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STAFF NOTES 

1. Commision Vote to Adopt Revised Findings. 

On March 14, 1996, the Commission voted unanimously to certify LCP Amendment 
No. 2-95 as submitted. On the prevailing side were Commissioners Cava. 
Calcagno. Doo. Busey, Giacomini, Karas. Pavley, Rick, Wright, Wan. and 
Chairman Williams. Only these Commissioners may vote on the Revised Findings 
for LCP Amendment No. 2-95. Consistent with Title 14, Section 13540 of the 
California Code of Regulations, adoption of these revised findings requires a 
majority vote of the members prevailing on the motion to certify LCP Amendment 
No. 2-95. The motion for adoption of the Revised Findings is found below on 
Page iii. 

2. Commission Review and Revised Findings. 

At the Commission meeting of March 14, 1996. the Commission certified the 
Mendocino County LCP Amendment No. 2-95 (Major) as submitted. However, as the 
Commission's actions differed from the written staff recommendation, staff has 
prepared the following set of revised findings for the Commission's 
consideration as the needed findings to support its actions. 

The Commission will hold a public hearing and vote on the revised findings at 
its June 12, 1996 meeting. The Commission will vote only on whether the 
attached Revised Findings support its actions on the LCP Amendment at the 
meeting of March 14, 1996, and not on whether or how the amendment should be 
approved. Public testimony will be limited accordingly. 
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3. Additional Information. 

For additional information about the certified Mendocino County LCP 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. 

Amendment Description: 

REVISED FINDINGS 
SYNOPSIS 

The amendment to the Mendocino County LCP as proposed by the County affects 
three separate geographic areas, all located south of the Navarro River, known 
collectively as the 1995-A South of Navarro Watershed Group. 

The changes proposed by Amendment No. 2-95 are as follows: 

1. SITE ONE CGP 8-93/R 9-93. HAIPHOFER>. APN 127-231-05. Change the 
Coastal Plan land use classification for a 3.25-acre site in the 
town of Elk from Rural Residential-10 acre minimum (RR-10) to Rural 
Village CRV) and rezone from Rural Residential-10 acre minimum 
CRR:L-10) to Rural Village CRY). (See Exhibit Nos. 1-6.) 

2. SITE TWO CGP 13-93/R 13-93. CQMPTQN/PAYIS>. APN 143-060-01. 
Change the Coastal Plan land use classification for a 9.4-acre site 
northwest of Anchor Bay from Rural Residential-5 acre minimum 
(RR-5) and Rural Residential-5 acre minimum: Development 
Limitations (RR-5:DL) to Rural Residential-5 acre minimum, 2-acre 
minimum variable (RR-5 [RR-2]) and Rural Residential-5 acre 
minimum, 2-acre minimum variable: Development Limitations (RR-5 
[RR-2l:DL). Rezone from Rural Residential-5 acre minimum (RR:L-5) 
and Rural Residential-5 acre minimum: Development Limitations 
(RR:l-5:DL) to Rural Residential-5 acre minimum, 4-acre minimum 
variable (RR:L-5 [RR:L-4l:PD> and Rural Residential-5 acre minimum, 
4-acre minimum variable: Development Limitations: Planned 
Development (RR:L-5 [RR:l-4l:Dl:PD). (See Exhibit Nos. 7-12.) 

3. SITE THREE CGP 10-93/R 9-92. S!UART/FRANCQ/REMITZ.>. APN 
144-050-10, 11, and 24. Amend the Coastal land use maps by 
removing the Timber Production Zone (TPZ) map symbol and rezone 
from Timberland Production (TP) to Forestlands (FL) on 7.01 acres 
north of Gualala. (See Exhibit Nos. 13-18.) 



1\fENDOCINO COUNTY LCP 
AMENDMENT NO. 2-95 (Major) 
Revised Findings 
Page iii 

Summary of Commission Action: 

The Commission found the LUP Amendment for all three sites as submitted to be 
consistent with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and also found 
the Implementation Program Amendment for all three sites as submitted to be 
consistent with and able to carry out the policies of the Land Use Plan. 

STAFF REQQMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following findings in support 
of its action on March 14, 1996 to certify Mendocino County LCP Amendment No. 
2-95 (Major). The modification and resolutions of approval already adopted by 
the Commission on March 14, 1996 are also included in Part II. 

MOTION: I move the Commission adopt the following findings to 
support the action taken on Mendocino County LCP Amendment 
No. 2-95 (Major). 

A majority of the members prevailing on the motion to adopt LCP Amendment No. 
2-95 is required to adopt the findings. 
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PART ONE: INTRODUCTION 

I. SITE AND PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS FOR PROPQSED LCP AMENDMENT SITES: 

A. Site One <GP 8-93/ R 9-93. Haidhofer). 

The proposal is to change the Coastal Plan land use designation of a 3.25-acre 
parcel in Elk from Rural Residential-10 acre minimum parcel size (RR-10) to 
Rural Village (RV> and rezone from Rural Residential-10 acre minimum parcel 
size (RR:L-10) to Rural Village (RV> (see Exhibit Nos. 1-6). 

The property owner indicated to the County at the local hearing that the 
amendment is necessary for her to develop parking on the subject property for 
an adjacent restaurant which is also under her ownership. Her adjacent 
ownership was identified as being the southerly parcel directly west of the 
subject property. She indicated to the County that she believes the amendment 
is correcting a mapping error, and that the property under her ownership has 
always been used as one parcel and should not have been split zoned. 

The project site is located in the Town of Elk, approximately 150 feet east of 
Highway One. The site is developed with three single-family residences, two 
storage buildings, and a workshop. There is no sensitive habitat on the 
property. 

B. Site Two <GP 13-93/ R 13-93. Compton/Davis). 

The proposal is to reclassify the coastal land use designation of 9.4 acres 
from Rural Residential-5 acre minimum (RR-5) and Rural Residential-5 acre 
minimum: Development Limitations CRR-5:DL) to Rural Residential-5 acre 
minimum, 2-acre minimum variable (RR-5 [RR-2]) and Rural Residential-5 acre 
minimum, 2-acre minimum variable: Development Limitations (RR-5 [RR-2J:DL), 
and rezone from Rural Residential-5 acre minimum (RR:L-5) and Rural 
Residential-5 acre minimum: Development Limitations (RR:L-5:DL) to Rural 
Residential- 5 acre minimum, 4-acre minimum variable (RR:L-5 [RR:L-4J:PD) and 
Rural Residential-5 acre minimum, 4-acre minimum variable: Development 
Limitations: Planned Development (RR:L-5 [RR:L-4l:OL:PD). (See Exhibit Nos 
7-12.) 

The project before the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors on August 3, 1995 
was a request to reclassify and rezone the property from five-acre minimum 
parcel size to two-acre minimum parcel size, conditional on proof of water. 
In addition, the original proposal included a request to add a Visitor Serving 
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Faci,lity designation (*lC), conditionally allowing up to 10 visitor serving 
units. The Board of Supervisors denied the visitor serving component of the 
request. and approved an alternative change to a four-acre minimum parcel size 
zoning classification (RR:L-4), based on a concern with development 
constraints such as steepness of slope, drainages, riparian and other 
sensitive habitat, and the need for highway and blufftop setbacks. The 
proposal approved by the County would thus allow a division into two parcels. 
rather than four. The County also added a Planned Development overlay to the 
zoning designation. 

The subject site is located 1-3/4 miles northwest of Anchor Bay, west of 
Highway One, and contains one single-family residence and a detached studio 
apartment. The parcel contains steep slopes rising about 120 feet above the 
Pacific Ocean to the top of the bluff. There are three drainages bisecting 
the property, located in the north and central portions of the parcel. 
Sensitive habitat include riparian vegetation and specimens of the rare and 
endangered coast lily (Lilium maritimum). Although located west of Highway 
One, the site is not designated 11 Highly Scenic ... 

C. Site Three <GP 10-93/ R 9-92. Stuart/Franco/Remitz>. 

The proposal is to amend the coastal land use maps by removing the Timber 
Production Zone <TPZ) map symbol and rezone from TP (Timberland Production, 
160-acre minimum parcel size) to Forestlands (FL; also 160-acre minimum parcel 
size> on 7.01 acres (see Exhibit Nos. 13-18). 

The original application before the County in 1993 was to remove the TPZ 
symbol from the coastal land use maps and rezone .9 acres from Timberland to 
Forestland. The .9 acres (owned by Stuart) was approved by a Certificate of 
Compliance. County Boundary Line Adjustment #B 101-91 combined the .9 acres 
designated APN 144-050-24 (classified Timberland Production> with APN 
144-050-10 (classified Forest Lands) to settle a property dispute. Condition 
5 of the Boundary Line Adjustment required the applicant to submit a rezoning 
application for immediate removal of the subject parcel from the Timberland 
Production Zone. Nhile processing this proposal, the County discovered a 
mapping error where an adjacent 6.11 acres were mapped as TPZ but never listed 
by the Assessor or taxed as TPZ. The County combined these two proposals to 
clean up the errors, and approved the changes on all three parcels in October 
of 1996. 

The subject property is located approximately three miles north of Gualala. 
off Collins Landing Road, .5 miles east of Highway One. The parcels are all 
residentially developed, and contain no sensitive habitat. 
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PART THQ: LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM AMENDMENT NO. 2-95 

I. Analysis Criteria. 

The standard of review for the Commission's adoption of the amendments to the 
Land Use Plan (LUP) is whether the LUP, as amended, is consistent with the 
policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 

The standard of review for the Commission's adoption of the amendments to the 
Implementation Plan (IP) is whether the Implementation Plan, as amended, 
conforms with and is adequate to carry out the policies of the LUP, as amended. 

II. Resolutions. 

On March 14, 1996, the Commission adopted the following resolutions: 

A. APPROVAL OF THE LAND USE PLAN PORTION Of AMENDMENT NO. 2-95. AS 
SUBMITTED. FOR SITES ONE. TNQ. AND THREE 

RESOLUTION I: 

The Commission hereby certifies Sites One, Two, and Three of Amendment 
2-95 (identified as GP 8-93, Haidhofer; GP 13-93, Compton/Davis; and GP 
10-93, Stuart/Franco/Remitz) 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. 

B. APPROVAL Of THE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN PQRTION OF AMENDMENT NO. 2-95. AS 
SUBMITTED. FOR SITES QNE. THQ. AND THREE 

RESOLUTION I I : 

The Commission hereby certifies the amendment to the Implementation 
Program of the County of Mendocino for Sites One, Two, and Three 
(identified as R 9-93, Haidhofer; R 13-93, Compton/Davis, and R 9-92, 
Stuart/Franco/Remitz) of Amendment No. 2-95 as submitted 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 
submitted, the amendment does not have a significant impact on the 
environment within the meaning of CEQA. 
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III. ADDITIONAL FINDINGS APPLICABLE TO ALL SITES: 

A. Highway One Capacity/Traffic Impacts. 

Two of the Three changes to the County's LCP proposed by this amendment will 
result in increases in density. 

The Commission approves the LCP Amendment for Sites One, Two, and Three, as 
submitted, because the increases in density are found to be minor or 
non-existent and will not have significant adverse impacts on traffic or on 
coastal resources. 

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. 

While 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 described 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 
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One Capacity Study determined that only the leg of Highway One between Highway 
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. 

Hhen it 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 be created under the certified 
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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. 

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. 
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Using the information in the study, County staff evaluated the traffic impacts 
of the proposed LCP changes based on a 11 75/5011 scenario (existing development 
plus development on 75t of existing vacant parcels plus development on 501 of 
potential new parcels plus 75t of commercial, industrial, and visitor-serving 
facility build-out potential by the year 2020), which County staff believes 
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. 

Regarding the proposal for Site One (Haidhofer), the proposed LCP Amendment 
could result in the creation of an additional eight lots for a total of nine 
lots on the site, as the site is currently serviceable by a public water 
district. The potential for 17 new lots, or a total of 18 lots on the site, 
would exist should this site ever be served with a public sewer system, which 
is unlikely, according to the County. 

The County State Route 1 Corridor Study indicates that relevant road segments 
and intersections will not drop below level of road serviceD by the year 2020 
under the 75/50 development scenario posed by the State Route 1 Corridor 
Study, which is considered to be acceptable. In addition, the proposed 
density change is for a site located within the Town of Elk, facilitating the 
concentration of development within an area that contains services, which will 
reduce development pressures on areas farther from Town, consistent with 
Coastal Act Section 30250(a). Coastal Act Section 30250(a) states that new 
development shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity 
to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed LUP Amendment as submitted 
for Site One is consistent with and adequate to carry out Coastal Act Sections 
30254 and 30250(a). and that the proposed Implementation Program Amendment as 
submitted for Site One is consistent with and adequate to carry out the Land 
Use Plan. 

Regarding the proposal for Site Two (Compton/Davis), the State Route 1 
Corridor Study indicates that under the 75/50 development scenario, the 
affected road segments and intersections will not degrade below level of road 
service E, which is considered to be acceptable. Further, the Commission 
finds that only one new residential parcel will be allowable under the 
proposed amendment, which will have minimal impacts on traffic. Therefore, 
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the Commission finds that the proposed LUP Amendment as submitted for Site Two 
is consistent with and adequate to carry out Coastal Act Sections 30254 and 
30250(a), and that the proposed Implementation Program Amendment as submitted 
for Site Two is consistent with and adequate to carry out the Land Use Plan. 

In the case of Site Three <Stuart/Franco/Remitz), no increase in density is 
proposed; therefore no traffic impacts will result from this proposal. The 
Commission therefore finds that the proposed LUP Amendment as submitted 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 as 
submitted for Site Three is 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. 

In the case of Site One (Haidhofer), the existing residences on the site are 
currently served by on-site septic systems and by the Elk Community Hater 
District. The permitted residential density under the proposed RV zoning 
designation would increase from one unit per 10 acres to a density of one unit 
per 12,000 square feet with public sewer or water, and one unit per 6,000 
square feet with both sewer and water. This limitation would allow for a 
total of approximately 9 lots, as the site is currently serviceable by a 
public water district. The potential for 18 lots would exist should this site 
ever be served with a public sewer system. Access to the site would be 
through another parcel owned by the property owner which fronts Highway One. 

The Elk County Hater District, which presently serves the subject parcel, 
indicates that the property lies outside the district•s boundary line, but is 
served by the district with .. surplus water.•• Elk is nearing capacity of its 
four-inch water main. Development of the subject parcel beyond what is 
already there may require studies of the line capacity, possible water main 
increase, and/or on-site water storage and repressurization. 

At such time as future land division or other development is proposed, it will 
have to be determined if the Elk County Hater District can serve additional 
development. 

The Soils Conservation Service Soils Survey indicates that the site may have 
some constraints associated with on-site sewage disposal systems due to soils 
with relatively low permeability. County staff indicates that sewage disposal 
constraints may limit the allowed density and intensity of use of the site. 
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At such time as subdivision or other development were proposed, the property 
owner would need to demonstrate that the site could accommodate additional 
sewage capacity or no development could be approved. 

Since there can be no future development without proof that the site can 
accommodate such development, there will be no adverse impacts to coastal 
resources. The Commission thus finds that with regard to water and sewage 
capacity, the LUP Amendment as submitted for Site One is consistent with and 
adequate to carry out Coastal Act Policy 30250(a), and that the proposed 
Implementation Program Amendment as submitted for Site One is consistent with 
and adequate to carry out the LUP. 

In the case of Site Two (Compton/Davis), the Mendocino County Department of 
Environmental Health 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, the Commission finds that with regard to water and sewage capac1ty. 
the proposed LUP Amendment as submitted for Site Two is consistent with and 
adequate to carry out Coastal Act Policy 30250(a), and that the proposed 
Implementation Program Amendment as submitted for Site Two is consistent with 
and adequate to carry out the LUP. 

Regarding Site Three, the proposal seeks to correct a mapping error and remove 
the TPZ designation from lands improperly designated for Timber Production. 
The proposal will not increase density or result in any additional 
development, so no adverse impacts on coastal resources will result. The 
Commission therefore finds that the proposed LUP Amendment for Site Three as 
submitted is consistent with and adequate to carry out Coastal Act Policy 
30250(a), and that the proposed Implementation Program Amendment as submitted 
for Site Three is consistent with and adequate to carry out the LUP. 

C. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area: 

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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Regarding Site Two <Compton/Davis). there are three watercourses traversing 
the site, which support riparian habitat. In addition, the botanical survey 
discovered specimens of the rare and endangered coast lily (Lilium maritimum> 
in the area of the northerly and southerly watercourses. 

At such time as land division or other development is proposed, a buffer area 
protecting the environmentally sensitive habitat would need to be imposed 
pursuant to County LCP policies regarding protection of riparian areas and 
other sensitive habitat. Since environmentally sensitive habitat will not be 
adversely affected, the Commission finds that the proposed LUP Amendment as 
submitted for Site Two is consistent with and adequate to carry out Sections 
30231 and 30240 of the Coastal Act; furthermore, the proposed Implementation 
Program Amendment as submitted for Site Two is consistent with and adequate to 
carry out the Land Use Plan. 

Sites One and Three do not contain any sensitive habitat; therefore, the 
Commission finds that the proposed LUP Amendments for Sites One and Three are 
consistent with and adequate to carry out Sections 30231 and 30240 of the 
Coastal Act; furthermore, the proposed Implementation Program Amendments as 
submitted for Sites One and Three are consistent with and adequate to carry 
out the Land Use Plan. 

D. Geologic Hazards: 

Coastal Act Section 30253 states that new development shall minimize risks to 
life and property in areas of high geologic hazard, shall assure stability and 
structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to 
erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area 
or in any way require the construction of protective devices that would 
substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. 

Regarding Site Two <Compton/Davis), the property contains very steep slopes, 
which are substantially eroded. The Geologic and Soils Investigation prepared 
for the site recommends a bluff setback for dwellings and septic systems of 
greater than 45 feet from the blufftop or 25 feet from the break in slope and 
a prohibition on removal of trees within 20 feet of the setback. The report 
found that it would be possible for the site to accommodate two buildable 
parcels. 

It appears that should the LCP Amendment be approved, it is possible to create 
two parcels from the subject property with adequate building envelopes that 
could accommodate necessary blufftop setbacks and other development 
restrictions. At such time as land division or other development is proposed, 
any such project would be conditioned to avoid geologic hazards, pursuant to 
applicable LCP policies. 
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Since no geologic hazard will result from this proposal, the Commission thus 
finds that the proposed LUP Amendment as submitted for Site Two is consistent 
with and adequate to carry out Coastal Act Section 30253, and that the 
proposed Implementation Program Amendment as submitted for Site Two is 
consistent with and adequate to carry out the policies of the Land Use Plan. 

Sites One and Three do not contain steep slopes and do not pose potential 
geologic hazards. The Commission therefore finds that the proposed LUP 
Amendments as submitted for Sites One and Three are consistent with and 
adequate to carry out Coastal Act Section 30253, and that the proposed 
Implementation Program Amendments as submitted for Sites One and Three are 
consistent with and adequate to carry out the policies of the Land Use Plan. 

E. Timber Resources: 

Coastal Act Section 30242 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. 

Regarding Site Three, the proposal is to correct a mapping error and remove 
the TPZ designation from property that was incorrectly designated TPZ but was 
never assessed or taxed as TPZ, and to also remove the TPZ designation from a 
.9-acre portion of a parcel that was combined with an adjacent parcel as a 
result of a boundary line adjustment arising from a property dispute. None of 
the parcels classified as TPZ are suitable for timber production or have ever 
supported timber production. 

The Commission thus finds that the proposed LUP Amendment as submitted for 
Site Three is consistent with and adequate to carry out Section 30243 of the 
Coastal Act; furthermore, the proposed Implementation Program Amendment as 
submitted for Site Three is consistent with and adequate to carry out the 
policies of the Land Use Plan. 

Sites One and Two do not contain timber resources and therefore the Commission 
finds that the proposed LUP Amendments as submitted for Sites One and Two are 
consistent with and adequate to carry out Coastal Act Section 30243, and that 
the proposed Implementation Program Amendments as submitted for Sites One and 
Two are consistent with and adequate to carry out the policies of the Land Use 
Plan. 
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F. ~: 

Pursuant to SB 1873, which amended the California Environmental Quality Act, 
the Coas ta 1 Commission is the 1 ead agency 1 n terms of meeting Ca 1i forni a 
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)(1) 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 consistent with the California Coastal Act and will 
not result in significant environmental effects within the meaning of the 
California Environmental Quality Act. For the reasons discussed herein, there 
are no feasible alternatives or mitigation measures available that could 
substantially reduce adverse environmental impacts. The Commission finds, 
therefore, that the LCP Amendment, as submitted, is consistent with Section 
21080.5(d)(2)(i) of the Public Resources Code. 

8770p 
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Resolution 

WHEREAS, the County of Y.endoci.no has adopted a local Coastal 

Program, and 

WHEREAS, the local Coastal P.togram has been certified by the 

california Coastal Ccmn.ission, an:i 

WHEREAS, an aa>lication has been subnitted to the County I:eqUeStinq 

a11entinent of the County•s local Coastal Program, an:i .. 

WHEREAS, the County Planning Ccmni.ssion has held a p.lblic hearing on 

the requested amendtent and sul:mitte:i its recamendation to the Board of 

Q . Supervisors, and 

WHEREAS, the Boal:d of Supervisors has held a plblic hear~ on 1;he 

requested arrerrl:nent an::l has detennined. that the Ux:al Coastal Program should 

be amended, 

N:W, ~, BE IT RESOLVED, that it is the i.J}tent of the Board 

of Supervisors of the County of Mirlcb:::i.no that tGP 8-93/tR 9-93 be adopted 

arrendinq the local Coastal Program as shc:Mn on attached Exhibits A an:i B. 

BE IT FURtHER RESOLVED, that Plann.ing and Building Services staff is 

diJ::ected. to irclude the amen::ilelt proposed herein in the next sul::mi.ttal to be 

·made to the California Coastal carmission for certification, an::l 

BE IT FURlBER RESOLVED, that the arrerdtent shall not becane 

effective until after the Board of Supe~visors of the County of Mandocino 

ackrx:JWledges receipt of the Coastal Cc:mnission · s action, fomally adopts the 

p.roposed amendment and accepts any m::xiification suggested by the Coastal 

Ccm:nission, and 



.· 

BE IT FC..JRIHER RESOLVED, that the local coastal p:ccg:ram, as is 

proposed to be arterded, is interxierl to be carried out in a manner fully in 

conformity with the California Coastal l!ct of 1976. 

BE IT F'URlHER RESOLVED, that in the event that the california 

Coastal Ccmn.ission demies certification of the arreidtent prop:lSE!d to be 

ack::pted in this resolution, this resolution shall becate i,rx)perative arrl will 

be i.Jme::liately repealed without further action by tP,e ~bard of Supervisors 

insofar as this resolution pertains to such arrerrllent for ....m.ich certification 

is denied. 'lhl.s resolution shall ranain q:erative arrl bindi..ng for those 

arcerd:rents pt:O[X)Sed herein that are certified by the California Coastal 

Cotmission. 

Passed and adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of 

Mendccino, State of california, on this 28th day of ..li.A~u....,.9~-J.t...,Jsut.__ ____ , 

19951 by the following vote: 

AYES: 
:K>ES: 

Supervisors Pinches, Peterson, and Sugawara 
None 

ABSENl': Supervisors McMichael and Henry 

WHEREUPON, the Ch.ai:nnan declared said !1esolution passed a:rxi adopted 

and SO ORDERED • 

.M'TEST: JOYCE A. BEARD 
Clerk of said Board 

GP 8-93/R 9-92 - ~DHOFER 

I hereby ceru:y th:Jt according to th~ 
prO'Jisions of Gcvernment Code 
Section 25103, deHverf of this 
document has been made. 

JOYCE A. BEARD 
Clerk of the Board 

:::y: __ ~l'w J~l ~ 
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EXHIBIT NO. 12 
APPLICATION NO . 
. ~ffiNDOCINO COUNTY LC 

AMt:NDNENT 2-95 
SITE TWO (Compton/ 
Davis) Resolution 

95-255 RESOI.m'ICN N). ___ _ 

RESOI.m'ICN OF. WE EOARD OF SUFERVI...~ OF '!HE 
roJNl'Y OF .MENIXX:nt> OF :nr.rENT 'ID .AMEX> 'lHE r.a::AL CXlAS'.J]U, 

m::x;RAM FCR MENXX:IN:> a:xm'Y 
(GP 13-93/R 13-93 - ~/~VIS) 

WHEREAS, the County of Mendocino has adopted a to::al Coastal 

Program, and 

WHEREAS, the Local Coastal Program has J::eo_n certified by the 

california Coastal Carmission, and 

WHEREAS, an awlication has been subnitted to the County J::eqUesti..ng 

amerdnent of the County's lOCal Coastal Program, arrl 

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

the requested amendrrent and sul::mitted its recamenda.tion to the Eoard of 

Supervisors, and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors has held a p..tblic hearing on the 

requested amend.rtent and has detennined that the I.ocal Coastal Program should 

be anended, 

N:M, THEREFQRE, BE IT RESOLVED, that it is the intent of the Board 

of Supervisors of the County of Mendocino that ffGP 13-93/IR'13-93 be adopted 

amending the Local Coastal Program as shcJr..m on attached Exhibits A and B. 

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

directed to include the amendment proposed herein in the next sul:mittal to be 

nade to the California Coastal Ccmnission for certification, and 

BE IT FURIHER RESOLVED, that the amendment shall not beccme 

effective until after the Board of Supervisors of the County of Mendocino 

acknowledges receipt of the Coastal C·~ssion·s action, fonmally adopts the 

proposed amendment and accepts any m:xlification suggested by the Coastal 

Ccmn.ission, and 

1:-J.J 
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BE IT F"tlRmER RESOLVED, that the local coastal p!.og:ram, as is 

0 prq::osed to be anerrled, is intended to be carried out in a :nanner fully in 

confonnity with the California Coastal .h::t of 1976. 

BE IT Ft.JRIHER RESOLVED, that in the event that the California 

Coastal camdssion denies certification of the arrerdnent prop::>Sed to be 

adopted in this resolution, this resolution shall bec::are .i.n::lperative and will 

be imned.iately repealed without further action by the lba:td of Supervisors 

insofar as this resolution pertains to such anendment for which certification 

is denied. This resolution shall rema...in operative and bi.nd.i.nq for those 

anendments p:t:'Op:)Sed herein that are certified by the Califomia Coastal 

Carmi.ssion. 

Passed and adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of 

M.:mdocino, State of California, on this 13th day of-~--·-----·' 

1995, by the following vote: 

AYES: Supervisors )k'Michael, Pinches 
roES: SUpei:visors Henry, Peterson 
ABSENT: None 

WHEREUl?ON, the Cha.innan declared said Resolution passed and adopted 

and SO ORDERED. 

ATl'EST: JOYCE A. BEARD 
Clerk of said Ebard 

GP 13-93/R 13-93 - COMPTON/DAVIS 

EXHIBIT NO. 12 
APPUCATION NO. 
MENDOCINO ... uuN· ·y LCl 
AMENDMENT 2-95 
SITE TWO (Co.llloton/ 
Davis) Resolution 

r her~by certify that according to the 
prov:slons ot Government Code 
Sect•on 25103, delivery of this 
document has been made. 

JOYCE A. BEARD 
Clerk of the BCJ~rr!./Jn.;_ 

By:_(:n~-1: )\.&1t..U 
DEPUTr . 
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EXHIBIT NO. 

95-228 RESCU.1l'I<N ro. ___ _ 

RESCUJ'l'ICN OF '.tHE a::lARD OF SOFERV!s:RS CF THE 
o::x.:N1'Y CF MENXC1N) OF IN.I:f.N1' '10 MtH> 'lHB IOCAL CXlt\STAL 
~ PCR !U£CCDO ax:Nl"!' 

(GP 10-93/R 9-92 - MEMXCIN> o::J:BrijsrrJAP:rjFRN.UJjF1!J.IfJ.Tl,) 

WHEREAS, the County of Ml!rdoc.in:> has adopted a !Deal Coastal 
PJ:ograrn, and 

WHEREAS I the local COastal Program has ~ certified by the 
Califo:mia Coastal Carmission, arrl " 

WHERFAS, an application has been subnitted to the County .tequesti.ng 
amerdtent of the County's local Coastal Program, arrl 

WHERFAS, the County Planning Camti.ssion has held a plblic hearing on 
the requested anendrrent and sul:mitted its recarrnendation to the Board of 
Supervisors, and .. "! 

WHERFA'3, the Board of Suparvisors has held a public hearing on the 
requested an:endrrent and has detennined that the local Coastal Program sb::cld 
l::e amended, 

N:W, 'IHEREFORE 1 BE IT RESOLVED 1 that it is the intent of the Board 
of Supervisors of the County of M:mdocino that 4IGP 10-93/#R 9-92 be adopted 
amanding the I.ocal Coastal Program as sl"lown on attached Exhibits A and B. 

BE IT FURlHER RESOLVED, that Planning and Building Services staff is 
directed to include the arrend'rent proposed herein in the next suhnittal to be 
made to the Califo:mia Coastal Carmi.ssion for certification, and · 

BE IT FURlHER RESOLVED, that the amendment shall_JlOt l::ecate 
effective until after the Board of Suparvisors of the Councy of M:!ndocino 
acknowledges receipt of the Coastal Ccmnission's action, fonnally adopts the 
proposed amendnent and accepts any rrod.i.fication suggested by the Coastal 
~ion, 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 
confoDnity with the California Coastal Act of 1976. 

BE IT FURlliER RESOLVED, that in the event that the Ca.lifo:mia 
Coastal Ccmnission denies certification of the arrencitent proposed to l::e 
_adopted in this resolution, this resolution shall bec::::at1r:! .ino)?erative arrl will 

·l::e inmediately repealed without further action by the Eoard of Supervisors 
insofar as this resolution pertains to such am:mdment for which certification 
is denied. This resolution shall renain oparative and bi:nd..i.ng for those 
anerdnents proposed herein that are certified by the California Coastal 
Carmission. 
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'l1le foregoing Resolution was introduced by SuperVisor ~t.erson 

secoOOed by Supervisor Henry and carried this 13th day of N?vemter , 
1995 by the following roll call vote: 

AYES: Supervisors Pinches, Heru:y ,· Peterson, Sugawara 
NJ£Si None 
.ABSENI': Supervisor ~chael 

WHEREt.JPCN, the Cha.iDnan declared said Resolution _passed arrl adopted 
ard SO ORDERED. 

ATI'ESl': JOYCE A. BEARD 
Clerk of said 8::ard 

'ey_~v_~m~ 2 
Deputy<:> 
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I hereby certify that according to the 
provisions of Government Code 
SecJion 25103, delivery of this 
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