Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

Cellco Partnership, dba Verizon Wireless
2785 Mitchell Drive
Walnut Creek, CA 94598

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either verbally or in writing) at
the city/county/port hearing(s). Include other parties which you know to be interested and should
receive notice of this appeal.

(1) Pamela Nobel

NSA Wireless, Inc.

2000 Crow Canyon Place, Suite 400
San Ramon, CA 94583

(2) Wolfgang & Brunhilde Funke
2335 North Highway One
Albion, CA 95410

(3) Steven & Deborah Wolfe
33351 Navarro Ridge Road
Albion, CA 95410

(4) Rixanne Wehren
Chair

Sierra Club

27401 Albion Ridge Rd.
Albion, CA 95410

(For continuation, see Attachment C)
(2 of 16)
R R




APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3)

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

PLEASE NOTE:

e Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance in completing this section.

e State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan,
or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the
decision warrants a new hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

e This need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient
discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request.

See Attachment B.

(3 of 16)




APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Page 4a

State briefly vour reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local
Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which
you believe the project 1s inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new

hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

‘Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your
reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient discussion for staff to determine that
the appeal is allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may submit
additional information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request. -

SECTION V Certification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of ﬁlyfom-knowledgc.
| = : I

Siened: | Signature on File
Appellant or Agent y J

Date: 2/14/14

Agent Authorization: 1 designate'the above identified person(s) to act as my ageﬁt in all
matters pertaining to this appeal. R

Signed:.

Date:

(Document2)
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Page 4b

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local
Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which
you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new

hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your
reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient discussion for staff to determine that
the appeal is allowed by law. The appeliant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may submit
additional information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request.

SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge.
i

Signed: Signature on File  § .
Appellant or Agf:md ' 5/&/

Date: 2/14/14

Agent Authorization: I designate the above identified person(s) 1o act as my agent in all
matters pertaining to this appeal.

Signed:

Date:

(Documen!2)
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ATTACHMENT A

SECTION I. Appellant(s)

1. Steve Kinsey
County of Marin
Board of Supervisors
3501 Civic Circle Drive, Suite 329
San Rafael, CA 94903

2. Mary Shallenberger
P. O. Box 354
Clements, CA 95227-0354

(415) 904-5200
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ATTACHMENT B

APPEALABLE PROJECT:

After certification of Local Coastal Programs (LCPs), the Coastal Act provides for limited
appeals to the Coastal Commission of certain local government actions on coastal development
permits (Coastal Act Section 30603). Section 30603 states that an action taken by a local
government on a coastal development permit application may be appealed to the Commission for
certain kinds of developments, including developments located within certain geographic appeal
areas, such as those located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea, or
within 300 feet of the inland extent of any beach, or of the mean high tide line of the sea where
there is no beach, or within 100 feet of any wetland or stream, or within 300 feet of the top of the
seaward face of any coastal bluff, or those located in a sensitive coastal resource area.
Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be appealed if they are not designated the
“principal permitted use” under the certified LCP. Finally, developments which constitute major
public works or major energy facilities may be appealed, whether approved or denied by the city
or county. The grounds for an appeal are limited to an allegation that the development does not
conform to the standards set forth in the certified local coastal program and, if the development
is located between the first public road and the sea, the public access policies set forth in the
Coastal Act.

The subject development is appealable to the Commission pursuant to Section 30603 of the
Coastal Act because (1) the approved telecommunications facility is a form of development that
is not designated as the “principal permitted use” under the certified LCP; and (2) the approved
development is located within a designated “highly scenic area,” which is a sensitive coastal
resource area.

BACKGROUND:

On January 16, 2014, the County of Mendocino conditionally approved Coastal Development
Use (CDU) Permit # CDU 10-2012 authorizing development and operation of a
telecommunication facility to support a wireless carrier (Verizon Wireless). The County-
approved telecommunications facility consists of the following developments: (1) construction of
a 105-foot-tall “monopine” (described as a monopole designed to resemble a pine tree) with 12
panel antennas and 2 GPS antennas; (2) installation of a 30-kilowatt diesel generator; (3)
installation of a 132-gallon propane tank; (4) construction of a 176-square-foot equipment
shelter; and (5) construction of approximately 500 feet of a 12-foot-wide gravel access driveway
and turnaround to connect to the existing driveway. The property, owned by Wolfgang and
Brunhilde Funke, is located approximately 1 mile south of the small rural town of Albion and %
mile south of Salmon Creek Bridge, at 2335 North Highway One in Mendocino County.

The project site is located atop an uplifted coastal marine terrace adjacent to and east of Highway
One, and is within a designated “Highly Scenic Area.” The surrounding landscape consists of
rolling hills east of Highway One and uplifted marine terrace bluff-tops west of Highway One.
There is very little development located on either side of the highway in the immediate vicinity
of the development site. Notable exceptions include a restaurant west of Highway One about 1/8-
mile north, the Pacific Reef’s residential subdivision south of Salmon Creek on the west side of
Highway. One (which is not prominently in view from the highway), and a few other scattered
residences not readily visible from Highway One on either side of the highway.
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The County staff report describes that the approximately 3,450-square-foot lease area for the
telecommunications facility site will be located within a hay field that is approximately 100 feet
higher in elevation and 460 feet east of Highway One. The property consists of semi-natural
grasslands (managed for hay production) surrounded by a mature hedgerow of planted Monterey
cypress trees. The County staff report describes the presence on the property of two riparian
corridors, an agricultural pond, and two plant communities characterized by the project biologist
as environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA). The County staff report describes all
approved developments as occurring more than 100 feet from all ESHAs.

The approximately 115-acre project site is comprised of three assessor parcel numbers (APNs)
that are part of one single parcel. The site of the approved telecommunications facility (APN
123-370-03) is designated and zoned as Range Lands 160 Acres Minimum (RL-160), and is
further designated as within a Type II Agricultural Preserve under the Williamson Act. A single
family residence, two barns, and a detached two-car garage exist on the property. The two other
APNGs that are part of this single legal parcel include APN 123-360-07 that adjoins the project
site to the north (designated and zoned RL-160 with a floodplain combining district) and APN
123-320-02 (designated and zoned RR-5 with a planned development combining district). All
three properties are located adjacent to and east of Highway One.

REASONS FOR APPEAL:

The approved telecommunications facility is inconsistent with the policies of the certified LCP,
including but not limited to the policies contained in the “Visual Resources, Special
Communities and Archaeological Resources” sub-section of Section 3: Resources and
Development Issues and Policies of the Land Use Plan, and the visual resources development
regulations and standards of Sections 20.504 and 20.532 of the Mendocino County Coastal
Zoning Code (herein “Coastal Zoning Code” or “CZC”), for the following reasons:

Inconsistencies with LUP Visual Resources Policies and Coastal Zoning Code
Regulations Regarding Visual Resources and Highly Scenic Areas

LCP Policies on Visual Resources:

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act has been specifically incorporated into LUP Policy 3.5-1 of the
Mendocino LCP, which states in part (emphasis added):

The scenic and visual qualities of Mendocino County coastal areas shall be
considered and protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted
development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean
and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas and, where feasible,
to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New
development in highly scenic areas designated by the County of Mendocino
Coastal Element shall be subordinate to the character of its setting.
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Policy 3.5-3 of the certified LUP states as follows, in applicable part (emphasis added):

The visual resource areas listed below are those which have been identified on
the land use maps and shall be designated as "highly scenic areas," within which
new.development shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. Any
development permitted in these areas shall provide for the protection of ocean
and coastal views from public areas including highways, roads, coastal trails,
vista points, beaches, parks, coastal streams, and waters used for recreational

purposes.

‘o Portions of the coastal zone within the Highly Scenic Area west of Highway 1
between the Ten Mile River estuary south to the Navarro River as mapped with
noted exceptions and inclusions of certain areas east.of Highway 1.

In addition to other visual policy requirements, new development west of Highway
One in designated "highly scenic areas" is limited to one-story (above natural
grade) unless an increase in height would not affect public views to the ocean or
be out of character with surrounding structures. Variances from this standard
may be allowed for planned unit development that provides clustering and other
Jorms of meaningful visual mitigation. New development should be subordinate 1o
natural setting and minimize reflective surfaces. All proposed divisions of land
and boundary line adjustments within "highly scenic areas” will be analyzed for
consistency of potential future development with visual resource policies and
shall not be allowed if development of resulting parcel(s) could not be consistent
with visual policies.

Coastal Zoning Code (CZC) Section 20.504.020 states, in applicable part emphasis added):

(D) The scenic and visual qualities of Mendocino County Coastal Areas shall be
considered and protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted
development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean
and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas and, where feasible,
fo restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New
development in highly scenic areas designated by the County of Mendocino
Coastal Element shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. (Ord. No.

3785 (part), adopted 1991)
LUP Policy 3.5-4 states the following (emphasis added):

Buildings and building groups that must be sited within the highly scenic area
shall be sited near the toe of a slope. below rather than on a ridge, or in or near
the edge of a wooded area. Except for farm buildings, development in the middle
of laree open areas shall be avoided if an alternative site exisls.
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Minimize visual impacts of development on terraces by (1) avoiding development
in large open areas if alternative site exists; (2) minimize the number of structures
and cluster them near existing vegetation, natural landforms or artificial berms:
(3) provide bluff setbacks for development adjacent to or near public areas along
the shoreline;_(4) design development to be in scale with rural character of the
area...

LUP Policy 3.5-5 states as follows, in applicable part (emphasis added):

Providing that trees will not block coastal views from public areas such as roads,
parks and trails, tree planting to screen buildings shall be encouraged. In specific
areas, identified and adopted on the land use plan maps, trees currently blocking
views to and along the coast shall be required to be removed or thinned as a
condition of new development in those specific areas. New development shall not
allow trees to block ocean views.

Section 20.504.015 (“Highly Scenic Areas”) of the certified Coastal Zoning Code (CZC) states
as follows, in applicable part (emphasis added):

(A) The visual resource areas listed below are those which have been desienated
highly scenic and in which development shall be subordinate to the character of

its setting:

(2) Portions of the Coastal Zone within the Highly Scenic Area west of
Highway I between the Ten Mile River estuary south to the Navarro River
as mapped with noted exceptions and inclusion of certain areas east of
Highway 1...

(C) Development Criteria.

(1) Any development permitted in highly scenic areas shall provide for the
protection of coastal views from public areas including highways, roads,
coastal trails, vista points, beaches, parks, coastal streams, and waters
used for recreational purposes.

(3) New development shall be subordinate to the natural setting and
minimize reflective surfaces. In highly scenic areas, building materials
including siding and roof materials shall be selected to blend in hue and

brightness with their surroundings.

(5) Buildings and building groups that must be sited in highly scenic areas
shall be sited:
(a) Near the toe of a slope;
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(b) Below rather than on a ridge; and
(c) In or near a wooded area.

(7) Minimize visual impacts of development on terraces by the following

criteria:

(a) Avoiding development, other than farm buildings, in large open areas if
alternative site exists;

(b) Minimize the number of structures and cluster them near existing vegetation,
natural landforms or artificial berms;

(c) Provide bluff setbacks for development adjacent to or near public areas along
the shoreline;

(d) Design development to be in scale with rural character of the area.

(10) Tree planting to screen buildings shall be encouraged, however, new
development shall not allow trees to interfere with coastal/ocean views
Jrom public areas ...

(12) Power distribution lines shall be placed underground in designated
"highly scenic areas" west of Highway 1 and in new subdivisions. East of
Highway 1, power lines shall be placed below ridgelines if technically
feasible.

(13) Access roads and driveways shall be sited such that they cause
minimum visual disturbance and shall not directly access Highway 1
where an alternate configuration is feasible. (Ord. No. 3785 (part),
adopted 1991).

CZC Section 20.532.095 “Required Findings for All Coastal Development Permits” states in
applicable part:

(A) The granting or modification of any coastal development permit by the approving
authority shall be supported by findings which establish that:

(1) The proposed development is in conformity with the certified local coastal program;
and

(2) The proposed development will be provided with adequate utilities, access roads,
drainage and other necessary facilities; and

(3) The proposed development is consistent with the purpose and intent of the zoning
district applicable to the property, as well as the provisions of this Division and
preserves the integrity of the zoning district; and

(4) The proposed development will not have any significant adverse impacts on the
environment within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act.
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Discussion:

LUP Visual Resources Policy No. 3.5-1 and CZC Section 20.504.015 state that permitted
development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic
coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the
character of surrounding areas and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in
visually degraded areas; furthermore, new development in Highly Scenic Areas (HSAs) shall be
subordinate to the character of the setting.

On June 6, 2013, Coastal Commission staff submitted comments on the project referral for CDU
10-2012 received from Mendocino County Planning staff. The June 6, 2013 letter identified
concerns regarding the proposed project’s consistency with the visual resources policies of the
LCP, and commented in part that in addition to the “Alternative Site Analysis” prepared by
Verizon and included in the referral, the County’s project analysis “should not be limited to
Verizon’s submitted analysis of sites that accommodate their desired coverage objectives, but
should additionally identify any feasible alternative locations and designs for, and viable
technical options to the subject telecommunications facilities which would provide coverage
other than Verizon’s desired coverage objectives.” The letter prepared by Commission staff
further stated that the County should address:

...any feasible alternative locations and designs for, and viable technical options to the
subject telecommunications facilities which would reduce their visual impact (through
stealth technologies, co-location, screening, undergrounding support facilities, etc.). For
example, the County in previous actions has approved coastal development use permit
(CDU) #1-2003 that authorized a stealth wireless antenna disguised as a pier supporting
a deck to a single-family dwelling. Similarly, the County authorized CDU #11-2003 and
CDU #17-2007 that authorized placement of panel antennas to be hidden within existing
chimney structures. The alternatives analysis should evaluate similar options to disguise
telecommunication facilities on or within existing structures in the vicinity and that would
render the facility as visually inconspicuous as possible.

On January 13, 2014, a County staff report for the subject project was received at the
Commission’s North Coast District office along with a notice indicating the project would be
heard by the County Planning Commission in three days, on January 16.

Following receipt of the County staff report, Commission staff contacted the County Planner via
electronic mail on January 13 reiterating concerns that the County’s recommendation for project
approval did not adequately demonstrate the project’s consistency with the County’s certified
LCP policies, including but not limited to the protection of visual resources.

The development conditionally approved by the County on January 16 is inconsistent with the
above cited LUP Visual Resources policies and Coastal Zoning Code Regulation standards
because the County-approved 105-foot-tall monopine telecommunications facility is within a
designated highly scenic area, and the development is not subordinate to the character of the
setting. The County’s findings for approval and Initial Study state in part that:

...Staff determined that a varying portion of the top of the “monopine” would be visible
periodically when travelling along an approximate 1.4 mile stretch of State Highway 1
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from its intersection with Navarro Ridge Road to just south of where the Highway crosses
Little Salmon Creek.

Mendocino Land Trust owns and maintains a property (APN’s 123-310-02 and 126-010-
01) of approximately 55.29 acres on the west side of State Highway 1, which provides
public access to bluff tops overlooking the Pacific Ocean. Improvements include a
parking lot and numerous public trails. Staff visited the site during the visual simulation
test and found, as shown in the photo-simulation viewpoint #6 on Page PC 61, that
approximately the top 20 feet of the “monopine” would be visible from the bluff edge at
the most western portions of the property....

...A key factor in monopole stealth design is successfully blending the pole into the
natural surroundings. For the stealth goals to be adequately achieved, the placement of
the “monopine” must be similar in size.and appearance to nearby trees. According to the
applicant’s Site Survey (Page PC 48), the height of Cypress trees, which effectively
conceal the ground equipment and a portion of the 105 foot tall “monopine” from State
Highway 1 and Mendocino Land Trust property, ranges from 78.7 feet to 103.3 feet
Above Ground Level (AGL). As shown in the photo-simulations, depending on the
vantage point, as much as two-thirds or 70 feet of the top of the “monopine” will be

visible at a distance when travelling along the Highway. (Emphasis added)

The County staff report references the applicant’s site survey (Sheet C-1) that identifies the
height of trees adjacent to Highway One. The site survey does not depict the height of those
cypress trees that would be observed immediately surrounding the monopole as seen from the
vantage points depicted in the visual simulations provided, such as from Salmon Creek Bridge
(Viewpoint 4) and the Ledford Inn (Viewpoint 2) along Highway One. Nonetheless, the visual
simulations provided by both Verizon (in the County staff referral) and in the County’s staff
report (pages PCA-59 through PCA-61) demonstrate that the monopole will project noticeably
higher above existing vegetation. While the County staff report acknowledges that “the artificial
tree design has been used for other wireless telecommunication sites in Mendocino County, with
differing degrees of success,” and further recognizes the importance of mimicking surrounding
vegetation both in height and form of the monopine, the visual simulations and design
specifications for the approved project depict the 105-foot-tall “monopine” as a rigid, unnatural
cylindrical form unlike the broad, spreading tops of the surrounding mature cypress trees.

The County summarized its approval of the visual impacts of the project by stating:

...Staff concluded that although, there is not enough vegetation at this location to fully
conceal the “monopine” from all vantage points along State Highway 1, given the stealth
design and at times significant distance away, the general public may well be unaware of
the true nature of the structure. However, based on staff’s experience with other
“monopine” designs installed in the County, the stealth design may not be effective at
disguises [sic] the true use when viewed from a close distance, such as the vantage point
seen in photo-simulation viewpoint number 5 (page PC 59). It’s likely that a local user
will be more acutely aware of changes to the visual resources versus the tourist who is
less sensitive to specific changes in an unfamiliar environment. The [Planning]
Commission will need to balance potential visual impacts versus improved
communication service in what is currently an unserved area.
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Mendocino CZC Section 20.504.015(C) requires that development permitted in highly scenic
areas shall provide for the protection of coastal views from public areas that include coastal
trails. In addition to these requirements, LUP 3.5-3 further requires that development be
subordinate to the character of its setting. The County’s findings demonstrate that the approved
development will not be subordinate to the character of the natural setting, but instead will be
visible from public vantage points to and along the coast such as along portions of Highway One,
at Salmon Creek Bridge, and from the nearby Navarro Blufflands property managed for public
blufftop access.

The County’s findings for approval included a determination that the 105-foot-tall “monopine”
was a “stealth design,” based in part upon the use of “subdued colors and non-reflective
materials.” However, the County findings do not demonstrate how the unnatural 105-foot-tall
cylindrical monopine that extends above the existing vegetation is subordinate to the natural
setting. Instead, the County acknowledges that existing vegetation will not screen the
development, and that “as much as two-thirds or 70 feet of the top of the “monopine” will be
visible at a distance when travelling along the Highway,” inconsistent with the visual
subordination policies including but not limited to LUP Policies 3.5-1 and 3.5-3, and CZC
Section 20.504.015(C)(3). :

In addition to inconsistencies with the approved development and the visual subordination
policies of the certified LCP, the County’s findings did not include an analysis of feasible
alternative locations and designs for, and viable technical options that could provide coverage
other than Verizon’s stated desired coverage objectives previously submitted in the County
referral. For example, the County’s findings for approval did not demonstrate whether other
feasible alternative sites exist either in less visible locations than the open marine terrace on the
subject property, or within other locations in the project vicinity, inconsistent with LUP Policy
3.5-4 and CZC Section 20.504.015(C)(7). The County staff report states the following:

Staff is unaware of any existing telecommunication facilities in the area that the
applicant could co-locate on and provide coverage in the area. The applicant is
proposing fo construct a “monopine” behind Cypress trees to help stealth the facility and
minimize visual impacts. The property is in a semi-rural area with the closest off-site
residence located approximately one-quarter mile southwest of the facility. In
accordance with Standard B(1)(a), staff requested the applicant provide evidence that a
less visual alternative exists. The applicant’s Alternative Site Analysis (Exhibit A)
identifies 7 other locations evaluated and reasons that alternative locations were not
selected over the subject property.

Instead of evaluating the feasibility of providing wireless service to the area using true stealth
designs (such as placement of antennas under decks or within chimneys) similar to previous
County-approved telecommunications facilities in coastal Mendocino County, the County relied
on the applicant’s Alternative Site Analysis that addressed Verizon’s coverage objectives but that
did not evaluate any stealth design alternatives. For example, of the 7 other locations evaluated
in Verizon’s “Alternative Site Analysis,” Verizon listed 3 sites that were dismissed because they
were too far away (such as the “Leventhal parcel” located 8 miles away), and/or too close to
existing telecommunication facilities (such as the Little River Airport described as too far -4.5
miles- away to cover Highway One and too close to the Comptche-Ukiah telecommunications
facility site). Verizon also listed one site located 7.5 miles to the south that they concluded
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“Failed to achieve coverage objective — did not reach Highway 1 north of [Highway] 128.”
Verizon listed one uninterested private property owner they approached to site their facility
within a water tank. Verizon also listed that 2 sites did not have sufficient ground space.
However, Verizon’s analysis does not define their coverage objective and does not evaluate any
design alternatives that could subordinate the approved facility to the character of its setting,
such as using a lower-height facility, or placing the facility within existing infrastructure (e.g.,
within the existing agricultural barn or 2-story accessory building) or in an alternate, more stealth
location on the project site.

Therefore, because the County relied on Verizon’s Alternative Site Analysis that focused on
Verizon’s undefined coverage objective and that did not evaluate alternative stealth designs, the
County’s approval has not demonstrated whether other feasible alternative sites exist in less
visible locations, inconsistent with LUP Policy 3.5-4 and CZC Section 20.504.015(C)(7).

CONCLUSION:

Despite efforts to use “subdued colors” on the approved telecommunications facility, the rigid,
unmoving 105-foot-tall cylindrical monopine will contrast with the broad, spreading canopies of
surrounding shorter cypress and native shore pine trees. The County did not demonstrate how the
approved 105-foot-tall rigid telecommunications facility that will project above surrounding
natural vegetation as seen from public vantage points will be subordinate to the natural setting.
Additionally, the County failed to analyze alternatives, including stealth design options such as
placing antennas within existing infrastructure, to demonstrate whether feasible alternatives exist
that could provide coverage other than Verizon’s stated coverage objective. As a result, the
project, as approved by the County, is inconsistent with the visual resource provisions of the
certified LCP including, but not limited to LUP Policies 3.5-1, 3.5-3, and 3.5-5, and CZC
Sections 20.504 and 20.532.
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Steven & Deborah Wolfe
33351 Navarro Ridge Road
Albion, CA 95410

Stephen & Zoya Barlow
P. O. Box 489
Albion, CA 95410

David M. Brewer
P. O. Box 326
Little River, CA 95456

Les & Linda Plack
30605 Navarro Ridge Road
Albion, CA 95410

Karen & Leonardo Bowers
29801 Navarro Ridge Road
Albion, CA 95410

Paul Clark

Century 21 Fort Bragg Realty
809 North Main Street

Fort Bragg, CA 95437

Mark Ramirez
28270 Albion Ridge Road
Albion, CA 95410

Citlali Calvillo & Family
28270 Albion Ridge Road
Albion, CA 95410

Leona F. Walden
Wedding Photography
31401 Middle Ridge Road
Albion, CA 95410

Tim Scully
32191 Albion Ridge Road
Albion, CA 95410
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Tom Wodetzki
31901 Middle Ridge Road
Albion, CA 95410

Marc Schoen
2490 Nonella Lane
Albion, CA 95410-0308

Carol Smith
3500 North Highway One
Albion, CA 95410

Sidra Stone, Ph.D.
Voice Dialogue Int’]
P. O. Box 604
Albion, CA 95410

Glenn A. Langer, M.D.
The Partnership Scholars
P. O. Box 361

Little River, CA 95456

Michael F. Garrison
P. O. Box 727
Albion, CA 95410

Melissa Hays

Albion Residents Association
P. O. Box 415

Albion, CA 95410

Rixanne Wehren

Chair, Coastal Committee
Sierra Club, Mendocino Group
27401 Albion Ridge Road
Albion, CA 95410

Bill & Sally Pletcher
5501 Albion Little River Road
Little River, CA 95456

Hal Stone, Ph.D.
P. O. Box 604
Albion, CA 95410

Stan Thornton
Rosenthal Thornton
Construction, Inc.
703 N. Main Street
Fort Bragg, Ca 95437

Rodric A. Lorimer
P. O. Box 850
Albion, CA 95410

Mary Ann Parlapiano
P. O. Box 313
Little River, CA 95456

Obe Brown
P. O. Box 2541
Mendocino, CA 95460

Christine & Bill Speake
29874 Navarro Ridge Road
Albion, CA 95410

Gary Grimm & Ann Holsberry
2390 Vine Street
Berkeley, CA 94708

Bill Manning & Christopher
Knoppel

P. O. Box 784

Albion, CA 95410

Fred & Sally Olson
31950 Navarro Ridge Road
Albion, CA 95410

R. Anthony Wade
31351 Middle Ridge Road
Albion, CA 95410-0542

Phyllis St. John, Broker
Associate

Mendo Realty of
Mendocino, Inc.

P. O. Box 14

Mendocino, CA 95460
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decisions by port governments are not appealable.

‘G BE C LETED 9] ON:
APPEALNO: (-1 -TNE A~ Y -DDD \. EXHIBIT NO. 9
DATE FILED: ’}\\‘\ .,.\(\ \ \_\, ' ' A-1€A|\alpz)i|a-“14N-%'006
DISTRICT: (—\ \ﬁ A \ Q___:r'm C")\' (VZT:;FLU ;I(E)
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5.  Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

[0  Planning Director/Zoning Administeator
[J  City Council/Board of Supervisors

@ Planning Commission

L]  Other
6. D§t= of local government's decision: 3 by G, 2014
7. Local government’s ﬂlé number (if any): m_ﬁ_ﬁ #* CPU e~ 2oz
SECTION I11. Identification of (_)th er Interested Persgn.!: ,

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use additional paper as necessary.)
s. Name and mailing address of permit applicant: |
CEUCO PRRTNERSP / VBRI 2o WIRS L Bts

2485 MTeHSEL. TRINS
WAUT CRBBIK, CAaForas 9 4898

b. Names and mailing addresses es avajlable of thosc who testified (either verbally or in writing) at
the city/county/port hearing(s). Include other parties which you know to be interested and
should receive notice of this appeal.

1) NoRMAN (.. de UL

o Bt 5 .
ELK, ChLiFormls AB4 32

Y amm, KRbuse
- Vo e 4z
PO, Churpzmiss G5,

(3)
VoBol (|34
W MEMNDICAND, COUEDRM 5 Hpp
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APPLEA PERM DECISIO]

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal
PLEASE NOTE:

s  Appeals of loca) government coastal permit decisions are Jimired by p vatlety of factors and requirements of the Coastal
Act. Please rcview the appeal information shest for nssistance in completing this section. ’

+  State briefly your ressons for this sppeal.’ Inciude a summary description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan,
o Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the
decision warrants a new hearing. (Use additional paper 85 necessary.)

s This need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons of al; however, there must be sufficient
discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is allowed by Jaw. The appetlant, subsequent 10 filing the appeal, may
submit additional information to the staff and/ar Commisston to support the 2ppes) request.

.
W 1 F "Ei-

OF Aume\coLmear LAt - |
ST Petower, ‘-” MENTIONED I MERDociNe covmrrl

2 . MENTOLING VA-M'E? TRVST COMMETS ON TOBNTIAL LISUAL
MPACE> | MEETTIONST 1N WENOCING COUNTY & STHEr Reae

B, YEDecime CoonTY PLANNING catMission's FINDILGS RE,
pemHeETIC | FTeE T4
Y SIPEE oML TTHPA - - THeRE (4 NOT enooaH EBeTPTLOoN
pr VS LOCATLON 1D Forl Comcept THZE R MONGPINE FREM
B VARG POWTS PLONG P guwa A 7.

| ke STEPUTU PESUAN W NOT e EARCINE AT PEeUSES
L ANCEINSIIED U “TROET USE . - Sk P THE
ﬁ?m oy S N PO SIMOLATLIN JISWTToNT
. &
Novese, 5 (YheE ?aae)...
Vs b (AT A . - 0SS wu»?skwm fruskes
OF CHANGES -0 VIS 0AL- BESOURCES & /v

-

LomnNEE.

S MR
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e

APRZDL FIROM Cobsie. FERMIT TeLiSion - Srion =~ (Pﬂ@_ﬁﬁ
Retomes SuPPIRUMNG THIS S8R

CONTINU2D
-———"-'_'_-_-’ =

4, M@©ocinG COUNTY  COASIPA- BAAZMENT @
CHATEE B — P Vs LA
2.6 sl BESIReES, SIS COMMUMNDas AN
AEcrPenoGick . Reltoress

25 - " Permimen TRVAIPHAT St B it A

FERANED 1D proreeT View S PN P 006, e

262 " COMMOP ITlEs FHMA HWVE SPaipe— Péoiarng, ¢

B5-3 Y ylsvir BSHoRcE ABB, , .. SHAMA BE TESIendras
At tiattty] 2cenc AEAS | WBhL wWhick- Ne)

PRI St e SoBsemwATE TO ORI,
OF [ <empgh

25 "MINWMEZE VievAt Uz oF TeNEL ST on
ML siTes,

3.5-t4 " MINMIZE isohL IMPAZT oF Pevesmiar
ON RogEs gy LD TROHMBUMNG PRV
THAT PRoTE S ABNE PreeEiing, !
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At FRoM COASTPL YarMAT 1RZASON - <seiion TN ( Pl

(ANTINUED |
e

5. MenDocmd oo TUAMMING — WISy |\ omrTeE 20 -
Cot oL ZoNING (ot

CHMASE 20.504 - \\svh, RESORCE |, .

S, Z0.504 010 — PVRPoSE

—————

. —'
... PEBLGNSD O TROEST VBws T80 ARALu0g THe—
ocerno At Scavic CONTAL A (¢

—

(BL® 1Ll paamrsaT stht B St .
by v B FATHR. THAL o)) A Rreges®

(_8 DLa) RO BTING %?Mﬂv‘i’[:
/ ooy ABNE BE Birselis

C? PLANING COMMSS! oy “BTATT FEFORT APMIE
v ng e THA- IW‘PIWH oL CERTATALY B
TheE TMUST StRuCEs INTHE IMUlesdT= AEgH-

(0 VIOATION OFF TUIANIG (068 gezria) 257

Pt ALLoREARNG TO Bowk ATPLLGR A2 TIARDIN G
COMMS0p) THE MOV INer WO Tl Oles SORROAR>1I0G Tieer
Vidanna des TR R ’
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APrp.. FEM @W-W&WE._ C Ftee

CoNTINVEE

L s, e PANNING COMMASE I IN'S Tezis 164 1S OAb

el COUNT I TARET VIOATION OF (ounTY LAne
V5E TN TAAES e Wel- A% CoonTY CotsTAL

FZONING Cotes — .
- pe Quote ABoie ERoM CouNTY FPaices

‘P uoED AB0E Fira coonT SEE
R0 Apmissions

+

A THE "‘MonoPiues” WMW%W THAT
Rise THRee (2 TIMES e HEGHT oF THe Tleeu e &)
"Bro Hu (FUTDING e ATl LA FORT B50166 A A
TeeEh gUAMPIE OF Tits Soe oOF TRAVESTY 10 The "Histhy
Plane plavz Aaws The Cobei |

THE ABTIFGAT oM OPINE PEstens 16 AN EB8BL00s. V1w o
OF ooy Pauc |rucies,

DU AN episigt |2 THe ATUTHESIs OF THETSFI M T 0l

Hisk! Stenc| As St NoT Be WHBE T0 OR FEM

THE Chtirormip CoAAPL-UaoHeaT, exrerz FieoM
FAHAWAED Viee oe. Uit Vigus

4. TENe PANGers: — Viadrron of SAurzmni SHTesn
A LSBUE CoLL PHoNS TOWES= Wit MOST CERIN MeY
ENTILE MDD sl covatas PRvERs O T8XT Wiile™
DRNING, | AWetAS LHEKING Eiil, WATCHING VITEDS,

AT, O Ll Ma> SMET THOES , WihiciH WL INcREsE
PATALIES o) THS TRARTICOARY) . CHMEOSINS FORT )
oN Srhre thettwdYy A, Fesd Hwy. 128 T0 MeNtaziod
VUGS | Te Podston oF HiGHWAY 1S NooRIVS FOR

TRWE Atcwer HemRiaais, WO Al avdt- DRIEE.
TESRCING L
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SECT JON V. Certificatiop

The information and facts stated above are correct to the

best of my/our knowledge.

: Signature on File

MEND 0ctNG, T %'{‘@o Signature of Appellant(s) of Authobilzed Agent
¥ s (MMAT, Bgor. P
Noté: If signed by agent, appellant(s) must also sign below.

Section V1. Agent Authoriza I tion

1/We hereby

avthorize ‘
to act as my/our representative and to bind me/us in all mattets concerning this appeal.

Z2- - Zoju

Signature of Appeliant(s)

Date:

Covmar | NoTeE e " Ppemys BNGL BE TO ATTEAL"—
(oo CoMMiss o Paicy, STATES “TAT (PR.C. SEETI0
20425 . " e TEREeS 15 ANY Fasad WiHo..
.. PP oo GAUSE W VKBRS O SXRHERY.. .

A e ol NorRCATIAS OF Bard THE ™HrE OF

‘W oo TAIOING (COHUSEIS MEETIAGTO
Aorhee BLS |05 W= FrBUSte » THE
T NenSTATER. THE Netoaoo BEita) “ ks
A THE TPKRY Lo Za% Al MEETIG

(SMehicer, KuadikG N TIHE ViR Catel kst
10 AterD> Thes MEBTRG (TRORDY Lo, 204 LB50D.
7. FodweZ | TS oaious TRAT ‘Tier
MENTOCIND CoATT 15 P \ Y. (oneT Ara> ONS—

e HOVETRNEE 10 VA — BEATERS
‘ (7 of 11)
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 4)

SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge.

/] Signature on File

Pt Rl Gy £ DECIVERY

ffvﬂ)aoc.wo &
Ay A
)Elu’:*@ﬂ:ﬁa {44802" Q/L&fa@p Date: Myﬁlz/' /4// _-_-20/‘:7/
ALB/ 0

Note: IfSi igned by agent, appellant(s) musl also sign below.

-1 Signature on File

Signature of Appellant(s) or Authorized Agent

Section VI. Agent Authorization

1/We hereby
authorize
to act as my/our representative and to bind me/us in all matters conceming this appeal.

Signature of Appellant(s)

Date:

(8 of 11)
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Signature on File

lthomas
Signature on File
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1 el e Wi
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SEC

JONV. Certifieativg

TherLfmmation and facts stated above are £OMEEt 10 the pest of my/ovr knowledge.

|
\: Date: L#ﬂ, s - gﬂfL

"! Note: 1f signed by r.gens, appellant(s) must alse sign below,

Signature on File

Sectipn V1. Asent Autjorization

W ﬂ‘]r-:mby
authggrize .
10 8¢t as my/our representat ve and to bind me/us in all matters cunc.emh-;?{ts eppeal.

Signatare 01 ppellant(s)

-/

: Date:

(9 of 11)



lthomas
Signature on File
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SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stated above are comect to the best of my/our knowledge, - ~
-

PO B@Y (5 ; Signature on File /

M-Q%J o0cinp C A U5 (pSiehsture of Appellani(s) or Authorizgd Agent

107 Qoyrai v Lo (14 -
Note: If signed by ageat, appellani(s) must also sign bejow.

Section VL. Agent Authorization

1/We hereby
authorize
to act as my/our representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this appeal.

Signature of Appellant(s)

Date:

(10 of 11)
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SECTION V. Certification
The information and facts stated above ate correct to the best of my/our knowlege.

Z

Signature on File
Appeliant(s) or Authorized Agent ;.
i é re ?gf\.\ R D kfbu'h._

- abubu -

Note: if signed by agent, appeflant(s) must also sign below.

Section VI. Agent &nmorizétion

[/We bereby
authotize

to act 83 Tav/our representative and 1o bind me/us in ail matters cocorning this appea!
4

Signature on File

Sianaite of Appellant(s)
Du 2fysriry

(11 of 11)
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Signature on File

lthomas
Signature on File
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