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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that 
no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal 
has been filed because the appellant has not raised any substantial issue with 
the local government•s action and its consistency with either the certified 
LCP or the access policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 

,-

• 

John Bower, the owner of the northern of the two parcels affected by 
development of the proposed access trail improvements, APN 145-261-11, is 
appealing the portion of the access trail improvements approved by Mendocino 
County that are proposed to be located on APN 145-261-11. On this parcel is 
sited the Seacliff Inn, which contains 16 inn units on the bluff. First, the 
appellant contends that because the approved pathway will be located within 
10-12 feet of the low-level windowsills in the eight ground-level ocean view 
lodging units, trail users 11 Wi11 be able to gaze directly into the units 
thereby destroying the privacy of the units and rendering them practically 
commercially useless ... Second, the appellant contends that the proposed trail 
on his property is and always will be a 11 Stub trail•• to nowhere, as the 
easement terminates at the north line of his property with no prospect of an • 
extension. He asserts that development of the trail to the south of his 
property rather than on his property would be more consistent with Coastal Act 
Section 30214(a)(4) and (b) and with Mendocino County LCP Policies 3.6-10 and 
3.6-25 regarding management of public access areas. The appellant further 
questions whether the public•s right of access can be balanced with his 
private rights in a way that adequately protects both. 

The appellant appears primarily to be objecting to the presence of the lateral 
public access easement in front of his inn units, rather than to the trail 
improvements approved by the County. Offers to dedicate both vertical and 
lateral public access were recorded by Mr. Bower in 1977 to fulfill the 
conditions of a coastal permit granted to him for a land division of his 
property. Nine years after Mr. Bower recorded the offers to dedicate, Mr. 
Bower•s lessee proposed to locate the inn units at their current location, 
immediately landward of the 25-foot bluff setback line. 

Staff believes the issues of whether the easements should have been sited 
where they currently exist and whether requiring the offers to dedicate the 
easements at all was consistent with the Coastal Act were considered and 
resolved by the Commission at the time the permit for the land division was 
approved in 1977 with a condition requiring the offers to dedicate the 
easements. 
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In addition, the applicant for the current trail project, a private nonprofit 
group, has properly accepted the access easements for management and thus 
holds the necessary property rights to develop a trail consistent with the 
easements. The project as approved by the County is designed to minimize 
impacts to the Seacliff Inn by locating the trail as far away from the inn 
units within the lateral easement as safely possible, by limiting use of the 
trail to daylight hours, and by landscaping the trail to provide a privacy 
buffer. The County has further conditioned the permit to require additional 
landscaping, to narrow the trail where it passes in front of the inn units, 
and to sign the trail to request quiet near the inn units. Thus, the project 
as approved by the County does not raise a substantial issue with the 
requirements of the LCP and the Coastal Act regarding public access in that 
the public access trail has been sited and designed to minimize impacts to the 
adjacent inn. 

The Motion to adopt the Staff Recommendation of No Substantial Issue is found 
on Page 4 . 

STAFF NOTE: 

After certification of Local Coastal Programs (LCPs>. the Coastal Act provides 
for 1 i mited appea 1 s to the Coas ta 1 Commission of .certain 1 oca 1 government 
actions on coastal development permits <Coastal Act Section 30603.) 

Section 30603 states that an action taken by a local government on a coastal 
development permit application may be appealed to the Commission for certain 
kinds of developments, including developments located within certain 
geographic appeal areas, such as those located between the sea and the first 
public road paralleling the sea or within three hundred feet of the mean high 
tide line or inland extent of any beach or top of the seaward face of a 
coastal bluff. 

Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be appealed if they are not 
designated the "principal permitted use" under the certified LCP. Finally, 
developments which constitute major public works or major energy facilities 
may be appealed, whether approved or denied by the city or county. The 
grounds for an appeal are limited to an allegation that the development does 
not conform to the standards set forth in the certified local coastal program 
or the public access policies set forth in the Coastal Act. 

The subject development is appealable to the Commission because the proposed 
public access trail improvements are located.between the sea and the first 
public road paralleling the sea and within 300 feet of the top of the seaward 
face of a coastal bluff . 
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Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal 
unless the Commission determines that no substantial issue is raised by the 
appeal. Since the staff is recommending No Substantial Issue. proponents and 
opponents will have three minutes per side to address whether the appeal 
raises a substantial issue. It takes a majority of Commissioners present to 
find that no substantial issue is raised. Unless it is determined that there 
is no substantial issue, the Commission would continue with a full public 
hearing on the merits of the project. which may occur at a subsequent 
meeting. If the Commission were to conduct a de novo hearing on the permit 
application, because the proposed development is between the first road and 
the sea, the applicable test for the Commission to consider would be whether 
the development is in conformity with the certified Local Coastal Program and 
with the public access and public recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 

The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission on the substantial 
issue question are the applicant, persons who made their views known before 
the local government (or their representatives), and the local government. 
Testimony from other persons regarding substantial issue must be submitted in 
writing. 

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 

Pursuant to Section 30603(b) of the Coastal Act and as discussed in the 
findings below, the staff recommends that the Commission determine that nQ 
substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has 
been filed. Staff recommends a YES vote on the following motion: 

MOTION: 

I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-1-MEN-97-23 
raises NO substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the 
appeal has been filed. 

To pass the motion, a majority of the Commissione.rs present is required. 
Approval of the motion means that the County permit action is final. 

II. Findings and Declarations. 

The Commission hereby finds and declares: 

A. APPELLANT'S CONTENTIONS 

The Commission received an appeal of Mendocino County's decision to approve 
the project from John Bower, ~he owner of the northern of the two parcels 
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affected by the project. The project as approved by the County consists of 
trail improvements within public access easements that have been accepted for 
management by the applicant, Redwood Coast Land Conservancy. The appellant 
raises the issue of consistency of the project with the County's LCP access 
policies, specifically LUP Policies 3.6-10 and 3.6-25, and with the Coastal 
Act's access policies, specifically Coastal Act Section 30214(a)(4) and (b). 
The appellant's contentions are summarized below, and the full text of the 
contentions are also included as Exhibit No. 14. 

The appellant's contentions all involve public access, as described below. 

1. Public Access. 

a. Siting of Public Access Areas. 

The appellant contends that the lateral access trail is simply an 
"out-and-back dead end with no vertical access back to any public road,'' 
and that development of the trail to the south of his property rather 
than on his property would be more consistent with Coastal Act Section 
30214(a)(4) and (b) and with Mendocino County LCP Policies 3.6-10 and 
3.6-25 regarding management of public access areas . 

b. Design of Access Improvements. 

The appellant states that the proposed trail improvements w.i 11 destroy 
the privacy of the existing Seacliff Inn, which is located approximately 
12 feet from the path approved by the County. He contends that trail 
users will be able to look directly into the windows of the eight 
ground-level units, rendering them practically commercially useless. 

B. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION 

The project was approved by the Mendocino County Coastal Permit Administrator 
on February 27, 1997 with three special conditions (see Exhibits 11, 12, and 
13). Special Condition No. 1 requires that prior to issuance of the coastal 
permit, the applicant shall submit a management plan that has been approved by 
the Coastal Commission staff, and which has been approved by the Director of 
Planning and Building Services. Special Condition No. 2 requires that fencing 
and trail improvements shall be set back a minimum distance of five feet from 
the bluff edge. Special Condition No. 3 requires that all landscaping be 
drought tolerant, native vegetation; that landscaping along the easterly side 
of the access trail also shall be low growing to provide a privacy barrier for 
adjacent development, while not obstructing existing coastal views from the 
development; and that a revised landscaping plan incorporating these 
provisions be submitted to the Coastal Permit Administrator for review and 
approval prior to iss·uance of the coastal development permit . 
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Mr. Bower appealed this approval to the Board of Supervisors. The Board 
denied the appeal, upholding the action of the Coastal Permit Administrator, 
but also added two additional Special Conditions to the permit (see Exhibits 9 
and 10). The first new special condition requires that the trail behind the 
Seacliff units narrow in width so that it is just wide enough to accommodate a 
wheelchair. The second new special condition requires that signs be placed 
behind the Seacliff Inn units advising pedestrians to be quiet when in that 
area. The County further found that the project meets the provisions of a 
Class 4 categorical exemption from CEQA. Notice of the County's final action 
was received by the Coastal Commission on March 25, 1997, and the project was 
then appealed to the Coastal Commission in a timely manner on April 8, 1997, 
within the 10-working day appeal period (see Exhibit No. 14). 

C. PROJECT SETTING. DESCRIPTION. AND HISTORY. 

1. Proiect and Site Description. 

• 

The subject site consists of two blufftop parcels overlooking the Gualala 
River, within the town of Gualala. APN 145-261-11, the northerly of the 
adjacent two parcels, is owned by the appellant, Mr. Bower, and contains the 
Seacliff Inn, whose construction was approved by the Commission in 1986 (COP • 
1-86-02). APN 145-261-12, owned by Baxter, contains the Surf Motel. The 
appellant is appealing development only on APN 145-26-11, site of the Seacliff 
Inn. 

The project as approved by the County consists of the development of public 
access trail improvements consisting of (1) constructing a five-foot-wide, 
300-foot-long vertical access trail (footpath) from Highway One to the 
blufftop, with an all-weather surface of crushe~ shale, through the Surf Motel 
parking lot; (2) constructing an approximately 500-foot-long, three- to 
five-foot-wide lateral access trail, also of crushed shale, along the bluff 
from the Seacliff Center to the south side of the Surf Motel; (3) installing 
barrier fencing; (4) constructing a viewpoint; (5) placing benches; (6) 
landscaping and berming the trail; and (7) placing directional and information 
signs, including a 36" X 24" redwood directional sign on Highway One to 
identify the vertical access trail, an informational sign at the viewing 
platform, and signs advising pedestrians to maintain quiet. 

The trail is located within a public access easement offered and recorded by 
John Bower in 1977 as a condition of permit approval of a land division (see 
Exhibit No. 15), and recently accepted for management by the current 
applicant, Redwood Coast Land Conservancy. The Redwood Coast Land Conservancy 
accepted for management access easements on Mr. Bower's property, required to 
be offered pursuant to Coastal Permit NCR-77-C-115, as well as easements on 
the property of Redwood Empire Title Company <required by 80-P-75) and Lena 
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Humber (1-88-176). The proposed project is Phase I of a two-phase trail 
improvement program, resulting in development of the vertical easement to 
provide access from Highway One to the bluff, and the development of the 
northern portion of the lateral access easement, across Mr. Bower•s property 
(APN 145-261-11), which contains the Seacliff Inn, and the adjacent parcel, 
owned by Baxter (APN 145-261-11), which contains the Surf Motel. The 
five-foot-wide vertical access trail crosses through the parking lot of the 
Surf Motel, extending from Highway One to the blufftop. The lateral blufftop 
footpath is five feet wide, narrowing to three feet wide where it passes 
behind the Seacliff Inn units, coming within approximately 12 feet of the inn 
units at its closest point, and within approximately 17 feet at its farthest 
point. The Seacliff Inn consists of 16 inn units located within four 
two-story structures along the blufftop (see Exhibit No. 3). The units have 
large windows and outdoor decks facing the easement area. The applicant has 
indicated that the southern portion of the lateral access easement area (the 
portion south of APN 145-261-12) will be developed at some future time (see 
Exhibit No. 4). 

2. Project History. 

In 1977 the Commission approved a land division of 4.5 acres into three lots 
of 1.9, 1.0 and 1.6 acres (Coastal Permit No. NCR-77-C-115, Bower; see Exhibit 
No. 15). The northernmost of the three lots is APN 145-261-11, now developed 
with the Seacliff Inn. The middle parcel is APN 145-261-12, developed with 
the Surf Motel. These two lots constitute the subject property on which the 
proposed trail improvements are to be constructed. As a condition of the 1977 
land division, the Commission required recordation of an offer to dedicate a 
25-foot-wide lateral blufftop access easement and a five-foot-wide vertical 
access easement from Highway One to the mean high water line of the Gualala 
River, to be accepted for management by a public agency or private 
association. The applicant, Mr. Bower, recorded these offers to dedicate in 
1977. The coastal permit for the land division was subsequently issued. 

In 1986, Bud Miller applied for a coastal development permit for the 
construction of a 32-unit motel, 80-seat restaurant and cocktail lounge, and a 
septic system on APN 145-26-11, which he was then leasing from the landowner, 
John Bower. The Commission approved the project with several special 
conditions (COP 1-86-02, Miller). The permit was amended seven times, and in 
about 1988, 16 inn units were constructed on the blufftop, within a foot or so 
of the existing recorded offer to dedicate a lateral public access easement. 
At the time COP 1-86-02 was approved, the Commission did not attach any 
additional special conditions regarding public access to the permit, finding 
that the existing recorded offers adequately addressed the issue of providing 
public access . 
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It was thus nine years after the offers to dedicate lateral and vertical 
public access easements were recorded by Mr. Bower against his property that 
the Seacliff Inn was constructed in close proximity to the existing recorded 
offer on the blufftop. It should be noted that Mr. Bower was the property 
owner at the time the inn units were constructed, although the property was 
leased to Bud Miller. Mr. Miller no longer has a lease on the property, and 
Mr. Bower owns and operates the Seacliff Inn. 

Recently the Redwood Coast Land Conservancy, a private nonprofit group 
operating out of Gualala, accepted for management several easements offered 
for public access as a result of coastal permit conditions on several adjacent 
blufftop parcels along the Guatala River, including the easement located on 
the appellant•s property. In 1994, the Redwood Coast Land Conservancy 
submitted to the Commission a Management Plan for the Gualala Bluff Trail; the 
plan was subsequently approved. In 1996, the Redwood Coast Land Conservancy 
submitted to the County its coastal development permit application for the 

. various accessway improvements along the vertical easement and the northern 
portion of the lateral easement described previously. 

D. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS. 

Section 30603(b)(l) of the Coastal Act states: 

The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be limited 
to an allegation that the development does not conform to the standards 
set forth in the certified local coastal program or the public access 
policies set forth in this division. 

The contentions raised in the appeal present potentially valid grounds for 
appeal in that they allege the project•s inconsistency with policies of the 
certified LCP or with the public access policies of the Coastal Act. However, 
the Commission finds that these contentions do not raise a substantial issue. 

Public Resources Code section 30625(b) states that the Commission shall hear 
an appeal unless it determines: 

11 With respect to appeals to the commission after certification 
of a local coastal program, that no substantial issue exists 
with respect to the grounds on which an appeal has been filed 
pursuant to Section 30603. 11 

As discussed above, the grounds identified in section 30603 for an appeal of a 
local government action .are limited to whether the action taken by the local 
government conforms to the standards in the LCP and the public access policies 
found in the Coastal Act. The term substantial issue is not defined in the 
Coastal Act. The Commission•s regulations simply indicate that the Commission 
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will hear an appeal unless it 11 finds that the appeal raises no significant 
question ... (Cal.Code Regs., tit. 14, section 13115(b).) Even where the 
Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, appellants nevertheless may obtain 
judicial review of the local government•s coastal permit decision by filing 
petition for a writ of mandate pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure, section 
1094.5. 

In this case, for the reasons discussed further below, the Commission 
exercises its discretion and determines that the development as approved by 
the County presents no substantial issue. 

1. Public Access. 

a. Siting of the Public Access Areas. The appellant contends that the 
proposed project, as approved by the County, is not consistent with 
County LUP Policies 3.6-10 and 3.6-25, and with Coastal Act Section 
30214(a)(4). He contends that the proposed trail on his property 11 iS 
and always will be a 'stub trail' to nowhere ... He asserts that the 
easement terminates at the north line of his property at the edge of an 
older residential area with no prospect of an extension. To the south, 
however, the easement extends for several hundred feet along the 
blufftop with the possibility of additional extension. He states that 
the proposed trail upon his property is simply and out-and-back dead end 
with no vertical access back to any public road. 

The appellant believes that the proposed trail improvements should be 
relocated to the portion of the easement that is located to the south of 
his property. He states that development of the trail to the south of 
the vertical access point would provide the very same blufftop view 
sites as would the portion of the trail on his property but would avoid 
any substantial adverse impact on the rights of property owners. He 
asserts that development of the trail to the south of his property would 
be 11 more consistent with Public Resources Code Section 30214(a)(4) and 
(b) and Mendocino County LCP Plan Policies 3.6-10 and 3.6-25, which 
generally require an equitable balance between the public right of 
access and private property rights and the management of access areas so 
as to protect the privacy of adjacent property owners ... 

The appellant states that the primary issue on appeal is "whether the 
public's right of access can be balanced with the private rights of 
Bower to adequately protect both ... 

b. Design of the Access Improvements. The appellant asserts that as 
the proposed trail will be located within 10-12 feet of the view windows 
in the eight ground level, ocean view lodging units in the Seacliff Inn, 
and that due to the low level windowsills and the proximity of the 
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proposed path, trail users will be able to gaze directly into the units 
thereby destroying the privacy of the units and rendering them 
practically commercially useless. 

Discussion: 

LUP Policy 3.6-10 states: 

All accessways shall be located and designed to minimize the loss 
of privacy and other adverse impacts on adjacent residences and 
other land uses. 

LUP Policy 3.6-25 states: 

Public access policies shall be implemented in a manner that 
takes into account the need to regulate the time, place, and 
manner of public access depending on the facts and circumstances 
in each case including, but not limited to, the following: 

topographic and geologic site characteristics; 
capacity of the site to sustain use and at what level 
of intensity; 
fragility of natural resource areas and proximity to 
residential uses; 
need to provide for management of the access; 
balance between the rights of individual property 
owners and the public's constitutional rights of 
access. 

Coastal Act Section 30214(a)(4) and (b) states: 

(a) The public access policies of this article shall be 
implemented in a manner that takes into account the need to 
regulate the time, place, and manner of public access depending 
on the facts and circumstances in each case including, but not 
limited to, the following: 

(4) The need to provide for the management of access areas 
so as to protect the privacy of adjacent property owners and 
to protect the aesthetic values of the area by providing for 
the collection of litter. 

(b) It is the intent of the Legislature that the public access 
policies of this article be carried out in a reasonable manner 
that considers the equities and that balances the rights of the 
individual property own~r with the public's constitutional right 
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of access pursuant to Section 4 of Article X of the California 
Constitution. Nothing in this section or any amendment thereto 
shall be construed as a limitation on the rights guaranteed to the 
public under Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution. 

The appellant believes the proposed project, as approved and conditioned by 
the County, is not consistent with the above LCP and Coastal Act policies. 
However, an examination of the facts reveals that the proposed project has 
been carefully sited and designed in a manner that does not raise a 
substantial issue of conformance with these policies, or any other access 
policies contained in the County's certified LCP and in the Coastal Act. 

a. Siting of the Public Access Areas. 

The appellant's primary objection is that the lateral access easement which 
was required to be offered on his property 20 years ago as a condition of 
permit approval for a land division is so close to the inn units. However, 
the inn units were built on the site nine years after the offer to dedicate 
the lateral access easement was recorded, with the owner's knowledge that the 
units were being constructed within a foot or so of the lateral access 
easement area. Now that the offer has been accepted for management and will 
be used by the public, the appellant is concerned with the inn units' 
proximity to the approved footpath. Since the appellant, as landowner, knew 
that the lateral access easement was located so close to the inn units at the 
time the inn was constructed, it seems that were this a concern, the units 
could have been constructed farther away from the easement the appellant had 
already recorded, rather than constructing them so close to the easement and 
then, 11 years later, asserting that this proximity renders them "practically 
commercially useless." 

The appellant cites LUP Policy 3.6-25, which concerns the implementation of 
public access policies. The appellant's dispute about the trail improvements 
appears to have more to do with his objection to the actual requirement in 
1977 for him to record an offer to dedicate a public access easement rather 
than with the local government action. For example, he states that "the 
public need for access and blufftop view sites can be provided on the 
southerly segment of the easement thereby protecting the privacy of adjacent 
property owners." However, the need for public access at the subject site was 
determined at the land division stage, 20 years ago, when Mr. Bower obtained 
his coastal permit, and is not the subject of the current coastal permit· 
approved by the County. Mr. Bower recorded offers to dedicate public access 
easements as a condition of permit approval in 1977, and enjoyed the benefit 
of his coastal permit. These easements were included on the County's 
certified Land Use Maps (see Exhibit No. 16). Now that a nonprofit group has 
accepted for management the easements recorded 20 years ago and wants to 
develop them for public use. the appellant is raising objections regarding the 
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existence of the public accessway, which is not germane to the local 
government action he is appealing. The action now being appealed is for 
physical improvements to an already existing public accessway that has been 
legally accepted for management. 

• 
Another point raised by the appellant is that the proposed trail on his 
property is a "stub trail" to nowhere, an "out-and-back dead end with no 
vertical access back to any public road." Mr. Bower suggests that it would be 
more consistent with the public access policies of the LCP and the Coastal Act 
if the access trail were developed on property to the south of his parcels, 
where the easement accepted for management by the Redwood Coast Land 
Conservancy extends for several hundred feet along the blufftop. He states 
that the very same blufftop view sites would be available on the southern 
portion of the trail as are available on the portion of the trail on his 
property. In fact, the trail on Mr. Bower's property is accessible by the 
vertical trail through the Surf Motel parking lot that is also proposed to be 
developed by the applicant, and the Redwood Coast Land Conservancy does intend 
to develop the southern portion of the access easement at some future date in 
addition to developing the northern portion which crosses the appellant's 
property. so that there will be a blufftop trail that extends for several 
hundred feet along the bluff, accessible by a developed vertical access trail 
(see Exhibit No. 4'). Additionally, the views from the appellant's property • 
are not the same views as those available to the south; the appellant's site 
provides unique, spectacular views of the mouth of the Gualala River, 
particularly from the viewing area at the northern end of the property. 

The appellant further states that 11 the location of the trail improvements upon 
the Bower property while a better, alternative site is available, unreasonably 
favors the public's right of access over individual property rights." What 
the appellant refers to as a "better, alternative site" is in fact not an 
alternative site but a site which the Redwood Coast Land Conservancy fully 
intends to develop in addition to, not instead of, the site on Mr. Bower's 
property. The intent is to create an alternative route for pedestrians to use 
to walk along the commercial strip on the west side of Highway One, rather 
than using Highway One. Eventually the blufftop trail will extend along the 
entire length of the commercial strip west of Highway One (see Exhibit No. 
4). 

The accessway located on the appellant's property is designated for public 
access on the County's certified LUP map (see Exhibit No. 16). Further, there 
are a number of LCP policies that support the development of public access on 
the subject property. LUP Policy 3.6-5 discusses the use of nonprofit land 
trusts to obtain public access on private property. LUP Policy 3.6-22 states 
that in carrying out the coastal access policies of the Coastal Element, the 
county or other appropriate designated management agency shall consider and 
encourage the utilization of innovative access management techniques including 
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agreements with private organizations which would minimize management costs 
and encourage the use of volunteer programs. LUP Policy 4-12.13 specifically 
states that the offer of access by Bower shall be accepted, to provide the 
potential for completion of a public trail from Central Gualala to the Gualala 
bridge, and that offers to dedicate easements for public access shall be 
obtained for those areas shown on the Land Use Plan Maps consistent with 
Policy 3.6-5. In addition, the draft Gualala Town Plan, currently being 
processed by the County and not yet part of the certified LCP, includes 
policies regarding establishment of the Gualala Bluff Trail to be developed 
within the 25-foot-wide public access easements located along the bluff edge 
west of Highway One. The plan requires additional offers to dedicate 
easements for public access to be obtained on blufftop property to provide for 
the completion of the Gualala Bluff Trail, and encourages public acquisition 
of the remaining undeveloped blufftop property to provide for additional 
public access and recreational opportunities, including extension of the 
Gualala Bluff Trail. 

b. Design of the Access Improvements. 

In his assertion that the accessway improvements are not consistent with the 
County•s LCP, the appellant cites LUP Policy 3.6-10, which states that all 
accessways shall be located and designed to minimize the loss of privacy and 
other adverse impacts on adjacent residences and other land uses. He also 
cites Coastal Act Section 30214(a)(4), which states that public access 
policies shall be implemented in a manner that takes into account the need to 
provide for the management of access areas so as to protect the privacy of 
adjacent property owners and to protect the aesthetic values of the area by 
providing for the collection of litter. He states that the access trail is 
located so close to his inn units that it will destroy the privacy of the 
units. 

It should be noted that although the lateral access easement that passes 
behind the inn units is 25 feet in width, the trail will be only three to five 
feet wide. The applicant, the Redwood Coast Land Conservancy, sited and 
designed the trail improvements such that the trail is sited within the 
easement the maximum safe distance possible from the inn units to protect the 
privacy of the inn units. In addition, the project includes landscaping and 
berming that will separate and partially screen the trail from the inn units. 
And, further, use of the trail is limited to daylight hours, to minimize 
impacts on the inn. Finally, the applicant•s management plan provides for 
maintenance of the trail including litter pick-up and repairs. The County 
Coastal Permit Administrator attached special conditions requiring additional 
landscaping to maximize privacy for the inn units, and the County Board of 
Supervisors attached two additional special conditions requiring the portion 
of the trail located behind the inn units to narrow in width so that it is 
just wide enough to accommodate a wheelchair, and requiring signs to be placed 
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behind the inn units advising pedestrians to be quiet when in that area, 
consistent with LUP Policy 3.6-10 and with Coastal Act Section 30214(a)(4) and 
(b). 

Conclusion. 

The Commission finds that the access trail improvements approved by the County 
will be sited and designed to minimize impacts on the privacy of users of the 
adjacent inn units. The development approved by the County includes only 
minor alterations to land in an existing accessway; the proposed improvements 
consist simply of a narrow crushed shale footpath, benches, fencing, 
landscaping, and signs. The appeal does not concern the project's adverse 
impact on coastal resources, but, rather, concerns the appellant's objection 
to a condition placed on his permit 20 years ago which provides for public 
access. The appeal involves a concern with the design of a particular pathway 
and its proximity to a particular visitor-serving facility, and raises only 
issues of local concern with limited precedential value. Therefore, the 
Commission finds that the appeal raises no substantial issue with respect to 
conformance of the approved project with either the access policies of the LCP 
or the Coastal Act. 

• 

• 

• 
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TO: 

FROM: 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
ACTION AGENDA SUMMARY -PLANNING MATTERS 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

PLANNING & BUILDING SERVICES 

DATE SUBMITTED: 3/14/97 
REPLY NECESSARY: YES ~ 
INFORMATION ONLY: YES 0 

NOD 
NO~ 

AGENDA DATE: March 24, 1997 AGENDA#: _________ _ 

AGENDA TITLE: CDP 22-96- Redwood Coast Land Conservancy 

BRIEF SUMMARY: An appeal has been filed to the approval of CDP 22-96. The project is the 
physical construction of Phase I of the Gualala blufftop trail, a pedestrian accessway in the town of 
Gualala. The appellant owns the property on which the easement is located. 

PREVIOUS ACTION: The Coastal Permit Administrator on February 27, 1997, approved CDP 22-96. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: That the Board of Supervisors uphold the action ofthe Coastal 
Permit Administrator thereby denying the appeal and allowing the approval of CDP 22-96 to stand. 

RECOMMENDED MOTION: The Board of Supervisors hereby upholds the action ofthe Coastal 
Permit Administrator, denies the appeal and thereby allows to stand the approval of CDP 22,-96 subject 
to the conditions established at the February 27 hearing. \,, 

ALTERNATIVE MOTION: The Board of Supervisors overturns the action ofthe Coastal Pern1it 
Administrator, approves the appeal and thereby denies CDP 22-96. 

RESOURCE PERSON: Falleri r8J TO BE PRESENT 0 ON CALL PHONE EXT: 4281 

BOARD ACTION DATE OF ACTION ______ _ 
1) OApproved .gApproved as Revised .. 
2) ODenied 
3) QReferred to Committee; Calendared for Board Agenda _____ _ 
4) QReferred to Dept. for additional info. CAO to clarify by memo __________ _ 
5) QOther ___________________________ _ 
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EXHIBIT NO. 10 
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8. #COP 22-96 HI NUVU I..VA.:>I L..M.I .... ¥VIh.li. .. I\YI .... ·- ····-··-· 

BOWER (APPELLANT} • APPEAL 
LOCATION: W of Hwy One, along the ocean bluff at 39170 S Hwy One, Gualala; 
APN's 145-261·11 and 145-261-12. REQUEST: Installation of a public access trail 
consisting of a 300' vertical access fromHwy One to the blufftop, and approx 500' 
lateral access along the bluff; installation of fencing, placement of benches for a view 
area and placement of directional signs. 

Planning and Building Services Director Ray Hall presented the staff report and briefly 
reviewed the action taken by the Coastal Permit Administrator on February 27, 1997. 
Correspondence was routed to the Board. 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS PLANNING MATTERS· MARCH 24, 1997 Page 128 

• 

Richard Henderson, attorney for the appellant, stated that his client is objecting to a • 
portion of the trail that interferes with his property. Mr. Henderson revie'!'ed taking 
issues as they relate to the Nolan and Dolan cases. ''· 

Shirley Eberly, owner, gave a history of the trail and its purpose. Doug Hammerstrom, 
owner, discussed the access and answered questions of the Board. 

THE PUBLIC HEARING WAS OPENED and the foi!owing spoke: Jim McCummings and 
Rick Sanwerer. THE PUBLIC HEARING WAS CLOSED. . 

. 
Rick Henderson and Doug Hammerstrom responded to comments of the public and 
made closing remarks. 

Upon motion by Supervisor Campbell, seconded '::y Supervisor Shoemaker, and carried 
unanimously; IT IS ORDERED that the Board of Superv:sors hereby upholds the action 
of the Coastal Development Permit Administrator, denies the appeal and thereby 
allows to stand the approval of COP 22-96 subject to the conditions established at the 
February 27, 1997, hearing, with the following added Spec: at Conditions: 

3. Said walkway behind SeaCiiff Inn units ·Nill na~row !:1 width to accor.1mod<:~te 
a wheelchair; and 

4. Signs shall be placed behind the SeaC:if:' Inn t.::'1its a::iv1sing pedestria:"lS to be 
quiet when in that area. 

THERE BEING NOTHING FURTHER TO COME 2EFOR:: Tr.:: 30ARD, THE V!:!:TING 
ADJOURNED AT 2:38 P.M. TO CLOSED SESSiON. 

• 
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COASTAL PERMIT ADMINISTRATOR ACTION SHEET 

Case Number: CDP #22-96 Hearing Date: 2/27/97 

Applicant: Redwood Coast Land Conservancy 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS: 

X Categorically Exempt 

Negative Declaration 

EIR 

ACTION: 

X Approved 

Denied 

Continued 

FINDINGS: 

Per staff report 

X Modifications and/or additions --

See memorandum dated 2/27/97 

CONDITIONS: 

Per staff report 

X Modifications and/or additions --.. 
Per staff report; also amend Condition #2 to correct 
typographical error to read "trail" not "trial". 

Add Special Condition #3 regarding landscaping contained in a 
memorandum dated 2/27/97 from Gary Berrigan to Raymond Hall. 

Administrator 
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MENDOCINO COUNTY MEMORANDUM DATE: 2/27/97 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Raymond Hall, coastal Permit Administrator 

Gary Berrigan, Supervising Planner 

Revised Findings and Recommended Landscaping Condition 
for CDP #22-96 (Redwood coast Land Conservancy) 

PROJECT FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS: Pursuant to the provisions of 
Chapter 20.532 and 20.536 of the Mendocino county Code, staff 
recommends that the coastal Permit Administrator approve the 
proposed project, and adopt the following findings and 
conditions: 

FINDINGS: 

(1) The proposed development is in conformity with the 
certified Local coastal Program in that the project 
opens a portion of the Gualala bluff area to public 
pedestrian access as required by Policies 3.6-9; 3.6-
22; 3.6-26; and 4.12-18 of the Coastal Element. As 
conditioned, the project would conform with Section 
20.528.045 of the Coastal Zoning Code. As described in 
the file record, the project also conforms with Policy 
3.6-14 of the Coastal Element regarding geologic and 
blufftop hazards issues. 

(2) The proposed development will be provided with adequate 
utilities, access roads, drainage and other necessary 
facilities in that the vertical accessway abuts State 
Highway One and installation of improvements such as 
benches, fencing and landscaping will provide 
sufficient facilities for the nature of the use. 

<, 

{3) The proposed development is consistent with the purpose··,,, 
and intent of the applicable zoning district, as well 

EXHIBIT NO. 12 

APPf.l~-yoN NO. A- - -97-23 
Redwood Coast 
Land Conservancy 

Mend.Co. CDP #22-96 
Revised Findings 

as all other provisions of Division II, and preserves 
the integrity of the zoning district in that the 
Commercial zoning district provides for a wide range of 
commercial and visitor.serving use types, and the 
proposed development will serve existing users of the 
commercial district. 

(4) The proposed development would not have any significant 
adverse impacts on the environment within the meaning 
of the California Environmental Quali~y Act if 
constructed in compliance with the conditions of 
approval. Adequate setbacks from the bluff top have 
been provided, and the project meets the provisions of 
a Class 4 categorical exemption from CEQA as provided 
by Section 15304 of the California Code of Regulations. 

(5) The proposed development will not have any adverse 
impacts on any known archaeological or paleontological 
resource in that the project consists of minor surface 
work, and it is conditioned to protect these resources 
by Standard condition #B. 

(6) Other public services, including but not limited to, 
solid waste and public roadway capacity have been 
considered and are adequate to serve the proposed 
development. The project is designed to provide 
passive recreational use for existing visitors and 
residents to Gualala. It is not a destination type of 
proposal which would require special public support 
services beyond those that exist in the area or to the 
site. 

• 

,. . 

... 
·' 

;.: 

• 
'·. 

• 



• 

• 

Page Two 
Findings/Conditions 
COP #22-96 (Redwood Land Conse~vancy) 

(7) The proposed development is in conformity with the 
public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 
3 of the California Coastal Act and the Coastal Element 
of the General Plan. 

Section 30212(a) of the Coastal Act requires that 
public access from the nearest public roadway to the 
shoreline and along the coast be provided in new 
development projects. The coastal Commission granted a 
coastal development permit (NCR-77-C-115: Bower) for a 
minor land division, finding that the recordation of a 
vertical and lateral access easement would be required 
in order for the land division to meet the requirements 
of the public access policies of the Coastal Act. The 
easements were recorded and the land division was 
finalized. Subsequent development occurred on parcels 
which contained the access easements. Additional 
access easements were not required of these 
developments, including the Sea Cliff Inn, because the 
easements were recorded. The County's LCP was 
ultimately adopted, and it included these easements on 
the Land Use Maps, and included specific policies 
calling for the acceptance and opening of the 
accessways {Coastal Element Policies 3.6-9; 3.6-22; 
3.6-26; 4.12-18). The project implements the public 
access provisions of the Coastal Act and the County's 
LCP. The project also fulfills the findings and 
conditions of approval of prior coastal development 
permits which authorized increased development of the 
project site, if public access was provided to and 
along the shoreline. 

Recommended Special Condition #3: 

96 

3. All landscaping shall be drought tolerant, native 
vegetation. Landscaping along the easterly side of the 
access trail also shall be low growing. The purpose of 
the low growing, easterly landscaping shall be to 
provide a privacy barrier for adjacent development, but 
not to obstruct existing coastal views from the 
development. A revised landscaping plan shall be 
submitted to the Coastal Permit Administrator for 
review and approval prior to issuance of the coastal 
development permit. ~ 
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EXHIBIT NO. 13 

EXISTING USES: 

~ING IAND USES: 

st.lPERV'ISORIA DISTR.Icr: 

ct:J'ol'r CODE 65950 DATE: 

~ I:£l'ERMINATICN: 

C1IHER REI.A'I'ED APPLICATIONS: 

Redwood Coast lard o:mservancy 
ro eox 1511 
Gualala, CA .95445 

Installation of a plblic acx::ess trail 
consistirq of a 300 foot vertical 
access f:r:au Highway one to the 
blufftop, ard an ax:proximately 500 
foot lateral acx::ess alorq the bluff; 
installation of fenc:irq, plaCE!IlW!!nt of 
benches for a view area, ard placement 
of directional signs. 

w of Highway one alorg the ocean bluff 
at 39170 South Highway one, Gualala 
(APN 1s 145-261-ll;-12) 

Yes 

Stardard 

15, 000 +- square feet 

Commercial 

North: c 
East: C 
South: C 
West: OS 

Commercial 

Commercial 

Commercial 

5 

August 9, 1997 

categorically exenpt, Class 4 

NCR-77-c-115 for a minor lard division 
required the applicant to offer for 
dedication both a vertical an:i lateral 
public ·access easeJilellt • .. 

PRlJECl' OESCRIPI'Ial: 'Ihe Redwood coast lard o:mservancy, a local non-profit 
organization, has accepted lateral an:i vertical plblic access easeJilellts along 
the bluffs in the camnercial area of Gualala. 'Ihe Conservancy, with this 
application, proposes to open an:i improve Fhase I of a three~ trail 
improvement program. 

'Ihe Fhase I portion of the trail includes placement of approximately 500 feet 
of trail surface, oonstruction of a viewpoint, lan:iscaping, barrier fencing, 
benches, designation of the vertical acx::ess f:r:au Highway 1, ard installation 
of signs. Approximately 200 feet of the vertical trail is presently ~lt, 
ard extems t.hrcugh an existing parkin;J lot. 'Ihe new trail will be a footpath 
with an all-weather surface of crushed shale. 'Ihe trail will be no wider than 
five feet to allow two persotiS to walk side by side, ard wi;l.l be for 
pedestrians only. It will not accamnc:idate bicycles, skateboards, roller 
blades, et. According to the applicant, a similar trail surface has worked 
well in the 'Ihe Sea Ranch fQr persons in wheel chairs ard persons who have 
difficulty walking. 

'Ihe trail location has been designed to rnaximize the privacy of users of the 
adjacent Seacliff Inn. ('Ihe Seacliff l:nn was permitted an:i constructed 
approximately seven years after the easeJilellts were recorded.) 'Ihe trail will 

• 

• 
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be located in the portion of the easel1lel'lt farthest fran the blildirqs arxi will 
be screened from the ruilci.iN;s with larxiscapi.N;J. In addition, the trail will 
be closed from dusk to dawn. 

I.DCAL OOMTAL PROGRAM a::!>ISIS'I'mC'i ~CN: '1he proposed project is 
consistent with the applicable goals arxi policies of the IDeal Coastal Program 
as descril:led belCM. 

Public: Access: '1he proposed inprovements 'WOUld open a portion of the Gualala 
bluff area to public pedestrian aooess. Rlase I of the proposed trail is 
identified on the coonty Land Use MapS, arxi Policy 3.6-9 of the Coastal 
Element reg:uires access easetrents for all areas designated on the land use ' 
maps. '1he Rlase I vertical and lateral access trails were required by the 
Coastal Ccmnission when it approved a minor sulxiivision (~-77-c-115: 
.E!oWer). Policy 4.12-18 of the Coastal Element states that the "Offer of 
ao:::ess by Bower shall be accepted; tO provide the potential for completion of 
a p.lblic trail fran Central Gualala to Gualala Bridge ••• [sic]" 

Policy 3. 6-22 of the Coastal Element provides: 

"In car.ryirq oot the ooastal access policies of this Coastal Element, the 
cx:x.mty or other appropriate designated management agency shall consider 
and encourage the utilization of innovative access management techniques 
inclu:iiN;J, rut not limited to, agreenents with private organizations 
which woold minimize management costs arxi encouraqe the use of volunteer 
programs. tl 

OpeniN;J the accessway by a local non-profit 'WOUld be consistent with these 
policies of the Coastal Element, arxi 'WOUld achieve their inplementation. 

Policy 3. 6-26 of the Coastal Element provides that: 

"Prior to the openirq, advertising or use of any accessway, the 
responsible· irrlividuals or agency shall prepare a management plan for 
that accessway, which is acceptable to the COUnty of MerX!.ocino, 
sufficient to protect the natural resources arxi maintain the property." 

section 20.528.045 of the coastal Zoni.N;J eooe provides that: 

"No accessway shall be opened for p.lblic use until an Accessway 
Management Plan has been prepared by the managing agency and accepted by 
the Director. At a minilm.tm, the Plan shall: 

(A) Provide for a design which avoids or mitigates any plblic safety 
hazards and any adverse inpacts on agricultural cperations or 
identified coastal resources; .. 

(B) Set forth the agency(ies) responsible for operati.N;J, maintaini.N;J arxi 
assumin;J liability for the accessway; 

(C) Set forth any other known provisions such as facilities to be 
provided, signi.N;J, use restrictions arxi special design and 
naritori.N;J requirements; arxi 

(D) - Set forth provisions for protecting the accessway from vandalism 
am;or inproper use (e.g. guarded gate, security patrol, hoors of 
cperation or period/seasons of closure and fees, if any) • " 

'!he applicant prepared and sul:mitted an Accessway Management Plan to the 
Planni.N;J Director, arxi it is bei.N;J reviewed. '1he coastal O::mnission staff has 
stated that the Management Plan sul:mitted to the ca..mty differs fran the Plan 
ar.proved by the O::mnission, and that the Q)nsei:Val"'CY needs to~ the 
approved Plan. Special COndition #l will require that the Management Plan be 
approved by the coastal canmission ani Planni.N;J Director prior to issue>.,......,. r.f' 
the coastal pe:on:i.t • 

· ... 

, .. 

.. ·: .. 
.; .. 

·-. 
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~ Policy 3.6-14 states, in relevant part, that: 

u.l.l:' ~r.c;.:-::~v 

February 27, 1997 
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" ••• All aooessways shall be desi9ned and const:ructed to safety .starXIards 
adequate for their interrled use. . Hazardous blufftops shall be tnarked or, 
if lateral aooess use is interrled, shall have a cable or other clear 
barrier ma:rk.i.rg the trail or limit of safe approach to the bluff edge ••• " 

'1he site and prcp:>Sed inprcvere.nts were reviewed by Moffatt ani Nichol 
En:Jlneers. '1he review by the c:onsulti.rq en;ineer stated that: 

'"lbe :Alase I site is relatively flat.ani open, with<xlt significant design 
challen;es d::lse:rved. 

"SUrface grades in the ~ I area i:rdicate runoff is generally toward 
the bluff. In the northern portion, the grade also slopes slightly 
toward the north, where a natural drainage swale exists. In the scut:hem 
}XIrtion, the grade slopes toward the south. 'lhe existing grades are 
relatively flat in the trail easere.nt, with a slight adverse grade (away 
fran the bluff edge} imnediately adjacent to the bluff. SOle pon::iing of 
runoff prc:bably cxx:urs. '1he proposed trail will consist of c:a.tpacted 
shale flush with existing grade, and be set back fran the bluff edge. 
'lhe trail is therefore not expected to affect site drainage 
significantly. 

11'lhe bluff is about 50 feet above the east bank of the Gualala River, 
wch flaws north behini a beach benn forming the west bank. 'lbe bluff 
is prc:bably subject to emsion during high river flaws, and waves 
inpacting the base during stonns and large swells. Surface ani groun1 
water drainage may also cause erosion. In the absence of other data or 
sb.dy, it is therefore assumed that the bluff will erode in the future, 
resulting in a laMwa:rd migration of the crest. A trail flush with 
existing grade and set back fran the bluff edge is not expected to affect 
the emsion process. 'lbe roots of existing vegetation prc:bably mitigate 
the rate of emsion caused by drainage, wind, etc. Ian:lscaping should~ 
designed to mitigate emsion and not ao:::elerate it. For exanple, any \, 
irrigation should be minimized,· and a low volume drip system is ' 
preferable to higher volume raethods. Fence posts and benches should be 
set back fran the bluff edge, and installed without causing cracking of 
the soil. A lllinim.Im set back distance of five (5) feet fran the bluff 
edge is rec:amnerded for fences and the trail. 

"Signs of recent bluff emsion were observed at the north er.d, where a 
group of small trees exist, and a view site is proposed. Sane recently 
cut vegetation was observed on the bluff face, which may have oontriblted 
to the aooelerated emsion in this area. A fence will be oonstructed 
between the view site and the bluff, with benches set back fran the bluff 
edge. Assum.irq that the fence installation does nOt adversely affect 
soils, that vegetation is maintained or enharx:ed alor¥] the bluff edge for 
emsion control, ani that irrigation is controlled, it is unlikely that 
trail and view site construction would ao:::elerate bluff emsion in the 
area." 

Consistent with Policy 3.6-14, the proposed fencing will provide an adequate 
safety barrier, and the proposed illlprcvere.nts will be set back a sufficient 
distance to assure bluff top stability as required by Olastal Elere.nt Hazards 
policies. 

Natural Re.sourc:es: No natural resources would be affected by the proposed 
~ts. axmty planning maps identify resources alor¥] the Gualala 
River, but all prcp:>Sed inprcvere.nts would be above the river and setback fran 
the bluff tcp. . 

Archaeological/Olltural Rescurces: 'lbere are :no known a:tdlaeological or 
paleontological resources on the project site or in the imnediate vicinity. 
standard O>ndition #8 advises the applicant or the camty•s 11c::liscovery clause" 
Wich establishes· procedures to follow in the event that a:tdlaeological or 
cultural resources are uncovered during site preparation and construction 
activities. 

• 

., 
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Zoni.rq Requirements: 'Ihe project c::arplies with all zoni.rq requirements of 
Title 20 - Division II of the Merrlocino Colmty Code. 

PRO.IIlX:l' FINDJN:;S AND CXJIDITICNS: rursuant to the provisions of Olapter 20. 532 
an:i 20.536 of the Men:kcino Q:lunty Code, staff~ that the coastal 
Permit Administrator awrove the pn:posed project, an:i adq:lt the followi.rq 
fin:'!ings an:i oorxiitions: 

(1) '!be proposed develcpnent is in confottnity with the certified I.ocal 
Coastal Program; an:i 

(2) '!he proposed develc:prent will be provided with adequate utilities, 
access roads, drainage an:i other ne.cessary facilities; an:i 

(3) '!he proposed develc:prent is consistent with the purpose an::1 intent 
of the awlicable zonin;J district, as well as all other provisions 
of Division II, an:i preserves the integrity of the zoni.rq district; 
an:l 

(4) '!he proposed develc:prent, if constructed in c:a~pliance with the 
oorxiitions of awroval, will not have any· significant adverse 
impacts on the environment within the meani.rq of the California 
Emril:ormv:mtal Quality Act; an:i 

(5) '!he proposed develc:prent will not have any adverse impacts on any 
known archaeological or paleontological resource; an:i 

(6) other p.lblic services, includirg but not limited to, solid waste an:l 
p.lblic roadway capacity have. been considered and are adequate to 
serve the proposed develop:oent • 

(7) '!he proposed develc:prent is in conformity with the p.lblic access ~ 
p.lblic recreation policies of Olapter 3 of the California Coastal · .. ,, 
Act and the Coastal Element of the General Plan. 

S'I7\NDI\RD cx::NDlTICNS: 

1. 'Ibis action shall beoc:ce final on the llth day following the 
decision unless an arpeal is filed p.ll'SUant to Section 20.544.015 of 
the Me.rxiocino Q:lunty Code. 'Ihe pennit shall becane. effective after 
the ten (10) \oiOrldn;J day appeal period to the Coastal CCmnission has 
expired an:i no arpeal has been filed with the Coastal CCmnission. 
'Ihe pennit shall expire ani become null ani void at the expiration 
of two years after the effective date except where constJ:uction ani 
or use of the property in reliance on such pe.r/M.t has been initiated 
prior to its expiration. 

To remain valid, progress towards corcpletion of the project nust be 
continuous. 'Ihe awlicant has sole responsibility for renewing this 
application before the expiration date. 'Ibe CoUnty will not provide 
a notice prior to the expiration date. 

2. 'Ihe use and occupancy of the premises shall be established ani 
maintained in conformance with the provisions of Title 20, Division 
II of the Merxiocino County Code. 

3. '!he awlication, along with supplemental exhibits and related 
11\aterial, shall be considered elements of this pennit, ani that 
catpliance therewith is rnarx:lato:cy, unless an arnerdrnent has been 
awroved by the Coastal Pennit Administrator. 

4. 'Ibat this pennit be subject to the securi.rq of all ne.cessa:cy pennits 
for the proposed develop:oent fran Colmty, state and Federal agencies 
havi.rq jurisdiction. 

5. 'Ibe applicant shall secure all required building pennits for the 
proposed project as required by the Building Inspection Division. 
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6. 'Ihis pemit shall be subject to revocation or m.:x:lification upon a 
fin::lin;J of any one (1) or more of the followirg': 

a. 'lbat such pexmit was obtained or ext:errled by frau:!. 

b. 'lbat one or more of the corditions upon wch such pemit was 
granted have been violated. 

c. 'lbat the use for 'M:lich the pexmit was granted is so conducted 
as to be detrimental to the public health, welfare or safety or 
as to be a nuisance. 

d. A final judgment of a coort of c:a~petent jurisdiction has 
declared one (1) or more condition to be void or ineffective, 
or has enjoined or ·otherwise prohibited the e.nforcerrent or 
operation of one (l) or more such oorditions. 

7. 'Ihis pemit is issued without a legal dete.nnination havirg' been made 
upon the number, size or shape of parcels encarpassed within the 
pemit described :botin:iaries. Should, at any time, a legal 
dete.nnination be made that the number, size or shape of parcels 
within the pexmit described boundaries are different than that wch 
is legally required by this pexmit, this pemit shall becane null 
am void. 

8. If any archaeological sites or artifacts are discovered durirg' site 
excavation or construction activities, the applicant shall cease am 
desist fran all further excavation am distu.rtlances within one 
hun:lred (100) feet of the discovery, am make notification of the 
discovery to the Director of Plannirg' am a.tildirg' Services. '!he 
Director will coon:linate further actions for the protection of the 
archaeological resources in accol':dance with Section 22.12. 090 of the 
Meniocino County Code •. 

1. Prior to the issuance of the Coastal Develcpnent Penilit, the 
applicant shall submit a management plan wch has been approved by 
the Coastal Ccmnission staff 1 ard Wch has been approved by the 
Director of Plannirg' am Buildirg' Services. 

2. Fencin;J am trial improvements shall be set back a minimum distance 
of five feet fran the bluff edge. 

Staff Report Prepared By: 

Attachments: Eldlibit A- location Map 
Eldlibit B - Site Plan 
Eldlibit C - North View Site 
Eldlibit D - Trail sections 
Exhibit E - Fencin;J am SUrface Detail 
Exhibit F - Signs 

Appeal Period: 10 days 
Appeal Fee: $635 
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NOTICE OF APPEAL 
TO CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 

John J. Bower hereby appeals to the California Coastal Commission the March 
24, 1979 decision by the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors to approve the 
application for the issuance of Coastal Development Permit #22-96. 

Appellant: 

Project Proponent: 

Project Description: 

John J. Bower 
P.O. Box 1000 
Gualala, CA 95445 

Redwood Coast Land Conservancy 
P.O. Box 1511 
Gualala, CA 95445 

The development of a public access trail with the downtown commercial area 
of Gualala, Mendocino County. The proposed route includes a 300' vertical access 
from Highway One to the bluff top and a lateral bluff top trail approximately 500' 
in length located partially (110'.) upon APN 145-261-12 and partially (400'.) upon 
APN 145-261-11, all owned by appellant Bower. Trail improvements include 
surfacing, signing and benches. A plot plan of the proposed project is attached 
hereto as Exhibit A. The proposed project is located between the sea and the first 
public road (Highway One). 

Grounds for Appeal: 

John J. Bower appeals only that portion of the proposed improvements that 
are proposed to be located upon his property (APN 145-261-11). The proposed trail 
on the Bower property will be located within 10' -12' of the view windows in the eight 
ground level, ocean view lodging units in Bower's "Seacliff' lodge. Due to the low 
level windowsills (approximately 36" high) and the proximity to the proposed path, 
trail users will be able to gaze directly into the units thereby destroying the privacy 
of the units and rendering them practically commercially useless. 

The proposed trail on the Bower property is and always will be a "stub trail" 
to nowhere. The easement terminates at the north line of the Bower property at the 
edge of an older residential area with no prospect of an extension. To the south, 
however, the easement extends for several hundred feet along the bluff top with the 
possibility of additional extension(s). The proposed trail upon the Bower property 

\AGREE\BOWER.NOA 
EXHIBIT NO. 

APPLICATION NO. 
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~ simply an out-and-back dead end with no vertical access back to any public road . 

Due to the topography, location of structures and nature of development along 
.... :.e easement to the south of the vertical access (APN 145-261-12), a similar trail to 
the south would not adversely impact any commercial users as it does the Seacliff 
lodge units. If the trail were developed to the south of the Bower property rather 
than on the Bower property the trail would provide viewing and recreational 
opportunities no less enjoyable than the proposed Bower segment of the trail but 
would clearly avoid the severe adverse impact upon the established commercial use. 

Development of the trail to the south of rather than upon the Bower property 
would be more consistent with Public Resources Code §30214(a)(4) and (b) and 
Mendocino County Local Coastal Plan Policies (3.6-10 and 3.6-25) which generally 
require an equitable balancing between the public right of access and private property 
rights and the management of access areas "so as to protect the privacy of adjacent 
property owners." (See Exhibit B.) The trail to the south could be developed within 
existing easements and managed in such a way so as not to unreasonably interfere 
with any of the existing commercial uses upon those properties located to the south 
and east of the vertical access. 

Significant Question: 

The primary purpose of the development. of the trail segment on the Bower 
property is to provide bluff top viewing sites. The trail segment cannot provide 
access to any other properties as the easement terminates at the northerly end of the 
Bower property and does not and cannot provide pedestrian access to any public 
road. The primary issue on appeal is whether the public's right of access can be 
balanced with the private rights of Bower to adequately protect both. The 
development of the trail to the south of the vertical access point would provide the 
very same bluff top view sites as would the Bower segment but would avoid any 
substantial adverse impact upon the rights of the owners of underlying commercial 
properties. This development to the south of the vertical access point would be more 
con~istent with the various factors set forth in PRC §30214 and the Mendocino 
County LCP, Policies 3.6-10 and 3,6-25. The location of the trail improvements upon 
the Bower property while a better, alternative site is available, unreasonably favors 
the public's right of access over individual property rights. The public need for access 
and bluff top view sites can be provided on the southerly segment of the easement 
thereby protecting the privacy of adjacent property owners. 

\AGREE\BOWER.NOA 2 
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• Interested Parties: 

The names and mailing addresses of all persons and/or entities whom 
the appellant knows to have an interest in the project or who submitted comments 
at the hearing are as follows: 

• 

Doug Hammerstrom 
Ms. Eberly 
Redwood Coast Land Consetvancy 
P.O. Box 1511 
Gualala, CA 95445 

Jim Latter 
Cypress Properties 
39120 S. Hwy. One 
Gualala, CA 95445 

Dated: April 7, 1997 

Redwood Coa 
Land Conserv 

Appeal 
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Lena Humber 
The Breakers 
39300 S. Hwy. One 
Gualala, CA 95445 
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§ _30214~ Implementation of public actts$ policieS . · · . 
(a) The public access policies of this article shall be implemeots>d in a manner that takes 
into account the need to remlate the time, place. ami manner of public access de.pendins 
on the facts and circumstances in each case including. but not limited to. the following: 
(1) Topographic and geologlc site chara.qt~ristic;=;. 

{2)Thc; capacity of the site to sustain use and at what level of intensity. 

(3) The appropriateness of limitipg public access to the right to pass and repass depending 
on such factOrs as the fragility of the natural reaow:ces in the area and the proximity ofthe 
access area to adjacent residential us~s. 

(4).The need to provide for the management of access areas so as to protect the priyacy 
· of adjacent property· owners and to protect the a~etic values of the area by providing 
· · for the collection of litter. . 

(b) It is tbe intent ofthe Legislature) that the publiC access. 'policieS of this article be earned. 
out in a reasonable manner that considers thg equlties:a:nd·that balances the rights of the. 
individual property ·owner with the public's constitutional right of access .pursuant to 
Section 4 of Article X of· the California. Constitution. Nothing in this section or any 
8Jllendment thereto shall be construed as a limitation on the rights guaranteed to the public 
under Section 4 of ~cle X of the California Constitution. 

(c) In carrying out the public acce~s policies of tJY,s ~cle, the commission and .any other 
responsible public agency shall consider and ~ncourage the utilization of innovative access 
management techniques, including, but not ·limited to, agreements with private 
organizations which would minimize management costs· and encourage the use of 
volunteer programs. · 

3.6-lO 

3.6-25 

. . 
m accessways sba11 be lcx;atoo·artfde:;jgned to minimize the loss Qf: 
privacy or other Advetm in:p;u;b;5 · on ·adjacent residences ani gthgr; 
lard US§. 

·-· .... - .............. ···--------------
l?IJblic access pol~cies shall bEi implemented in a manner that takes 
into account the need to regulate· the time, · place, an:i manner of 
public access depen:ling on the facts ani circumstances in each case 
includi.n:J, but not ·limited to, ·the 'folla«jn;: . . . . 

. topog:r:aphic ani geologic site characteristics; 
capacity of the' site to sustain use ani at what leVel of 
intensi +·u • ' 

·-.,ll ' 

fragility of na.'b.lral . resom.:ce. areap ani · pl::OXiliU.ty to 
residential uses; · · 
need. to provide for managemant of th~ access; 
balance '}:?etween the(rights of irxllvidual property · CMnetS, 

. arx:l the public 1 s constibltiopal rights of access; , 

EXHIBIT B 

.., ... 
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APPLICATION SUMMARY AND STAFF RECOMNENDATION 

Application No. NCR-77-G-115 
(Name) Bower 
Date Filed: 

PERMIT 
APPLICANT: 

John Bower 
P.O. Box 1000 
Gualala, CA 95445 

Agent: Joseph Scherf 
P.o·. Box 275 
Ukiah, CA 95482 

DEVELOPMENT 39140 Highway One, Gualala (Exhibit A). ' 
I.DCATION: .. 

DEVEI.DPMENT 
DESCRIPTION: 

Division of a 4.5 acre into 3 parcels of 1.9, 1.0, and 1.6 acres 
(Exhibit B). 

STAFF NOTES: 

1. 

2. 

Site Description: 

The project site is a flat, open, partially developed 4.5 acre parcel west 
of Highway One and fronting the Gualala River in central Gualala. The 
northern end of the project site is open, grassy, and undeveloped. A 
motel, grocery, offices, and other stores are located on the southern 
-portion of the lot. The western portion of the lot, once the bed for a 

!.logging railroad, meets the Gualala River in stony bluffs ten to twenty 
feet above the tide line. A small trail descends the bluff to the beach 
and has been used by metel guests, local residents, and fisherman to gain 
access to the tidelands below. To the southeast lies the Gualala River 
beach in Sonoma County. 

Project History: 

• 

The project site is designated recreation-residential in the Mendocino County 
General Plan and is zoned G-38. The project has been approved by Mendocino 
County. There are no previous Regional Commission actions regarding this 
site. 

A~ Public Access: . • 1. Coastal Issues: 

·.··. .? :t~~ ·.~~ ·'~ ::··· .. ~ . 
r~o&W~: Jesources Code 30211 

~~"' ... ., Jllid that iiew denr&lc~t81Jnt DID'd.de 
'·""·''· 
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~ona~vions are proposed to protect historic access from Highway One 
to the Gualala River and to provide lateral access along the bluffs 
overlooking Gualala River. 

B. Coastal Recreation: 

Public Resources Code 30221 and 30222 require that oceanfront land 
suitable for recreation use and visitor-serving facilities shall be 
reserved for such uses. Conditions are proposed to the reserve recreat­
ional options on undeveloped portions of the parcel. 

C. Marine Environment and Land Resources: 

D. 

E. 

The marine environment and land resources will not be affected. The 
project involves no new development activities or changes in current 
uses. 

Development: 

The development is in central Gualala with water and electric services 
available nearby. The project as conditioned will preserve existing 
open space between Highw~ One and the sea. A geologic report filed 
with this application states that bluff erosion along the river front is 
less than one foot a year. With reasonable setbacks on any future 
developments, the project site will not be subject to geologic hazard. 

Industrial Development: 

Industrial development is not at issue. 

F. Alternatives: 

A no project alternative would maintain existing land uses, and has no 
advantages over the project as proposed. 

G. Local Coastal Program: 

The project as conditioned will enhance Mendocino County's ability to 
prepare its local coastal program as no new projects will be undertaken 
under the permit and existing open space will be reserved until certificatim 
of the local coastal program. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution: 

I. Appro"lal: 

~e Commission hereby grants a permit, subject to the conditions below, for 
the proposed development on the grounds that, as conditioned it is in . 
conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 
1976; that it will not prejudice the ability of the local government having 
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Coastal Permit No. 
NCR 77 C-115 

jurisdiction over the ~r~a to prepare a loc~t~oa~~ ~g~~:t~t 
conformity to the provl.sl.ons of Chapter 3 o e c ' . t 
will not have any significant adverse impacts on the en:rJ.rO~~n 
within the meaning of the California Environmental Quall.ty c • 

II. Conditions: 

\ 

Prior to the issuance of this permit, the ~ppli~ant shall rec~rd 
l. aiver in a form approved by the Executl.ve Director, of al 

~l:im ag~inst the public for ~uture ~iabllity or damage from 
geologic hazard related to thl.s perml.t. 

2. Prior to the issuance of this permit' thelapphlaliclantxeancutd e a~p~~~~: 
with an interest in the applicant's parce s e 
a document, the form and content of which have been.ap~roved by ~he 
Executive Director of the Regional Conrnission, confl.rmmg the eXl.stence I 
of an irrevocable right of public access from Highway One to the .mean said~., ........ :.--.. 1 high water line of the Gualala River, running :in the "~?raveled way _ 
generally as described :in Exhibit C of this s~( ~ ~~pede 
that nei't;,_her the applicant nor .his successor in mt re 

public access.-· ~- I .... 

3. Prior to the issuance of this permit, the· applicant and all persons • 
with an interest in the applicant's parcel shall execute and record a · 1 

· document, the form and content of which have been approved by the 
Executive Director of the.~gional Conmission, offering to dedicate to 
the public, the right of ac ess across a strip 25 feet in width adjacent 
to am lan:iward of the bl edge along the ocean side of the applicant's 
lot, running general.ly as . scribed 1n· Exhibit C of _this sumary. The 
applicant shall be required~ prior to the iasuance of this permit 
to provide tbe Regional Couibission with a title report. and guarantee 
in favor of the Regional Cormnission listing all parties who are necessary 
to execute the dedication for it to be effective. The offer to dedicate 
shall be irrevocable for a period of 25 years and shall run with the 
land, binding suQcessors and assigns of the applicant. Only a public 
agency or a private association agreeing to accept responsibility 
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section .30212 for maintenance and 
liability of the accessway shall accept the offer. The applicant ahall 
agree to dedicate such interest in the land as required by the public 
agency or private association that accepts the dedication, exaept that 
the public use of the land may be limited to pedestrian travel, 
viewl.ng, and coastal trail access. Access by the public shall not be .. 
permitted until the provisions of Public Resources Code Section 
30212 !•egarding liability and maintenance are fulfilled and an access 
program including the ~sible acceptance of the area offered in 
dedication pursuant to this condition has been included in a certified 
local coastal program for the area. If, upon certification, the local 
coastal program does not contain an access program including the possible 
acceptance of the applicant's offer to dedication, the Executive Director 
of the Regional Commission or its successor shall, pursuant to request 
by the applicant, execute in a form proper for recordation a document 
releasing applicant from any further obligation under this offer. 
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4. Prior to the issuance of this permit the applicant and all 
persons with an interest in the applicant's parcel, shall 
execute and record memorandum of l.mderstanding, the form 
and content of which have been approved by the Executive 
Director of the Regional Commission, agreeing that no 

u.L~L...,a.u.L\.IU for a coastal development permit shall be submitted 
lli:III!Mit .. within th~aeani\nih9+.~1tJ;l.e California 

utldlel't;ak!m em Parcel 1:, t~<Vbe-"'Created by · 
-·"""'"'~· ltlr_JLLu.- to the rcertit1ca:tion of' l{eiiiocitlo County's 

loc . . eoatai »fPsriJP; --~rtr)Jul.y 1,. l99;)~; .'.which~ver comes ~first. ' 
'!he 111em0ratldllnf:ol' uilder~a&ding Shall j8 irrevocable· and shall run with 
the iand, bindiRg'8Ucce~•ors and assigns of the applicant. 

lll.Fip.dings and Declaffii,ons: 

The Commission finds and declares: 

1. That the public has aquired through use the right of access across this 
parcel to the Gualala River, and that this development, as conditioned, 
will not interfere with such access, in conformance with Public Resources 
Code 30211. 

2. That the development, as conditioned, provides adequate public access along 
the coast, in conformance with Public Resources Code 30212 • 

3. That portions of the development site are suitable for recreation and 
that the development as conditioned reserves the recreational potential 
of this site, in conformance with Public Resources Code 30221. 

4. That the project will not affect land or marine resources, in that no 
new uses or activities will be created by this permit. 

5. That the project is within an existing center of development with adequate 
public services, in conformance with Public Resources Code 30250. 

6. 

7. 

That the project will not prejudice the ability of Mendocino County to 
prepare its local coastal program, as the development creates no new uses 
or activities. 

That the project will not have a significant impact upon the environment 
within the m ing of the California Environmental Quality Act. 

Dan Ray 
Permit Analyst 

CONCUR: 
Executive Director 
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Conditions are proposed to protect historic access from Highway One 
to the Gualala River and to provide lateral access along the bluffs 
overlooking Gualala River. 

B. Coastal Recreation: 

Public Resources Code 30221 and 30222 require that oceanfront land 
suitable for recreation use and visitor-serving facilities shall be 
reserved for such uses. Conditions are proposed to the reserve recr~at­
ional options on undeveloped portions of the parcel. 

C. Marine Environment and Land Rssources: 

The marine environment and land resources will not be affected. The 
project involves no new development activities or changes in current 
uses. 

D. Development: 

The development is in central Gualala with water and electric services 
available nearby. The project as conditioned will preserve existing 
open space between Highway One and the sea. A geologic report filed 
with this application states that bluff erosion along the river front is 
less than one foot a year. With reasonable setbacks on any future 
developments, the project site will not be subject to geologic hazard. 

E. Industrial Development: 

Industrial development is not at issue. 

F. Alternatives: 

A no project alternative would maintain existing land uses, and has no 
advantages over the project as proposed. 

G. Local Coastal Program: 

The project as conditioned will enhance Mendocino County's ability to 

' . .. 

prepare its local coastal program as no new projects will be undertaken 
under the permit and existing open space will be reserved until certification 
of the local coastal program. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution: 

I. Appro"Val: 

Tide Commission hereby grants a permit, subject to the conditions below, for 
the proposed development on the grounds that, as conditioned it is in 
conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 
1976; that it will not prejudice the ability of the local government having 
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REDWOOD COAST .LAND CO·NSERVANCY. --····-- ... ·----
P.O. BOX 1511 • GUALALA, CALIFORNIA 95445~1511 

. April 23, 1997 

California Coastal Commission . 

RE: Gualal.a Bluff Trail - COP #22'-96 
' < .. 

Dear Commi.ss~on MembQr 

Redwood Coast Land Conservancy (RCLC) is·a loeally-based land· . 
'trust· which will build and maintain the Gualala Bluff Trail. The 
RCLC is·a California non-profit corporati.on·governed by a volun-

. teer Board of. Directors. Easements acquired by the .Coastal · ·· 
Commission in whi.ch·the trail will be located have been trans-
ferred to the RCLC. · 

·we·would. like to comment on two issues raised in the appeal. 

Eurpose of Trail·- The appeal states· that the primary purpose. of 
the tra~J.' is to.provide bluff top viewing sites. This is only 
one of.the· trail's·fWlcti.ons. The trail also provides a public 
walkway linking Gualala conunercial properties and tourist accom­
modations as an alternative to wa,lking or driving on Highway One. 

The attached letter f.rom the Gualala Municipal Advisory Council 
· {GMAC) states that the trail is an integral part of the Gualala 
Town & Area Plan and a vital link in achieving the Plan's goal o£ 
a·pedestrian oriented commercial center.· The Town Plan also in­
cludes future trail segments which will link· the downtown area to 
both ri.v:er and oc.ean natural areas. 

Priyacy- rn our meetings with themanaq.ers of seacli.ff Inn.and 
Surf Motel, we disc\lssed the needto protect privacy of quests. 
The trail has been desiqned to maximize the privacy of persons 
using the. adjacent Seacliff Inn. 

The trail will be located in the .portion of the easement. farthest 
from the buildings· (a. minimum distance of 1 5 -. 1 7 feet, not 1 0 -
12 .feet as .stated in the appeal). Low-qrowinq plants on the 
easterly side of the trail will provide a barrier between the 
trail and the buildings without blocking ocean views~ 
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We .have also limit.ed th~ hours· of. o~ration. for the tr;~i'l ·.from ·. ·.·• 
·sunrise to sunset'to avoid use of.tbe·trail when it would have 

. the most. i~pact on Seacli£f guest privacy. Signs ~ill be posted 
o~ the :t.rail to notify users of. the h.ours. 

··In add.iticm' the County added requirements that the .trail be 
narrowed in. ·the. section by the Inn and. signs. rec;ruestinq quiet be. 
~sted to mi~mize noise from· trail. users. · 

During the Board of Supervisors hearinq, Mr. ·Bower's attorney 
brought up se~eral additional issues related to our project. 

· · None of these issues were cited in the appeal, but may be raised 
... at your. meeting. We would like to comment on some of these 

·issues •. ·· · 

· Insurance - The RCLC holds a commercial insurance policy with 
coverages for general and ·automobi.le liability with an aqqreqate 
limit of. $2 mil1ion •. All owners. of property· underlying the 
easements are covered by umbrella liability ·coveraqe·in the 
amount of $5 million·and are designated as additional insured 
enti. ties"' · · · 

.statutes also ·exist limiting- the iiability of landowners who.· 
provide access .for recreational use. AB2291 has added to this 
protection, provisions for'payment of attorneys' fees for land­
owners who prevail in court over someone who· clai . .ms. injury on a 
recreational·trail. 

we would also like. to point out·that user:safety was aprime 
factor in the design of the trail. Its construction will qreatly 
improve the safety. of persons accessinQ' the bluff in this area by· 
eliminating existi.n.q hazardous conditions which· encourag-e access 
riqht ·up 1;o. the.· bluff edqe. · 

Parkin~ - The trail is designed to serve persons already in 
Gualala. A· 500 foot lonq trail i:s unlikely . to· serve as a desti­
nation which g-enerates ad.di ti.onal vehicular traffic. 

. . . . . 
EnVironmental ImPActs - The trail desiqn has been reviewed by 
MOffatt &.Nichol Engineers. They.analyzed both drainaqe and 
.erosion impacts·of trail const?=UCtion and specified setbacks. for 
the trail and associated . fences. . . · . .. . ·· · · · . 

l't;;ail Maintenance - The ·RCLC is an all volun.teer orqanization . 
with no·paid staff.· 'l'herefore~ maintenance of the.trailwill .be 
carried· out by a volunteer commi.t,tee~ The committee will cl$an 
up any littar that is left alonc;r the trail., ·monitor the condition 
.of ·the trail, and.' make necessary .repairs as soon ·.as possible. 

•• 

While a volunteer qroup·does not· sound.like.a relia.ble.and endur­
ing source of maintenanee·labor,, the·southern Mendocino and 
northern Sonoma coaa·t haa a tradition of volunteers· providinq • 
s.ervices ·provided by qovarnment elsewhere·. · ·There are many exam-
ples in our communitY. of lonq•stand.inq volunteer. efforts. 
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• . . . ~·Redwood .Coast Land Conse:r:vancy h;as· been ·working on this 
project· since 1993.. · 'l'he Conservancy has .obtained· the trail , 

•• 

. easements, met with landowners, held public workshops, designed 
the trail~ and raised constr~ction funds~ We· ask your support ~n 
denying the appeal so we can build the.Phase I portion of ·this . 
trail ·which. enjoys wide-spread public support as shown by the · 
attached lette~ from ·GMAC. 

Thank you for.your consideration of our project . 

. Sincerely. 

~a·~ 
Shirley .J. Eberly· . . . 
President ~f the Bo~rd of Directors 
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G U A L A L A M U N I C I P A L A' D ·V I S 0 R Y 

POST OFFICE BOX 67. GUAL.A.LA. CALIFORNIA 95445 

Date: March 13, 1996 

To: The Trust for Public Land 

From: Gualala Muuicipal Advisocy Council 
P0Box67 
Gualala, CA 95445 

Rc: Gualala BluffTrail/ Redwood Coast Land Conservancy 

The Gualala Municipal Advisory Council (GMAC) is a County appointed Council whose mandate 
is ( 1) to review and make recommendations regarding development applications affecting the GMA C 
jurisdiction, and (2) to vpdate the Local Coastal Plan \V.ith the proposed Gualala Town and Area Plan. 

• 

At the GM:AC genetalmeeting on September 8, 1993, the council acted to support the Gualala Bluff 
Trail as proposed by the Redwood Coast Land Conservancy and to provide a letter of support toward 
their future developmmt aetivi:ties. The Gualala Bluff Trail is a designated Public Coastal Access • 
Trail on the cu:rrent Mendocino County Land Use maps. In GMACs coliJD'Tlmity SUIVey and 

·workshops the BluffTrail and its access to coastal views have been overwhelmingly supported. The 
Bluff Trail has beeJl ii1c:luded. as an integral part of the pedestrian walkway circulation concept 
included in the proposed Gualala To'WD & Area Plm.. 

A prima1y goal of the PJm is to provide for pedestrian oriented commercial center for Gualala. The 
Gualala Bluff Trail is a vital tink in achieving this goal Gualala has no existing pedestrian walks or 
trai1s in the commercial area. The Bluff' Trail would provide a link between visitor accommodations 
·and retail shopping campi~ other than driv.in.g or walking·on the Highway O.Oe shoulder. 

The BlutfTrail will. also provide an attractive Coastal Access for the many visitors \Vho come to the 
Gualala· area on a year ro1.m.d basis. The Council unanimously supports the development of the 
Gualala BluffTrail 

Ql'~if:Eitnc~on 

v ..... II.IAI..a Municipal Advisory Council 

. ,. 
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