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'SUBJECT: MENDOCINO OOU~TY LCP AMENDMENT No. 1-95 (Major): (Public Hearing 
and Possible Action at the California Coastal Commission meeting of 
March 14, 1996.) 

SYNOPSIS 

AMENDMENT DESCRIPTION: 

The proposed amendment to the Mendocino County LCP. effectively certified in 
September 1992, affects six separate geographic areas. all located north of 
the Navarro River, known collectively as the 1995-A North of Navarro Watershed 
Group. 

The changes proposed by Amendment No. 1-95 are as follows: 

1. SITE ONE CGP 12-89/R 24-91. CREASEY. etc_gll. APN 123-380-08, 
126-020-01. Change the Coastal Plan land use classification and 
rezone 70.14 acres south of Albion from Remote Residential-20 acre 
minimum CRMR-20) to Rural Residential-10 acre minimum (RR-10 and 
RR:l:lO). (See Exhibit Nos. 1-6.) 

2. SITE THO CGP 5-89/R 1-95. PEIRCE/COMER). APN 017-220-44 and 45. 
Change the Coastal Plan land use classification of 96 acres south of 
Fort Bragg from Forest lands-160 acre minimum CFL) to Rural 
Residential-5 acre minimum: Planned Development (RR-S:PD). Rezone 
from Forest Lands CFL) to Rural Residential-5 acre minimum: Planned 
Development (RR:L:5:PD}. <See Exhibit Nos. 7-11.) 



MENDOCINO COUNTY LCP 
AMENDMENT NO. 1-95 (Major) 
Page Two 

3. SITE THREE <GP 29-88/R 22-91. TAYLOR>. APN 069-161-10. Change the 
Coastal Plan land use classification and rezone a 2. 16-acre parcel 
located north of Fort Bragg and south of Cleone from Rural 
Residential-5 acre minimum, 2 acre minimum variable (RR-5 [RR-2]) to 
Rural Residential-5 acre minimum, 2 acre minimum variable, *lC (RR-5 
[RR-2] *lC) which would allow up to a 10-unit inn or a 4-unit B&B by 
conditional use permit. <See Exhibit Nos. 12-23.) 

4. SITE FQUR <GP 4-90/R 21-91. FEAREY/WILSON>. APN 121-020-21. Change 
the Coastal Plan land use classification and rezone 7.5 acres south 
of Little River from Remote Residential-20 acre minimum, 10-unit inn 
and accessory uses (RMR-20 *1, *4) to Remote Residential-20 acre 
minimum, conditional 20-unit inn, motel, or hotel and accessory use~ 
(RMR-20 *2C, *4). (See Exhibit Nos. 24-28.) 

5. SITE FIVE <GP 5-90/R 30-91. WELLS/HEALEY>. APN 123-040-06 and 07. 
Correct the Coastal Plan LUP Map and rezone to transfer the Albion 
River\ Inn Visitor Serving Facility (VSF> designation (*2) to the 
correct parcel. <See Exhibit Nos. 29-32.) 

6. SITE SIX <GP 14-95/R 16-95. KRUZIC). APN 17-310-43 and 58. Change 
the Coastal Plan land use classification of 2.1 acres located south 
of Fort Bragg from Rural Residential-5 acre minimum, Rural 
Residential-1 acre minimum variable (RR-5 [RR-1]) to Rural 
Residential-5 acre minimum, Rural Residential-2 acre minimum variable 
(RR-5 [RR-2]) to facilitate a boundary line adjustment with an 
adjoining two-acre parcel to the east owned by the applicant. Rezone 
from Rural Residential-5 acre minimum, Rural Residential-1 acre · 
minimum variable CRR:L-5 [RRJ to Rural Residential-5 acre minimum, 
Rural Residential-2 acre minimum variable (RR:L-5 [RR:L-2]). (See 
Exhibit Nos. 33-37.) 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Mendocino County•s coastal zone is a varied and scenic area containing many 
valuable and fragile resources that need protection. In 1985 when the Coastal 
Commission reviewed the LUP submitted by the County, the Commission was very 
concerned with the potential large-scale development permitted by the proposed 
densities. The Commission scaled back the County-proposed densities by more 
than half, finding that the fragile coastal resources of the Mendocino County 
could not support such tntense development. Of particular concern to the 
Commission was the issue of Highway One road capacity. Section 30254 of the 
Coastal Act states that it is the intent of the Legislature that Highway One 
remain a stenic two-lane road in rural areas such as Mendocino County 
(excluding the Fort Bragg area). As such, the Commission found it necessary 

... :... .. 
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to reduce the number of potential new parcels permitted under the plan 
originally submitted by the County from 3,400 to approximately 1,500. 

The Commission recognized that in the future, a greater or smaller number of 
potential new parcels might be more appropriate. given that changes might 
occur that would affect highway capacity, such as new road improvements. or 
that development might proceed at a faster or slower pace than anticipated. 
To provide for an orderly process to adjust the number of potential parcels 
allowed under the LCP to reflect conditions as they change over time, the 
Commission approved Policy 3.9-4 of the LUP that required a future review of 
the Land Use Plan. This policy states that following approval of each 500 
additional housing units in the coastal zone, or every five years, whichever 
comes first, the LUP shall be thoroughly reviewed to determine whether Highway 
One capacity used by non-resident travel and visitor accommodations is in 
scale with demand or should be increased or decreased; whether the ~tan 
assumptions about the percentage of possible development likely to occur are 
consistent with experience and whether the allowable build-out limits·should 
be increased or decreased; and whether any significant adverse cumulative 
impacts on coastal resources are apparent~ 

In response to this policy, in 1994 the County hired a traffic consulting firm 
to do a Highway One traffic study that projected traffic conditions for 
certain target years (the County chose 2020 as the target year to be examined) 
for key intersections and the different segments of highway One under 
build-out of the existing LCP, and studied roadway improvements that could 
increase capacity. 

Hhile the State Route 1 Corridor Study and County staff•s subsequent analysis 
provided some of the key information called for by Policy 3.9-4 of the LUP, 
staff does not believe that all of the information contemplated by and 
necessary to satisfy the mandates of the policy has been provided. Hhile the 
traffic information that was generated can be used for planning purposes to 
determine how much traffic additional growth would generate, information that 
addresses the goals of the LUP to determine when and where more development 
would be appropriate, given the limited capacity of Highway One, has not been 
provided. In addition, consistent with Coastal Act Section 30254, increases 
in residential density should not be approved if they preclude other, higher 
priority uses, such as visitor-serving facilities. If there is only a certain 
amount of limited capacity that can be provided for all development, then the 
type of uses that should be allowed to increase density should be explored and 
evaluated, rather than just approving those density increases that are 
proposed first. 

Staff also believes that the County has failed to look at the cumulative 
effect of numerous future plan change proposals that allow increases in 
residential density that would be encouraged by approval of these amendments. 

• 
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Rather. the County has looked at the current set of amendments in isolation as 
if they were a coastal permit application whose impacts could be individually 
mitigated. However, a single property owner cannot shoulder the burden of 
paying for a highway improvement, and infrastructure improvements are not 
mitigation measures that can be imposed on individual property owners without 
an overall study that identifies a method for assessing a property owner's 
fair share of the infrastructure mitigation. 

The Commission has before it today two LCP Amendments that include a total of 
six requests for increases in density, four of which involve density increases 
for residential uses. Another Amendment request currently being processed by 
the County has three additional such requests. The overall picture, when 
taking into account the projected population growth for Mendocino County, 
indicates a trend of greater and greater demand for residential density 
increases that would have far-reaching effects on Mendocino's coastal 
resources. particularly its very limited Highway One capacity. With this in 
mind, and in view of existing traffic conditions on Highway One even though 
most of the LUP capacity allowed for in the approved LUP has not yet been 
built out, the Commission must.determine if and when to allow more potential 
density for non-priority uses under the Coastal Act. 

Therefore. staff recommends that those proposed LCP changes that include 
increases in residential density (Sites One and Two) not be approved due to 
concerns with highway capacity. 

In addition, Site Two should not be approved because it contains significant 
environmentally sensitive habitat that would be adversely affected by the 
development the LCP change would allow in a manner inconsistent with Coastal 
Act Sections 30240 and 30231. Digger Creek, a perennial stream, crosses the 
northern of the two subject parcels on Site Two, and supports a well-developed 
riparian community. In addition, the botanist has indicated that there are 
rare and endangered pygmy cypress trees on the site, and that the site may 
contain two additional rare and endangered plant species. 

Here the parcel to be subdivided, a road would need to be improved to serve 
the new parcels, requiring culverting and widening that would have significant 
adverse impacts on Digger CreeK and surrounding buffer and habitat area. 
Furthermore, the presence of rare and endangered pygmy cypress trees and 
sensitive riparian habitat severely limits the potential to create any 
additional parcels wi~hout degrading environmentally sensitive habitat. 

In addition, Site Two contains timber resources that have been classified as 
timber site class IV for Douglas fir, which qualifies as a coastal commercJal 
timberland. Since the amendment for Site Two requests redesignating to 
residential use property that is suitable for timber production. the amendment 
is inconsistent with Coastal Act Policy 30243, which states that the long-term 
productivity of timberlands shall be protected. 

• 
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Staff recommends that upon completion of the public hearing, the Commission 
deny Sites One and Two of this LCP Amendment as submitted, and deny Site Three 
as submitted but approve it with Suggested Modifications, based on the 
findings that those portions of this amendment, as submitted, are not 
consistent with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Staff further 
recommends that upon the completion of the public hearing, the Commission 
approve Sites Four. Five, and Six of this LCP amendment. based on the findings 
that those portions of this amendment are consistent with the policies of 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 

The motion and resolution for denial for the Land Use Plan portion of the 
amendment for Sites One and Two can be found on Page 9. The motion and 
resolution for denial of the Implementation Program portion of the amendment 
for Sites One and Two can be found on Page 10. 

The County did not specifically request in its resolutions transmitting the 
LCP Amendment request that the Commission suggest modifications for any 

·portions of the LCP Amendment that the Commission does not certify. Staff 
recommends denial of Sites One and Two and does not recommend suggested 
modifications because staff is unable to formulate suggested modifications 
that would adequately address the Highway One capacity issue. Staff's view is 
that no amendments that increase density for residential uses should be 
certified until a study 1s performed on how best to allocate the remaining 
capacity of Highway One among competing land uses and locations to assure that 
priority uses will be accommodated and to ensure that adequate mitigation for 
the cumulative impacts on highway capacity will be provided on an equitable 
basis by individual property owners. 

The motions and resolutions for denial for the Land Use portion of the 
amendment as submitted for Site Three, and for approval if modified can be 
found on Pages 9 and 10 respectively. The motions and resolutions for denial 
for the Implementation Program portion of the amendment as submitted for Site 
Three, and for approval if modified, can be found on Pages 10 and 11. 

The motion and resolution for approval for the Land Use Plan portion of the 
amendment for Sites Four, Five, and Six can be found on Page 12. The motion 
and resolution for approval of the Implementation Program portion of the 
amendment for Sites Four, Five, and Six can be found on Page 13. 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

For additional information about the proposed amendment, please contact Jo 
Ginsberg at the North Coast Area office at the above address. (415) 904-5260. 
Please mail correspondence to the Commission to the same address. 
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ANALYSIS CRITERIA: 

To approve the amendment to the Land Use Plan portion of the Mendocino County 
Local Coastal Program, the Commission must find that the LUP, as amended, is 
consistent with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. To approve the 
amendment to the Implementation Program portion of the LCP, the Commission 
must find that the Implementation Program, as amended. is consistent with and 
adequate to carry out the amended Land Use Plan. 
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I. MOTIONS AND RESOLUTIONS 

A. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON LUP AMENDMENT FOR SITES ONE. TWO. AND THREE. AS 
SUBMITTED: 

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution and 
related findings. as introduced by Motion I: 

MOTION 1: DENIAL OF THE LAND USE PLAN PORTION OF AMENDMENT NO. 1-95. AS 
SUBMITTED. FOR SITES ONE. TWO. AND THREE 

"I hereby move that the Commission certify Amendment No. 1-95 to the 
Land Use Plan portion of the Mendocino County Local Coastal Program as 
submitted by the County for Sites One, Two, and Three." 

Staff recommends·a NO vote. An affirmative vote by a majority of the 
appointed members of the Commission is required to pass the motion. 

RESOLUTION I: 

The Commission hereby denies certification for Sites One, Two. and Three of 
Amendment 1-95 (identified as GP 12-89, Creasey. etc al; GP 5-89, 
Peirce/Carner; and GP 29-88, Taylor) to the land Use Plan portion of the 
Mendocino County Local Coastal Program for the specific reasons discussed 
below in the findings on the grounds that, as submitted, they do not meet the 
requirements of and are not in conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 

8~ STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON LUP AMENDMENT FOR SITE THREE. IF MODIFIED AS 
SUGGESTED: 

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution and 
related findings, as introduced by Motion II: 

MOTION II: APPROVAL OF LAND USE PLAN PORTION OF AMENDMENT NO. 1-95 FOR 
SITE THREE. IF MODIFIED AS SUGGESTED 

"I hereby move that the Commission certify Amendment No. 1-95 to the 
Land Use Plan portion of the Mendocino County Local Coastal Program for 
Site Three, if modified as suggested.~~ 

Staff recommends a YES vote. An affirmative vote by a majority of the 
appointed members of the Commission is required to pass the motion. 
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RESOLUTION II: 

The Commission hereby certifies Site Three of Amendment 1-95 (identified as GP 
29-88, Taylor) to the Land Use Plan portion of the Mendocino County Local 
Coastal Program for the specific reasons discussed below in the findings on 
the grounds that, as modified, it meets the requirements of and is in 
conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION FOR SITE THREE: 

Certification of the amendment to the Land Use Plan for Site Three is subject 
to the following modification: 

1. SUGGESTED MQDIFICATION #1: 

A note shall be placed on the Land Use Plan map that any visitor serving 
accommodations developed on the subject parcel shall not be visible from major 
visitor destinations or particularly scenic areas within MacKerricher State 
Park, including but not limited to the Lake Cleone picnic area and nature 
trail, and the haul road. 

C. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON IMPLEMENTATION PRQGRAM AMENDMENT FOR SITES ONE. 
THQ. AND THREE AS SUBMITTED: 

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution and 
related findings, as introduced by Motion III: · 

MQTION III: DENIAL OF THE IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM PORTION OF AMENDMENT 
NO. 1-95 AS SUBMITTED FOR SITES ONE. TWO. AND THREE 

"I hereby move that the Commission reiect the Implementation Program for 
Amendment No. 1-95 to the Mendocino County Local Coastal Program as 
submitted by the County for Sites One, Two, and Three." 

Staff recommends a~ vote, and the adoption of the following resolution and 
findings. This motion requires a majority of the Commissioners present to 
pass. 

RESOLUTION III: 

The Commission hereby rejects the amendment to the Implementation Program of 
the County of Mendocino for Sites One, Two, and Three (identified as R 24-91, 
Creasey, etc al; R 1-95, Peirce/Carner; and R 22-91, Taylor> of Amendment No. 
1-95 based on the findings set forth below on the grounds that the zoning 
ordinance, zoning map, and other implementing materials do not conform with 
and are not adequate to carry out the provisions of the Land Use Plan. 



.. 

MENDOCINO COUNTY LCP 
AMENDMENT NO. 1-95 (Major) 
Page Eleven 

D. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM AMENDMENT FOR SITE THREE. 
IF MODIFIED AS SUGGESTED: 

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution and 
related findings, as introduced by Motion IV: 

MOTION IV: APPROVAL OF IMPLEMENTATION PLAN PORTION OF AMENDMENT NO. 
1-95. IF MODIFIED AS SUGGESTE9 FOR SITE THREE: 

I hereby move that the Commission reject the Implementation Program 
Portion of Amendment No. 1-95 for Site Three, if modified as suggested. 11 

Staff recommends a NQ vote. which would result in the adoption of the 
following resolution and findings. An affirmative vote of a majority of the 
Commissioners present is needed to pass the motion. 

RESOLUTION IV: 

The Commission hereby approves certification of the Zoning and Implementation 
Portion of Mendocino County LCP Amendment No. 1-95 for Site Three, if modified 
as suggested, for the reasons discussed in the findings below on the grounds 
that. as modified, the zoning ordinance, zoning map, and other im~lementing 
materials conform with and are adequate to carry out the provisions of the 
Land Use Plan as certified. There are no feasible alternatives or feasible 
mitigation measures available that would substantially lessen any significant 
adverse impacts. within the meaning of CEQA. that the approval of the Zoning 
and Implementation Program if modified would have on the environment. 

SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS FOR SITE THREE: 

Certification of the amendment to the Implementation Program Amendment for 
Site Three are subject to the following modifications: 

2. SUGGESTED MODIFICATION #2: 

Section 20.440.005, "Limitation on Uses, 11 shall be amended to include the 
following subsection: 

(H) Areas adjacent to parks and recreation areas. New development 
adjacent to parks and recreation areas shall not be visible from 
major visitor destinations or particularly scenic areas of nearby 
parks and recreation areas. 
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3. SUGGESTED MODIFICATION #3: 

The new zoning designation for the subject parcel shall be RR-5[RR-2l *lCCH> 
which would allow a conditional 10-unit inn or 4-unit bed and breakfast inn 
with the combining district overlay of CH> -restrictions on visibility from 
parks and recreation areas. 

4. SUGGESTED MODIFICATION #4: 

A note shall be placed on the Zoning Map that any visitor serving 
accommodations developed on the subject parcel shall not be visible from major 
visitor destinations or particularly scenic areas within MacKerricher State 
Park, including but not limited to the Lake Cleone picnic area and nature 
trail, and the haul road. 

E. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON LUP AMENDMENT FOR SITES FQUR. FIVE. AND SIX AS 
SUBMITTED 

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the·following resolution and 
related findings, as introduced by Motion V: 

MQTION V: APPROVAL OF THE LAND USE PLAN pQRTION OF AMENDMENT NO. 1-95 
for SITES FQUR. FIVE. AND SIX AS SUBMITTED 

"I hereby move that the Commission certify Amendment No. 1-95 to the 
Land Use Plan portion of the Mendocino County Local Coastal Program as 
submitted by the County for Sites Four, Five, and Six ... 

Staff recommends a YES vote. An affirmative vote by a majority of the 
appointed members of the Commission is required to pass the motion. 

RESOLUTION V: 

The Commission hereby certifies Sites Four, Five, and Six of Amendment 1-95 
(identified as GP 4-90, Fearey/Hilson; GP 5-90. Hells/Healy; and GP 14-95. 
Kruzic> to the Land Use Plan portion of the Mendocino County Local Coastal 
Program for the specific reasons discussed below in the findings on the 
grounds that. as submitted. they meet the requirements of and are in 
conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 

F. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON IMPLEMENTATION PRQGRAM AMENDMENT FOR SITES FOUR. 
FIVE AND SIX AS SUBMITTED: 

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the-following resolution and 
related findings. as introduced by Motion VI: 
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MOTION VI: APPROVAL OF THE IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM PORTION OF AMENDMENT 
NO. 1-95 AS SUBMITTED FOR SITES FOUR. FIVE. AND SIX 
11 1 hereby move that the Commission reject the Implementation Program for 
Amendment No. 1-95 to the Mendocino County Local Coastal Program as 
submitted by the County for Sites Four. Five, and Six ... 

Staff recommends a HQ vote, and the adoption of the following resolution and 
findings. This motion requires a majority of the Commissioners· present to 
pass. 

RESOLUTION VI: 

The Commission hereby approves certification of the Zoning and Implementation 
Portion of Mendocino County LCP Amendment 1-95 as submitted for Sites Four. 
Five. and Six (identified as R 21-91, Fearey/Wilson; R 30-91, Wells/Healy; and 
R 16-95, Kruzic) based on the findings set forth below on the grounds that the 
zoning ordinance, zoning map, and other implementing materials conform with 
and are adequate to carry out the provisions of the Land Use Plan as 
certified. There are no feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 
available that would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts. 
within the meaning of CEQA, that the approval of the Zoning and Implementation 
Program would have on the environment. 

II. SITE AND PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS FOR PROPOSED LCP AMENDMENT SITES: 

A. Site One <GP 12-89/R 24-91. Creasey. etc_ill. 

The proposal requests to change the Coastal Land Use Plan classification and 
rezone 70.14 acres comprising one parcel and a portion of a second parcel 
located south of Albion from Remote Residential-20 acre minimum (RMR-20) to 
Rural Residential-10 acre minimum (RR-10 and RR:L:lO). 

The proposal originally before the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors in 
October of 1995 was to reclassify and rezone 90.14 acres. comprising two 
separate legal parcels, including 20 acres in the southeast portion of the 
site that are very steeply sloped. On October 23, 1995 the County approved 
reclassification and rezoning of only 70.14 acres, determining that the 
southeast 20 acres should remain Remote Residential-20 acre minimum based on 
development constraints on these 20 acres such as steepness of slope and the 
highly scenic designation. 

The project site is located approximately two miles south of Albion, on the 
Navarro Headland, upland of Highway One and accessed from Navarro Ridge Road. 
The southwest portion of the site is steeply sloped. There is a small 
watercourse in the northwest corner of the site, and a large population of the 
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rare and endangered plant swamp harebell <Camoanula californica) growing in 
the marshy area associated with the watercourse. The southern portion of the 
site is within a designated "Highly Scenic Area." 

B. Site Two <GP 5-89/R 1-95. Pe1rce/Comer>. 

The proposal is to reclassify the Coastal Plan land use designation and rezone 
93 acres comprising two parcels from Forest Land CFL) to Rural Residential-5 
acre minimum, Planned Development <RR-5:PD and RR:L:S:PD). The site is 
located approximately two miles south of Fort Bragg, east of Highway One • 

• 
The original application to the County in 1995 was to reclassify and rezone 
the subject property from Forest Land to Rural Residential-5. On October 23. 
1995 the County approved the project, adding the Planned Development 
designation to allow the future subdivision design to average density over the 
property, thereby addressing the following issues: Maintenance of a 10-acre 
minimum Jot size adjacent to Timberland Production (TP) lands to the 
southeast; protection of botanical resources including riparian habitat areas; 
avoidance of areas with soils less suitable for septic systems; and 
facilitation of a more efficient road pattern. 

The Mendocino County Board of Supervisors• resolution states that it is the 
Board's intent that potential impacts to Digger Creek. which supports numerous 
biological resources and the local economy as represented by the Mendocino 
Coast Botanical Gardens and Fort Bragg Trout Farm. shall be mitigated at the 
development stage through the Planned Development designation and subdivision 
design. The Board further stated their intent that future subdivision and use 
permit design maintain a minimum parcel size of 10 acres together with a 
residential setback of at least 200 feet from adjacent lands designated Timber 
Preserve Zone. 

The project site, consisting of 93 acres comprising two parcels. is located 
approximately two miles south of Fort Bragg, 1/2-mile east of Highway One. 
near Boice Lane. Digger Creek, a perennial stream. runs through the northern 
of the two subject parcels, and supports considerable riparian habitat. 
constituting an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA). In addition, 
rare and endangered pygmy cypress trees grow on both of the subject parcels. 

c. Site Three <GP 29-88/R 22-91. Taylor>. 

The subject property is 2.16 acres and contains a one-story single-family 
residence. The proposal is to reclassify the Coastal Plan land use 
designation and rezone from Rural Residential-5 acre minimum, two acre minimum 
variable (RR-5 [RR-2]) to Rural Residential-5 acre minimum, two acre minimum 
variable. *lC CRR-5 [RR-2] *lC) to allow a conditional 10-unit inn or 4-unit 
bed and breakfast inn. 
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According to the County, the applicants intend to develop a visitor serving 
accommodation by phased development. first establishing three or four units in 
the existing house (a second story would be added to the existing structure). 
The remaining units would be detached from the main structure. 

The project site is located on the west side of Highway One just south of 
Cleone, on the north side of Qua}l Lane in a quiet, rural residential area. 
The site is relatively flat, and contains some riparian habitat in the 
northern third of the property, where there is a drainage and watercourses. 
In addition, the site may support some rare Point Reyes horkelia (Horkelia 
marinensis). 

The subject parcel is in an area designated in the County's LUP as "Highly 
Scenic" and is visible from several locations in nearby MacKerricher State 
Park. · 

D. Site Four <GP 4-90/R 21-91. Fearey/Wilson). 

The subject property is 7.5 acres and contains an existing twelve-unit inn. 
The proposal is to change the Coastal Plan land use classification and rezone 
from Remote Residential-20 acre minimum, 10-unit inn and accessory uses 
(RMR-20, *1, *4) to Remote Residential-20 acre minimum, conditional 20-unit 
inn, motel, or hotel and accessory uses (RMR-20, *2C, *4). 

The applicants intend to add eight additional units to the existing 12-unit 
inn. The inn currently consists of five separate cottages and seven rooms in 
two separate structures. Additionally, the property is developed with two 
single-famly residences, a 48-seat restaurant (not currently operating), a 
tank house, and a garden house. The majority of the site development has 
taken place near the center of the property. 

The project site is located on the east side of Highway One about a half-mile 
south of Little River, immediately north of Schoolhouse Creek. The site 
slopes moderately west to Highway One, and contains riparian habitat adjacent 
to Schoolhouse Creek at the southerly property line. The site may support the 
rare and endangered swamp harebell (Campanula californica). 

The subject parcel, although east of Highway One, is in an area designated in 
the County's LUP as "Highly Scenic." The existing structures, which are set 
back from the highway and are screened by trees and other veyetation. are 
barely visible from Highway One. 

E. _Site Five (GP 5-90/R 30-91. Wells/Healy). 

The County requests that the adopted land use and zoning maps be amended by 
relocating the ... 2 .. map symbol from APN 123-040-07 to APN 123-040-06 to 
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reflect the correct location of the existing Albion River Inn. thereby 
correcting a recognized mapping error. 

The General Plan Amendment submitted by the applicants to the County also 
included a second component, requesting that the land use classification and 
zoning be changed from Remote Residential-20 acre minimum; motel, inn, or 
hotel, maximum 20 units (RMR-20, *2) to Remote Residential-20 acre minimum, 
resort as conditional use (RMR-20, *5C). This change would have allowed up to 
nine new inn units, pursuant to zoning code density limitations of three units 
per acre. 

On October 23, 1995 the County denied this portion of the General Plan 
Amendment request, based on numerous concerns about site development 
constraints, such as the need to protect existing riparian habitat, a limited 
area for sewage disposal, the need for blufftop setbacks for structures and 
leach fields, a concern about geologic hazards, a need for building setbacks 
from property lines and other structures, the presence of archaeological 
resources that must be protected, and the fact that the site is located west 
of Highway One in a designated "Highly Scenic Area." The County Board of 
Supervisors concluded that the site had reached a scale of development where 
further development would exceed the capacity of the site to accommodate 
additional development without causing a general degradation of the site•s 
environmental quality. 

As a result, the proposed LCP Amendment for Site Five contains only the 
approved component consisting of a request to transfer the Albion River 
Visitor Serving Facility (VSF> designation (*2) to the correct parcel. 

The subject site is nine acres in size, and contains 20 existing inn units, a 
restaurant, detached office and supply building, storage barn, parking lot, 
water storage tank, combination guest lounge/conference area/storage/laundry 
facility, well, septic system, and substantial landscaped area. 

F. Site Six CGP 14-95/R 26-95. Kruzic). 

Mendocino County requests to change the Coastal Plan land use classification 
of 2.1 acres from Rural Residential-5 acre minimum, Rural Residential-1 acre 
minimum variable (RR-5 [RR-1]) to Rural Residential-5 acre minimum, Rural 
Residential-2 acre minimum variable (RR-5 [RR-2]) and rezone from Rural 
Residential-5 acre minimum, Rural Residential-1 acre minimum variable <RR:L-5 
[RRJ to Rural Residential-5 acre minimum, Rural Residential-2 acre minimum 
variable (RR:L-5 [RR:L-2]) to facilitate a boundary line adjustment with a 
two-acre parcel immediately to the east owned by the same property owner. 

Several previous minor subdivisions and a previous LCP Amendment for the site 
were approved, resulting in the current two-parcel configuration classified as 
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Rural Residential-5 acre minimum parcel size, one-acre minimum with proof of 
water. The property owner wants to reclassify and rezone the two legal 
parcels of 1 and 1.1 acres (APN 17-310-43 and 58) to Rural Residential-5 acre 
minimum, two-acre minimum variable to allow consideration of a boundary line 
adjustment between APN 17-310-58 and his two-acre parcel (APN 17-310-60) 
immediately to the east, currently classified RR-5 [RR-2]. A boundary line 
adjustment cannot be approved under the existing classifications because APN 
17-310-58 and 60 both conform to the minimum parcel size of their respective 
land use classifications. while the boundary line adjustment would create a 
parel which does not conform to the minimum parcel size of the RR-5 [RR-2] 
classification. Tne requested change from RR-5 (RR-1] to RR-5 [RR-2] would 
result in two one-acre parcels which now conform to the one-acre minimum 
parcel size designation being smaller than and therefore non-conforming with 
the new two-acre minimum parcel size designation. However. this change would 
eliminate the existing island of "growth-inducing" RR-1 classified land which 
is now surroundetl by RR-2 classified lands. 

This request is a revision of an original application to the County proposing 
to reclassify the two-acre parcel to the east (APN 17-310-60) from RR-5 [RR-21 
to RR-5 [RR-1] to allow consideration of a boundary line adjustment with APN 
17-310-58; however, the original proposal would have potentially permitted the 
division of 17-310-60 into two one-acre parcels, thereby creating potential 
impacts. The revised application to the County in 1995 was the result of 
discussions between County staff and the applicant to identify other 
alternatives which would decrease impacts and accomplish the landowner's 
objective. No increase in land use density or intensity, or additional road 
construction would occur as a result of the proposed land use change or a 
subsequent coastal development boundary line adjustment. 

The property consists of two one-acre parcels each containing one dwelling. 
The site is located on Boice Lane, 2.5 miles south of Fort Bragg, east of 
Highway One. The site is relatively flat, and contains no environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas. 

III. ADQITIONAL FINQINGS APPLICABLE TO ALL SITES: 

A. Highway One Capacity/Traffic Impacts. 

Four of the six changes to the County's LCP proposed by this amendment will 
result in increases in density, two of residential uses, and two of visitor 
serving uses. 

The Commission denies the LCP Amendment for Sites One and Two, as submitted, 
in large part due to concerns over how such amendments affect the traffic 
carrying capacity of Highway One. State Highway One is one of California's 
most valuable scenic resources and provides the principal means for 
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Californians to access the coast. Highway One along the Mendocino coast 
experiences a steady stream of tourist traffic all year long, with traffic 
peaks between April and October. State Highway One has also been designated a 
Pacific Coast Bicentennial Route. and is very popular with touring cyclists. 
As noted in the 1990 OKS Associates State Route 1 Capacity and Development 
Study, Mendocino Coast residents find themselves competing with vacationers 
for the limited capacity of State Route 1. Due to the highway's scenic 
qualities, heavy use by recreational vehicles as well as logging trucks, and 
limited passing opportunities along much of its length, Highway One's traffic 
carryinq capacity is less than that of other two-lane roads. 

Coastal Act Section 30254 states that it is the intent of the Legislature that 
State Highway One in rural areas of the coastal zone remain a scenic two-lane 
road, and that where existing or planned public works facilities can 
accommodate only a limited amount of new development, services to coastal 
dependent land use, essential public services and basic industries vital to 
the economic health of the region, state, or nation, public recreation, 
commercial recreation, and visitor-serving land uses shall not be precluded by 
other development. Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act also requires that new 
development not have significant adverse effects, either individually or 
cumulatively, on coastal resources. 

Because the only north-south arterial in coastal Mendocino County is Highway 
One, the requirements of Section 30254 are a limiting factor on the potential 
for new development in Mendocino County. In addition, Section 30254 requires 
that high priority uses of the coast not be precluded by other, lower-priority 
uses when highway capacity is limited. 

Hhile curves can be straightened, gulches bridged, and shoulders widened, the 
basic configuration of the highway will remain much the same due to 
topography, existing lot patterns, and the priorities of Caltrans to improve 
the state's highway system in other areas. To assess the limited Highway One 
capacity, a study was prepared for the Commission in 1979 as a tool for · 
coastal planning in Marin, Sonoma, and Mendocino counties (Highway 1 Capacity 
Study). The study offered some possibilities for increasing capacity and 
describes alternative absolute minimum levels of service. Because highway 
capacity is an important determinative for the LUP, the Commission's highway 
study was re-evaluated by the LUP consultant and alternative assumptions were 
tested. 

The Highway One Capacity Study de·scribed then-current use of different 
segments of Highway One in terMs of levels of service categories. Such 
categories are commonly used in traffic engineering studies to provide a 
measure of traffic congestion, and typically range from Level of Service A 
(best conditions) to Level of Service F (worst condition). The 1979 Highway 
One Capacity Study determined that only the leg of Highway One between Highway 
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128 and Mallo Pass Creek was at Service Level D (unstable flow; low freedom to 
maneuver; unsatisfactory conditions for most drivers> during peak hours of use 
in 1979; all other legs were at Level E. Service Level E (difficult speed 
selection and passing; low comfort) is the calculated capacity of the 
highway. At Level F (forced flow>. volume is lower. Along the Mendocino 
coast. peak hour can be expected to occur between noon and 5 p.m. on summer 
Sundays. 

Highway capacity was recognized by the Commission as a constraint that limits 
new development, as new development generates more traffic that uses more 
capacity and a lack of available capacity results in over-crowded highways for 
long periods of time. Prior to certification of the County's LCP, the 
Commission denied numerous applications for land divisions, based partially on 
highway capacity constraints, and also denied several Land Use Plan amendments 
partially based on highway capacity constraints (e.g., 1-86, Tregoning; 3-87, 
Moores; and 2-90~ Long). The Commission has also denied certification of 
several LUPs throughout the State because of limited highway capacity (City of 
Monterey, Skyline Segment; Malibu; and Marina del Rey/Ballona), as these LUPs 
did not reserve available capacity for priority uses and did not provide 
adequate measures to mitigate the adverse cumulative impacts of new 
development. 

The Commission also initially denied Mendocino County's LUP, based in part on 
highway constraints. The County started its public hearings on the LUP with a 
consultant-prepared plan and accompanying maps and a document containing 
comments from the advisory committees and Commission staff. The draft plan 
was designed to allow new development in locations and densities that at 
build-out would have resulted in no segment of Highway One being more than 20 
percent over capacity at Service Level E at certain peak hours. The plan, as 
submitted, would have allowed Highway One traffic to exceed capacity on 
Saturday and Sundays afternoons and on weekdays during the summer months of 
July and August. 

The County used various criteria to establish the density and intensity of 
uses for the LUP. The County considered a variety of incomes, lifestyles. and 
location preferences, and each community's desired amount and rate of growth, 
as well ·as provision for a maximum variety of housing opportunities. However, 
the Commission found that however important those criteria were, they did not 
reflect the requirements of the Coastal Act to concentrate development into 
areas which are developed or areas able to accommodate it, to minimize adverse 
impacts on coastal resources, and to give priority to designated uses. 

The plan as it was submitted did not provide for mechanisms to resolve issues 
such as limited Highway One capacity, the failure to reserve remaining 
capacity for high priority uses, and the lack of mitigation requirements for 
development that would adversely affect the remaining highway capacity. These 
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issued had been discussed and resolved by the Commission in previously handled 
LUPs, where the Commission consistently found that Section 30254 of the 
Coastal Act requires Highway One to remain a scenic two-lane road, which has a 
limited capacity, and that coastal-dependent land uses, commercial and public 
recreation, and visitor-serving land uses shall be not precluded by other 
development. 

Hhen it eventually certified the Mendocino County Land Use Plan with Suggested 
Modifications, the Commission found that too much build-out of the Mendocino 
coast would severely impact the recreational experience of Highway One and its 
availability for access to other recreational destination points. The LUP as 
originally submitted would have allowed for 3,400 new residential parcels to 
be created potentially. The Commission found 121 geographic areas that were 
not in conformance with Section 30250 of the Coastal Act. The County reviewed 
these areas, and agreed to a proposed modification that would result in a 
redesignation of'the identified non-conforming areas. thus reducing the total 
number of new residential parcels which potentially could be created by 
approximately 1,500. In other words, the Commission reduced by more than half 
the number of potential new parcels that could b~ created under the certified 
LUP, based on its conclusion that, given the information available at that 
time, approximately 1,500 new parcels was the maximum number of new parcels 
Highway One could accommodate while remaining a scenic, two-lane road. 

The Commission recognized that in the future, a greater or smaller number of 
potential new parcels might be more appropriate, given that changes might 
occur that would affect highway capacity, such as new road improvements. or 
that development might proceed at a faster or slower pace than anticipated. 
To provide for an orderly process to adjust the number of potential parcels 
allowed under the LCP to reflect conditions as they change over time, the 
Commission approved Policy 3.9-4 of the LUP that required a future review of 
the Land Use Plan. 

Policy 3.9-4 of the County's LUP states that: 

Following approval of each 500 additional housing units in the 
coastal zone, or every 5 years, whichever comes first, the Land Use 
Plan shall be thoroughly reviewed to determine: 

Hhether the Highway 1 capacity used by non-resident travel and 
visitor accommodations is in scale with demand or should be 
increased or decreased. 

Hhether the plan assumptions about the percentage of possible 
development likely to occur are consistent with experience and 
whether the allowable build-out limits should be increased or 
decreased. 

Hhether any significant adverse cumulative effects on coastal 
resources are apparent. 
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In response to this policy. in 1994 the County hired a transportation 
consultant firm to do a study (titled the State Route 1 Corridor Study) that 
would determine the impact to Highway One traffic carrying capacity from the 
build-out of the Coastal Element of the General Plan. The focus of the study 
was to project future traffic volumes which would be generated by potential 
development allowed by the Coastal Element in the coastal zone and by 
potential development from growth areas outside of the coastal zone that 
affect traffic conditions on Highway One. The traffic impact on the level of 
service (LOS> of study intersections and segments on Highway One based on 
incremental build-out scenarios was then determined (LOS A through E was 
considered acceptable in most locations; LOS F was considered unacceptable). 
The study also identified roadway improvement options available for increasing 
capacity on Highway One and other roadways that affect the Highway One 
corridor. 

Using the information in the study, County staff evaluated the traffic impacts 
of the proposed LCP changes based on a "75/50" scenario (existing development 
plus development on 75~ of existing vacant parcels plus development on 5~ of 
potential new parcels plus 75~ of commercial, industrial. and visitor-serving 
facility build-out potential by the year 2020), which they believe represents 
the maximum feasible build-out based on past and projected development 
patterns. Thus. for example, in the case of each part of the subject LCP 
Amendment, County staff first noted what the projected Levels of Service 
during peak times would be in the year 2020 for the relevant road segments and 
intersections under the existing LCP using the 75/50 build-out scenario, then 
determined what additional traffic would be generated by the density increase 
proposed by the LCP Amendment, and, finally, determined what roadway 
improvements, if any, would be necessary to keep the Levels of Service within 
acceptable parameters (up to and including LOS E) if the density increases of 
the amendment were approved. 

While the State Route 1 Corridor Study and County staff's subsequent analysis 
provided some of the key information called for by Policy 3.9-4 of the LUP, 
not all information contemplated by and necessary to satisfy the mandates of 
the policy has been provided. While the traffic information that was 
generated can be used for planning purposes to determine how much traffic 
additional growth would generate, information that addresses the goals of the 
LUP to determine when and where more development would be appropriate given 
the limited highway capacity has not been provided. In addition, consistent 
with Coastal Act Section 30254, increases in residential density should not be 
approved if they preclude other. higher priority uses, such as visitor-serving 
facilities. If there is only a certain amount of limited capacity that can be 
provided for all development, then the type of uses that should be allowed to 
increase density should be explored and evaluated. Rather, it appears that 
the County is reviewing the proposed LCP changes as if they were permit 
applications, generally assuming that the use is appropriate and merely 
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determining how best to mitigate the impacts, and just approving those density 
increases that are proposed first. Furthermore. the need for greater density, 
when so many vacant parcels remain undeveloped, has not been thus far 
demonstrated. Until a planning study is performed that provides the thorough 
review of the LUP called for by Policy 3.9-4 to demonstrate the appropriate 
amount of density increases that should be allowed and where such increases 
should take place without overtaxing Highway One's limited capacity, the 
Commission finds that it must deny proposals for increases in residential 
density. 

The Commission notes that a property owner does not have an absolute right to 
change Land Use Plan and Zoning designations to accommodate uses or 
developments that are not allowed by current designations for his or her 
property. While a property owner may have certain development-based 
expectations when he or she purchases a property to develop uses currently 
allowed by an LUP and Zoning, no such expectations are recognized for 
developing uses not allowed by the LUP and Zoning. 

The Commission further notes that in some cases, density increases are 
proposed where infrastructure improvements that would require funding from 
more than one developer would be necessary to achieve acceptable highway 
levels of service. Neither the Commission nor the County has any way of 
knowing if these improvements will take place, when they will take place, and 
who will pay for them. The Commission finds that 1t would be appropriate for 
the LCP amendment request to contain, as part of the proposal, a plan 
describing how these improvements will be effectuated and how developers can 
contribute their fair share. Hithout some plan as to how these improvements 
will be effectuated, it is not appropriate to approve increases in density 
that will result in unacceptable levels of service without such improvements. 

As opposed to situations where necessary mitigation measures can reasonably be 
expected to be carried out by individual property owners, such as landscape 
screening to protect visual resources, or establishing buffer areas to protect 
riparian habitat, a single property owner cannot bear the burden of major 
highway or infrastructure improvements at the time a specific development 
proposal is made. Therefore, the Commission does not agree with the County 
that the time to consider how to finance necessary infrastructure improvements 
is at the development stage, since the Commission has no assurance that such 
improvements necessary to offset increased burdens on highway capacity from 
increases in density could be undertaken. The Commission thus finds proposed 
LCP changes that will result in increases in residential density on a · 
first-come, first-served basis inconsistent with Coastal Act Sections 30254 
and 30250(a), as they do not ensure that highway capacity will be reserved for 
higher priority coastal land uses, or that an acceptable road service level 
can be maintained. 
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In addition, when looked at in isolation. it may not appear that approving any 
particular proposal for a density increase will have much impact. when the 
potential for only a few new parcels is created by each such proposal. 
However, consistent with Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act, the cumulative 
impact of numerous LCP Amendments allowing increases in residential density on 
highway capacity and other coastal resources must also be addressed. looking 
at each new project in isolation fails to take into account the devastating 
effect numerous projects would have if approved in this fashion. The 
Commission has before it today two lCP Amendments containing a total of six 
proposals that ~eek to increase density. These changes could increase the 
number of new residential lots by as many as 40, increasing the number of lots 
per site by a minimum of 1001 and by as much as 16001. In addition, the 
County is currently processing a General Plan Amendment that contains three 
proposals for density increases. which will be submitted shortly to the 
Commission as an lCP Amendment request. 

For a number of years, the County did not submit lCP Amendments that included 
requests for increases in density because the County was having traffic 
information gerrerated. The two lCP Amendments before the Commission today 
represent the first lCP Amendments submitted to the Commission since 
completion of the Highway One traffic study, and Commission approval of these 
amendments would certainly encourage more such amendments in the future. 

The OKS State Route 1 Study indicates a steady increase in traffic volumes 
north of State Route 128, particularly in the Albion, Mendocino, and Fort 
Bragg areas. The projected dramatic population increase for Mendocino County 
between 1990 and 2020 (681) is indicative of future accelerated development 
pressures and demand for additional land division and housing. To approve 
unwarranted increases in residential density, particularly in the area north 
of Highway 128, without reserving highway capacity for high priority uses, 
would compromise the requirement in the Coastal Act that Highway One must 
remain a scenic two-lane road in rural areas. 

Regarding the proposal for Site One (Creasey. etc al), in 1990 Caltrans 
indicated that State Route 1 at the project location operates at Level of 
Service E. and is expected to further degenerate to F by the year 2010. The 
State Route 1 Corridor Study projected level of Service E by the year 2020. 
The Commission finds that even if level of Service E is maintained by the year 
2020, the proposed residential density increase is unwarranted and unjustified. 

As discussed above, Highway One has very limited remaining traffic capacity, 
and that which is remaining should be allotted according to a plan that does 
not preclude high priority uses such as visitor serving or coastal dependent 
uses. rather than simply approving increases in residential density on a 
first-come, first-served basis. If the proposed LCP Amendment for Site One 
were approved. an additional five parcels could be created, an increase of 
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2501. The Commission therefore finds that the proposed LUP Amendment for Site 
One is inconsistent with and inadequate to carry out Coastal Act Sections 
30254 and 30250(a), and that the proposed Implementation Program Amendment for 
Site One is inconsistent with and inadequate to carry out the Land Use Plan .. 

Regarding the proposal for Site Two <Peirce/Comer), the State Route 1 Corridor 
Study indicates that under the 75/50 development scenario, one intersection 
and two road segments affected by the proposed project will be at Level of 
Service F (considered unacceptable) by the year 2020. The study suggests that 
installation of a traffic signal at the affected intersection would improve 
the projected level of service by the year 2020 from F to C. The study also 
suggests that installation of left turn lanes to allow passing would improve 
one of the affected road segments from road level of service F to E, and that 
construction of two additional lanes at the other road segment would improve 
road level of service from F to A. · 

If the proposed LCP Amendment were approved, as many as 17 new parcels could 
be created, an increase of 850t. When looked at in conjunction with the other 
proposed residential increases in density, plus all existing certified 
development potential, the potential for significant cumulative impacts on 
Highway One•s carrying capacity is enormous. 

Furthermore, as noted above, the Commission cannot reasonably expect one 
property owner to shoulder the burden of paying for a highway improvement such 
as a traffic signal or construction of a new lane, so it is unreasonable to 
assume that the infrastructure improvements necessary to achieve an acceptable 
level of road service will automatically take place should this LCP amendment 
be approved. In other words, infrastructure improvements are not mitigation 
measures the County can readily impose on individual property owners, such as 
requiring landscape screening to mitigate for impacts to visual resources, or 
requiring a buffer area to protect sensitive habitat. Without a traffic study 
that identifies a method to assessing individual property owner•s fair share 
of infrastructure mitigation, the Commission has no way of knowing how, if, or 
when necessary infrastructure improvements will be funded, and cannot assume 
that they will occur to mitigate for the additional traffic impacts caused by 
the proposed LCP Amendment. 

Thus, the Commission finds that the proposed LUP Amendment for Site Two is 
inconsistent with and inadequate to carry out Coastal Act Sections 30254 and 
30250(a), and that the proposed Implementation Program Amendment for Site Two 
is inconsistent with and inadequate to carry out the Land Use Plan. 

In the case of Site Three (Taylor), the new use proposed is for Visitor 
Serving Accommodations, a high priority use under the Coastal Act. The County 
has indicated that the road segment affected by the proposed project is 
projected to remain at Level of Service (LOS) E through the year 2020 under 
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the 75/50 development scenario. No new roadway or infrastructure improvements 
will be necessary to keep the LOS at an acceptable level. The Commission 
therefore finds that because the proposed use is for a high priority use under 
the Coastal Act and is within a segment of Highway One where traffic 
congestion is not expected to worsen appreciably through the year 2020. the 
proposed LUP Amendment for Site Three is consistent with and adequate to carry 
out Coastal Act Sections 30254 and 30250(a), and that the proposed 
Implementation Program Amendment for Site Three is consistent with and 
adequate to carry out the Land Use Plan. 

In the case of Site Four (Fearey/Wilson), the new use proposed is for 
expansion of an existing Visitor Serving Accommodation. a high priority use 
under the Coastal Act. The County has indicated that the road segment 
affected by the proposed project is presently operating under Level of Service 
D and is expected to degrade to Level of Service E by the year 2020 under the 
75/50 development scenario. No new roadway or infrastructure improvements 
will be necessary to keep the LOS at an acceptable level. The Commission 
therefore finds that the proposed LUP Amendment for Site Four is consistent 
with and adequate to carry out Coastal Act Sectioni 30254 and 30250(a), and 
that the proposed Implementation Program Amendment for Site Four is consistent 
with and adequate to carry out the Land Use Plan. 

In the cases of Sites Five <Wells/Healy) and Six (Kruzic), the proposed 
changes will not result in any impacts to highway capacity as the subject 
parcels are already developed to their maximum capacity. The Commission 
therefore finds that the proposed LUP Amendments for Sites Five and Six are 
consistent with and adequate to carry out Coastal Act Sections 30254 and 
30250(a), and that the proposed Implementation Program Amendments for Sites 
Five and Six are consistent with and adequate to carry out the Land Use Plan. 

B. New Development. 

Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act requires that new development be located 
in or near existing developed areas able to accommodate it and where it will 
not have significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on 
coastal resources. The intent of this policy is to concentrate development to 
minimize adverse impacts on coastal resources. 

Regarding Site One (Creasey), the existing residence on the site is currently 
served by an on-site septic system and well. Any future land division or 
other development would require proof of water and demonstration on each new 
lot of a proposed future land division that an adequate site for sewage 
disposal exists. County staff notes that construction of leach fields on the 
southern portion of the site, which contains slopes exceeding 30~ may be 
difficult, thereby possibly rendering much of the southern project site as 
unsuitable for leach fields and therefore unsuitable for development. 
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However, the property owner has demonstrated a conceptual configuration that 
would allow a one-acre building envelope on a ten-acre parcel in the southern 
portion of the site outside of the steeply sloped area where it may be 
suitable to provide for a septic system. At such time as a land division or 
other development is proposed, the property owner would have to demonstrate 
septic capability. 

The Commission thus finds that with regards to the capacity of the site to 
provide water and sewage to serve the development that would be allowed by the 
proposed LCP Amendment, the propos-ed LUP Amendment for Site One is consistent 
with and adequate to carry out Coastal Act Policy 30250(a), and that the 
proposed Implementation Program Amendment for Site One is consistent with and 
adequate to carry out the LUP. 

In the case of Site Two (Peirce/Comer), the Mendocino County Department of 
Environmental He~lth indicates that water availability appears feasible for 
future development and no water testing is required at this stage. At such 
time as land division or residential development is proposed, proof of water 
will be required. 

The Soil Survey done for the site indicates septic system limitations due to 
hardpan, poor filtration, and seasonally saturated soils; mound systems may be 
a solution where conditions are unsatisfactory. Additional septic testing 
will be necessary at such time of land division or residential development. 

Therefore, with regards to the capacity of the site to provide water and 
sewage to serve the development that would be allowed by the LCP Amendment, 
the Commission finds that the proposed LUP Amendment for Site Two is 
consistent with and adequate to carry out Coastal Act Policy 30250(a), and 
that the proposed Implementation Program Amendment for Site Two is consistent 
with and adequate to carry out the LUP. 

In the case of Site Three (Taylor), the Mendocino County Department of 
Environmental Health has indicated that any inn project proposed on the site, 
should the LCP Amendment be approved, may require wet weather testing and/or a 
hydrologic study to ensure compliance with adopted standards regarding sewage 
disposal and water supply, depending on the number of units proposed. In 
other words, it has not yet been determined if the site has adequate water or 
septic capacity to support a full ten-unit inn. However, the site currently 
has adequate water and septic ~apacity to support the existing residence, and 
thus it is reasonable to assume that at least one or more visitor serving 
accommodations could be adequately served on the site. Water testing will be 
done before an inn can be approved, and the results of a hydrologic study may 
require a 11 Cap 11 on the number of inn units that could be developed. The 
particular new LUP and zoning designation proposed is the designation allowing 
the fewest units of any designation in the LCP. 

• 
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Therefore, except as identified in the visual policy section below, the 
Commission finds that the proposed LUP_Amendment for Site Three as submitted, 
which would enable a coastal permit to be issued for up to 10 inn units, is 
consistent with and adequate to carry out Coastal Act Policy 30250(a), and 
that the proposed Implementation Program Amendment for Site Three as submitted 
is consistent with and adequate to carry out the LUP. 

In the case of Site Four (Fearey/Wilson), the site contains an existing 
12-unit inn, which is a legal, non-conforming use (10 units are allowed under 
the present LUP designation), and is served by an existing private on-site 
sewer system and private well and surface water systems. 

The Mendocino County Department of Environmental Health indicates that an 
expansion of the existing inn, as would be allowed should the LCP Amendment be 
approved, might require wet weather testing and hydrologic study to ensure 
compliance with adopted standards regarding sewage disposal and water supply. 
An inn expansion may or may not require a hydrologic study depending upon the 
proposed number of additional units, and the results of such a study might 
provide a "cap" on the number of inn units that could be developed. The 
Health Department also indicates that water quality problems may result from a 
failure of the on-site sewer disposal system, which might become significant, 
depending on the ultimate build-out of the site. 

In other words, it has not yet been determined if the site has adequate water 
or septic capacity to support a 20-unit inn, but it currently has adequate 
water and septic capacity to support the existing 12-unit inn, and testing 
will be done before additional units will be allowed. If the testing shows 
that no more additional units can be accommodated, redesignating the site as 
proposed is still appropriate to legitimize the extra two units that exceed 
the current designation. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed 
LUP Amendment for Site Four as submitted, which will allow up to 20 ·inn units, 
is consistent with and adequate to carry out Coastal Act Policy 30250(a), and 
that the proposed Implementation Program Amendment for Site Four as submitted 
is consistent with and adequate to carry out the provisions of the LUP. 

In the cases of Sites Five and Six (Wells/Healy and Kruzic), the subject 
parcels are already developed to the maximum capacity, therefore no impacts to 
coastal resources will occur as no additional site development is allowable. 
Existing individual wells and septic systems are utilized to serve the 
existing development. As discussed above, the proposal for Site Five is to 
correct a mapping error, and will not affect density or allow any additional 
development. Regarding Site Six (Kruzic), the proposed amendment would make 
it possible to approve a boundary line adjustment with an adjacent parcel. 
However, this boundary line adjustment would not increase the overall density 
of the area and will not lead to an increase in the number of parcels. The 
Commission therefore finds that the proposed LUP Amendments for Sites Five and 
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Six are consistent with and adequate to carry out the Coastal Act Policy 
30250(a), and that the propQsed Implementation Program Amendments for Sites 
Five and Six are consistent with and adequate to carry out the provisions of 
the Land Use Plan. 

C. Visual Resources. 

Coastal Act Section 30251 states that the scenic and visual qualities of 
coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a resource of public 
importance. and 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, and to be visually compatible with the 
character of surrounding areas. New development in highly scenic areas shall 
be subordinate to the character of its setting. Section 30250 requires that 
development be sited and designed to avoid individual and cumulative impacts 
on coastal resources. LUP Policies 3.5-3, 3.5-4, 3.5-6, and 3.5-9 limit 
development within "Highly Scenic" areas. Such restrictions include limiting 
development to one-story unless no adverse impact would occur; requiring that 
new development should be subordinate to its setting and sited at the toe of a 
slope rather than on a ridge; avoidance of large open areas on terraces; 
screening with tree plantings which do not obscure views; locating development 
outside the highly scenic area where feasible; and location of roads and 
driveways to minimize visual disturbance. 

In the case of Site One <Creasey>. the subject site is located east of Highway 
One on the Navarro Headland. The southern portion of the site, however, is 
within an area designated in the County's LUP as 11 Highly Scenic, 11 encompassing 
the steep hillside rising approximately 500 feet above the Navarro River 
estuary. The southerly slopes of the site are visible from Highway 1 and 
Highway 128, and from Navarro Beach Road. Building envelopes for new parcels 
would need to be located outside the "Highly Scenic Area11 ·to be consistent 
with the County's LCP policies regarding protection of visual resources, and 
Sections 30250 and 30251 of the Coastal Act. 

The property owner has proposed a lot configuration for a 10-acre parcel to be 
created from the southwestern portion of the property wherein a building 
envelope outside the highly scenic area is possible <see Exhibit No. 5). 
However, it appears that this building envelope, while not in the designated 
"Highly Scenic Area.'' 1s still on the ridge top where development would be 
very visible from public viewing areas and would disrupt an otherwise very 
dramatic and scenic viewshed. While there is residential development along 
Navarro Ridge Road to the east of the subject property, any development on the 
ridge of the southerly portion of the subject site would be a distance from 
the developed portion of the area. and would not be compatible with the 
character of the immediate surrounding area, which is devoid of other 
development. The Commission therefore finds that this proposed project is 
inconsistent with · 
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Coastal Act Policies 30250 and 30251, which requires that new development 
protect views to and along the ocean and scenic CQastal areas. and to be 
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and with LUP 
Policy 3.5-4, which prohibits development that projects above the ridge line. 

The Commission therefore finds that the proposed LUP Amendment for Site One is 
inconsistent with and inadequate to carry out Coastal Act Sections 30250 and 
30251, and that the Implementation Program Amendment for Site One is 
inconsistent with and inadequate to carry out the provisions of the Land Use 
Plan. 

In the case of Site Three (Taylor), which is located adjacent to and visible 
from MacKerricher State Park. a major visitor destination. Coastal Act Policy 
30240(b) is also relevant. This policy states that 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. 

The subject site is located on the west side of Highway One in an area 
designated in the County's LUP as "Highly Scenic." wherein new development 
shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. The existing one-story 
residence and portions of the site are prominently visible from a number of 
areas within MacKerricher State Park, including the popular picnic and parking 
area at Lake Cleone. the nature trail around Lake Cleone. and the adjacent 
(now public) Haul Road and beach area. No other nearby development (except 
part of another residence near the Taylor site) is currently visible from the 
park. The view looking across Lake Cleone toward the site is one of the most 
prominent and scenic in the park. providing a peaceful. "wilderness" 
impression. In fact, as State Parks personnel points out (see attached letter 
in Exhibit No. 21), the primary attractions to MacKerricher State Park are the 
diverse and sensitive natural ecosystems. the beauty of the coastline, and the 
popular camping and day use facilities. with Lake Cleone being a focal point. 
of many activities. Annual public visitation is over 700,000 people, who come 
to enjoy the heretofore essentially unspoiled natural landscape of the park. 

According to State Parks personnel, sometime within the last year someone (not 
from State Parks) illegally removed a substantial number of trees from State 
Parks property that were previously partially screening the existing residence 
from public views from the park. State Parks has indicated that trees have 
been replanted which eventually will screen the existing structure again. 
However, even when the new trees are fully grown, depending on the manner in 
which new development is built, developing a second.-story inn addition to the 
existing residence and constructing additional detached inn units in certain 
locations could once again make development on the ~ite prominently visible 
from the State Park and significantly degrade public views. both during 
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daylight hours and after dark, when night lighting at the site could 
compromise the character of the otherwise natural and undeveloped area that is 
a major visitor destination. 

Several neighbors have written letters indicating their concerns regarding 
adverse impacts of the proposed project on visual resources and on the 
character of the neighborhood (see Exhibit Ros. 17-23). State Parks has also 
indicated its extreme concern with this proposed project (see Exhibit No. 2l). 

While it is true that the County will have the opportunity to review and 
condition a coastal permit application for development of an inn, and that the 
future inn would have to be consistent with existing LCP policies regarding 
protection of visible resources, the County's lCP does not have a policy that 
requires development in areas adjacent to parks and recreation areas to be 
sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade such 
areas. 

Because the proposed lCP change would allow development of an inn without 
regard to its effects on the visual resources of MacKerricher State Park, and 
the visual character of the neighborhood, the Commission finds that the 
proposed lUP Amendment for Site Three as submitted is not consistent with and 
inadequate to carry out Coastal Act Policies 30251 and 30240(b), and that the 
proposed Implementation Program Amendment for Site Three is not consistent 
with and inadequate to carry out the land Use Plan. 

The Commission notes that there are portions of the site where development 
could be accommodated that would not impair the State Park viewshed. If 
sensitively designed. development in such areas could also be made to be 
visually compatible with the surrounding residential neighborhood. Therefore, 
the Commission offers the following suggested modifications which, if 
incorporated into the lCP, would make the proposed inn use consistent with the 
Coastal Act. 

1. SUGGESTED MQOIFICATION #1: 

A note shall be placed on the land Use Plan map that any visitor serving 
accommodations developed on the subject parcel shall not be vjsible from major 
visitor destinations or particularly scenic areas within MacKerricher State 
Park, including but not limited to the lake Cleone picnic area and nature 
trail and the haul road. 



MENDOCINO COUNTY LCP 
AMENDMENT NO. 1-95 (Major) 
Page Thirty-One 

2. SUGGESTED MODIFICATION #2: 

Section 20.440.005, "Limitation on Use-s," shall be amended to include the 
following subsection: 

(H) Areas adjacent to parks and recreation areas. New development 
adjacent to parks and recreation areas shall not be visible from 
major visitor destinations or particularly scenic areas of nearby 
parks and recreation areas. 

3. SUGGESTED MODIFICATION #3: 

The new zoning designation for the subject parcel shall be RR-5[RR-2] *lCCH) 
which would allow a conditional 10-unit inn or 4-unit bed and breakfast inn 
with the combining district overlay of (H) - restrictions on visibility from 
parks and recreation areas. 

4. SUGGESTED MODIFICATION #4: 

A note shall be placed on the Zoning Map that any visitor serving 
accommodations developed on the subject parcel shall not be visible from major 
visitor destinations or particularly scenic areas within MacKerricher State 
Park, including but not limited to the Lake Cleone picnic area and nature 
trail and the haul road. 

Suggested Modifications 1 and 4 require a note to be placed on the Land Use 
Plan and Zoning maps respectively, stating that any visitor serving 
accommodations developed on the subject site may not be visible from popular 
visitor destinations within the adjacent State Park. Suggested Modification 
No. 2 requires that the Zoning Code be amended to add a new subsection to 
Section 20.440.005, "Limitation on Uses." to apply to areas adjacent to parks 
and recreation areas. If this combining zone overlay is attached to a zoning 
designation for a site. development on the site may not be visible from major 
visitor destinations or very scenic areas within a park or recreation area. 
Suggested Modification No. 3 requires a new zoning designation for the site 
that includes this new combining zone overlay. RR-5[RR-2] *lC(H) to allow a 
conditional 10-unit inn or 4-unit bed and breakfast inn with the combining 
district overlay of (H) - restrictions on visibility from parks and recreation 
areas. 

These modifications will ensure that any future visitor serving accommodations 
developed on the subject site will not be visible from major visitor 
destinations or highly scenic portions of the State Park (or any other park or 
recreation area). To achieve this requirement, the property owner must site 
and design any permitted visitor serving accommodation in such a manner as to 
be invisible from major visitor areas in the adjacent park. To achieve this, 
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various measures could be employed, such as limiting all structures on the 
site to one-story, planting_and maintaining trees and other landscaping to 
screen all structures, etc. 

The Commission therefore finds that the proposed LUP Amendment for Site Three 
if modified as suggested is consistent with and adequate to carry out the 
provisions of Coastal Act Policies 30251 and 30240(b), and that the proposed 
Implementation Program for Site Three if modified as suggested is consistent 
with and adequate to carry out the provisions of the Land Use Plan. 

Regarding the proposal for Site Four CFearey/Hilson), the subject site, 
although located east of Highway One, is in a designated "Highly Scenic" area 
deemed to have exceptional scenic qualities necessitating special 
consideration with respect to aesthetics. The existing structures on the site 
are sited bacK from the highway and are barely, if at all, visible from 
Highway One. There appears to be ample room on the site to develop additional 
inn units that would not be visible from Highway One. 

The Commission therefore finds that the proposed LUP Amendment for Site Four 
is consistent with and adequate to carry out Coastal Act Sections 30251, and 
that the proposed Implementation Program Amendment for Site Four is consistent 
with and adequate to carry out the provisions of the Land Use Plan. 

In the case of Site Two (Pe1rce/Comer), the subject property is located east 
of and not visible from Highway One; therefore the proposed LUP Amendment for 
Site Two would not affect visual resources and is consistent with and adequate 
to carry out Coastal Act Section 30251, and the proposed Implementation 
Program Amendment for Site Two is consistent with and adequate to carry out 
the provisions of the Land Use Plan. 

Regarding Sites Five and Six, the subject properties are developed to the 
maximum allowable density; therefore the proposed LUP Amendments for Sites 
Five and Six would not affect visual resources and are consistent with and 
adequate to carry out Coastal Act Section 30251, and the proposed 
Implementation Program Amendments for Sites Five and Six are consistent with 
and adequate to carry out the provisions of the Land Use Plan. 

D. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas. 

Coastal Act Section 30240 states that environmentally sensitive habitat areas 
shall be protected against any significant disruption of habitat values. 
Section 30231 states that the quality of coastal streams shall be maintained. 
that natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats should be 
maintained, and that alteration of natural streams shall be minimized. 
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In the case of Site One (Creasey, etc al), a botanical survey of the subject 
site has found a large thriving population of sw~p harebell (Campanula 
ca11fornica), a rare and endangered plant species, well distributed throughout 
the marshy area association with the north-flowing intermittent watercourse in 
the northwest corner of the site adjacent to Navarro Ridge Road. At the time 
any land division were proposed, such land division and/or future residential 
development would be restricted by the policies of the certified LCP that 
protect sensitive habitat and require buffer areas. 

Since environmentally sensitive habitat will not be adversely affected. the 
Commission finds that the proposed LUP Amendment for Site One is consistent 
with and adequate to carry out Sections 30231 and 30240 of the Coastal Act; 
furthermore, the proposed Implementation Program Amendment for Site One is 
consistent with and adequate to ~arry out the Land Use Plan. 

In the case of Site Two (Peirce/Comer), Digger Creek, a perennial stream, 
crosses the northern of the two subject parcels, and supports a well-developed 
riparian community. The botanist who surveyed the site indicated that two 
rare and endangered plant species, the swamp harebell and the coast lily, 
might possibly be located within the impenetrable riparian community on the 
site. In addition, rare and endangered pygmy cypress trees grow on both 
parcels (see Exhibit No. 10). A seasonal "dead" pond in the southeast 
quadrant does not support any wetland vegetation. 

A number of letters were sent to the County objecting to the proposed 
amendment due to potential impacts to Digger Creek, including a letter from 
the Mendocino Coast Botanical Gardens Board of Directors. According to this 
letter, Digger Creek, which crosses the subject property, runs the length of 
the Gardens and supports trout, river otters, leopard newts, and extensive 
native riparian habitat. Digger Creek is an unusual creek in that it is only 
about four miles in length, surfacing about two miles above the subject 
property and running due west to the Gardens and then into the sea. The creek 
runs year round, one of the few on the coast. As a result, the Commission 
finds that the extreme sensitivity of Digger Creek and its habitat would 
require a buffer area. , 

At present, there is an undeveloped dirt road that crosses Digger Creek (see 
Exhibit No. 10), providing limited access to the northern portion of the 
northern parcel. Were the parcel to be subdivided, the road would need to be 
improved to serve the new parcels, requiring culverting and widening that 
would have significant adverse impacts on Digger Creek and its habitat, 
inconsistent with Coastal Act Policies 30240 and 30231. LUP Policy 3.1-10 
limits development within ESHA•s to only those uses which are dependent on the 
riparian resources, and requires the protection of riparian corridors from 
significant disruption. Policy 3.1-7 requires establishment of a buffer area 
adjacent to all Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas, and prohibits new 
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land division that would create new parcels entirely within a riparian buffer 
area. Were the proposal potentially ~llowing five-acre parcels approved, it 
would be necessary to adversely affect sensitive habitat to create these 
parcels, inconsistent with both the Coastal Act and the LCP. In fact, the 
presence of rare and endangered pygmy cypress trees and sensitive riparian 
habitat severely limits the potential to create any additional parcels without 
degrading environmentally sensitive habitat. 

The Commission thus finds that since environmentally sensitive habitat would 
be adversely affected, the proposed LUP Amendment for Site Two is inconsistent 
with and adequate to carry out Sections 30231 and 30240 of the Coastal Act; 
furthermore, the proposed Implementation Program Amendment for Site Two is 
inconsistent with and inadequate to carry out the Land Use Plan. 

In the case of Site Three (Taylor), there is a drainage, watercourses, and 
riparian habitat· on the ,ubject site, located in the northern portion of the 
site. In addition. the site may support the rare Point Reyes horkelia 
(Horkelia marinens1s). The existing structure is located in the southern 
portion of the site. Any visitor serving accommodation developed on the site 
would need to be located outside of any sensitive habitat, and there appears 
to be some area near the existing residence where such development could take 
place; another option is for inn units to be placed within the existing 
structure. Since environmentally sensitive habitat will not be adversely 
affected. the Commission finds that the proposed LUP Amendment for Site Three, 
which will allow up to ten inn units. is consistent with and adequate to carry 
out Sections 30231 and 30240 of the Coastal Act; furthermore, the proposed 
Implementation Program Amendment for Site Three is consistent with and 
adequate to carry out the Land Use Plan. 

Regarding the proposal for Site Four <Fearey/Hilson>. the southerly property 
boundary of the subject site is adjacent to Schoolhouse Creek, and there is 
riparian habitat on the subject parcel. In addition, the riparian area may 
support specimens of the rare and endangered swamp harebell (Campanula 
ca11forn1ca). 

The existing structures are located well away from the sensitive habitat areas 
on the site. Any new visitor serving accommodations developed on the site 
would need to be similarly located outside of any sensitive habitat. and there 
appears to be ample room on the 7.5-acre parcel where such development could 
take place. 

Future development of inn units would need to be consistent with LCP policies 
protecting environmentally sensitive habitat areas, such as Policy 3.1-10, 
which provides for the protection of riparian areas designated as ESHA's, and 
Policy 3.1-7, which establishes criteria,for applying buffers for the 
protection of identified ESHA's. 
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Since environmentally sensitive habitat will not be adversely affected, the 
Commission finds that the proposed lUP Amendment for Site Four, which will 
allow up to eight new inn units, is consistent with and adequate to carry out 
Sections 30231 and 30240 of the Coastal Act; furthermore, the proposed 
Implementation Program Amendment for Site Four is consistent with and adequate 
to carry out the provisions of the land Use Plan. 

In the case of Site Five, since the proposed change is only to move the 
Visitor Serving designation (*2) from the incorrect parcel to the correct one. 
and the site is developed to the maximum possible density. the proposal would 
have no adverse impacts on environmentally sensitive habitat. Therefore, the 
Commission finds that the proposed lUP Amendment for Site Five is consistent 
with Sections 30231 and 30240 of the Coastal Act; furthermore, the proposed 
Implementation Program Amendment for Site Five is consistent with and adequate 
to carry out the provisions of the land Use Plan. 

In the case of Site Six (Kruzic), biological resources identified on the 
Department of Fish and Game Natural Diversity Database include the rare and 
endangered swamp harebell, pink sand verbena. and coast lily. However, as the 
site is developed to its maximum development potential, there can be no 
further residential development and therefore no impacts to any sensitive 
habitat that might exist on the site. The Commission therefore finds that the 
LUP Amendment for Site Six is consistent with and adequate to carry out 
Coastal Act Policy 30240, and the Implementation Program Amendment for Site 
Six is consistent with and adequate to carry out the provisions of the Land 
Use Plan. 

E. Visitor Serving Facilities. 

Section 30213 of the Coastal Act states that lower cost visitor shall be 
protected. encouraged. and. where feasible. provided. Developments providing 
public recreational opportunities are preferred. 

Section 30222 states that the use of private lands suitable for 
visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities designed to enhance public 
opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority over private 
residential. general industrial, or general commercial development, but not 
over agriculture or coastal-dependent industry. 

Section 30254 states that where existing or planned public works facilities 
can accommodate only a limited amount of new development, visitor-serving land 
uses shall not be precluded by other development. 

Two of the LCP proposals concern visitor serving accommodations. The proposal 
for Site Three (Taylor) would allow up tp a ten-unit inn or four-unit Bed and 
Breakfast facility on the subject site. a high priority coastal land use under 
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the Coastal Act which would provide public recreational opportunities, as the 
site is located near a State Park and beach areas. The Commission thus finds 
that the proposed LUP Amendment for Site Three is consistent with and adequate 
to carry out the Coastal Act Sections 30213, 30222, and 30254, and that the 
Implementation Program Amendment for Site Three is consistent with and 
adequate to carry out the provisions of the Land Use Plan. 

In the case of Site Four CFearey/Hilson), the proposal would allow up to an 
additional eight visitor-serving inn units to the existing 12 inn units on the 
subject site, constituting a high priority coastal land use which would 
provide public recreational opportunities, as the site is located near several 
beach and recreational areas. The Commission thus finds that the proposed LUP 
Amendment for Site Four is consistent with and adequate to carry out the 
Coastal Act Sections 30213, 30222, and 30254, and that the Implementation 
Program Amendment for Site Four is consistent with and adequate to carry out 
the provisions of the Land Use Plan~ 

F. Timber Resources. 

Coastal Act Section 30243 states that the long-term productivity of soils and 
timberlands shall be protected, and conversions of coastal commercial 
timberlands into units of commercial size,to other uses or their division into 
units of noncommercial size shall be limited to providing for necessary timber 
processing and related facilities. 

Only one site supports timber resources. Regarding the proposal for Site Two 
CPeirce/Comer), the northern portion of the site is timber site class IV for 
Douglas fir, which qualifies as a coastal commercial timberland (defined as 
coastal or redwood forests on sites rated IV or better). The southern site 
falls below the threshold, with timber site class V. Therefore, approximately 
40 acres meets the criteria for commercial timberland, based on soil type. 

Policy 3.3-9 of the County LUP states that residential uses and subdivisions 
adjacent to commercial timberlands identified as TPZ shall be limited to a 
ten-acre minimum. Hhen the parcel subject to development is designated 
Planned Development (PO> or Clustering (CL>. residential development shall be 
maintained 200 feet from timberland parcels and average density shall not 
exceed one dwelling unit per 10 acres. 

The property located east of the south half of Site Two is classified 
Forestland and zoned Timberland Production CTPZ). The Commission finds it 
inappropriate to redesignate to residential use property that is suitable for 
timber production, and that it is inconsistent with Policy 3.3-9 of the LUP to 
allow parcels less than 10 acres in size to be located adjacent to an area 
zoned TPZ. 
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The Commission thus finds that the proposed LUP Amendment for Site Two is 
inconsistent with and inadequate to carry out Section 30243 of the Coastal 
Act; furthermore, the proposed Implementation Program Amendment for Site Two 
is inconsistent with and inadequate to carry out the policies of the land Use 
Plan. 

Since there are no timber resources present on Sites One, Three, Four, Five, 
and Six. the Commission finds that the proposed LUP Amendments for Sites One, 
Three, Four. Five, and Six are consistent with and adequate to carry out 
Coastal Act Policy 30242, and that the proposed Implementation Program 
Amendments for Sites One, Three, Four, Five, and Six are consistent with and 
adequate to carry out the policies of the Land Use Plan. 

G. ~: 

Pursuant to SB 1873, which amended the California Environmental Quality Act, 
the Coastal Commission is the lead agency in terms of meeting California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements for local coastal programs. In 
addition to making a finding that the amendment is in full compliance with the 
Coastal Act, the Commission must make a finding consistent with Section 
21080.5 of the Public Resources Code. Section 21080.5(d)(2)(i) of the Public 
Resources Code requires that the Commission not approve or adopt an LCP: 

... if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 
available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse 
impact which the activity may have on the environment. 

As discussed in the findings above, Sites One, Two, and Three of the amendment 
request as submitted are inconsistent with the California Coastal Act and will 
result in significant environmental effects within the meaning of the 
California Environmental Quality Act. Site Three, if modified as suggested, 
is consistent with the California Coastal Act and will not result in 
significant environmental effects within the meaning of the California 
Environmental Quality Act. Sites Four. Five, and Six of the amendment request 
as submitted are consistent with the California Coastal Act and will not 
result in significant environmental effects within the meaning of the 
California Environmental Quality Act. 
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Highly Scenic/Tree Removal, 7.5min. Series 

'!:c::signa:ed Hi<;Jhly Scenic: Area 

lle:signaled Highly Scenic: Area- CondilionOII 
4 site view may be required lo make a lin<JI dclermination. 
i!e.!cr to lhe notations on individuOJI map sheets. 
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* r.-rcc Removal Point Location 

·-·--- CoOls tal Zone Boundary 
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EXHIBIT NO. 6 
APPLICATION NO. 
MENDOCINO CO l.CP 

ffl~D~~T (C~~1jor) RI!SXlJl'ICif M). 95-207 

Afsolution 
California Coastal Commission RES:LUI'ICif ce 1l1E B)M[) CF ~ ce THE 

u.A.Nl'T CF MmXCDD CF :mTml' 'ID AMEN:> 1l1E r.t::CAL Ol\STAL 
~ FCR MEMXClR) c:x:xBI'Y 
(GP 12-89 /R 24-91 - CREASEY) 

~, the County of M:rrlocin:> has acbpted a ID:al Coastal 

Prog:r:am, ar:rl .. 
~, the I.o::al Coastal Program has been certified by the 

California Coastal Ccmn.ission, and 

'WH'EREAS, an a_wlication has teen sul::rnitted to the County requesting 

amendment of the County· s Local Coastal Program, and .. 

WHEREAS, the County Planning Carmission has held a p.tblic hearing on 

the requested anendnent and subnitted its recamendation to the Board of 

~, Supervisors, and 

WHEREAS, the Board of SUJ;:ervisors has held a p.tblic hearing on the 

requested arrendrtent and has detennined that the I.o::al Coastal Program should 

l:e anended, 
.. 

'OCM, 'lliEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that it is the intent of the Board 

of Supervisors of the County of M:mdocin:> that iGP 12-89/#R 24-91 l:e adopted 

am.m:i.ing the I.o::al Coastal Program as shown on attached Exhibits A and B. 

BE IT FlJRIHER RESOLVED, that Planning and Building Services staff is 

directed to include the amendment proposed herein in the next suhn.ittal to l:e 

'made to the California Coastal Commission for certification, and 

BE IT FURIEE:R RESOLVED, that the anendrrent shall not l:ecare 

effective until after the Board of Supervisors of the County qf Mendcx:ino 

acknowledges receipt of the Coastal Ccmnission · s action, fonnally adopts the 

proposed amenclrtent and accepts any m.:x:lification suggested by the Coastal 

Ccmn.ission, and 
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BE r.r .FlJRIHER RESOLVED, that the local coastal p:togLau, as is 

pcoposed to be anerded, is interded to be carried out in a :tl'I31"'D9r 'fully in 

confoz:mity with the California Coastal Act of 1976. 

BE IT FURl.EER RESOLVED, that in the event that the California 

Coastal Ccmnission denies certification of the arnerxitent p1:0p)S9d to be 

ad:lpted in this x:esolution, this resolution shall beca1e ~tive and will 

be .imnediately repealed without further action by the Ebard of Supervisors .. 
insofar as this resolution pertains to such amerdrent for which certification 

is denied. -'lbis resolution shall ranain operative and birx:ii.nq for those 

amendrents pt:e:p:)Sed. he:tein that a:te certified by the california Coastal 

·Camdssion. 

Passed and ad:lpted by the Boal:d of Supenvisors of the County of 

Mendocino, State of California, on this 23rd day of October 

1995, by the followinq vote: 

AYES: SUpervisors McMichael, Pinches, Sugawara 
RJES: SU:{:lel:visors Henxy, Peterson 
ABSENI': None 

WHEREUPON, the Chai.tm:m declared said 'Resolution passed and adopted 

and SO ORDERED. 

ATI"EST: JOYCE A. BE'..MO 
Clerk of said Board 

GP 12-89/R 24-91 - c:::RFASBY 

I hereby certify that according to the 
provisions of Government Code 
Section 25103, delivery of this 
document has been made. 

JOYCE A. BEARD zkof the Boar1?rL 
·By: io) \br1 ) 

OEPtTlY 
EXHIBIT NO. 6 

Resol ut:ion 
At' Callfomla Coastal Commission 
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EXHIBIT NO. 

7 
APPLICATION NO. 
MENDOCIID m. lCP 

A!'1ENDME.Nl' 1-95 (M:i j:>r) 
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LUP Map 
At' California Coastal Commllllon 
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EXHIBIT NO. 9 ~~o=w~N~E~R~: ~~~~~~~~~~A~GE~N;T~~~~~~~~~~ 
1 

APPLICATION NO. Pei rce/Comer 0 • Rourke 
MENDOCINO CO. I.CP 

I t11' ., SCALE: 
AMENDMENT 1-95 (!/ JOr,) COASTAL ZONINI, MAP 1 .. = 750' SITE TWO (Peirce c.c.rrer 
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ZonlnQ t1lo 
~ California Cdbtal Commission 
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EXHIBIT NO. 10 
APPLICATION NO. 
MENDOCINO CO. lCP 
~DMENT 1-95 (~ 
SITE TWO (Peicef 

ESHA 
~ Callfomla Coastal Commission 

: 

Excerpt from Botanical 
Survey, Mary Rhyne 
conducted 7/25/95 

FHOI·E No. : 7e7 884 1~-l:> 
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EXHIBIT NO. 11 
APPLICATION NO. 

·MENDOCINO CD. IfP 
AMENDMENT 1-95 (M:i~ 

SITE 'IWO (Peirce/ 

Resolution 
(((: California Coastal Commission 

RE9:l'.DriCN 00. 95-208 

...... 
I 
; 

RE8:1JJI'ICN OF 'mE B:lN10 OF SUPERVIsc::R) CP' 'IHE 
wrY CE MENXClN) CF INTENl' ro AMER> 'mE I.J:'.£1\L (l).nSrAL 

~ PCR .MENX:C1NJ <n.Nl'Y 
(GP 5-89/R 1-95 - PEIRCE/OOHER) 

WHEREAS, the County of M:rx:locino has adopted a local Coastal 
Program, and 

WHEREAS, the I.o:al Coastal Program has l?.*=n certified by the 
California Coastal Ccrrmission, and 

WHEREAS, an application has been suhn.i tted to the County requesting 
amardtent of the Coonty' s !ocal Coastal Program, and 

WHEREAS, the County Planning COTITiission has held a public hearing on 
the requested arrendrlent and subni.tted its recamendation to the Board of 
Suf;:ervisors , and .... 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supetvisors has held a p.lblic hearing on the 
xequested amendrent and has detennined that the local Coastal Program should 
be amended, 

WHEREAS, it is the intent of the Board of Supervisors that potential 
inpacts to Digger Creek, which supports ntli'!Warous biological resources and the 
local econcmy as represented by the Mandocino COast Botanical Gardens and Fort 
Bragg Trout Fann, shall be mitigated at the develq:nent stage through the 
Plamed D:weloptent designation and subdivision design. For example, future 
p:r:operty use may be restricted through the subdi\dsion or use peDnit, as 
appropriate, as follONS: • . 

{ 1) A conservation easanent may be granted to an at;:propriate 
nonprofit organization for the protection of Digger Creek in perpetuity. 

( 2) Diversion and use of water fran Digger Creek for beneficial 
. uses on the subject property may not be increased ab::1Ve present use. 

{3) The Enviromentally Sensitive Habitat .Area buffer set forth in 
the Coastal Elarent may enccmpass a m.i.ni.m.ml 200 feet on each side of the banks 
of the creek. 

( 4) Subdivision design shall severely restrict the number of 
parcels (i.e. , <::~~~merships) adjacent to Digger Creek. 

WHEREAS, furthenrore, it is the intent of the Board of Supervisors 
that, notwithstanding the designation of the property to RR-5-PD, future 
sul:xiivision and use peon.it design maintain a m.ininum parcel size of 10 acres 
together with a residential setback of at least 200 feet from adjacent lands 
designated T.i.rnberland Preserve Zone. 
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N:M, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that it is the intent of the Boa.r:d 
of SUpervisors of the COUnty of Merl:Xcino that IGP 5-89/tR 1-95 be. adopted 
anerxHng the Iocal Coastal Pxogram as shown on attached Exhibit;s A and B. 

BE IT FUFnliER RESOLVED, that Planning and Build.ing Services staff is 
diJ::ected to include the amerdrent proposed herein in the next subni.ttal to be 
made to the California Coastal Ccmnission for certification, and 

BE IT FUFnliER RESOLVED, that the anerdment shall not becaTe 
effective until after the Board of Supervisors of the County of Mendocino 
acknJwledges receipt of the Coastal Ccmnission's action, foi:mally adopts the 
pxoposed amerdrent and accepts any m:x:lification suggested by the Coastal 
Comdssion, and 

h 

BE IT FURIHER RESOLVED, that the lcx::al coastal program, as is 
proposed to be amended, is intended to be carried out in a manner fully in 
confo.tmity with the Califomia Coastal Jl£:t of 1976. 

BE IT Ft.JRlHER RESOLVED, that in the event that the California 
. Coastal Ccmni.ssion denies certification of the amerdnent prop:.>sed to be 
adopted in this. resolution, this resolution shall bec:ate inoperative and will 
be i.Jr1rediately x:epealed without further action by tlle ~of SUpervisors 
insofar as this resolution perta.i.ns to such anencknent for which certification 
is denied. This resolution shall rare.in operative and binding for tb:>se 
amanctrents proposed herein that are certified by the california Coastal 
Ccmnission. 

The fox:egoinq Resolution was introduced by Supervisor Pinches 
seconded by Supervisor McMichael and carried this 23rd day of October 
1995 by the following :roll call vote: 

AYES: Supervisors McMichael, Pinches, Peterson, Sugawa..ra 
NOES: None· •• 
ABSENI': None · 
ABSTAIN: Supervisor Henry 

WfiERE't.JPCN, the Chaix:man declared said Resolution "'passed and adopted 

, 

and SO ORDERED. _./ _ • "• • / 

~f ~-;JitLJ.~ 
ATI'EST: JOYCE A. BEARD 

Clerk of said BoaJ::d. 

cfilh:llTiarl said a::lliidSUpervisors 

GP 5-89/R 1-95 - PEIRCE/COMER 

EXHIBIT NO. n 
APPLICATION NO. 
MENDOCINO 0 :'P...___-1 
AMENDMENT 1-95 {~;or) 
SITE TWO Peirce::~-!lalrer=-... 

Resolution 
C California COIIIIIal c-Tiiaalon 

. 

I hereby certify that according to the 
provisions of Government Code 
Section 25103, delivery of this 
document has been made. 

JOYCE A. BEARD r of lho Board 

By: .,~&d.,, 
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EXHIBIT NO. 12 
APPLICATION NO. 

MENDOC:OO ()). I.£:P 

AMENLMENI' 1-95 (Major) 
SITE TIREE (Taylor) 

C Location t-hp 
Calilornlll Coastal Commic:;fon 
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EXHIBIT NO. 14 OWNER' Map as proposed to 
1 

AMEPPLICATION NO. TAYLOR 
NDOCINO CO. 10' g 1 ~ 

AMENDMENT 1-95 (MiJ'or 1 '· ; NORTHI SITE T 
A land Use r------HR_E_E_~~a~y_k_r~~~l:-1~0~------_l~E~XH~I~B~IT~~------~~~~~----~~~------

LUP M~ a- California Coastal Cornmlsslon 
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EXHIBIT NO. 15 Map as proposed to 
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OWNER: d d \ WJ~IA~rw.oia> 1 TAYLOR be amen e~ 
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EXHIBIT NO. 16 

·""'"'\ .. · ·,) 
•'"'"':'"" .... \ \\Sl,. \..ll '- • Q <.. 

...... · 

'*~bt£1TJ8W.'b 
AHENDMENT 1-q) (Mijor) 
SITE THREE ('.lavlor) 

RFSX.lJl'I~ H). 95-209 

R Resolutim 
Califomta Ccastl!l Commission 

RESCI.UriC!f CF 'lHE :a:lt\RO CP SUPERVIS:R3 CF "JliE 
CXXIf.l"!' CJ! MEH::XX:n() CF mmn' 'ID AMEtD "'HE r.n::;M... Ol.1\S'.rAL 
~ FCR MERX:Cnl) anf.t'!' 
(GP 29-88/R 22-91 - T.A!I.m) 

~~ the CoUnty of Merrlocioo has adopted a Iocal Coastal 

,, 
WHERF.AC3 1 the Iccal Coastal PI:ogxam has been certified by the 

califomia Coastal Carmission, arxi 

WHEREAS.! an awlication has been sul:mitted to the County requesting' 

anerdtent of the County's I.ccal Coastal Program, and."' 
.. 

WH.EREAS, the County Planning Carmission has held a public hearing' on 

the mquested arrencim:mt and suhnitted its :recamendation to the Board of 

Supeivisors, and 

WH.E:REAS, the Board of Supervisors has held a plblic hearing on the 

requested a:menctnent and has deteDnined that the IJ:x:al Coastal Program should 

be anended, 
.. .. 

N:H, 'IHEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that it is the intent of the Board .,. 

of Supe.r:visors of the County of Manc:k::cino that fGP 29-88/fR 22-91 be adopted 

amendtng the Ia:al Coastal Program as shown on attached Exhibits A ard B. 

BE rr FURIHER ~VED, that Planning arxi Building Services staff is 
. . ' 

~ ·.:. :: . : .... ~eel to include the anerdrent proposed herein in the next su!:rnittal to be 

. ·. -:~- .-_·::.;_-:·)~.:·t:o· the.califomia Coastal Ccmni.ssion for certification, and 

. . .. : ·;?.' :;~{j(.f~i}.:, ·.· .. · BE IT FURIHER RESOLVED, that the anendnent shall not hecate 
! •• • : •• ··: • •. • .••• :·: ' . . • • • 

· effective until after the Board of Supervisors of the County of M:mdocino 

ack:nowledges receipt of the Coastal Carrn.ission • s action, fo.onally adopts the 

proposed a:mendrrent and accepts any ncd.ification suggested by the Coastal 

Ccmnission, and 

A- J 
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BE IT .FURIHER RESOLVED 1 that the local coastal p:rogrmn, as is 

prq;osed to be amended, is interdad to be carried ou:t in a manner fully in 

confomity with the california Coastal Act of 1976. 

BB IT F'URIHER RESOLVED, that in the event that the california 

. Coastal Camt.ission denies certification of the anerdtent px:oposed to be 

· eQ::;,pted in this :cesolution, this :resolution shall becane inoperative and will 

J::e .imnediately ~ed witb::lut further action by the lb!u:d of Supervisors 

insofar as this resolution partains to such ame1dtatt for which certification 

is denied. 'Ihi.s resolution shall rem:rln operative a:nd bind.ing for those 

arradnents p:cop:>Sed he~in that are certified by the california Coastal 

Comdssion. .. 
Passed and adopted by the Board of Supexvisors of the County of 

Mand::x::ino, State of california, on this 23rd day of ~Oc~t:O~oaber-. ____ ., 

Q.. 19951 b.Y the followinq vote: 

AYES: Supervisors Pinches, Heru::y, Peterson, SUgawa.ra 
N:ES: Supervisor McMichael 
ABSEN'l': None 

.. 
WHEREt.1FCN, the Chai:cran declared said ".Resolution passed and adopted 

\ ani SO CIIDERED. 

AXI'fS'l': m A. BEARD 
Clerk of said lb!u:d 

.. . . , .~ . 
GP 29-88/R 22-91 - TAY.LOR 

EXHIBIT NO. 16 
APPLICATION NO. 
MENOOCINO 00. UP 
AMENDMENT 1-95 {M:tjor) 
SITE THREE ('Javlnr) 

Resolution 
£ Calllomla Coutal CGnnl88lon 

I here.br certify that according to the 
prov!s•ons of Government Code 

. Sectron 25103, delivery of this 
document has been made. 

JOYCE A. BEARD z::::a 
By. ~~~ 

DEPUTr 

A-z. 
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EXHIBIT NO. 17 
APPLICATION NO. 
MENDOCitO ro. I.CP 
AMENDMENr 1-95 (~rr) 
SITE THREE CTavlor 

tfl: Cor resp::ndence 
Callklmla COulal c-niBslon 



Ms. Jo Ginsberg 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street Suite 2000 
San Fransico, Ca. 94105-2219 

John & Wendy Daniels 
23811 Quail Ln. 
Fort Bragg. Ca. 95437 

Dear Ms. Ginsberg: 

1-20-96 

·-
-- • .;·: .·;t. ;-.. 

We are writing with concern of the possibilities that a ten unit Bed & Breakfast facility could be 
built and operated at the head of Quail Ln. This facility would cause considerable impact on the 
water resources and the sensitive condition of coastal vegetation. Also, sewage disposal from a 
property bordering a state park with a natural lake already in jeopardy from other sources of 
contamination make this site a high risk project. MacKerricher park is unique in it's nature (with 
surrounding views of trees and ocean) to have a two story-multi unit B&B clearly visible through 
illegal downed trees would be a travesty. 
When the County Supervisors approved the rezoning we were in attendance. Titree of the Five 
supervisors showed concern about a rezoning. Only after an impassioned speech from Supervisor 
Henry did four of the five vore to support the rezoning. During the "open" remarks session we 
were told we were not allowed to make any more rebuttals to Henrys comments. Also, of the five 
Supervisors only Liz Henr:;.· had so much as vague idea of the site. Even Supervisor Peterson, 
who lives on the coast and has visited MacKerricher Park, didn't know there is a lake in the park. 
And, Fifth District Supervisor John Pinches stated that our petition against the project, with 98 
signatures. was unimportant because he ~·used to run a store and people would sign a petition just 
because it was sitting on the counter." What the supervisors refused to understand was that we 
went door to door in the area and stood in the parking lot at MacKerricher to get signatures. Also, 
the Supervisors saw no reason to even support an Environmental Impact Report. This is absurd in 
respect to the delicate nature of this area. 
The Taylors are wealthy business people from the Bay Area and had originally bought this house 
as an investment and weekend get away. Now that property values have dropped in the area they 
are seeking to change their property to commercially zoned. Why? Well I contest it's not to retire 
to run a B&B as they have stated. We have been in the hospitality business for close to 25 years 
and you don't retire to run a B&B or a restaurant. You retire from them! No one retires to work 
365 days a year! The Taylors want to establish a B&B with hopes of a two or three year track 
record of profitability so they can increase the value of their property then sell it. 
We are not opposed to growth in this area. Quite the contrary, we are local business owners and 
rely on tourism. We own two businesses in the area, D'Aurelio's Italian Restaurant and Massage 
& Skin Care by Wendy. We love to see new hotels or motels or someone expanding their lodging 
facility. But this is not the site for such a project. This is a rural residential, barely noticeable, 
small country lane bordering a state park and should be kept that way. We cannot think of any 
other hotel. motel, or B&B that that heads a small lane especially one near a State park. We 
sincerely hope you will agree \\'ith us and reject any aspect of this project. 

EXHIBIT NO. 18 
APPLICATION NO. 
MENDOCINO CO. UP 
AMENDMENT 1-95 (M:ijor) 
SITE THREE ~aylor 

Correspond:nce 
CC' C!lllfornla eo.stal Commission 



EXHIBIT NO. 19 
APPLICATION NO. 
MENOOCINO CO. UP 

Ms. Jo Gi!lsberg 
Coastal Planner 
California Coastal Com..m..ission 
-1'5 Fremont Street- Suite 2000 
San Francisco. CA 9-410'5 

11 Feb 1996 

CAl!~ORNIA 
:~..\STA.L ~Q,<;\..,lAlSS:CN 

Re: Taylor Rezone 
GP29-88/R22-91 

Dear Ms. Ginsberg: 
Enc:losed please fi!ld copies of our letters to the Mendoci!lo County 

Pla.a.n.ing Commission and County Board of Supervisors opposing the above 
... :PI.Jiclj.\~~ .. (~~-.!L:~~!PI~f,-!A the Co.asta.t Pla.D. Land Use ClassU:i~ation to 

. 9\!.nil'tcondit.iO.o.:l use" for"' a 10-unit mn or bed and breakfast fatihty a.t the ·lieu of Quail Laae. · 
Our object.ions are based on the issue that the Local Coastal Plan 

elements 3.5-3 and 3.5--l protecting "highly scenit sites" west of Highway 
One were not complied with by the Planning Commission or the Board of 
Supervisors. The existing structures are highly visible from 
Mac[errick.er State Park and additional structures and second story 
additions will be more i!ltrusive. Coastal Plan Element 3.1-10 for protection 
of riparian areas -113 of the site is designated riparian - hydrological 
pressure on the riparian area, proof of vater supply (Coastal Element 
Policy3.8-0 and traffic impacts(Coastal Element Policy 3.8-1) were not 
properly addressed by the Board of Supervisors. The character of this site. 
adjoining Macierric:.ter State Part. Late Cleone and Mill Creek is highly 
sensitive to development and none of the above cited Coastal Plan 
requirements were properly evaluated. A careful environmental impact. 
study related to the cited items must be required before this proposed 
development is approved. VIe request a new hearing under section 
20.5-«.020 (8)(1) of the Mendocino County Code. Coastal Zone, and other 
applicable provisions of law. 

We are also enc:losing an item regarding the general concern of 
the effects of unchecked pumping of groundwater especially i!l coastal 
areas. Residents of Quail Lane are concerned about the added drain oo. 

, ... JIJ.~~,.nisti..D.I <:water supply from the demands of a com.merc:ial 
. establiShment. . 

With thanks, 

Sincerely 

~~" •· .. ~ '-?'.....o!l-~ ....... 

1M~ 

AMENDMENT 1-95 ~rr) 
SITE THREE O'avlor 

Corresponderce 
... California Cot!llal Com!niNion 

.. , 
' 



Ms. Jo Ginsberg 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street Suite 2000 
San Fransico, Ca. 94105-2219 

John & Wendy Daniels 
23811 Quail Ln. 
Fort Bragg, Ca. 95437 

Dear Ms. Ginsberg: 

2-15-96 

We're sorry it took so long for us to get this package off to you. What with end 
of year paper work for taxes for business and personal, and illnesses we just 
haven't been up to speed in some areas. Some of the signatures on here are of 
significant prominence in the area. For example: Patrick Caudill, business 
owner~ Sports Locker & Nor Shore Medical Supplies; Robyn & John Koski, 
business owners The Frame Mill, & Koski Contracting; Penny Spencer & Martin 
Miller, business owners, Spencer Windows, Comptche Upholstery & The 
Showcase; Margeret Fox, world famous restauranteur & chef, Cafe Beaujolais; 
Laurie Ackerman. business owner, Akerman's cakes and mustards; Bart Milne, 
business owner, Milne Insurance; Steven Antler Esq., Antler & Rainie Attorneys; 
Gene Parsons, business owner & musician and co-founder of "The Byrds". This 
is just an example of some of the types of people opposed to this project. This list 
has several other signatures of people, opposed, that survive on tourism but think 
this is a bad location for a B&B type of Inn. We hope this material will help you 
in keeping this project from going any further in development. 

EXHIBIT NO. 20 

APPLICATION NO. 
MENDOCINO CO. 

~h~ 
John & Wendy Daniels 

AMENDMENT 1-95 (M:ljor) 
SITE T 

Corresponrence 
«t' California Coastal Commlsalon 



We the undersigned request the Board of Supe sors to 
deny the appeal of Henry and Helen Taylor for a change to 
the Coastal Plan land use classification and rezone from 
Rural Residential to RR-5 (RR-2) * 1 C to allow a conditional 
10 unit Inn or 4 unit bed and breakfast, on parcel #69-161-
10 lying on the west side of Highway 1, north side of Quail 
Ln. The reasons this request should be denied are due to its 
adverse environmental Impacts on MacKerricher State Park, 
and violation of pollcles set forth In the Coastal Plan. 

The approval of this request by the Planning Commission 
was made without full ventUatlon of concerns and 
Information. Given the sensitive nature of the Coastal Zone 
as acknowledged by the Coastal Plan it's not right that a 
Environmental Impact Plan would not be required 
considering this project's scenic and traffic Impact. The 
Planning Commission's approval appears to have violated 
the requirements of a negative declaration set forth in 14 
Cal. Code Regs Sections 15071 through E.T. SJ:&., We are · 
requesting a full Environmental Impact Report be prepared . ~ 

before any further action be taken, as required by Public 
Re urces Code Sec. 21083 (b) ET AL 12 Cal. Regs Sections 

064 ( 15382. 

E{P)iit~~~-- 1dlnti. tJ ~1:/( JJ.ft# "riJJA~ ~ 

_ Corresporde.nce 
- Clllfomla COIIIIIal ~ 

Print Name Address 

3~7)5 FCriUFCJ £)";-
Address 

.3.30;? dr/ (L. 
Address 



JTATE OF CAUFORNIA- RESOURCES AGENCY 

·DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREAnON 
RUSSIAN RIVER I MENDOCINO DISTRICT HEADQUARTERS 
26381 Steethead Boulevard 
P.O. Box 123 
Duncans Mills, CA 96430 

Mr. Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont, Suite 2000 
SanFrancisco, CA 94105-2219 

RE: GP 29-88/R-22-91 

Dear Mr. Douglas, 

February 16, 1996 

PETE WILSON, Gonmor 

CAUFOR~:A 
COA.Si Al CCt.\i'";SSiON 

EXHIBIT NO. 21 

We have previously commented on this proposed rezoning when it came before the Mendocino County 
Planning Commission. It was our position to oppose this zoning change due to what we believe would be 
incompatt"ble land uses, and the problems likely to result from activities generated by such a zoning change. Our 
comments to Mendocino County were very general and brief. After reviewing the County Staff Report, it was 
clear they do not understand the complexity of this issue and the impacts this proposal will have on the State Park 
Resources. We remain opposed to the zoning change and the conditionallO-unit inn designation. 

·To better understand the potential impacts of this project, one needs to understand a little about the 
configuration ofMacKerricher State Park. The primary attractions to MacKerricher S.P. are the diverse and 
sensitive natural ecosystems, the beauty of the coastline, and the popular camping and day use facilities. Annual 
public visitation is over 700,000 people. The popular Lake Cleone also doubles as the water source for all visitors 
and staff. Accommodating these numbers of people puts an incredt.'ble strain on facilities and resources. While 
facilities can be repaired and rebuilt, our natural resources don't repair so easily. Over the years uncontrolled 
visitor access has been a major problem. both from a resource management and a law enforcement/safety point of 
view. The recendy approved MacKerricher S.P. General Plan identifies various measures to better manage access 
related problems. While the main park entrance is located near the southeast comer of the park, the majority of 
visitors enter to the north via Mill Creek Drive through the rural community of Cleone. 

This proposed zoning change and resulting I allowable development concerns us in many respects. The 
issues that we would like to address include; zoning. park access/transportation, plant community/wildlife, visual 
quality , and water quality. 

Zoning 

The current zoning (Rural Residential- 2 AC min) for the Taylor parcel is consistent with surrounding 
land use classifications. To establish a IC (visitor serving) designation would compromise the established land 
use patterns, integrity. and character of the immediate area. We are particularly concerned about increasing the 
density levels from residential to commercial/visitor serving at this site. It is our understanding that approximately 
1/3 of this sire is riparian habitat, further restricting the usable area for proposed visitor serving · 
needs. The subject parcel lies adjacent to a sensitive resource area of the State Park, direcdy upslope from Lake 
Cleone. Our fear is a potential 1 0-unit inn use level will generate an overwhelming temptation for inn visitors to 
illegally access the park at this location. While park access in this manner would be far shorter and much more 
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Mr. Peter Douglas 
February 16. 1996 
Page2 

_corres}X)Ildence 
..._ California eoast.~ ~ 

convenient than walking along the highway to the main entrance, it would be detrimental to these sensitive 
resources. A eoaditional use like the one being proposed would be better suited further to the north in the Cleone 
Vtllage area. Here there are established patterns of visitor serving facilities mixed with residential designations. 
and access to the state park is most convenient. To move forward with this requested land use change would set a 
precedent and begin to erode the comprehensive planning strategies set forth in the Local Coastal Plan. 

Iragsponation/Access 

In the Mendocino County Staff Report (September 7. 1995) there is reference made to the proximity of 
the adjacent State Park, and that proposed inn visitors would rather walk to the park than drive. We 
.wholebeartedly endorse alternative forms of transportation for park access. Convenience and ease of access are 

~~:~ fi1ctors ~ Based on our experieaee, people will access the park in the most direct tashioD. whether it is 
'· lepl or DOt. This is an oagoing management problem fbr MadC.erricber' S.P. that we eontm.ue to work bard at 

resoJving. Out coocern for visitors not using a designated park access are noted in the above paragraph. We 
believe that the County bas made an invalid assumption that possible inn visitors will leave their automobiles 
behind and walk to the park. While this may be true for some, we ca.DD.Clt suppon the Counties claim that the 
reduction of traffic generated on Highway 1 (resulting from this project) is a significant benefit as noted in Project 
Recommendation # 1 of the staff report. If the State Park were the true destination. visitors would be staying at the 
park. A bed and breakfast or inn is a destination in itself. 

Plant C9J!11JJ1lQhy/Wddlife 

The area surrounding Lake Cleone (and some areas beyond park boundaries) is a unique composition of 
several seositive plant communities. These plant cnmmnuities include the Beach Pinr/Northern Bishop Pine 
Forest. Riparian, and Coastal Freshwater Marsh. All of these plant communities are desigoated Rare Natural 
Communities by the California Department ofFish and Game, Natural Diversity Data Base. These pine forests 
provide habitat for sensitive species such as the sharp--shinned hawk, Cooper•s Hawk and goshaVYk. While the 
Jatet is rarely observed; the other hawks can be expected to use the habitat. The Riparian Community, provides 
critical wildlife habitat for sensitive species such as; red-legged frogs. foothill yellow-legged frogs, western pond 
turtles, great egret, great blue heron. black-crowned night heron. and northern harrier. Not only are riparian areas 
park protected, the Mendocino COunty Local Coastal Plan (Policy 3.1-10) provides for protection as well. State 
Parks is vitally concerned about the degradation of these plant comm•mities from indiscriminent and undesignated 

, , ,, public 1Jse aacl ~ It is our c:ootention that this proposed conditiooal Jand use change will result in further 
degradation of the immediate area. 

In the past. we have had problems with the unauthorized trails and vegetation leading from our Lake 
Cleone Loop Trail, up to the Taylor parcel. In defiance of our efforts to maintain area boundary fencing. fences 
and vegetation are cut and/or destroyed to facilitate illegal access. In addition to this. last fall park staff 
discovered an illegal tree cutting incident that had taken place on State Park land. below the Taylor residence. 
Four pine trees bad been cut, ranging &om 6" to 18" in diameter. This opened up a clearing of about 60 feet wide. 
A trail leading from the Taylor residence to the lake was found. Along this trail, a tree bad fallen across 
the trail with a section of the tree removed to allow for access. While it may be normal practice for utility 
companies to cut trees endangering overhead lines, these trees did not pose any possible conflict to nearby lines. 
Our investigation bas cleared the contractor responsible for vegetative clearing around these lines. We will 
continue our investigation of this trespass. In the meantime, we have been restoring destroyed vegetation and 
attempting to control access in defiance of continued setbacks. 
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Visual Quality 

Correspondence 
~ Calilom!a Coastal Commission 

Maintaining visual quality of park lands is always an important priority with State Parks, both within 
our boundaries and when it concerns adjacent lands. The public has a high expectation of visual quality in the 
State Park. This is one area where public awareness and interest remains strong. Prior to the tree cutting incident, 
the visual integrity of the area surrounding Lake Cleone was one of textbook quality. As experienced from the 
popular Lake Cleone day use area, vistas across the lake were pristine, with the Bishop Pine and riparian areas 
forming a classic forest backdrop around the lake. The element of visual quality has now been significantly 
compromised. It is understandable that adjacent property owners would want to cut trees (on their own property) 
to open up lake and ocean views. Up to this point, there have been enough trees on park property to preserve and 

neighboring deyelopment and preserve the visual integrity. The tree cutting that took place has opened up a 
c«ridM.tbit;i~.$a ..... ..-, visit.of"s~'-··.· · aC:ioss the Jake,. _.........,1.., u to theTa lor residence. This situation ., ,,,,,.,, _..,.._.'<·•>. \1--•·k"'"....-.. . -'~ . ..-........ .1 p y 

has a d.irect afi'eCt on public views by exposing this residence as a distinguishable feature on the landscape. 
Any further development on the Taylor property will exasperate the situation. 

Water Quality 

Water quality, whether subsurface or surface is of primary importance to the Lake Cleone area. The 
importance of Lake Cleone watershed cannot be understated. In addition to the previously discussed lake related 
resources, Lake Cleone is the drinking water source for those 700,000 plus annual visitors. The resource 
inventory prepared in conjunction with the MacKerricher State Park General Plan, indicate a single soil mapping 
unit for this area. The class of soils (Tropaquepts) are typically very deep and poorly drained. associated with 
riparian areas. Given our down stream geographic location and the inherent soil conditions, we are vitally 
concerned about the use of on-site septic systems that would be required of any further development on the Taylor 
parcel. In addition, this coastal area is well known for its unreliable subsurface water sources. This is most 
evident with the Local Coastal Plan Policy 3.8-9, requiring proof of adequate water supply. While the County 
Staff Report indicates proof of water would most likely be required, we are particularly concerned about 
suitability of the site for adequate and safe waste water disposaL 

I 

Conclusion 

The County Local Coastal Plan bas specific policies that apply to this project and relate to our noted 
., ~-~. <:om:ems. When P()~ call for further investigation, demonstrated capability or compatibility, such outcomes 

need to be part of the process to determine feasibility in establishing zoning. It appears the cart is before the horse 
when investigative policy requirements are required in the development phase, rather than a prerequisite for zoning 
changes of this magnitude. 

The County Staff report concluded that the idea of locating visitor accommodations near a visitor 
destination (State Park) is a valid concept and compatible with the State Park. While the concept may be valid. 
it is not always compatible with the State Park. Such assessments of compatibility need to be made on a site by 
site basis. This specific proposal at this location poses great risk to public lands and resources. We strongly 
believe, if approved, this project will result in unmitigatable impacts to the State Park and compromise the public 
expectation of State Park quality. 

I 
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Should you or members of your staff have any questions, or need additional information, please call me 
or Mr. Gary Shannon of my staff at (707) 865-2391. 

Correspondence 

. Robert R. LaBelle, 
District Superintendent 

l 
I 

I 



Jo Ginsberg 

Erica Aefder 
P.O. Box 1075 

Mendocino, CA 95460 

California State Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St.. Suite 2000 
San Francisco. CA 94105-2219 

.-.....--.- -·--·..---.. 

: ;;0..:; ~:. ~· ,J ;..~: ~ .. f 
...: FE3 2 G i99;:J ... .-

CALiFORNIA 
CO.ASi Al CCMMISSION 

RE: Taylor Rezone, GP 29-88/R22-91 

February 22. 1996 

The · Commission is simpry not doing its job. The 
Commission recently approved the above rezone with their usual lack of consideration 
for cumulative Impacts: traffic, water. septic, utilities. services far from the site. as well 
as visual impact from the State Park and impact on sensitive riparian habitat. · 

The Planning Commission is not planning or folfowing any of their coastal 
preservation guidelines. They are giving out piecemeal approvals to individual 
applicants without an overview. Thus we. the public. must constantly monitor their 
decisions at great time and expense. 

f am compretefy against this styfe of •growth" or •progress". rt wiU reave our rural areas 
congested. It will sap Fort Bragg's arready stressed ability to provide services. And it 
will destroy the naturar beauty that tourists and residents have come to experience. 

I am writing to you with the request that you and the Coastal Commission take charge 
of this planning travesty by enforcing coastal protection guidelines and upholding long 
range plans that include cumufative and full buildout impacts. I am asking that you 
overturn this rezone and deny the project 

!'tf~~~~~·~·~·r<:'~"~"~t:~~·~,~::.·; ..... 

Sincerely, 

EXHIBIT NO. 22 
APPUCATION NO. 
MENDOCINO COUNTY LCP 
AMENDMENT 1-95 lMajo 
SITE THREE (Tay or 

) 

Correspondence 
.. ~" ~. 
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COASTAL CONSERVATION COMltliTTEE 
29900 Highway.20 
Fort Bragg, California 954J7 

February 19, 1996 

California Coastal. Commission 
45 Fremont - Suite 2000 
San Francisco, California 94105-2219 

RE: Mendocino County General Plan Amendment/Rezone G? 29-88/R 22-91 
{Taylor): Request for Environmental Impact Report, 

Members of the Commission: 

We find the Mendocino County Planning Department environmental work 
on the Taylor application, in its inadequacy, lack of concern, and 
glib dismissal of any potentially significant environmental impacts, 
embarrassing. In the words of the Planning Director, "It is not our 

· policy'' ·to require environmental impact reports !rom developers. This 
attitude, together with an impoverished county budget, has led directly 
to ~ittle or no environmental anal.ysis or projects such as Taylor. The 
situation worsens, and an accurate anticipation or it led the Sierra 

• ··~,~ ~~~';'; :-.~· ~--"'"' ;~'-''-~ --.,:~ ··"•4~4',11f!. '<!·--·_. .. "'·_';,-..~·- _, -~ " 

Club, many years ago,~ to strenuously object to turning the coastal 
permitting process over to.Mendocino County. Time has amply validated 
our concerns. 

The county's environmental analysis fails in every particular' 

Water usage is underestimated by some 70% (see Graboske letter, 2. 
Water), and impacts on Lake Cleone and ~acKerricher State Park ignored. 

l\1ENDO-LAKE GROUP, SlERRA CLUB 

~Correspondence 
- California c..tal ~ 



--------·--···~ .. 1%. 

(2) 

Rare plant habitat is not ider-tified, or protected in any way. Instead, 
the assumption is made that, if the plants are not actually smothered 
in asphalt, they will somehow be protected. 

Visual resource impacts are ignored. The impact of a large, highly 
visible development on MacKerricher State Park is ignored. The whole
sale slaughter and removal of screening trees, to provide a view of 
Lake Cleona, is ignored. No effort is made to investigate a possible 
Coastal Act violation. 

The concerns of the Department of Parks & Recreation for the potential 
development are not only ignored, they are not even understood. No 
effort is made to investigate them, understand them, or incorporate 
them into the decision making process. 

C t:t"'C6-tt.~<~ t 
Coastal CommissionAfor cumulative traffic impacts and damage to visual 
resources are dismissed with the familiar, absolutely unresearched and 
undocumented, 11We, don't see any problem." The county fails to recog
nize the importance of an already existing Highway One, Level of Service 
E, next to complete failure of the highway to transport automobiles, 

F"''wttf . 
and~quite possibly only a few more auto trips per day away. Instead, 
traffic impacts are dismissed with the, again, unresearched and undocu
mented statement, .. Potential traffic impacts to State Highway 1 resul
ting from #GP 29-88/#R 22-91 as well as projects in the 1995-A North 
of Navarro are insignificant." Any evidence to back up this ittcredible 

\ 

Planning Department opinion is completely lacking, with hundreds of 
residents ~iving and driving in the area able to testify that traffic 
congestion is an increasingly nightmare fact of life. 

Because of the likelihood of significant environmental impacts deriving 
from this proposed project, we conclude that an Environmental Impact 
Report for the proposal is mandated by law, and request that one be 
prepared at the developer's expense. 

Thank you. 

EXHIBIT NO. 23 

Correspondence 
at' CaUfomla Coastal Commission 

Please keep us informed. 

) 

G~~~ 
Ron Guenther 
Chair, Sierra Club Coastal Conservation 
Committee 

Chair, Mendo-Lake Group Executive Committee 
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EXHIBIT NO. 25 ' 
*PLICATION NO . 
. NDOCINO CO. LCP 
AMENDMENT 1-95 (Majo ) 
SITE FOUR (Feare / 
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Wilson) Site Plan 
(lt California Coaatal Commission 
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EXHIBIT NO. 27 OWNER: Map as proposed to 
APPLICATION NO. FEAREY & WILSON be amended.~ MENDOCHD CD. LCP 

~~~D,OUNRT l-9a5re(MYCJjor , Zoninq \ ; NORn ~~~~<~--~~~~-0~20~~~21~----JJE~X~HI~B~IT~B------~--~~~--~--------Wilson) Zcoi.ng Map 
ll:' California Coastal Commission 



EXHIBIT NO. 28 C) 
APPLICATION NO 
MENJX:X::IID ro. LCP • 

~ .. 

~ .. ?i"95,~J?r) Far 1lson RI!'SU1fi(Jf II). 95-210 

Resolutim 
a: Cdfamla Colllal Commisllon 

RfSXm'I(Jf CR '!mB !0\Hl CR St.JPERYIS(R; CR 'lHB 
o::x.Jfl'r (R MI!NXCIN) (R lNI'ENT 'lU AMIH) '.IJI8 u:t:::.1-L cx:lASTAL 

PR::QW( Pat MERXX:1ll) aun'r 
(GP 4-90/R 21-91 - :FF.AREY & ~) 

WHEREAS, the County of .Men:focino has adopted a.· I.Dcal Coastal 

P:togram, arxl 

WHEREAS, the IJxal Coastal Program has been certified by the 

Califomia Coastal Comdssion, ard 

WHEREAS, an application has been sutmitted to the County requesting 

amendnent of the County's local Coastal P.cogram, and " 
"' 

WHEREAS, the County Plann.i.nq Ccmnission has held a public hearing on 

the zequested. anendrrent and subn.i.tted its recamerrlation to the Board of 

(_ .. SUpervisors, and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors has held a public hearing on the 

requested arrendment and has dete:cm.ined that the IDeal Coastal Pxogram should 

be amended, .. .. 
lOi, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that it is the intent of the Boa:z:d .. ,. 

of Supervisors of the County of M:mdocino that IGP 4-90/IR 21-91 be adopted 

amendinq the local Coastal Program as shown on attached Exhibits A and B. 

BE IT FURlHER RESOLVED, that Planning and Building Services staff is 

diJ:ected to include the anerdtent prqx>Sed heJ:ein in the next sutm.lttal to be 

:. : nBde· to the Califo:mia Coastal Carmission for certification, and 

BE IT FORmER RESOLVED, that the ened1ent shall not beca1e 

effective until after the Boa.td. of Superviso:rs of the County of Mendocin:> 

acknc:Mledges receipt of the Coastal Cormission's action, fonnally adopts the 

proposed anendrtent and accepts any m:xiification suggested by the Coastal 

Camdssion, and 

1). I 



l 
BE IT rt.J'RIHER RESOLVED, that the local coastal p:z:ogram, as is 

prop:>Sed to be arrended, is intended to be carried out in a manner fully in 

confox:mity with the califo:mia Coastal Act of 1976. 

BE IT FURl'HER RESOLVED, that in the event that the califomia 

Coastal Ccmnission denies certification of the anenctnemt pxoposed to be 

ac:bpted in this :resolution, this resolution shall beca1e .irx:lperative and will 

be imrediately l:epealed witlnlt further action by~ Boai:d of Supervisors 

insofar as this :resolution pertains to such ane1 drent for which certification 

is denied. 'lhl.s resolution shall remain operative ard bin:linq for those 

anerrlnents proposed nerein that are certified by the California Coastal 

Ccmnission. 

Passed and adopted by the Boa.l:d of SUpervisors of the County of 

~ndocino, State of Califo.x:ni.a, on this 2Jrd day of October --------
(~. 1995, by the following vote: 

AYES: 
roES: 

Supervisors McMichael, Pinches, Henry 
Supervisors Peterson, Sugawara 

ABSENI': None 

WHEREUPCN, the Chab:man declared said ~solution passed and ad::>pted 

and SO ORDERED. 

ATIEST: JOYCE A. BEARD 
Clerk of said Boax:d 

GP 4-90/R 21-91 - FEAREY & lf.II.S:N 

EXHIBIT NO. 28 

APPLICATION NO. 
MENIXX::IKJ m. I.£P 
AMEMMNr 1-95 (}bt or l 
STIE FUR (Fe-e,, Wi so ) 

Resolution 
It California Coastal Commission 

I her~by certify that according to the 
provisions of Government Code 
Section 25103, delivery of this 
document has been made. 

JOYCE A. BEARD 

·l:~:··~ By. ~ Vw-,fzh._; 



EXHIBIT NO. 29 
APPLICATION NO. :F 
MENDOCINO COUNTY LC 
AMENDMENT ~.-95 (tjajo 
SITE FIVE Well~ 
Healy) Location Map 
lft California Coelllll COmmllslon 

Mendocino 

«e , ......... J C-l·· ·~· ::~ ......... ~, .. .. LOCATION MAP 
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CORRECT (NEW) 
MAP SITE 
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CASE NUMBER: 

#GP 5-90/#R 30-91 
OWNER: 

A/P NUMBER: 
123-040-06 
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WELLS & HEALEY 

EXHIBIT A 
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EXHIBIT NO. 30 

~PLICATION NO. 
NDOCINO COUNTY LCP 

~~U~fl!l l-:9S~Major) 
ITE FIVE (Wells/ 

flealy) LUP Map 
tft: Calilemla Coe.stel Cotnmlsllloll 
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Map as proposed to 
be amended. 
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OWNER: 

#GP 5-90/#R 30-91 WELLS & HEALEY 
A/P NUMBER: 

123-040-06 EXHIBIT 8 

BOS•6 
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'"-.. EXHIBIT NO. 31 . .. •., 

~GM~Nb0~o~ LCP .,_ ·. 
'· 

~~~~ (\:J~il~Yajo D '· .. '. ., 
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,, .. Healy) ZoningMap 
; . C Califomia Coastal Con\miiiiCI!I 
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·······-· 

Map as proposed to 
be amended. 

Zoning 'NORTH 



EXHIBIT NO. 32 

MGM~NOO~cM~TY LCP 
AMC~~MCNT 1-95 (Maj 
SITE FIVE (Wells/ 
Healy) Resolution 
~ California Coastal Commlalon 

) 
RES:Il1l'ICN R). 9 5-211 

.,.... .. ,. 
' . ... 

RE.SCLU!'ICN CP 'lHB BlARD CP SUI.'ERY'I.&:RS CE' '!HE 
OXNl'Y CP MElOX:lN) CP :nm:Mr '10 .AMER> 'lHB l.£CAL CXi'STAL 

PR:X:;Wl FCR MEHX:Cll{) CXUl1'r 
(GP 5-90/R 30-91 - lEI1S & BI!"ALY) 

WHEREAS, the County· of M::rdx:.iro has acklpted a I.ocal Coastal 

Px:ogLam, ard 
h 

" WHEREAS, the U:X:al Coastal P.togx:ant has been certified by the 

Califomia Coastal Ccmnission, arrl 

WHERFAS, an application has J:een sul:mitted to the County requesting 

aaerdnent of the COUnty • s I'J::)cal Coastal PI:ogram, and" 
"! 

WHEREAS, the County Planni.ng Carmission has held a public hearing on 

the t:eqUested amenctrent and subnitted its recamendation to the Board of 

S\.q:ei:visors, and 

WHEREAS, the Board of SUJ;ervisors has held a public hearing on the 

requested amendment and has detemli.ned that the I.a:al Coastal Program should 

J:e anerrled, \ .. .. 
N:::H, '!HERE:.roRE, BE IT RESOLVED, that it is the intent of the Boal:d ,. 

of Supervisors of 't:he County of Mendocino that fG' 5-90/1; 30-91 be adopted 

anending the Local Coastal Program as shown on attached Exhibits A and B. 

BE IT FIJRDiER RESOLVED, that Planninq and Building Services staff~ 

db:ected to include the arrendnent prop:>Sed hex:ein in the next sul::m.ittal to be 

.·.,-made to the california Coastal Ccmni.ssion for certification, and 

BE IT FURIHER RESOLVED, that the amenctrent shall not becale 

effective until after the BoaJ:d of Supervisors of the COUnty of Mendocino 

acknowledges receipt of the Coastal Carmission • s action, foonally ac:topts the 

p.tep::)sed amendment and accepts any rrodification suggested by the Coastal 

camdssion, and 

E-J 



.... 

BE IT FURIHER RESOLVED, that the local coastal pz:og:r:mn, as is 

~to be atterrled, is interrled to be ca:c:ied out in a manner fully in (I 
confonnity with the California Coastal Act of 1976. 

BE IT FURIHER RESOLVED, that in the event that the California 

Coastal Carmission denies certification of the amerdtent ~ to be 

adopted in this xesolution, this resolution shall bec:ale i.n:Jperative arx:l will 

be bmediately repealed without further action by tJle Boal:d of SUpervisoJ:s ,, 
insofar as this resolution pe:rta.ins to such anedrent for which certification 

is denied. '!his :resolution shall ranain operative and bi.nd.ing for tOOse 

anerdnents pxoposed hel:ein that are certified by the callfomia Coastal 

Camdssion. 

Passed and adopted by the Soa:cd of Supervisoa of the County of 

R:mdocin:>, State of California, on this 23rd day of _October _______ , 

1995, by the following vote: 

AYES: SU];'.ervisors Henry, Peterson, SUqawara 
N:ES: SUpervisors McMichael, Pinches 
ABSENT: None 

~, the Chai:J::man declcu:ed said.ftesolution passed and adopted 

and SO ORDERED • 

.A:l'l'EST: JOYCE A. BEARD 
Clerk of said Board 

GP 5-90/R 30-91 - WELLS & HEALY 

EXHIBIT NO. 32 
APPLICATION NO. 

MENDOCINO COUNTY LC 
~I<:NIJMI(I\l'!' }-:_95 (Ma '0 
SITE FIVE (Wells/ J 

Healy) Resolution 
~ C81ffomla eo.ta1 Commlalon 

1 nerct.y ~,.r .•iJ i.t.t.~, ..,-.;;,.unllll!il hi ~';'" 

provisions of Government Code 
Section 25103, delivery of this 
document has been made. 

JOYCE A. BEARD 

Clerke sot-. 
By: lfv, \L~ j 

DEPUT1' 



Mendocino 

-
EXHIBIT NO. 33 
APPLICATION NO. 
MENDOCINO CO. LCP 
AMENDMENT 1-95 (Major) 
SITE SIX (Kruzic) 
ell: Location Map 

Calilom111 Coast~ Commi=;:;ion 

-

LOCATION MAP 

I 
. ( 

l 
I 
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EXHIBIT NO. 34 

').P,mflfONc~~· LCP 
OWNER: 

Kruzic 

RR-5 
[RR·2) 

RPH.r-t--....,.._____,,__--....~.-1 .. ,! · · 

II 

AGENT: 

SCALEr 

. .. 

RR-5 

•, 

~ (R;~~i~~aj ·~Q ____ _JL_ __ ~----L-------.;; 
a......::.:.:.:::~~~;;.;;;.;;;;.;o..1r.--t EXHIBIT A 

c ~&L>.tal Cammllllon 

COASTAL LAND USE MAP \ NORTl-



EXHIBIT NO. 35 
APPLICATION NO. 
MENDOCINO CO. LCP 
AMENDMENT 1-95 Majo ) 
SITE SIX (Kruzic) 

OWNER: 
Kruzic 

AGENT: 

SCALE: ~ 

Zoning Map 
fit' California Coastal Commission 

Coas ta 1 Zoni n!l Map ~s::.2" NORTH 

----~~~~----~F-# 
EXHIBIT B / 
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Subject Parcels 
~ California Coastal Commission 
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EXHIBIT NO. 37 
APPLICATION NO. 
MENDOCINO CO. LCP 
AMENDMENT 1-95 (Maj 
SITE SIX (Kruzic) 

r) Rf8DJTIQ{ N). 95-227 

Resolution 
«(: Califomla Coastal Commisskln 

Rf8DJTICN CR 'DIE ~ C1i' ~ C1i' 'DE 
a:xN.lT C1i' MEHXX:DU OP INif.Nl' '10 AMEH> 'lHE ux:::AL CXlAS'rAL 

PR:X;IU\K ~ ME"HXX:IN) <XXIfl'Y 
(GP 14-95/R 16-95 - KRUZIC) 

WHEREAS, the County of Mandoci.oo has adopted a local Coastal 
Program, and 

WHEREAS, the IDeal Coastal Program has been certified by the 
Califo:rnia Coastal camtission, and •· 

WHEREAS, an awlication has been subnitted to the County requesting 
amendnent of the County • s IDeal Coastal Program, aJrl 

WHEREAS, the County Planning Ccmnission has held a public hearing on 
the requested amencilent and sul::mitted its recarmendation to the BoaJ::d of 
Supervisors, and "" 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors has held a p.lblic hearing on the 
requested arrenc.\n:mt and has dete.cnined that the local Coastal Program shc:luld 
be amerrled, 

'fO'f, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that it is the intent of the Board 
( of Supervisors of the County of Mendocino that IGP 14-95/IR 16-95 be adopted 

amending the I.cx::al Coastal Px:oq.ram as shown on attached Exhibits A and B. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that Planning and Build.in9 Services staff is 
diJ:ected to include the anerdlent proposed herein in the next subnittal to be· 
made to the Califomia Coastal Carmission for ceftification, and 

BE IT FURIHER RESOLVED, that the amendment shall not becaue 
effective until after the Boaxd of Supervisors of the COwltY of Mendocino 
acknowledges receipt of the Coastal Camti.ssion' s action, fol:l1lal.ly adopts the 
proposed amendn'ent and accepts any Jrodification suggested by the Coastal 
Ccmn.ission, and 

BE IT FURIHER RESOLVED, that the local coastal program, as is 
proposed to be amended, is intended to be carried out in a manner fully in 
confo~ty with the california Coastal Act of 1976. 

BE IT FURlHER RESOLVED, that in the event that the california 
Coastal Carmission denies certification of the anerdrent proposed to be 
adopted in this resolution, this resolution shall bec:ooe inoperative and will 
be .i.nmadiately repealed without further action by the Board of Supervisors 
insofar as this resolution pertains to such amerdnent for which certification 
is denied. 'ttlis resolution shall remain operative and bi.nc:iin9 for those 
amei'\Cbents proposed herein that ax:e certified by the california Coastal 
Ccmnission. 

. . 



The foregoing Resolution was int.I:oduced by Supervisor Henry , 
seconded by Supe:r:visor Peterson and carried thi8 13th day of NOVeiilbii' 1 
1995 by the follOIIdng :roll call vote: 

AYES: Supervisors Pirlches, Henry, Peterson, SUgawara 
N:ES: None 
ABSENr: Supervisor McMichael 

WHEREUPCN, the Cha.iJ::man declared said Resolution passed and ac::loptsd 
and so CJIDERID. ~ 

JOYCE A. BFARO 
Clerk of said Boal:d 

~t:.~~ 
I Deputy 

GP 14-95/R 16-95 - Kruzic 

EXHIBIT NO. 37 

APPLICATION NO. 
MENDOCINO CO. LCP 

_ Resolution 
- Callomla Coastal Commlulon 

... ~ 
~~J 

' hereby certify that according to the~ 
provisions of Government Code • • 

.. 

Section 25103, delivery of this 
document has been made. • 

111 
JOYCE A. BEARD 

B~ZV~\1~ 
DIPUTr 


