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COMMISSIONERS ON THE 
PREVAILING SIDE 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: 

APPELLANTS: 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE: 
DOCUMENTS 

STAFF NOTES: 

1. Procedure. 

Commissioners Allgood, Dettloff, Hart, Lee, 
McCoy, Orr, Potter, Reilly, Susskind, Woolley, and 
Chairman Wan 

County of Mendocino 

Navarro Watershed Protection 
Association; Hillary Adams 

1) Mendocino County CDP No. 62-99; and 
2 ) Mendocino County Local Coastal Program 

At the Commission meeting of August 11, 2000, the Commission considered whether the appeal 
of Mendocino County's approval of the single family residence and septic and water utility 
improvements raised a substantial issue of conformance with the County of Mendocino's certified 
LCP. Commission staff had recommended that the Commission find that the appeal did not raise a 
substantial issue. However, the Commission found that the appeal did raise a substantial issue 
with regard to the project's conformance with the County of Mendocino's certified LCP. 

At the Commission meeting of January 12, 2001, the Commission held a de novo hearing on the 
project and at the conclusion of the hearing, the Commission approved the project with conditions. 
Commission staff had recommended approval of the project with conditions, including a condition 
that would have required the proposed single family residence to be moved to an alternative 
location on the site. However, the Commission determined at the hearing that the alternative site 
was not feasible, and did not impose the proposed condition that would have required the house to 
be moved. The Commission also added a landscaping plan condition requiring that certain 
changes to the applicants' proposed landscaping plan be made to better screen the house in its 
proposed location. Other conditions recommended by staff were adopted by the Commission. 
As the Commission's de novo action on the project 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 action at the de novo hearing. The revised 
findings reflect the action taken by the Commission at the meeting of January 12, 2001, in the de 
novo portion of the hearing. In discussing how the Commission conditioned the project to make it 
consistent with the certified LCP, the findings also serve to demonstrate how the appeal raised a 
substantial issue of conformance with the certified LCP. 
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The Commission will hold a public hearing and vote on the revised findings contained in this 
report at its May 11, 2001 meeting. The purpose of the hearing is to consider whether the revised 
findings accurately reflect the Commission's previous action rather than to reconsider the merits 
of the project or the appropriateness of the adopted conditions. Public testimony will be limited 
accordingly. 

2. Standard of Review 

The Coastal Commission effectively certified Mendocino County's LCP in October of 1992. 
Pursuant to Section 30604 of the Coastal Act, after effective certification of a certified LCP, the 
standard of review for all proposed development located between the first public road and the sea 
is the certified LCP and the public access policies of the Coastal Act. 

MOTION, STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND RESOLUTION: 

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the revised findings in Section IV below, in 
support of the Commission's actions on January 12, 2001 approving the project with conditions. 
The proper motion is: 

Motion: 
I move that the Commission adopt the revised findings dated April 20, 2001, in support 
of the Commission's action on January 12,2001, to approve with conditions Appeal No. 
A-1-MEN-00-028. 

Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion. Passage of this motion will result in the adoption 
of revised findings as set forth in this staff report. The motion requires a majority vote of the 
members from the prevailing side present at the January 12, 2001 Commission hearing, with at 
least three of the prevailing members voting. Only those Commissioners on the prevailing side 
of the Commission's action on the permit are eligible to vote. See the listing on Page 1. 

RESOLUTION TO ADOPT REVISED FINDINGS: 

The Commission hereby adopts the findings set forth below for Appeal No. A-1-MEN-00-028 on 
the ground that the findings support the Commission's decision made on January 12, 2001 and 
accurately reflect the reasons for it. 

COMMISSION ACTION: 

The adopted resolution, conditions, and findings in support of the Commission's January 12, 
2001 action are provided below. 

I . ADOPTED RESOLUTION: 
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The Commission hereby approves a coastal development permit for the proposed 
development and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the development as 
conditioned will be in conformity with the certified County of Mendocino LCP. Approval of 
the permit complies with the California Environmental Quality Act because either 1) feasible 
mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any 
significant adverse effects of the development on the environment, or 2) there are no further 
feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would substantially lessen any significant 
adverse impacts of the development on the environment. 

II. STANDARD CONDITIONS: (See attached Appendix A) 

III. SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 

1. Landscaping Plan: 

2. 

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, 
the applicant shall submit, for the Executive Director's review and approval, a 
landscaping plan prepared by a qualified professional with expertise in the field of 
landscaping, such as a landscape architect. The plan shall provide for the planting 
of an evergreen screen containing at least 10 drought-tolerant native or 
naturalized trees along the southwestern side of the residence to minimize the 
visual impacts to Highway One and the Navarro River Redwoods State Park. The 
plan shall provide that at least 5 of the required trees will be of a fast growing 
species such as shore pine and shall specify the type and mature heights of the 
trees to be planted. The fast growing trees shall be planted at an elevation that is 
approximately the same as the elevation of the base of the approved house. The 
plan shall further include a tree maintenance program (e.g., pruning, fertilizing, 
watering, etc.) for newly planted trees and a tree replacement program on a one­
to-one or greater ratio for the life of the project. All trees to be planted shall be a 
minimum of five feet high when planted and must reach a mature height of at 
least 20 feet. The new trees and shrubs shall be planted within 60 days of 
completion of the project. 

The applicant shall notify the Executive Director in writing when trees have been 
planted, and Commission staff shall verify the planting via a site visit or by 
examining photographs submitted by the applicant. The permittee shall undertake 
development in accordance with the approved final plans. Any proposed changes 
to the approved final plans shall not occur without a Coastal Commission 
approved amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive 
Director determines that no amendment is required because the change is not 
substantive in nature. 

Design Restrictions 

.. 
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3. 

All exterior siding and visible exterior components of the structures authorized 
pursuant to Coastal Development Permit A-1-MEN-00-028 shall be of natural or 
natural-appearing materials of dark earthtone colors, only, and the roof of any 
structure shall also be of dark earthtone color and shall be of natural-appearing 
materiaL In addition, all exterior materials, including the roofing materials and 
windows, shall be non-reflective to minimize glare. Finally, all exterior lights, 
including lights attached to the outside of any structures, shall be low-wattage, 
non-reflective and have a directional cast downward. 

Temporary Occupancy of Travel Trailer 

The travel trailer may be occupied while constructing the single family residence, subject 
to the following limitations: 

(a) The travel trailer may be occupied for the period required to complete 
construction of the primary dwelling, but shall not be occupied for more then 
two years unless an amendment is obtained from the Commission to allow a 
longer period of occupancy. 

(b) A valid building permit for a permanent dwelling on the premises must be in 
effect. 

(c) Building and Health permits must be obtained prior to the set up and 
occupancy of the travel trailer. 

(d) All utility connections to the travel trailer shall be disconnected and the trailer 
shall be removed from the property or placed in storage per Section 
20.456.015(1) of the Code prior to the final building inspection or occupancy 
of the permanent dwelling, whichever comes first. 

4. Tree Removal 

This permit does not authorize the removal of any trees from the subject parcel 
other than those required to be removed to meet the fire safety regulations of the 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection or those required to be 
removed to accommodate the relocation of the house and garage as required in 
Special Condition No. 1. No trees may be removed for the placement of the 
temporary trailer . 
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IV. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

1. BACKGROUND 

On May 5, 2000, Planning & Building Services Director Ray Hall, acting as Coastal Permit 
Administrator (CPA), approved with conditions Coastal Development Permit No. CDP-62-99 
(Jones). The approved development includes construction of an 18-foot-high, 2,524-square-foot 
single-family residence with an attached 612-square-foot garage; installation of a leach field and 
septic system; connection to existing well and on-site utilities; and temporary occupancy of a 
travel trailer during construction of the residence (See Exhibits 1- 6). The CPA's decision was 
not appealed at the local level to the Board of Supervisors. 

The proposed development was approved by the CPA with six special conditions (See 
Exhibit 7). Special Condition No. 1 limited occupancy of the travel trailer to the 
construction period for the approved house and required its removal prior to occupancy 
of the house. Condition No. 2 required the applicants to submit a landscape plan for the 
review and approval of the CPA that provides for planting trees, to provide some level of 
shielding of the structure from views from public vantage points. The condition aJ,so 
required the applicants to irrigate, maintain, and replace the trees as necessary to ensure 
that a vegetation screen is established and maintained in perpetuity. Finally, the 
condition required any future tree removal on the property to be approved by the County . 

Special Condition No.3 required the applicant to temporarily fence and protect existing 
trees from construction activities. Special Condition Nos. 4 and 5 required that only dark 
and non-reflective building materials and windows be used, with certain choices of 
building materials to be reviewed by the CPA. Finally, Special Condition No.6 required 
that a permit amendment be obtained prior to erection of any additional structures or 
placement of exterior lighting on any portion of the site within view of Highway One or 
Navarro Beach State Park. 

The hearing on the coastal development permit application had been opened and 
continued in the months prior to action by the Coastal Permit Administrator. After the 
hearing was first opened, the applicant made a number of changes to the project to reduce 
its visual impact from public vantagepoints along Highway One and the State Park. 
These changes included ( 1) moving the structure from its original location on the south 
crest of the ridge (Navarro River side) to a location approximately 35 feet north that is on 
the north crest of the ridge (Navarro Ridge Road side); (2) relocating the ridgeline of the 
roof 20 feet back off the coastal ridge; (3) reducing the height of the structure from 26 
feet to 18 feet; (4) changing the proposed structure from two stories to one, (5) reducing 
the amount of windows facing the public views of the structure from the southwest, and 
(6) eliminating proposed excavation of the ridge top that was intended to lower the 
relative height of the structure but would have altered the landform. 

After the close of the local appeal period, the County issued a Notice of Final Action on 
the coastal development permit, which was received by Commission staff on May 22, 

• 
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2000 (Exhibit No.7). The project was appealed to the Coastal Commission in a timely 
manner on June 6, 2000, within 10-working days after receipt by the Commission of the 
Notice of Final Local Action. 

On August 11, 2000 the Coastal Commission found that a substantial issue was raised by 
the appeal. 

1. PROJECT AND SITE DESCRIPTION: 

Project Setting 

The subject parcel is a 3.9-acre parcel that straddles the top of Navarro Ridge, an east­
west trending ridge that forms the north side of the deep valley carved by the Navarro 
River as it makes its way west to the Mendocino coast (See Exhibits 1-3 ). Highway One 
crosses the Navarro River valley on its route north along the coast by first traversing 
eastward down the flank of the opposite ridge on the south side of the valley, crossing the 
river on a low bridge at a point approximately 1.25 miles inland from the coast, and 
finally traversing westward up the southern flank of Navarro Ridge to the coastal terrace 
north of the mouth of the river. Highway 128 intersects Highway One at the north end of 
the bridge crossing. The subject parcel is one of about a dozen mostly similar-sized 
parcels zoned for Rural Residential use along this part of Navarro Ridge (See Exhibit 3). 
These parcels are relatively long and narrow and extend all the way from Navarro Ridge 
Road, which runs parallel to and north of the crest of the ridge, to Highway One south of 
the crest along the valley floor next to the river. The parcel is located at 31991 Navarro 
Ridge Road, approximately 1.25 miles east of the ocean, at a location directly opposite of 
the north end of the Highway One Bridge over the Navarro River. 

There are approximately 27 lots located in this area of Navarro Ridge that are designated 
as "highly scenic" and visible to travelers on Highway One approaching the Navarro 
Headlands area from the south. Approximately 23 of these lots have been developed 
with single family residences. The Coastal Commission permit records shows that only 9 
out of the 23 single-family residences were permitted subsequent to the Coastal Act. Of 
these nine permits; five were issued by the Coastal Commission prior to the County's 
certification of its LCP, and four have been issued by the County from 1993 (post LCP 
certification) to the present, including CDP 4-93(Tadlock), CDP 84-93 (Quist), CDP 51-
97 (Brown), and CDP 77-89 (Newman). The Commission has processed one permit 
amendment, 1-81-12-A (Wolfe), since certification of the LCP for one of the permits 
originally approved before certification. 

All four of the permits approved by the County and the permit amendment approved by 
the Commission since certification of the LCP, 1-81-12-A (Wolfe), authorized homes on 
parcels that differ from the Jones parcel. CDP 4-93 (Tadlock), CDP 84-93 (Quist), CDP 
77-89 (Newman) and permit amendment 1-81-12-A (Wolfe) do not involve parcels that 
include the actual crest of the ridge and area that slopes northward away from the ridge; 
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all of these parcels are on the south facing slopes of Navarro Ridge below the crest and 
none of the parcels have locations where development could have been sited completely 
out of view from vantage points along Highway One and where development would not 
project above the ridgeline. The Commission's findings for approval of Permit 
Amendment No. 1-81-12-A(Wolfe), state on page 7: 

"The originally approved development was for a 20-foot-high, 640-square-foot 
house and a 17-foot-high, 1,440-square-foot garage set back from the break in slope 
more than 200 feet, in a flat bench area where adverse impacts on public views 
would be reduced; if the structures were set farther back from the bluff edge, they 
would be more visible from Highway One due to the rise in slope." 

As discussed in the County staff report for CDP 51-97 (Brown), the development 
approved on the Brown parcel is completely outside of the highly scenic area, and 
therefore not subject to the LCP policies pertaining to highly scenic areas. 

Most similar parcels in the immediate vicinity of the subject property have already been 
developed with single family homes, most located right on the crest or slightly off the 
crest of Navarro Ridge. The applicant's parcel is towards the eastern end of the Navarro 
Ridge "highly scenic" area, in-between two parcels already developed with homes. Other 
mostly undeveloped larger parcels extend along the western section of the Navarro Ridge 
"highly scenic" toward the ocean. Much larger mostly undeveloped Rangeland extends 
east of the string of parcels and north across Navarro Ridge Road. 

The houses built in the immediate vicinity of the subject property vary in size, height, 
design, and color, with the result that some are more prominent than others. The string of 
houses are visible from different vantage points along Highway One on both sides of the 
river, as well as from portions of Navarro Beach State Park. The State Park property 
extends from a beach at the mouth of the river along the flats along the south side of the 
river to the Highway One Bridge. The subject parcel is visible from different 
vantagepoints along Highway One on both sides of the river, although from fewer 
vantagepoints than the homes located farther west. The subject parcel is only visible 
from the State Park from vantagepoints within the river or along the flats near the 
Highway One Bridge. The site is not visible from the sandy beach along the ocean. 

Rows of trees rise above the ridge behind many of the homes in the vicinity of the project 
site. These trees form a backdrop to many of the homes as viewed from Highway One 
and the park. One such row of trees would form a backdrop to the applicant's proposed 
house. 

The ridgeline of the subject parcel is at an elevation of approximately 440 feet above sea 
level. The south side of the parcel drops steeply down the southern flank of Navarro 
Ridge to near sea level. North of the crest, the parcel slopes more gently to an elevation 
of about 410 to 420 feet above sea level near Navarro Ridge Road. 

• 
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The parcel is mostly covered with grasses and shrubs. Approximately two dozen trees 
are growing on the parcel, mostly along the property lines north of the crest of the ridge. 
A few trees grow to the southeast of the proposed building site near the center of the 
parcel. The parcel contains no known environmentally sensitive habitat area. The 
northeastern end of the parcel has a relatively high groundwater table that precludes its 
use for a septic system leach field, although the groundwater does not rise to the surface 
to form a wetland. The Mendocino County Planning Staff conducted site views on two 
occasions and saw no evidence of wetland habitat; therefore, no wetland survey was 
required. There are no known occurrences of rare and endangered species on the subject 
property. The project would have no adverse effects on natural resources. 

A well has been drilled on the property pursuant to a previous Mendocino County coastal 
development permit. The applicants also keep a travel trailer on the site. 

Project Description 

The proposed project consists of the construction of an 18-foot-high, 2,524-square-foot 
single-family residence with an attached 612-square-foot garage (See Exhibits 4-6). The 
project includes installation of a leach field and septic system as well as connection to an 
existing well and on-site utilities. The house would be located on the Navarro Ridge 
Road side of the crest of the coastal ridge. The septic system would be located north of 
the house. The project also includes use of the travel trailer located on the property as a 
temporary residence during construction of the house. 

The house would be of a single story design and would utilize earth tone colors. The 
proposed finishes of the residence and garage are as follows: 

Siding: 
Trim: 

redwood shingles 
dark wood 

Windows: wood framed 
Roof: composition shingles 
Chimney: stone 
Ext. Lights: to be shaded, downcast, and located beside all exterior doors. 
Security Lights: where needed. 

3. PLANNING AND LOCATING NEW DEVELOPMENT 

Policy 3.9-1 of the Mendocino County Land Use Plan states that new development shall 
be located within or near existing developed areas able to accommodate it or in other 
areas with adequate public services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, 
either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. The intent of this policy is to 
channel development toward more urbanized areas where services are provided and 
potential impacts to resources are minimized . 
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Policy 3.8-1 states that Highway 1 capacity, availability of water and sewage disposal 
systems and other know planning factors shall be considered when considering 
applications for development permits. 

The subject property is zoned as Rural Residential- 5 Acre Minimum, meaning that there 
may be one parcel for every 5 acres. The subject parcel, which is approximately 3.9 
acres in size, is a legal, nonconforming lot. 

The applicants seek approval for the temporary use of the travel trailer as a residence while the 
main residence is being completed. The County has not permitted more than one residential unit 
on most residential parcels in Mendocino County because of a concern that the increase in 
density could potentially result in significant cumulative adverse impacts on highway capacity, 
groundwater resources, and scenic values, inconsistent with LUP Policies 3.9-1 and 3.8-1. To 
prevent such cumulative adverse impacts, the Commission imposes Special Condition No. 3 
requiring the applicant to remove the temporary trailer prior to occupancy of the main residence. 

The development would be served by an existing well. Sewage would be processed by a 
septic system as proposed by certified soil scientist Carl Rittiman (Exhibit 1 0). 

The Commission finds that the proposed project as conditioned is consistent with LUP 
Policies 3.9-1 and 3.8-1 because the parcel is able to accommodate the proposed 
development as conditioned and that adequate services are available. 

4. VISUAL RESOURCES 

The project site is located within an area designated as "highly scenic" under the 
Mendocino County LCP. The project site is inland from Highway One and the other 
public vantage point in the area, the Navarro Beach State Park. The proposed structure 
would not block views to and along the coast from any public vantagepoint. Rather, the 
visual issues center around whether the development would be compatible and 
subordinate with the character of the surrounding area and whether the project is 
consistent with LCP policies that discourage development on ridge tops. 

Mendocino County LCP Policies 

LUP Policy 3.5-1 states in applicable part: 

State Highway 1 in rural areas of the Mendocino County coastal zone shall 
remain a scenic two-lane road. 

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

LUP Policy 3.5-3 states in applicable part: 

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

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

In addition to other visual policy requirements, new development west of Highway 
One in designated "highly scenic areas" is limited to one-story (above natural 
grade) unless an increase in height would not affect public views to the ocean or 
be out of character with surrounding structures. Variances from this standard 
may be allowed for planned unit development that provides clustering and other 
forms of meaningful visual mitigation. New development should be subordinate 
to natural setting and minimize reflective surfaces .... 

LUP Policy 3.5-4 states in applicable part: 

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

Minimize visual impact of development on ridges by (1) prohibiting 
development that projects above the ridgeline; (2) if no alternative site is 
available below the ridgeline, development shall be sited and designed to reduce 
visual impacts by utilizing existing vegetation, structural orientation, 
landscaping, and shall be limited to a single story above the natural elevation; 
( 3) prohibiting removal of tree masses which destroy the ridge line silhouette. 
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Nothing in this policy shall preclude the development of a legally existing parcel. 
[emphasis added] 

Coastal Zoning Code Section 20.504.010 states in applicable part: 

Purpose. 

The purpose of this section is to insure that permitted development shall be sited 
and designated to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, 
to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with 
the character of surrounding areas and, where feasible, to restore and enhance 
visual quality in visually degraded areas. 

Coastal Zoning Code Section 20.504.015 states in applicable part: 

Highly Scenic Areas. 

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

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

(C) Development Criteria. 

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

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

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

.. 

• 

• 
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(a) Near the toe of a slope; 
(b) Below rather than on a ridge; and 
( c ) In or near a wooded area .... 

(8) Minimize visual impact of development on ridges by the following 
criteria: 

(a) Prohibiting development that projects above the ridgeline; 
(b) If no alternative site is available below the ridge line, 

development shall be sited and designed to reduce visual 
impacts by utilizing existing vegetation, structural 
orientation, landscaping, and shall be limited to a single story 
above the natural elevation; 

(c) Prohibiting removal of tree masses which destroy the ridge line 
silhouette. 

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

(13) Access roads and driveways shall be sited such that they cause 
minimum visual disturbance and shall not directly access Highway 1 
where an alternate configuration is feasible. [Emphasis added.] 

As noted in the "Project Setting" finding above, the project site is located in a designated 
"highly scenic" area. The proposed house location is on the crest of Navarro Ridge 
(Exhibit 4). The house as proposed would be one story with a total height of 18 feet, and 
would incorporate natural color siding and screening landscaping to mitigate visual 
impacts. On page 6 of his letter of December 21,2000, the applicants' representative, 
Alan Block states that the proposed house "will not be visible from any public viewing 
location." See Exhibit 9, Page 6 of 64. This statement is not correct. Commission staff 
made several site visits to the site and surrounding areas to view the property and the 
story poles that the applicants had erected on the site to depict the location of the 
proposed house. Based on these site visits, Commission staff confirms that the structure 
as proposed would project above the ridgeline and be visible from public vantage points 
along Highway One on both sides of the river. The structure would also be visible from 
portions of Navarro Beach State Park, but only from vantage points within the river or 
along the flats near the Highway One Bridge. The site is not visible from the sandy 
beach along the ocean. 

As also discussed previously, the house site is towards the eastern end of a string of 
approximately 27 rural residential parcels located within the designated "highly scenic" 
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area" and visible to travelers on Highway One approaching the Navarro Headlands area 
from the south. Twenty-three of these parcels have already been developed, including 
the parcels on either side of the applicants' property. The homes that have been 
developed within this "highly scenic" area vary in size, height, design, and color, with the 
result that some are more prominent than others. The prominence of some of the existing 
structures results from siting on top of the ridge, bright colors, and lack of landscape 
screening in front of the structures and trees behind the structures to break up the building 
silhouettes. All but nine of the existing structures in this area were built prior to the 
Coastal Act. Four were approved after certification of the Mendocino LCP and 
implementation of its policies concerning development in highly scenic areas, including 
policies affecting ridgeline development. In addition, the Commission has processed one 
permit amendment, 1-81-12-A(Wolfe) since certification of the LCP for one of the 
permits approved before certification. 

All four of the permits approved by the County since certification of the LCP and the 
permit amendment approved by the Commission since certification of the LCP, 1-81-12-
A (Wolfe), authorized homes on parcels that differ from the Jones parcel. CDP 4-
93(Tadlock), CDP 84-93 (Quist), CDP 77-89 (Newman) and permit amendment 1-81-12-
A (Wolfe) do not involve parcels that include the actual crest of the ridge and area that 
slopes northward away from the ridge; all of these parcels are on the south facing slopes 
of Navarro Ridge below the crest and none of the parcels have locations where 
development could have been sited completely out of view from vantage points along 
Highway One and where development would not project above the ridgeline. The 
Commission's findings for approval of Permit Amendment No. 1-81-12-A, state on page 
7: 

"The originally approved development was for a 20-foot-high, 640-square-foot 
house and a 17-foot-high, 1,440-square-foot garage set back from the break in 
slope more than 200 feet, in a flat bench area where adverse impacts on public 
views would be reduced; if the structures were set farther back from the bluff 
edge, they would be more visible from Highway One due to the rise in slope." 

As discussed in the County staff report for CDP 51-97 (Brown), the development 
approved on the Brown parcel is completely outside of the highly scenic area, and 
therefore not subject to the LCP policies pertaining to highly scenic areas. 

The LCP visual resource protection policies cited above set forth various standards that 
are applicable to the project. LUP Policy 3.5-1 and Zoning Code Sections 20.504.010 
and 20.504.015 require that new development be visually compatible with the character 
of surrounding areas and subordinate to the character of its setting. LUP Policy 3.5-4 and 
Zoning Code Section 20.504.015(C)(8) require the visual impacts of development on 
ridges be minimized by prohibiting development projecting above the ridgeline unless no 
alternative site is available below the ridgeline, in which case the visual impacts shall be 
reduced by utilizing existing vegetation, optimizing the structural orientation, 
landscaping, and protecting existing tree masses that define the ridgeline silhouette. 

• 

• 

• 
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As noted previously, the proposed development would project above the ridgeline. In its 
evaluation of the consistency of the proposed project with the above LCP policies and 
standards, the Commission first considers whether there is an alternative site available 
below the ridgeline. 

Consideration of Alternative Sites 

Although siting the proposed house south of the applicants' proposed building site would 
position the development below the ridgeline, any location south of the ridgeline would 
not be practical to develop because of very steep slopes. The sloping area is also very 
exposed to Highway One; thus, building in this area would not appreciably reduce the 
visual impact of the proposed development. 

North of the ridgeline, the lot slopes downward towards Navarro Ridge Road. The 
choice of alternative building sites in this area is greatly limited by the need to 
accommodate a septic system for the development in this same area. The results of the 
soils investigation performed by the applicant's soil scientist indicated that there is only 
one suitable location for the septic system leach field, in the location proposed, directly 
north of the proposed house site. The leach field cannot be located farther to the north at 
the extreme northern end of the property because the high winter ground water would not 
meet septic system leach field standards. The leach field cannot be located where the 
applicant's propose to locate the house because this location would not provide for a 
required minimum 100-foot setback between the leachfield and the wells on this and the 
adjacent parcel. The need to locate the septic system as proposed, leaves only one 
potential alternative building site for the proposed house, the area at the extreme northern 
end of the parcel between the proposed septic system location and Navarro Ridge Road. 

This alternate site at the northern end of the parcel below the ridgeline would have ample 
room to construct a residence and accessory structure(s) in a manner that would not be 
visible from Highway One or Navarro Beach State Park. Under this alternative, the 
proposed buildings (house and garage) would be entirely outside of the Highway One and 
Navarro River/Beach viewshed. The elevation of the alternate site is approximately 16 
feet lower than the proposed ridgeline site. Since the proposed house would be 18 feet in 
height, if the house were built in this location, only two feet of the roofline would 
protrude above the ridgeline. However, the house would not be visible or appear to 
protrude above the ridgeline from all of the public vantage points along Highway One 
and the river because of the angle of view. At the alternate site, the house would be set 
back approximately 150 feet from the ridge. The public vantage points along Highway 
One and the river are all considerably lower in elevation than the ridgeline. The plain of 
view from these vantage points towards the project site would thus extend up at an angle 
towards the ridgeline and extend well over the top of the 18-foot-high house. 

The applicants raised concerns during the public hearing on the project that the alternate 
site at the northern end of the parcel is neither safe nor practicable. The Jones state in 
their letter, dated September 22, 2000 (Exhibit 10, pages 3-7 of 13) that: 
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"Quite simply stated it is neither safe nor practicable to build further north due to 
winter flooding conditions. The topography and underlying soil conditions of our 
parcel are such that during the prolonged winter rainy season on the north coast 
the rear portion of our lot floods. This is due to run-off from higher ground to the 
south on our own parcel and higher grounds to the east on neighboring parcels, 
and a layer of non-porous clay just under the surface. Whether or not it is a 
wetlands or marsh is not an issue. It is certainly an area where in winter months it 
would be unsafe to have the foundation of a home; where one would wade 
around, at times in ankle deep water. 

The Jones's design consultant, Ed Powers, in letters dated October 3, 2000 and December 
4, 2000, submitted as part of the Applicants correspondence (See Exhibit 9, pages 61 and 
62 of 64) estimates that 

"To relocate the house from where it was approved by the County to where the 
Coastal Commission proposes, will increase your overall budget a minimum of 
$40,000 to $55,000 or somewhere between 26% to 36% of your entire building 
budget." 

The applicant's consultants, Mr. Rittiman and Mr. Powers, have indicated that a drainage 
system would be necessary, a more costly foundation would have to be built, and a 
sewage pumping system would have to be installed. The applicant's consultants indicate 
that utilizing the northern end of the parcel as a building site would be problematic 
because of the higher. costs associated with these special building measures. Mr. Powers 
estimates these costs to be $40,000 to $55,000, or 26% to 36% of the applicants' building 
budget. The applicants suggest that this added expense makes it infeasible to build a 
house on the parcel. 

The definition of feasible is provided in Coastal Zoning Code 20.308.045 (F). It states 
"feasible means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and 
technological factors." The Commission finds that while this added expense is significant 
to the applicants, the additional expense does not by itself make building a house in the 
alternate location infeasible. Building a house in this location is still "capable of being 
accomplished." Many of the homes being built in the Mendocino coastal zone have a 
building budget that exceeds the approximately $160,000 building budget Mr. Powers 
indicates the applicants have established for their development. Furthermore, the 
Commission notes that at least a portion of the estimated $40,000-$50,000 additional 
cost that the applicants' agent estimates would be required to build in the alternate 
location is discretionary. In his letter of October 3, 2000, Mr. Powers breaks down the 
additional costs as follows: 

"The necessary changes would include, but are not limited to: 
1. Design and installation of site drainage system for rear portion of lot. 
2. Redesign of foundation/found drainage system. 

• 

• 

• 
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3. Redesign of residence/garage to take full advantage of any aesthetic 
options offered by the suggested site." 

Item 3 on the above list is the most expensive. Mr. Powers states: 

"Creating and elaborating a design that makes the most aesthetically of the 
suggested site from design development phase to construction documents would 
add no less than $20,000." 

As presented by the applicants' representative, this last item is not required for designing 
or redesigning foundations and a drainage system to make it feasible to build in the 
alternate location, but instead is for "creating and elaborating a design that makes the 
most aesthetically of the suggested site." Use of the design proposed by the applicants in 
their application would not require this additional expense. 

The building cost information submitted does not provide sufficient evidence that the 
alternate building site would be infeasible because of economic factors. The 
Commission finds that drainage ditches, French drains, and sewage pumping systems are 
not uncommon features in coastal zone developments and there is no evidence indicating 
that installation of these features or a special foundation would be so costly as to make 
the project infeasible. 

• However, the applicants raise another concern regarding drainage that does affect the 
feasibility of the alternative building site. In his letter of December 21, 2000, (see Exhibit 9, 
pg. 7 of 64) the applicants' representative, Alan Block, notes that: 

• 

"In addition, as stated in Mr. Powers letter, dated December 4, 2000, both the County 
of Mendocino and Cal Trans, have both indicated that they are not inclined to 
approve of an alternative drainage plan which provides for additional drainage onto 
the highway." 

Whatever drainage is collected from the alternate site must be discharged somewhere else. 
One way to redirect drainage away from the alternate building site would be to direct it either 
to Navarro Ridge Road, maintained by the County, or to Highway One, maintained by 
Caltrans. Mr. Powers indicates in his letter of December 4, 2000 that he has been advised by 
Caltrans representatives that they would need to review an engineered drainage plan if 
drainage is to be routed to Highway One and that they are not inclined to have additional 
drainage onto the highway. He also indicates that Mendocino County would also not be 
inclined to accept draining water onto Navarro Ridge Road. 

Commission staff contacted officials at both the Mendocino County Transportation 
Department and Caltrans to discuss the likelihood of either agency being able to grant an 
encroachment permit to the applicants to allow drainage from the applicants alternative site 
to be discharged onto the agency's road right-of-way. Mr. Chris Rau of the County 
Transportation Department and Mr. Royal McCarthy of Caltrans both indicated that 
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definitive determinations as to whether encroachment permits could be granted could not be 
made until after each agency had received and acted upon encroachment permit applications 
from the applicants. However, both officials indicated that certain factors would have to be 
overcome to enable their respective agencies to approve encroachment permits. In the case 
of the Mendocino County Transportation Department, Mr. Rau indicated that the County was 
concerned that acceptance of additional drainage water from another source could 
overwhelm the County's already taxed drainage facilities along Navarro Ridge Road. 
Acceptance of additional drainage could result in discharges of roadway drainage water onto 
other private property along Navarro Ridge Road, contributing to flooding of those 
properties. The County would be unlikely to grant an encroachment permit to the applicants 
if the acceptance of the applicants drainage water would contribute to flooding on other 
private property along the roadway. Mr. McCarthy of Caltrans stated that depending on the 
volume of water that the applicants would need to direct from their property to the Highway 
One right-of-way, the existing highway drainage facilities may need to be improved to 
handle the greater volume of water. Conceivably, additional or larger culverts and drainage 
ditches may need to be constructed. Such improvements could involve considerable costs, 
and the applicants would have to provide all necessary funds for such improvements. 
Although neither the County nor Caltrans could rule out the possibility that the concerns they 
expressed could be overcome and encroachment permits could be granted, the unique 
drainage concerns applicable to this project make issuance of necessary encroachment 
permits problematic and uncertain. 

Draining water collected from the alternate building site directly to the roads is not the only 
means for the applicants to discharge drainage water from the alternative building site. It 
would be physically possible to direct the drainage onto the applicants' downhill neighbor's 
property. However, this approach could contribute to flooding of the neighbors' property 
and would require their permission. No such permission has been sought or obtained as of 
the date of the Commission's action. Finally, consideration could be give to directing and 
dispersing drainage water to other parts of the applicants' 3. 9-acre property. The applicants 
reviewed this possibility with a licensed landscape and building contractor. In a letter dated 
January 10, 2001 (see Exhibit 12), Contractor Lori Kaye states the following: 

"I am writing you today, to express my professional opinion, regarding the property 
in question. I am fully aware and familiar with this parcel of land. Extreme flooding 
of this parcel due north is caused by the sloping terrains east to west and south to 
north. Water sits and will not disperse. The alternative to diverting the water, was to 
pump it back up hill and distribute it around the property. This plan will not work 
due to the natural slope of the land. Water seeks it's 'own leveL' The water will run 
right back to the lowest grade level. When building homes for clients, where the land 
has severe saturation, I always stress the point to 'never' build on top of a lake." 

Thus, no c~ear practical means has been identified for dealing with the drainage water that 
would have to be collected from the alternative building site to enable a house to be build in 

• 

• 

this location. Based on the site specific constraints applicable to this property, including • 
unique drainage concerns, the Commission finds that it has not been established that the 
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alternative of building the home at the northern end of the property is capable of being 
accomplished in a successful manner. Therefore, the alternative is not feasible, as defined by 
Coastal Zoning Code Section 20.308.045. As no other alternative building site available 
below the ridgeline has been identified, the Commission further finds that locating the 
proposed house on the ridgeline is consistent with LUP Policy 3.5-4 and Coastal Zoning 
Code Section 20.504.015(C )(8). 

Consistency With Other Ridgeline Development Policies 

If no alternative building site is available below a ridgeline, LUP Policy 3.5-4 and Coastal 
Zoning Code Section 20.504.015 require that the development shall be sited and designed to 
reduce visual impacts by (1) utilizing existing vegetation, (2) structural orientation, (3) 
landscaping, and ( 4) shall be limited to a single story above the natural elevation. 

Utilizing Existing Vegetation. Most of the portion of the subject parcel that slopes 
downward to the south to Highway One is currently devoid of trees. However, numerous 
trees exist in the northern portion of the property. In this northern area, a row of trees exists 
along the property boundary that borders Navarro Ridge Road to the north and another row 
of trees exists along the eastern property . Additional trees grow in the low area with the 
high groundwater table previously discussed as a possible alternative development site. 
Finally, approximately five to ten trees of varying size grow near the proposed building site, 
including several just off the ridgeline to the north of the proposed building site and two on 
the ridge line to the west of the building site. All of the existing trees would have value in 
helping to reduce the visual impact of the proposed development. The trees north of the 
building site would partially screen the proposed house from view from Navarro Ridge 
Road. The trees just north and east of the building site would also partially screen the house 
from view from vantage points along Highway One. The trees along the eastern property 
boundary and the trees north of the building site also create a backdrop of trees to the 
proposed building site that would help to reduce the prominence of the house. Therefore, 
the proposed development would utilize existing vegetation to reduce visual impacts 
consistent with LUP Policy 3.5-4 and Coastal Zoning Code Section 20.504.015. To ensure 
that the existing trees remain on the site and continue to help reduce the visual impacts of the 
proposed house; the Commission attaches Special Condition 3, which prohibits removal of 
any trees from the subject parcel other than those required to be removed to meet the fire 
safety regulations of the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. The 
Commission finds that as conditioned, the project would be consistent with the provisions of 
LUP Policy 3.5-4 and Coastal Zoning Code Section 20.504.015 that require new 
development on ridgelines to utilize existing vegetation to reduce visual impacts. The 
Commission also finds that as conditioned to prohibit the removal of existing trees, the 
proposed project is consistent with the provisions of LUP Policy 3.5-4 and 
20.504.015(C)(8)(c) that prohibit the removal of trees which destroy the ridgeline silhouette. 

Structural Orientation. As proposed, the structural orientation of the house 
would be consistent with the orientation of other houses in the area, including the houses 
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on the adjoining properties to the east and west. The houses in the area are generally 
oriented to the south and are mainly located on the ridgeline, as the proposed house 
would be oriented. Therefore, the Commission finds that the project would be consistent 
with the provisions of LUP Policy 3.5-4 and Coastal Zoning Code Section 20.504.015 
that require new development on ridgelines to utilize structural orientation to reduce 
visual impacts. 

Landscaping. The proposed project includes a landscaping plan that provides for 
the planting of three Grand Fir trees and three Shore Pines on the slope that descends 
southward from the ridgeline development site. Another Grand Fir is proposed to be 
planted on the north side of the house. The proposed landscaping would augment the 
existing trees on the site in partially screening the house from view from both Navarro 
Ridge Road and vantage points along Highway One. 

Utilizing landscaping to reduce the visual impact of the house is consistent with the 
ridgeline development policies of LUP Policy 3.5-4 and Coastal Zoning Code Section 
20.504.015. However, the proposed landscaping is not as effective as it could be in 
screening the proposed house to reduce its visual impact. The Grand Fir and Shore Pine 
to be planted can generally be expected to grow to a mature height of approximately 20 
feet. As shown on the landscaping plan, several of the trees proposed to be planted, 
however, would be planted at elevations 40 to 70 feet below the elevation of the base of 
the proposed house. Thus, these trees would not be expected to grow tall enough to 
screen portions of the house. In addition, of the seven trees to be planted to the south of 
the building site, three are slow growing Grand Fir trees. Faster growing trees would 
achieve their full value for screening much sooner. Moreover, planting more trees than 
proposed would increase the screening value of the landscaping. Therefore, the 
Commission attaches Special Condition One which requires the applicants to submit a 
revised landscaping plan for the review and approval of the Executive Director that 
would provide for the planting of an evergreen screen containing at least 10 drought­
tolerant native or naturalized trees along the southwestern side of the residence to 
minimize the visual impacts to Highway One and the Navarro River Redwoods State 
Park. The condition requires that the trees to be planted be a minimum of five feet high 
when planted and that at least 5 of the required trees be of a fast growing species such as 
shore pine. The trees must be planted at an elevation that is approximately the same as 
the elevation of the base of the approved house. The condition further specifies that the 
landscaping plan must include a tree maintenance program (e.g., pruning, fertilizing, 
watering, etc.) for newly planted trees and a tree replacement program on a one-to-one or 
greater ratio for the life of the project. The Commission also finds that as conditioned to 
require the submittal of the revised landscaping plan, the proposed project is consistent 
with the provisions ofLUP Policy 3.5-4 and 20.504.015(C)(8)(c) that require the use of 
landscaping to reduce visual impacts of ridgeline development. 

Single Story Above Grade. As proposed, the house would be single story, rising to a 
maximum height of 18 feet above the natural grade. Therefore, the Commission finds that 
the proposed project is consistent with the provisions of LUP Policy 3.5-4 and Zoning 

• 

• 

• 
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Ordinance Section 20.504.015(C)(8)(c) that require ridgeline development to be limited to a 
single story above the natural elevation Policy 3.5-4 and Coastal. 

Consistency With Other Visual Resource Policies 

Coastal Zoning Ordinance Section 20.504.015(C)(8)(c) requires that in highly scenic 
areas, building materials shall be selected to blend in hue and brightness with their 
surroundings. As noted in the project description finding, the applicants intend to use 
redwood shingle siding, dark wood trim, and composition shingle roof. These proposed 
materials would be consistent with the requirements of Section 20.504.015(C)(8)(c). To 
ensure that such materials are actually used in the construction of the proposed residence, 
the Commission attaches Special Condition 2, which requires that all exterior siding and 
visible exterior components of the structures be of natural or natural-appearing materials. 
Therefore, as conditioned, the project is consistent with LUP Policy 354 and 
20.504.015(C)(3) because building materials are required which will blend in hue and 
brightness with their surroundings. 

LUP Policy 3.5-1 and Zoning Code Sections 20.504.010 and 20.504.015 require that new 
development be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas and 
subordinate to the character of its setting. 

In this case, the proposed house in its proposed location on the ridgeline may be 
considered compatible with the character of surrounding areas and subordinate to the 
character of its setting as required by LUP Policy 3.5-1 and Zoning Code Sections 
20.504.010 and 20.504.015 for several reasons. First, as noted above, the project's 
setting includes many homes that have already been located along the ridge top, including 
homes on either side of the applicant's parcel. Second, the required landscaping and 
earthtone building material colors will contribute to the proposed house blending in with 
its surroundings much more so than some of the existing homes that have bright colors 
and little landscaping. Third, although the proposed 18-foot-high house will project 
above the top of the ridge, the house will not project higher than the tree line of trees that 
exist at the top of the ridge. Finally, the proposed house is near the eastern end of the 
string of residential parcels along Navarro Ridge Road, farther from view from the public 
vantage points along Highway One and the Navarro River than all but a few of the houses 
along the ridge. 

The Commission concludes that as conditioned to require a revised landscaping plan, limit 
the color of building material, and prohibit tree removal, the proposed development is 
compatible and subordinate to the character of its setting consistent with LUP Policy 3.5-1 
and Zoning Code Set.:tions 20.504.010 and 20.504.015 as it will be out of view from public 
vantage points along Highway One and the Navarro River and will blend into other natural 
features on the site as seen from Navarro Ridge Road. 

5 . AGRICULTURAL BUFFER 
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The property to the north of the subject parcel is zoned for Rangeland (RL) and is under a 
Williamson Act contract (See Exhibit 3). The Rangeland parcel is currently utilized for 
cattle grazing. 

LUP policy 3.2-9 states: 

In order to minimize agricultural-residential conflicts, land divisions or site plans 
in residential areas shall not result in a residential structure being closer than 200 
feet from a parcel designated for agricultural use unless there is no other feasible 
building site on the parcel. 

The parcel across Navarro Ridge Road from the subject parcel is designated Rangeland 
and is currently used for cattle grazing, an agricultural use. The proposed building site is 
located approximately 265 feet from this Rangeland property. Therefore, the proposed 
project is consistent with the provisions of LUP Policy 3.2-9 that direct that residential 
structures not be located closer than 200 feet from a parcel designated for agricultural 
use. 

6. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

• 

Section 13096 of the Commission's administrative regulations requires Commission • 
approval of a coastal development permit application to be supported by findings showing 
that the application, as modified by any conditions of approval, is consistent with any 
applicable requirement of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section 
21 080.5( d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there 
are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available, which would substantially 
lessen any significant adverse effect the proposed development may have on the 
environment. 

The Commission incorporates its findings on conformity with LCP policies at this point as if 
set forth in full. As discussed herein, in the findings addressing the consistency of the 
proposed project with the certified LCP, the proposed project has been conditioned to be 
found consistent with the Mendocino County LCP. Mitigation measures which will 
minimize all adverse environmental impacts have been required. As conditioned, there are 
no feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available, beyond those required, 
which would substantially lessen any significant adverse impact that the activity may have on 
the environment. The findings also discuss the public comments regarding potential 
significant adverse environmental effects of the project that were received prior to 
preparation of the staff report. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project 
can be found to be consistent with the requirements of the Coastal Act to conform to CEQ A. 

• 
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Exhibits 

1. Regional Location Map 
2. Vicinity Map 
3. Land Use Plan/Zoning Map 
4. Site and Landscaping Plan 
5. Elevations 
6. Floor Plan 
7. Notice of Final Action 
8. Appeal 
9. Applicants' Correspondence 
10. Additional Applicants' Correspondence 
11. Sewage Disposal Proposal 
12. Landscape Contractor's Letter on Drainage 



A-l·MEN-00-028 
JONES 
Page24 

Standard Conditions: 

AITACHMENT A 

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development 
shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized 
agent, acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and 
conditions, is returned to the Commission office. 

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years 
from the date on which the Commission voted on the application. Development shall 
be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time. 
Application for extension of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date. 

3. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be 
resolved by the Executive Director of the Commission. 

4. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee 
files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the 
permit. 

5. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be 
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all 
future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions . 

• 

• 

• 
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LANDSCAPE NOTES: 

I. These notes apply only to new vegetation planted to 
screen deyelopment from Highway One. 

2. Owners will supplement existing vegetation already 
visible from Highway One with the addition of no less than 
four Grand Fir trees and no less than four Shore Pines, to be 
placed as shown on adjoining site map. 

3. Container sizes for the above trees will be no less 
than 5 gallon. After being planted using normal 
methods, the trees will be protected by a 3' high 
wind barrier (see detail below) for two years. 
The wind barrier will be made of nylon or burlap 
and the color will match surrounding vegetation 
as closely as possible. 

4. Owners will maintain new trees by watering and 
fertilizing as needed. 

5. In the event that a new planting does not survive 
owners will replace the tree in a timely manner, 
using the same species and container size plan!_ed . 
originally. · · 
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RAYMOND HALL 

DIRECTOR COUNTY OF MENDOCINO 
TELEPHONE 

(707) 964-5379 

• 

• 

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING SERVICES 

May 18,2000 

MAILING ADDRESS: 
790 SO. FRANKLIN 

FORT SRAGG, CA 95437 

NOTICE OF FINAL ACTION 

'-

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

CASE#: CDP #62-99 
OVVNER: Bob & Lori Jones 
AGENT: LuzHarvey 
REQUEST: Construction of a 2,524 square foot single family residence with an attached 612 square 

foot garage, building height to be l 8 feet; installation of leach field and septic system; 
connection to existing well and on-site utilities; temporary occupancy of a travel trailer 
while constructing the residence . 

LOCATION: S side ofNavarro Ridge Road (CR #518), approximately 1.25 miles SE of its 
intersection with Highway One at 3 1991 Navarro Ridge Road (APN 126-060;.02). 

PROJECT COORDINATOR: Doug Zanini 

HEARING DATE: May 5, 4000 

APPROVING AUTHORJTY: Coastal Permit Administrator 

ACTION: Approved with Conditions. 

See staff report for the findings and conditions in support of this decision. 

The project was not appealed at the local level. 

The project is appealable to the Coastal Commission pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 30603. 
An aggrieved person may appeal this decision to the Coastal Commission within l 0 working days 
following Coastal Commission receipt of this notice. Appeals must be in writing to the appropriate 
Coastal Commission district office. 

EXHIBIT NO . 

APPLICATION NO. 
A-1-MEN-00-028 

7 

NOTICE OF FINAL 
ACTION (1 of 16) 



COASTAL PER.l\IIIT ADi\IIINISTRATOR. ACTION SHEET 

CASE#: CDP #62-99 HEARING DATE: May 5, 2000 • 
OWNER: Jones 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS: 

__ X_ Categorically Exempt 

___ Negative Declaration 

___ EIR 

FINDINGS: 

____ · Per staff repo~ . --<.-

__ X_ Modifications and/or additions: 

See findings on attached memorandum dated May 5, 2000. 

ACTION: • __ X_ Approved 

Denied ---
Continued ---

CONDITIONS: 

__ X_ Per staff report and 

__ X_ Modifications and/or additions: 

Special Condition #2 in the staff report is replaced with Special Condition #2 as shown on the 

· attached memorandum dated May 5, 2000. 

• 
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MENDOCINO COUNTY MEMORANDUIVI 

TO: DOUG ZAf.i1NI- SUPERVISING PL~!!!!f~QO 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

RA X':MOND HA.LL- DIRECTOR ~ · \ 

COASTAL DEVELOPMEN! PER.!.\1IT #CDP 42-99- JONES 

DATE: MAY5, 2000 

On this date (May 5, 2000) I heard and approved Coastal Development Permit #CDP 42-99 as revised 
(April 13, 2000). Specifically, I: 

2. 

(a) found proper notice has been given, 
(b) found the projec~ Categorically Exempt from CEQA, and ~ 

(c) approved the project with the findings attacned and with conditions contained in the March 
23,2000 Staff Report except that Special Condition Number 2 was replaced with the 
following: · · · ·-

Prior to issuance of the coastal permit, the applicant shall submit a landscape plan to the Coastal 
Permit Administrator for review and approval. The landscape plan shall include at least four 
grand fir trees in the approximate location shown on the revised site plan dated Apri113, 2000 . 
The landscape plan shall also include a faster growing species, such as shore pine, to provide 
some level of "shielding" to break up the outline of the structure while the slower growing grand 
fir trees are maturing. All required landscaping shall be installed prior to !mal building 
inspection. All required landscaping shall be irrigated, staked, maintained and replaced, as 
necessary, to ensure that a vegetation screen is established and maintained in perpetuity. Any 
future tree removal on the site shall require prior authorization from the Planning Division or, if it 
constitutes major vegetjition removal, shall require a coastal development permit. 

;. 



FINDINGS OF APPROVAL FOR CDP# 62-99: 

Per memo from Supervising Planner Doug Zanini summarizing Policies 3.5-1 and 3.5-3. Permitted 
development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, 
to minimize the alteration of natural land forms. to be visually compatible with the character of 
surrounding areas and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. 
New development in high~v scenic areas shall be subordinate to the character of its setting .... New 
development should be subordinate to natural setting and minimize reflective surfaces.' [LCP Polices 3.5-
1,3 and Zoning Code Section 20.504.010 and 20.504.015(C)(3)] 

The previously considered project was a two story structure which required gi-ading to remove the top of 
the ridge and included many windows facing Highway One and public lands to the southeast. The revised 
design lowers the height to 18 feet, limits the structure to one story, relocates the ridge of roof 20 feet back 
off the ridge, reduces the amount of windows facing the southwest and retains the top of the ridge. 
Therefore. the revised oroject would be consistent with this policv. 

·, 
Policy 3.5-4 states in part, Buildings and building groups that mllSt be sited within the highly scenic area 
shall be sited near the toe of;,: slope, below rather than on a ridge, or in or near the edge of a wooded: ..... 
area. Except for farm biiildings, development in the middle of large "open areas shall be i:rvoided if an 
alternative site exists. 

As shown in Exhibits A, Band C and verified during a site view on March 23, 2000 there are existing trees 
immediately to the we.st, to the northeast and also on the subject site. The top of the one story dwelling 
will be below tb.e top of the. tree line to tb.e northeast (Exhibit A). When considering the height of the 
structure with existing vegetation and required landscaping (Special Condition Number 2) the proposed 
development meets tb.e standard contained in tb.e LCP by being sited" ... in or near the edge of a wooded 
area." 

Policy 3.5-4 further states: Minimize visual impact of development on hillsides by (I) requiring grading or 
construction to follow the natural contours; (2) resiting or prohibiting new development that requires 
grading, cutting and filling that would significantly and permanently alter or destroy the appearance of 
natural landforms; (3) designing stntctures to fit hillside sites rather than altering landform ro 
accommodate buildings designed for level sites; {4) Concentrate development near e:tisting major 
vegetation, natura/landforms or artificial berms ... 

The prev:ious design included a l 0 foot cut to tb.e ridge top. The revised design follows the natural 
contours with. only minor grading and would not destroy the appearance of natural landforms. The 
structure is located near existing trees which would help to visually subordinate the structure. Therefore 
the revised desi211 would be consistent with this policv. 

Policy 3 .5-4 further states: Minimize visual impact of development on ridges by (I) prohibiting 
development that projects above the ridge line; (2) if no alternative site is m:ailable below the ridge line, 
development shall be sired and designed to reduce visual impacts by milizing existing vegetation, stroctural 
orientation, landscaping, and shall be limited to a single story above the nawral ele-Vation. (3) prohibiting 
removal of tree masses which destroy the ridge line silhouette. Nothing in this policy shall preclude the 

. development of a legall,v existing parcel." [LCP Policy 3.5-4 and Zoning Code Section 20.504.015(C)(8)] 

• 

.. 

• 

• 
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• 
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The emphasis of Policy 3.5-4 when read in its entirely is to MINTivfiZE the visual impact of development. 
In this particular instance the structure is one story in height, is located near existing trees, will be required 
to have additional trees planted (Special Condition Number 2) and as stated in the March 23, 2000 Staff 
Report "The materials selected by the applicant are dark in color and will help the building blend into the 
surroundings." (See also Special Conditions Number 4 and 5). It should be noted that the most prominent 
stmctures along Navarro Ridge are those that are two story in height, "hang out" over the ridgetop, have no 
or very limited trees or vegetation close by and/or are painted a bright color. These factors/traits are not 
represented in the Jones project. 

Fur..her, it should be emphasized that Planning and Building Services staff(memo dated AprillO and April 
17) and the Coastal Permit Administrator (May 5 hearing) have concluded that the project as revised and 
conditioned is," ... visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas ... ", " ... subordinate to the 
character of its setting ... " and" ... concentrates development near existing major vegetation." 

To require relocation to the north would bring the structure closer to agricultural lands under Williamson 
Act contract. Policy 3.2-9 of the LCP states: "In order to minimize agricultural-residential conflicts ... site 
plans in a residential area shall not result in a residential structure being closer than 200 feet from a 
parcel designated for agricultural use unless there is no other feasible buildi~g site on the parcel." 

The proposed structure is located approximately 165 feet from the rangleland and Williamson Act land to 
the north. Requiring that the structure be re-located to the north would be inconsistent with Policy 3.2-9 . 

Finally the County Divisio:q of Environmental Health has noted this site is highly constrained and that 
moving the house further to the north would move the septic replacement field into an area of a high water 
table. By letter dated March 17 the adjacent property owners to the west state that, "some winters, during 
heavy constant rain, water has been found flowing from 31991 property westward, through our parcel. 
Buildings in this low area could be damaged by water." 

.. 1. On balance given the house location, design and vegetation the project, as conditioned, is in 
confonnity with the certified LCP and, 

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

3. The proposed development is consistent with the purpose and intent of the applicable zoning 
district, as well as all other provisions of Division II, and preserves the integrity of the zoning 
~tri~~ . 

4. The proposed development, if constructed in compliance with the conditions of approval, will not 
have any significant adverse impacts on the environment within the meaning of the California 
Environmental Quality Act; and 

5. The proposed development will not have any adverse impacts on any known archaeological or 
paleontological resources; and 

6. 

7. 

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 proposed development is in conforrrJry with the public access and public recreation policies 
of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act and Coastal Element of the General Plan. 



Approved and adopted this s• day of May, 2000 w 
~'-

RH:sb 

Attachments 

cc: Bob and Lori Jones 
Hillary Adams 

• 

• 

• 
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COASTAL PER1viiT ADMINISTR.A .. TOR ACTION SHEET 

CASE#: CDP #62-99 HEARING DATE: 3123100 

OW'NER: Jones. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS: 

___ Categorically Exempt 

___ Negative Declaration 

___ EIR 

FINDINGS: 

____ Per staff report 

Modifications and/or additions ---- ·-· - .::,!It 

ACTION: 

___ Approved 

Denied · ---
__ X_ Continued to Friday, March 31,2000 in the Planning and Building Services 

Conference Room, Ukiah 

CONDITIONS: 

___ Per staff report 

Modifications and/or additions ---

ermit Administrator 



STAFF REPORT FOR 
STANDARD COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERJviiT 

CDP# 62-99 
March 23, 2000 

CPA-I 

OWNER: 

AGENT: 

REQUEST: 

LOCATION: 

APPEALABLE AREA: 

PERMIT TYPE: 

. TOTAL ACREAGE: 

Bob and Lori Jones 
P.O. Box 547 
Albion, CA 95410 

Luz Harvey 
P.O. Box 1384 
Mendocino, CA 95460 

Construction of a 2,177 square foot single family 
residence with a maximum building height of 26 feet. 
Construction of a 612 square foot detached garage with 
a maximum building height of 22 feet. Installation of a 
leachfield and septic system, connection.to existing well 
and on-site utilities. Temporary occupancy of a trailer 
during construction. 

On the south side of Navarro Ridge Road (CR#518), 
approximately 1.25 miles southeast of its intersection 
with Highway One at 31991 Navarro Ridge Road (APN 
126-060-02). 

Yes, Highly Scenic Area 

Standard 

3.9 Acres 

ZOf',lJNG: RR:L-5/RR:L-5 DLIFP 

. GENER.\.L PLAJ.'f: Runil Residential- 5 Acre Minimum 

EXISTL'l'G USES: Residential (non-permitted) 

SUPERVISORIAL DISTRlCT: 5 

GOV'T CODE 65950-DATE: August 9, 2900 

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: Categorically Exempt, Class 3 

OTHER RELATED APPLICATIONS: COP 26-96 Well/Electric 

• 

• 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The applicant proposes to construct a 2,1 i7 square foot single family 
residence with a maximum building height of 26 feet and a 612 square foot detached garage \Vith a • 
maximum building height of 22 feet The project includes installation of a leach field and septic system, 

'connection to existing well and on-site utilities. The applicant has requested temporary occupancy of a 

~ os:; \ '--
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STAFF REPORT .fOR 
STANDARD COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERI'rliT 

CDP# 62~99 
1\llan::h 23, 2000 

CPA-2 

trailer that currently exists on the property during construction of the main dwelling. Special Condition 
#1 of COP 26~96, w·hich was granted for a production \veil for fire protection and irrigation purposes, 
states that: " the travel trailer shall be maintained in dead stora2:e and shall not be connected to anv - . 
utility, including water, gas or electricity 'vVithout obtaining appropriate permits for such use." Upon 
viewing the site, it was apparent that the trailer is utilized for residential purposes, constituting a 
violation. This application is the remedy to allow temporary use of the trailer while constructing the main 
residence. If the CPA denies this application, the trailer will have to be removed from the site or be put 
into dead storage. 

The project, as originally proposed, sited the residence on top of the ridge. On September 15, 1999 staff 
sent a letter to the applicant informing the applicant of several policies which conflict with the project as 
proposed. As a result, the proposed residence \vas relocated approximately 35 feet to the northeast of the 
original building site. 

The. project site is 3.9 acres. 'The top of Navarro Ridge lies approximately 125 feet south of the 
centerline ofNavarro Ridge Road. South ofthe ridge, the site slopes sharply down to Highv.;ay One and 
the Navarro River. North of the ridge, the site contains moderate slopes down to Navarro Ridge Road. 
There are approximately eight evergreen trees in various stages of development located sottth and west 
of the proposed residence to be retained for screening the development. The applicant is proposing to 
plant two new grand fir trees to the northeast of the proposed residence to help break up the silhouette 
of the building against the horizon, and one grand fir tree to the southwest to help conceal the structure 
from the Navarro Beach area and Highway One. 

The project proposes to remove approximately 10 feet off the top of Navarro Ridge to bring the 
perceived height of the building above the natural ridge to 18 feet. The proposed finishes of the 
residence and garage are: 

Siding: Redwood Shingles 
Trim: Dark \Vood 
WindO\vs: Wood (as above) 
Roof: Composite Shingles 
Chimney: Stone 
Exterior Lights: to be shaded, downcast and located beside all exterior doors. 
Security lights: where needed. 

LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM CONSISTENCY RECOMMENDATION: The proposed project is 
inconsistent \vith the applicable goals and policies of the Local Coastal Program as described below. Jf it 
is determined by the Coastal Permit Administrator that the project can be found to be consistent ·with the 
Local Coastal Program, staff has included an analysis and prepared conditions which would minimize the 
impact of the project in the proposed location. 

Land Use. Section 10.460.015 of the Coastal Zoning Code allows for the temporary occupancy of 
buildings during the course of construction with the issuance of a COP. This section also states that all 
temporary uses shall be terminated not later than twenty-four (24) months after issuance of building 
permits unless a written request for extension of time has been submitted to and approved by the· 

, Planning Director prior to the expiration of said 24 months. Special Condition # I requi~es that the 



STAFF REPORT FOR 
STANDARD COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERl'vUT 

CDP# 62-99 
J\.Iarch 23, 2000 

CPA-3 

temporal"): use of the trailer as a residence beyond 24 months be rene\',·ed by written request and rene\val 
fee submitted to the Planning Director prior to the second anniversary of the issuance date of the building 
perm it for the primary residence. -

. 
Public Access. There is an existing shoreline access indicated on the County Land Use Map located 
adjacent to Navarro Ridge Road. The implementation of this project '\vould not impede the use of the 
ac:ess trail. · 

Hazards. The fire hazard classification for the project site is '•Moderate". The project is subject to the 
requirements of the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF). CDF's standards for 
driveways, setbacks and defensible space will apply to the project. 

There are no faults, landslides or other geologic hazards mapped on the project site. The structure is set 
back from the steeper slopes to t~e southv,·est. Structural and slope stability issues- wi-ll be_addressed 
during the Building Division's plan check for. the building permit. 

Visual Resources. The project as proposed appears to be in conflict with several LCP visual resource 
policies. The residence will be visible from southbound traffic on Highway One north of the Navarro 
River Brid~~:e. from northbound traffic south of the bridge and from the beach at the Navarro River -·· -

• 

Redwoods State Park. StO!")' poles erected by the applicant indicate the full height of the southwestern • 
elevation of the residence would be visible from these areas. A portion of the southwestern elevation of 
the residence would be screened by clusters of existing evergreen trees in the foreground. 

Policy: Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and 
scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural/and forms, to be visually compatible 
with the character of surrounding areas and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual 
quality in visualZv degraded areas. Ne·w development in highly scenic areas shall f?e subordinate 
to the character of its setting .... New development should be subordinate to natural setting and 
minimize reflective surfaces. [LCP Policies 3.5-1,3 and Zoning Code Section 20.504.010 and 
20.504.0 15(C)(3 )] 

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

ivfinimize visual impact of de1.·elopment on hillsides by (1) requiring grading or construction to 
follow rhe natural contours; (2) resiting or prohibiting new development that requires grading. 
cutting and filling that \l'Ould significantl_v and permammtZr alter or destro.v the appearance of 
nalllralland~'orms: (3) desianina structures tofit hillside sites rather them a!terinrz lcmd~'orm to ljl.. " .,:, 0 ~J '.JL 

accommodate buildings designed for le\·el si1es: (4) Concentrate de1·elopment near existing 
major vegetation. natztrallandforms or artificial berms ... 

Afinimi=e •·iszwl impact of de1·e/opment on ridges by ( 1) prohibiting de1·elopmem that projects • 
abo1·e rhe ridge/ine: C) if no cr!rernatil·e site is available be!OH' the ridge!ine. de1·e/opment shall 
be sited and designed to reduce 1·isua/ impacts by utili=ing exisling vegetation, strucwral 

\ r ~ r .. 



• 

• 

• 

STAFF REPORT FOR 
STA~DARD COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

CDP# 62-99 
l\larch 23, 2000 

CPA-4 

orienrmion, landscaping. and shall be limited lo a single story above the nawral elevation. (3) 
prohibiting removal of tree masses ·which destroy the ridge line silhouette. Nothing in this policy 
shall preclude rhe developmenf of a legally existing parcel." [LCP Policy 3.5-4 and Zoning 
Code Section 20.504.015(C)(8)] 

The Navarro Ridge area contains structures \vhich are very prominent along the ridge. Many of the 
existing structures on the ridge predate the LCP policies. The prominence of the existing structures 
results from siting on top of the ridge, bright colors and lack. of landscape screening in front of the 
stmctures and trees behind the structures to breakup the building silhouette. The most recent structure is 
also the most prominent structure. 

CDP4-93 (Tadlock), located three parcels to the west, \vas approved in 1993 to establish a single family 
residence. The difference between CDP4-93 and this project is that I 00% of the CDP4-93 project site is 
visible fr:om the publif: view areasto the south and v..-·est; therefore, there were no alternatives tQ p:lace the 
stmcture out of view. The CDP4-93 project does not have background trees to break. up the silhouette of 
the ~tructure nor \Va~ the required landscaping established. For this project, there appears to be ample 
room to construct a residence and accessory structure(s) which would not be visible from Highway One 
or Navarro Beach. The project therefore appears to be inconsistent \Vith the above policy. 

The proposed buildings could be moved to a northeasterly location which is entirely outside of the 
Highway One and Navarro River/Beach viewshed without raising new environmental concerns. Staff 
recommends Special ConditiGn #2 which requires that a revised site plan be prepared which relocates the 
development outside of the viewshed area of Highway One and Navarro Beach. 

The subject project has incorporated several design features to reduce the visual impact from the public 
view areas. The materials selected by the applicant are dark in color and will help the building blend int-o 
the surroundings. The site has a natural backdrop of trees vvhich are proposed to be su,pplemented with 
a11 additional tree. The existing trees located immediately to the south and west of the proposed 
residence \VOuld provide screening of the structures from viewpoints to the south and west and shall be 
retained. Two additional trees are proposed to supplement the existing screen trees. Special Condition # 
3 has been incorporated to ensure protection of the existing screen trees. As viewed from the beach area, 

· the proposed structure be located among a cluster of existing homes. Therefore it is not anticipated that 
this project in the proposed location would be the most prominent along the ridge. 

There are a substantial amount of windows on the southwest side of the proposed residence. Windows 
are typically highly reflective and create glare. Reflectivity and color brightness are t\VO items that could 
cause the building to contrast with its surroundings. As such, Special Condition #4 has been applied to 
require non-reflective glass be used in the windows. 

The proposed residence is two stories. Before the project was submitted to the Planning Division, the 
applicanr \vas advised that a two story building would be acceptable if it was designed in such a way as 
to appear to be one story. If the ridge top remains, the visible height of the building would be 18 feet (or 
one story) as viewed from the southwest. The grading of the ridge counteracts the reasoning of locating 
the residence 35 feet to the north of the ridge. With the grading. the entire two stories would be visible 
and the strucwre \\·ou!d appear to be two stories from public view areas with the project as proposed. 

\ ) I I 



STAFF REPORT FOR 
STANDARD COASTAL DEVELOPiYIEl'!T PER\I.IT 
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CDP# 62-99 
March 23, 2000 

CPA-5 

The color of the buildings is specified to~ dark. Samples of the trim color and the roof color have not 
been submitted as of the writing of this report. Special condition #5 requires that color samples of the 
roofing shingles and the trim be submitted and approved by the Coastal Permit Administrator prior to 
issuance of the Coastal Development Permit. Special Condition #6 requires an amendment to this coastal 
permit prior to erection of any additional structures or placement of exterior lighting on any portion of 
the site within view of Highway One or the Navarro River Redwoods State Park. 

Natural Resources. The prop·osed project is not located near any designated environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas. The applicant has indicated that there is a swampy area on the northern portion of the 
property. Staff conducted site views on two occasions and sa>v no evidence of >vetland habitat; 
therefore, no \Vetland survey was required. There are no known occurrences of rare and endangered 
species on the subject property. The project would have no adverse effects on natural resources. 
The property to the north is zoned for Rangeland (RL) and is under a Williamson Act contract. 

I , 

; ; ...... ,.;.·.-. . . . 
Section 20.5 08.020 (A-1)' of the Coastal Zoning Code states development adjacent to 
agriculturally designated parcels is subject to the following: 

"No new dwellings in a residential area shall be located closer than two hundred (200) feet from 
an agriculturall,v designated parcel unless there is no other feasible building site on the parcel." 

• 

The proposed building site is located approximately 165 feet from the rangeland property to the north. • 
Because of the steep topography on the southern portion of the site, a 200 foot setback from the 
rangeland property can not be attained. There are t\VO conflicting policies associated with this sjte. The 
visual policies require that the residence be located out of the view·shed and off of the ridge. The 
agricultural policies require that· the dwelling be located 200 feet or as ·Jar as possible from the 
agriculturally zoned property. 

Section 20.304.030 (B) of the Coastal Zoning Code states: 

(B) Where regulations ·within this Division and between Divisions of Title 20 overlap, the 
policy 'which, on balance, is most protectn:e of coastal resources shall take precedence. 

Moving the residence away from the ridge would substantially improve the visual impact to the public 
view areas and would not adversely affect the agricultural property across Navarro Ridge Road to the 
north. Therefore, adherence to the visual resource policies would be the most protective of coastal 
resources and the 200 foot minimum setback would not be required. 

ArchaeoJog:icai/Culrural Resources. This project was distributed to the Northwest Information Center at 
Sonoma State University (SSU). SSU commented that there is· a low possibility of historical resources 
and further study of historical (or archaeological) resources was not recommended. Standard Condition 
#8 advises the applicant of the County's "disco\·ery clause" which establishes the procedures to follo·w in 
the event that archaeological or cultural resources are u~covered during site preparation and construction 
activities. 

at ' 1 
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STAFF REPORT FOR CDP# 62-99 
March 23, 2000 

CPA-6 
STANDARD COASTAL DEVELOPi\IEi',"T PER.viiT 

Groundwater Resources. The site is located within an area mapped as critical water resources (C\VR) by 
the Coastal Groundw·ater Study. Domestic water supply would be provided by an existing well on the 
sire. 

Transoortation/Circulation. While the project would contribute incrementally to traffic volumes on local 
and re2ional roadv.:avs. such incremental increases were considered when the LCP land use desismations - . . . . ~ 

\vere assigned to the site. 

Zoning: Reauiremenrs. The project does not comply with the zoning requirements for the rural 
residential District set forth in Section 20.376, et. seq., and with all other zoning requirements of 
Division II of Title 20 of the Mendocino County Code. (See Land Use analysis above). 

PROJECT FINDINGS A.ND COrmiTIONS: Pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 20.532 and 
Chapter·20.536 ofthe Mendocino County Code, staff recommends that the Coastal PermirAdministrator 
deny the proposed project, and adopt the following findings and conditions. 

FINDING FOR DENIAL: 

1. The proposed development is not in conformity with the certified Local Coastal Program. 

If through the pub! ic hearing process, the Coastal. Perm it Administrator determines that the project as 
conditioned or modified is consistent with the LCP visual resource policies, staff would recommend the 
following findings and conditions. 

Fl!.'IDINGS FOR APPROVAL: 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

6. 

The proposed development is in conformity with the certified Local Coastal Program; 
and 

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

The proposed development is consistent with the purpose and intent of the applicable 
zoning district, as well as all other provisions of Division II, and preserves the integrity 
of the zoning district; and 

The proposed development, if constructed in compliance \vith the conditions of approval, 
\viii not have any significant adverse impacts on the environment within the meaning of 
the California Environmental QualityAct; and · 

The proposed development will not have any adverse impacts on any known 
archaeological or paleonrological resource; and 

Other public services, including bur not limited to, solid waste and public roadway 
capacity have been considered and are adequate to serve the proposed development. 



STAFF REPORT FOR CDP#62·99 
March 23,2000 

CPA·i 
STA!'il)ARD COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PER.tvii:r 

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

STA.l.l\l"DARD CONDITIONS: 

!. This action shall become final on the 11th day following the decision unless an appeal is 
filed pursuant to Section 20.544.0 15 of the Mendocino County Code. The permit shall 
become effective after the ten ( 1 0) \vorking day appeal period to the Coastal 
Commission has expired and no appeal has been filed with the Coastal Commission. 
The permit shall expire and become null and void at the expiration of two years after the 
effective date except where construction and use of the property in reliance on such 
permit has been initiated prior to its expiration. 

2. 

To remain valid, progress towards completion of the project must be continuous.· The 
applicant has sole responsibility for renewing this application before. t~e expiration date. 
The County will not provide a notice prior to the expiration date. 

The use and occupancy of the premises shall be established and maintained in 
conformance with the provisions of Division II of Title 20 of the Mendocino County 
Code~ 

3. The application, along with supplemental exhibits and related material, shall be 
.considered elements of this .permit, and that compliance therewith is mandatory, unless 
an amendment has been approved by the Coastal Permit Administrator. 

4. That this permit be subject to the· securing of all necessary permits for. the. proposed 
development from County, State and Federal agencies having jurisdiction. 

5. The applicant shall" secure all required building permits for the proposed project as 
required by the Building Inspection Division of the Department of Planning and 
Building Services. 

6. This permit shall be subject to revocation or modification upon a finding of any one (1) 
or more of the following: 

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

b. That one or more of the conditions upon which such permit was granted have 
been violated. 

c. That the use for which the permit was granted is so conducted as to be 
detrimental ro the pub! ic health, welfare or safety or as to be a mtisance. 

• 

• 

• 
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STAI"i"DARD COAST.'-\L DE\'ELOPMEZ\"T PER.i.viiT 

d. A final judgment of a court of competent jurisdiction has declared one (1) or 
more conditions to be void or ineffective, or has enjoined or otherwise 
prohibited the enforcement or operation of one (I) or more such conditions. 

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

8. If any archaeological sites or artifacts are discovered during site excavation or 
construction activities, the applicant shall cease and desist from all further excavation 
and disturbances within one hundred ( 1 00) feet of the discovery, and make notification 
of the discovery. to the Director of the Department of Planning and Bunding_Services. 
The Director will coordinate further actions for the protection of the arch~ological 
resources in accordance'.\vith Section 22.12.090 of the Mendocino County Code. · 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 

1. An administrative permit is hereby granted for temporary occupancy of the travel trailer 
while constructing the single family residence, subject to the following conditions of 
approval: 

(a) The term of this administrative permit is valid for the period required to complete 
construction of the primary dwelling, but shall not exceed two years unless renewed. 

(b) The administrative permit shall be effective on the effective date of CDP #62-99 and 
shall expire two years henceforth. 

(c) A valid building permit for a permanent dwelling on the premises must be in effect. 

(d) Building and Health permits must be obtained prior to the set up and occupancy of 
the travel trailer. 

(e) All utility connections to the travel trailer shall be disconnected and the trailer shall 
be removed from the property or placed in storage per Section 20.456.0 !5(J) of the 
Code prior to the final building inspection or occupancy of the permanent dwelling, 
whichever comes first. 

Prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, a revised site plan shall be 
provided for the revie\v and approval of the Coastal Perm it Administrator \Vhich 
relocates all development to below the ridgeline out of view from Higlnvay One and 
Navarro Beach. No structure or portion thereof shall be visible from Highway One and 
Navarro Beach., 
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3. Prior to any site development activities, temporary· fencing shall be constructed around 
a!! trees that are identified for retention. Construction activities (vegetation removal, 
excavation, materials or equipment storage) shall not be permitted within the dripline of 
these trees. 

4. All exterior building materials and finishes shall match those specified in the coastal 
development permit application. Windows shall be made of non-reflective glass. 

5. Prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit for the 
revie\v and approval of the Coastal Permit Administrator color samples for the trim and 
the roof. Colors shall be dark and non-reflective. · 

6. An amendment to this coastal permit shall be obtained prior to erection of any additional 
structures or placement of exterior lighting on any portion of the site·\Vithin V'iew of 
Highway One or the Navarro River Redwoods State Park. 

Staff Report Prepared By: 

/ Da;~ 

Attachments: Exhibit A- Location Map 
Exhibit B- Site Plan 
Exhibit C- Floor Plans 
Exhibit D- Elevations 
Exhibit E -Visual Resource Impact Simulation. 

Appeal Period: 1 0 days 
Appeal Fee: $555 

oug Zanini 
pervising Planner 

' 

• 

• 

• 



NORTH COAST Dll!'tRlCT OF;'!CE 
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MAII.lNG AOOFIIS.SS: 

P. Q, !!OX 'IQO.!I 

EUREKA. 0.>. 9S.S02-49QI 
V01Cl! (707) -1'833 I'.L.S (7!17) <WO-n~Tr . 

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERt1Ii 
DECIS!ON OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

• 

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing 
This Form. 

SECTION I. -Appe11ant(s) 

SECTION II. Decision Beincr Aooeaied 

3. Development's location (street addres~. assessor's parcel 
no .• cross .street, etc.):?.q;d.e..'"'CJ f..J:::u..J~ v>ti::i..:;~L.<:.rs:=-y£9"~· 

. J. ~ ez: !:.rfd "{?;:! >"!: .-;f 71d~?:J :x:::±lart IF jW e)'!L?.I Ate . 3 ffi l .A 'k2 ~~ E ;et~ f?d 
-..J A f'N I~~- C?4-c.s-l :z... 

4. Description of decision being appealed: 

a. Approval; no special conditions: _________ _ 

b. Approval with special conditions:_..,..,X::..::::.. ______ _;,_ 

c. Denial: ____________________________ _ 

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial 
decisions by a local government cannot be appealed unless 
the development is a major energy or pub1ic works project. 
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable. 

JO BE COMPLETED BY' COMMIS.SION: ~J ~ © [i u ~ [i \W 
APPEAL NO:~-\ -'f'{\~N -t:l":l -o"-.'{ Lfl] JUN 0 6 ZOOO Lhlj 
DATE FILED: 'v \ \..2 \ v v 

\ \ 

DI ,..-R.CT _,J"' _\_\ r - a._\_ ~ j l : " \ \) 1 ::: 'r-. ':.,.._.,.' · .. ) J ' 

' \ ... 

H5: 4/BB 

CAL::--Cr!N!A 
--------- !AS"TAL COMM!SEiON 

EXHIBIT NO. 8 

APPLICATION NO. 

APPEAL 
(1 



APPEAL ~ROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 'Paae 2) 

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one): 

a. 'i_P1anning Director/Zoning 
·Administrator 

b. __ City Council/Board of 
Supervisors 

c. __ Planning Commission 

d. _Other _____ _ 

6. Date of local government's decision: Apei\ :2.1-1 "'2-006 

7. Local government's fi 1 e number (if any): C 1) 'P r:+ I.e,;;;.. -'1 '1 

SECTION III. Identification of Other Interested Persons 

Give the names and addresses of the following parties~ (Use 
·arlditional paper as necessary.) 

a. 

& I k2jol1 1 Cd q5:fto I Mendacl~ta .CA- 97*'i~ 
: . 7 

b. Names and mailing addresses 
(either verbally or in writing) 
Include other parties which you 
receive notice of this appeal . 

. ( 1) 

(3) 

(4) 

as available of those who testified 
at the city/county/port hearing(s). 
know to be interested and should. , 

SECTION IV. Reasons Suooortina This Appeal 

Note: Appeals of local g~vernment coastal permit decisions are 
1 i mi ted by a va.ri ety of factors and requirements of the ~casta 1 
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet far ass1stance 
in ~ompleting this section, which continues on the next page. 

• 

• 
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APO~AL FRO~ COASTAL PERMIT DEC:S:ON OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Paae 3) 

State briefly vour reasons for this aooeal. Include a summary 
description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master 
Pian policies and requiremen in which you believe the project is 
inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearino. 
(Use additional paper as necessary.) -

J!"'-'5€~ sik.l "'"" Tk .,-·, d.:J e:6f.1 u i -s; b le ~ m Sce~-t ic lt-i'f1~ #I; 
ct-nd r.aw R i uet ~ a w:) e ?t-uCV:j b ea dA. at I Lb.J .. :a.Jz_nz> 

'£vet ~Ac~cd:z s{;:tk ~' T V)'-'?VI'Si5k~ L£.);±0 t_c.:. p 

v[-,va..\ r-c:.?c~ yn\.tc(es; ~,'?-I -3 p..n;:Z ·z ... c:n·,iyz'f cock_ 

?€r:Hc'"?7 ";)..O··~Cuf, [Jto O..YJd 20· ".)ot{, O/~;-~(C)(3j>~ 

l..C P ":3 · ?- '1. ~ zo f\t Y1Gf ~ S~c..i-7 o, 2-a, 5ot.(, Cl 5"" {cJ(S).t" 

~nd czcv.p/rf i ' . i ha.cl eo ucz k fr::; prckc+ ul er.vs,1 ai 1-eA I/ICLHI.f€­

f5ik at'Jf2P(LJI4 fo k a.wi:la..b(e, ~ 206 1 5etba.c.k fwwr tJU.!Ntel~ 
~kocJ t7~t h::t.L{Q.. p,.ec.edeJA....e.Q_ c~u i5{,.;7a..l. ~ sc:c. '7.6· ~~ ,o3c(5) cz~. 

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive 
statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be 
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is 
allowed by law .. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may. 
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to 
support the appeal request. 

SECTION V. Certification 

The information and facts stated 
my I our know·l edge. 

Date L'1.t:YJ 2 o; ;z_c::;cx? 

NOTE: If signed by agent, appel1ant(s) 
must also sign below. 

Sect~on Vl. Aaent Authorization 

I/We hereby authorize to act as my/our 
representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this 
appea 1 . 

Signature of Appellant(s) 

Date --------------------------



NAVARRO WATERSHED 

·PROTECTION AsSOCIATION 

P. 0. Box 1936 * Mendocino., CA. 95460 

:rvrr. Robert :rvrerrill 
Coastal Commission 
P. 0. Box 9908 
Eureka, CA. 95502-9908 

Dear Mr. Merrill: 

~·\· 

LJ 

We wish to add to the comments already made by our organization for 
Mendocino CDP #62-99, approved by Coastal Administrator Ray Hall and appealed 
by us and the Sierra Club to the Coastal Commission. The Jones house can, and 
should, be moved further back on the lot, out of the public view. This project will 
seta precedent for numerous other lots which are in the process of development on 
Navarro Ridge. In our opinion, the Jones project is inconsistent with LCP Visual 
Resource Policies 3.5-1, 3, 4 and 5; and Zoning Code Sections 20. 304. 035 (B); 
20.504.010; 20.504.015(C)(3); and 20.504.015 (C)(S). 

Visual 

The long view of Navarro Ridge, on which the Jones property is located, is 
the first stunning view of the coastal ridges for thousands of tourists who arrive 
here via Highway 128; and the last one they see as they travel home with their 
memories of this magnificent coast.· Navarro Ridge is highly visible from scenic 
Highway #1 for several miles on both sides of the Navarro River. This ridge is also 
visible from the River Road in Navarro River Redwoods State Park, and from the 
estuary and beach of that park. This portion of the park is visited by thousands of 
people every year because of its beauty, and its numerous species of bird and marine 
life. Historic Captain Fletcher's Inn at the Navarro estuary is presently being 
restored by the California Department of Parks and Recreation. The Parks 
department also has an annual canoeing program on Navarro River starting from 
the estuary beach. Private canoes and kayaks also use the river. 

State Highway #128 meets scenic Highway #1 at the Navarro River bridge. 
The Jones property is directly above that juncture in an area designated highly 
scenic. The house would be visible from the southern approach to Nav'arro bridge, 
from the River Road along Navarro estuary, from the Navarro Grade of scenic 
Highway #1 on the north side of the Navarro River, and from the river itself. 

The Jones, after several hearings and a great deal of argument, finally agreed 

• 

• 

to change their house from a two-story to a one-story structure, and to move the • 
house somewhat further back from the ridgeline. However, the staff report of April 
17th found that the revised project would still be inconsistent with LCP Policy 3.5-4 



• 

• 

• 
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and Zoning Code Section 20.504.015(C) (8). This zoning code section, titled "Highly 
Scenic Areas," states: "ivlinimize visual impact of development on ridges by the 
following criteria: (a) Prohibiting development that projects above the ridgeline." 
Similarly, LCP Policy 3.5-4 states: "ivlinimize visual impact of development on 
ridges by (1) prohibiting development that projects above the ridgeline." The Jones 
house as it is presently permitted would project above the ridgeline. The house 
would be highly visible to the public. The mitigating landscaping plan is, in our 
opinion, inadequate. There is enough space on the lot for the house to be moved 
further back out of the public view. It should be moved back 

The applicant apparently refuses to move the house back from the ridgeline 
because he wants an expansive view of the Navarro River estuary, the beach and 
the Pacific Ocean. An historic photograph taken from near the subject site shows a 
view similar to that which the property could have (see photograph #1). :Niost of 
the buildings of the historic town of Navarro-by-the-Sea have disappeared. Only the 
Nlill Manager's house and Captain Fletcher's Inn remain. The Inn has been 
designated an Official Project of the "Save America's Treasures11 program of the 
National Trust for Historic Preservation. It is being restored by the California 
Department of Parks and Recreation. The Jones development would be visible from 
the Inn, from the estuary beach and from the river estuary itself. 

Agriculture vs. Visual 

Coastal Administrator Ray Hall apparently stated in the hearing of April 27th 
that he was permitting this application because he had to balance the requirements 
of agricultural setback with visual concerns. In relation to this question, the staff 
report dated March 23, p. 5, states that: "Moving the residence away from the ridge 
would substantially improve the visual impact to the public views and would not 
adversely affect the agricultural property across Navarro Ridge Road to the north. 
Therefore adherence to the visual resource policies would be the most protective of 
coastal resources and the 200' minimum setback would not be required." 

It is our understanding that when there is an issue of conflict between 
agricultural (in this case Rangeland (RL)) and visual, the visual should prevail. 
Section 20.304.035(B) of the Coastal Zoning Code states: "Where regulations within 
this Division and between Divisions of Title 20 overlap, the policy which, on 
balance, is most protective of coastal resources shall take precedence." 

High Water Table vs. Visual 

The applicant argued during the hearing of April 17th that the high water 
table on the northern portion of the lot prevented him from moving the house 
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further back. The high water table should have been taken into consideration when 
the applicant purchased the lot. The septic situation does not preclude moving the 
house back from the ridgeline and should not be used as an argument to disregard · 
the visual protections provided by the certified LCP and zoning codes. 

Visual Degradation 

It is the applicant's contention that his new development would sit among 
other, older houses, and that therefore the new development would be 
11Compatible" with what is already there. However, these houses were built prior to 
the adoption of the certified Local Coastal Program. The older development on 
Navarro Ridge is frequently pointed to as a "terrible example." It was the primary 
reason that the local citizens' committee of the LCP required specifically that 
Navarro ridge be protected from further visual degradation by inclusion in the 
1'Highly Scenic" category. In our opinion, the line for highly scenic along Navarro 
Ridge does not extend back far enough. One very large house recently built outside 
the highly scenic demarcation and painted white can be dearly seen from the 
southern part of Navarro Beach in Navarro River Redwoods State Park. 

• 

• 

Policy 3.5-1, Visual Resources, of the certified LCP for Mendocino County • 
states: 1'The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and 

· protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited 
and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas ... and, 
where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas ... " 
Code Section 20.504.010 states: "The purpose of this section is to insure that 
permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the 
ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to 
be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and where feasible, 
to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. II Navarro Ridge, 
near the Jones project, is a visually degraded area in terms of ridgeline development 
and non-subordinate colors (photograph #2). 

The "visual compatibility" paragraphs of the LCP and Code sections were 
meant to assure, in part, that new Building designs would be compatible in areas 
with historic, Victorian buildings. If the Commission were to interpret '1Visual 
compatibility" as meaning "the right to continue visual degradation" it would set a 
dreadful precedent. Such a decision would counter the very intention of the LCP in 
this area. There are a number of other undeveloped lots along Navarro Ridge. 
About ten empty lots were identified by Mendocino County planning staff. This 
number apparently did not include all of the available lots, which extend both • 
eastward and to the western edge of Navarro Ridge (photograph #3fpanoram.a). 



• 
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The western lots are bare of trees due to early logging practices, and extremely 
visible (see photographs #1 and 3 panorama). This area was limited to twenty-acre 
lots to keep the western portion of Navarro Ridge from excessive development and 
protect the visual corridor. Unfortunately, the western area was allowed to be 
subdivided into ten-acre lots by the Mendocino County Supervisors several years 
ago, thus doubling the potential development there. Some of these lots are now in 
the permit process. To decide that the Jones house is "visually compatible" would 
set a precedent for all new development along Navarro Ridge. It would guarantee a 
string of such houses sited on the ridgeline. In other words, the very thing that the 
LCP was designed to avoid would be certain to happen here. 

Landscaoinz 

As the Jones project now stands, the public must depend on landscaping 
alone to protect the viewshed. This approach has not been successful in Mendocino 
County. There are numerous examples along the coast of insufficient landscaping 
plans that have been permitted by the County, of landscaping that has not been 
planted, of trees that have been removed or trimmed so that only a few thin trunks 
act as screening, of plantings that have been allowed to die, of slow-growing species 
placed so far down on the slope that it will take thirty to forty years for them to 
mature sufficiently to screen the house.s. Several examples of these landscaping 
"tricks" already exist along Navarro Ridge Road. To counteract this problem takes a 
constantly alert citizens' group devoted to protecting the highly scenic areas. This 
would not be the case if permitting terms adopted by the lVIendocino Coastal 
Administrators adequately protected the public resource, as intended by the LCP and 
the zoning codes; and if there were vigorous enforcement of permitting terms. 

The landscaping plan approved by Coastal Administrator Ray Hall is1 in our 
opinion, insufficient to ever adequately screen the Jones house from public view. 
The Jones development is sited near the edge of the precipitous northern ridge and 
would be dearly visible on the ridgeline (photograph #4, taken from River Road; 
the lot to the left of the A-frame). Only three Grand Fir trees are intended for the 
south side of the house, facing scenic Highway #1 and Navarro River Redwoods 
State Park. Grand Fir are very slow growing. The applicant stated in writing that 
he was willing to increase the number of these trees, but was not required to do so in 
the permitting terms.. A much larger number of trees is required on this side of the 
house. .Nforeover, these slowly growing trees should be augmented by a fast­
growing screen of native species. 

LCP policy 3.5-3 states: "new development should be subordinate to natural 
setting .... " Policy 3.5-5 states: "Providing that trees will not block coastal views 
from public areas such as roads, parks and trails, tree planting to screen building 



NWPA Appeal. 
A·l-MEN-00-028 (Jones) 5 

shall be encouraged ... In the enfprcement of this requirement it shall be recognized 
that trees often enhance views of the ocean area, commonly serve a valuable 
purpose in screening structures and in the control of erosion and the undesirable 
growth of underbrush." Similarly, zoning code section 20.504.015 (C) (3) states: 11New 
development shall be subordinate to the natural setting .... " 

On the ridge south of the Navarro river, new development largely occurred· 
after the LCP was certified. On that ridge, none of the houses that exist opposite 
Navarro Ridge are visible. These houses cannot be seen by travelers on scenic 
Highway #1 or Highway #128. The houses are sited behind a true screen of forest 
trees, yet their occupants have excellent views of the river and the OC£lan. This is an 
exam.ple of how the LCP was meant to work (photograph #5). 

The applicant argued that the mature trees behind his house on the. north 
side would mitigate the visual impact on the south side. This is clearly not the case. 
1viendocino Supervisor Patti Campbell cited the houses on Navarro Ridge as what 
she never wanted to see happen again when she voted, illogically, to permit the 
Smiley project Because the houses on Navarro Ridge stand out so significantly 

• 

along the ridge and are in the viewshed for such a long time, she thought that none • 
of the houses had trees behind them. She used the argument that the Smiley 
project would have mature trees behind it, and that these would mitigate the visual 
impact. Actually, most of the older houses on Navarro Ridge are backed by mature 
trees (photograph #2). The trees obviously do not mitigate the visual impact. A 
heavy screen of trees is needed on the scenic corridor sides of all new development 
along Navarro Ridge. 

Please support our certified Local Coastal Program by siting the Jones house 
further back from the ridgeline and providing an adequate landscaping plan. 

end: 5 photocopies -r ':fc...J'e1""0...~ ~ 
zoning map 

• 
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710 E. Street, Suite 200 
Eureka, CA 95501 

Re: CDP Appeal No. A-1-MEN-00-028 (Jones) 
31991 NavaiTO Ridge Road, Mendocino County, CA 

Project Description: Construction of an 18 foot high, 2,524 sq. ft. single 
family residence with an attached 612 sq. ft. garage; installation of leach field and 

septic system; connection to existing well, and on-site utilities; and temporary 
occupancy of travel trailer during construction of the residence . 

Scheduled: January 12, 200l 

Agenda Item: F 7(c) 

Dear Commissioners: 

Please be advised that this office represents the applicants herein, Bob and Lori 
Jones, with regard to the above captioned appeal pending before the Commission relating 
to the construction of a proposed residence to be located at 31991 Navarro Ridge Road. 

This matter comes before the Commission for a de novo hearing for the "in fill" 18 
foot high, 2,524 sq. ft. single family residence and related improvements, after the 
Commission found "substantial issue" on the appeal of the approval of the proposed 
project by the Mendocino Coastal Pe1mit AdministTator, contrruy to the recommendation 
of its staff, which recommended that the Commission find "no substantial issue. 

Although neither the Jones' nor I have received a copy of the cwTent Staff Report, 
we have been advised by staff that the recommended Special Conditions for approval 
will be similar, if not identical to that contained in their Staff Repmt, dated September 29. 

• 2000, which contained four ( 4) Special Conditions. 
EXHIBIT NO. 9 

APPLICATION NO. 
A-1-MF.N-00-028 

APPLICANT'S 
CORRESPONDENCE 
(1 of 64) 
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The applicants have advised staff that they are in agreement with Special 
Conditions l(c), 2, 3, and 4, which require that the applicants: 1) not deviate from the 
approved plans without an amendment to their Coastal Development Permit (CDP); 2) 
that all exterior siding and visible exterior components of the structure be of a natural 
appearing materials and dark earth tone col!Jrs; 3) pennit the trailer on site only through 
construction of the proposed residence; and 4) not remove any existing trees on site 
except to meet fire safety purposes as detennined by the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Prevention. 

The applicants only contest Special Condition Nos. la and b which unreasonably 
require that the house and garage be relocated to the northern portion of the parcel (north 
of the leechfleld) wherein they would lose their entire view. 

Applicable Facts 

The project received approval from the Mendocino Coastal Permit Administrator 
after the applicants revised the original plans for their residence by reducing the height of 
the proposed residence from 26' to 18'; reducing the structure from two stories to one 
story; moving the residence 35' to the north off the Navarro River side of the ridge; 
relocating the ridgeline of the roof of the structure 20 feet back off the coastal ridge; 
reducing the amount of windows facing the public views from the southwest; and 
eliminated proposed excavation of the ridge top. As revised the project was found 
consistent with both the Coastal Act and Local Coastal Plan. A copy of the Notice of 
Final Action from the County of Mendocino Department Of Planning And Building 
Services for Coastal Development Permit (CDP), No. 62-99, dated May 18, 2000 is 
attached hereto as Exhibit 1 and hereby incorporated by reference. 

The proposed residence is "in fill" development, and is to be located within a 
stringline of existing houses along the ridge that all have been pennitted by the County of 
Mendocino an.d California Coastal Commission, and which all project above the 
ridge line, including houses directly to the east and west of the subject parcel. 

The subject parcel is one of the last fow· vacant view lots in this area of Navarro 
Ridge, which total over 27 lots, all of which have received Coastal Commission approval 

• 

• 

to construct single family residences which were permitted to take advantage of the views • 
from the ridge of each lot. The other three vacant lots, because of their topography and 
location adjacent to N avruTo Ridge Road, have no possible alternative location on their 
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sites in which to build a house except adjacent to Navarro Ridge. 

The subject lot is the only lot, out of all27lots, wherein the Commission is 
alleging that an altemate "feasible" location for the residence exists. It is the applicants' 
strenuous contention, however, that at least nine of the other 26 lots, had sufficient area 
within their lot lines in which to relocate a residence off the ridgeline. A copy of a map 
of the immediate area is attached hereto as Exhibit 2 and hereby incorporated by 
reference. The lots highlighted in yellow illustrate the lots that have already been 
developed with single family residences adjacent to Navru.To Ridge. The lots which are 
both highlighted in yellow and contain a red star are lots wherein the size and topography 
of the lots would have permitted "an alternative location" for a residence to be 
constructed. 

Six of the residences in this area, adjacent toNavaiTo Ridge, have been developed 
since the implementation of the Coastal Act, and in each instance the development 
proposed has been found to be "subordinate to the characte1' of its setting" consistent with 
Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. The Commission did not require the relocation of said 
residences, however, because both the staff and Commission realized that the ridgeline 
was already developed and that the proposed construction did not block views "to and 
along the ocean and scenic coastal areas" consistent with the requirements of §30251. 

If the applicants herein are compelled to relocate their proposed residence further 
from the ridge as recommended by staff, they will lose the entire benefit of their view lot, 
and as such receive an unequal protection under the law as enjoyed by all of the other 
property owners in the ru·ea. It is the applicants' strenuous contention that such an action 
would be inconsistent with the specific requirements of Section 300 10 of the Coastal Act 
which provides that the Commission shall not exercise its power in any manner which 
would serve to "take or damage private property for public use without the payment of 
just compensation''. 

Without question, the height of the proposed residence is below the height of most 
of the existing development which has been approved by both the County of Mendocino 
and Coastal Commission. The residence will be framed by a backdrop of existing trees, 
and will not extend above the backdrop treeline. In addition, as conditioned by the 
Mendocino Coastal Petmit Administrator, the house will be limited to dark earth tone 
colors and non-reflective materials and will be screened from the public view by a 
detailed landscaping plan. 
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The project site is inland from Highway One and will not block or effect views 
to or along the coast. The proposed development is compatible and subordinate to the 
character of the surrounding area, and contrary to the allegations of staff, no other 
"feasible" alternate location for the home exists on the site. 

Commission Staff Recommended "No Substantial Issue" On The Appeal· 

In its Staff Report on "Substantial Issue", dated July 31, 2000, a copy of which is 
attached hereto as Exhibit 3 and hereby incorporated by reference, staff recommended 
"no substantial issue' of the appeal finding that the proposed project was consistent with 
all provisions _of the Coastal Act and Mendocino Local Coastal Plan. Further, as 
acknowledged by staff the alleged visual impacts of the proposed development are 
negligible. As evidenced by correspondence from State Parks & Recreation Supervisor 
Greg Picard, dated July 7, 2000, the proposed structure is high enough to only be visible 
from one remote area of Navarro Beach State Park along the river as it approaches the 
Highway One bridge. The proposed residence will not be visible from the main use areas 
of Navarro Beach State Park and/or the from the sandy beach along the ocean. A copy 
of Mr. Picard's letter, dated July 7, 2000, is attached hereto as Exhibit 4 and hereby 
incorporated by reference. 

As can be seen from the photograph attached hereto as Exhibit 5 and hereby 
incorporated by reference, the proposed residence will be located among a long line of 
existing homes substantially closer to the state park and more prominent and visible than 
the structure proposed. 

The Proposed Project Is Consistent With The Coastal Act 

Public Resources Code § 30251 provides in relevant part as follows:: 

"Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and 
along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, ... to be visually compatible with 
the character of the surrounding areas.... New development in highly scenic 
areas ... shall be subordinate to the character of its setting." 

As the attached photograph evidences, the development proposed by the applicants 
has been sited and designed to protect views to and along the coast. Page 10 of Staffs 
Repmt of September 29, 2000, specifically references that the project site is located 

.. 

• 

• 

• 
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inland from Highway One and the other public vantage point in the area, the Navru.1·o 
Beach State Park. Said report evidences that "the proposed structure would not block 
views to and along the coast from any public vantage point. Rather, the visual issues 
center around whether the development would be compatible and subordinate with the 
character of the surrounding area and whether the project is consistent with LCP policies 
that discourage development on ridge tops." A copy of page 10 of the Staff Report dated 
September 29, 2000 is attached hereto as Exhibit 6 and hereby incorporated by reference. 

The Mendocino Coastal Pexmit Administrator specifically found that the 
proposed house would be compatible with the swTounding area and subordinate to its 
setting by conditioning his approval on the applicant submitting a detailed landscaping 
plan which would shield the proposed home from the public view; re-orient the position 
of the house with roof set back from the ridge line; reduce the height of the house below 
the existing treeline; and use dark earth tone colors to blend in with and be subordinate 
with the character of the area. Moreover, staff in its ''no substantial issue" staff report 
agreed with the findings of the local coastal administrator wherein it recommended that 
the Commission find no legal basis for the appeal. See Exhibit 

The proposed house is obviously compatible and subordinate with the character of 
the surrounding area. The only real issue as alleged in the staff repm1 is whether the 
proposed development is consistent with the LCP policies that discourage development 
on ridge tops. The applicants vigorously content that it is. 

The fact is, the recommendation of staff to require the applicants' to relocate the 
proposed residence off the ridge has received much discussion in Mendocino County 
wherein approximately 300 County residents have indicated their support of the proposed 
location of the structure as approved by the Mendocino Coastal Pe1mit Administrator by 
way of their signature on a circulated petition wherein they have stated that they are 
"fru.niliar with the Jones' plan to build an 18', one story, single family residence at 31991 
Navarro Ridge". Said petition goes on to provide that the signatories "strongly support" 
the project and "have viewed the site from highway l ", and believe that "it will be one of 
the least visible houses in their subdivision, and will in no way fwther diminish the 
apperu.·ance ofNavax1·o Ridge". A copy of the petition in support of the project as signed 
by approximately 300 Mendocino County residents is attached hereto as Exhibit 7 and 
hereby incorporated by reference . 
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TheM endocino Land Use Plan 

Mendocino Land Use Plan (LUP) Policy 3.5-4 states in applicable part that 
"buildings ... that must be sited within the highly scenic area shall be sited near the toe of 
the slope, below rather than on a ridge, or in or near the edge of a wooded area. Except 
for farm buildings, development in the middle of large open areas shall be avoided if an 
alternative site exists." 

In the application at hand, although the house is located on the ridgeline it has 
been sited immediately adjacent to the edge of a wooded area, and is not located in a 
large open area, and it will not be visible from any public viewing location. The 
placement of this proposed residence where proposed will not have any adverse 
effects under the Coastal Act and/or LUP because it will not block any public views 
to and/or along the coast regardless of whether there is an alternative feasible 

• 

location on site, which the applicants vigorously contend there is not. • 

Clearly, the l\fendocino Coastal PermitAdministrator specifically considered 
the alternative of locating the house further north on the lot (away from the ridge) 
and found moving the home towards Navarro Ridge Road would not be feasible for 
two reasons. 

In the frrst instance, moving the house to the north would make the project 
inconsistent with Local Policy 3.2-9 which demands that no residential struCture be 
approved within 200 feet of agricultural land. The revised location recommended by 
staff would place the house within 50 feet of existing agricultural land wherein as now 
proposed it is 265 feet from the agricultural land. Clearly, at present the Jones' propose 
to engage in small scale farming on the northern end of their property which will not be 
possible if they have to relocate the house. See Jones' letter to staff, dated December 8, 
2000, attached hereto as Exhibit 8 and hereby incorporate by reference. Secondly, the 
Coastal Administrator foWld that the septic system could not be relocated in light of the 
fact that the area along the northern border of the site has poor drainage condition 
with a high winter water table and ponds during heavy rains. The area available for a 
leachfield is further restricted by the presence of water wells on the subject and adjacent 
sites which must be separated from wells by a minimum of 100 feet. 

As such, relocating the house to the north of the lot would require a detailed • 
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pumping of the sewage effluent to as higher elevation, an extensive foundation system 
which would prevent flooding, as well as the possibility of long term foundation 
problems; which would increase the construction cost of the proposed residence by 
approximately 26% to 36%. It is the applicants' contention that the mere increase in 
the construction costs of between 26% to 36% would make the relocation of the residence 
infeasible. See letters from Ed Powers to the applicants', dated October 3, 2000 and 
December 4, 2000, attached herein collectively as Exhibit 9 and hereby incorporated by 
reference. 

In addition, as stated in Mr. Powers letter, dated December 4, 2000, both the 
County of Mendocino and Cal Trans, have both indicated that they are not inclined to 
approve of an altemative drainage plan which provides for additional drainage onto the 
highway. See Exhibit 9. 

In addition, the requirement that they relocate the proposed residence to the 
northern end of the property, away from Navarro Ridge will reduce the value of their lot 
by more than 50%. See letter from Mendo Realty, dated December 2, 2000, a copy of 
which is attached hereto as Exhibit 10 and hereby incorporated by reference. 

LUP Policy 3.5-4 and Zoning Code Section 20.504.015 (C)(8) provide that if a 
"feasible" alternative location is not available on the site that impacts of the 

development be minimized by utilizing existing vegetation, optimizing the structural 
orientation, landscaping, and protecting existing tree masses which define the ridgeline 
silhouette. 

As stated above, the Mendocino Coastal Permit Administrator conditioned his 
approval on the applicant submitting a detailed landscaping plan which would shield 
the proposed home from the public view; re-orient the position of the house with roof 
set back from the ridgeline; reduce the height of the house below the existing treeline; 
and use dark earth tone colors to blend in with and be subordinate with the character 
of the area. 

In addition, the Mendocino Coastal Administrator's approval required the 
applicant to submit a revised landscaping plan which would include additional trees, and 
demanded that the trees be irrigated, maintained, and replaced as necessary in order to 
ensure that the approved house would be adequately screened in perpetuity. The 
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condition also requires County review of any proposal to remove trees and requires that 
the existing trees on the site be protected. Special Condition No.4 as recommended by 
staff further prohibits the removal of any trees except for frre safety regulation. 

Neither Section 30251 of the Coastal Act and/or LUP Policy 3.5-1 and Zoning 
Code Sections 20.504.010 and 20.504.015, which requires that new development be 
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas and subordinate to the 
character of its setting, contain any language that excludes existing structures from being 
considered as part of the visual character of the surrounding area. Both the County and 
Commission have historically considered all aspects of the visual character of the 
setting of a project as contributing to the visual character of the area, including all 
existing structures. See E:xhibit 3, page 16. 

The County and Commission have regularly considered the presence of existing 
structures to defme the visual character of an area. In the case at hand, the proposed 
horne would be constructed between two other homes on the immediately adjacent 
parcels, and in a stringline with numerous existing residences. The homes are 
constructed in an existing subdivision, and are located over 1.25 miles from the coast. . 

The Commissions staff report on "substantial issue" specifically referenced that 
the subject project does not set a negative precedent for future interpretations of the LCP 
because there are already numerous residential projects approved in the surrounding area 
and elsewhere along the coast where the presence of existing buildings have been taken 
into account in determining that the residential project is visually compatible with the 
character of surrounding area consistent with LUP Policy 3.5-1 and Zoning Code Section 
20~504-0 lO. See Exhibit 3, page 16. 

Conclusion 

The Coastal Act and LUP have to be interpreted and applied to individual 
applications in a reasonable manner consistent with the purpose and intent of the Coastal 
Act. 

With regard to this specific application, there is no logical and/or reasonable basis 
to require the applicants to set their proposed residence back from the ridgeline when the 
placement of the proposed residence, within a wooded area, will not interfere with any 
views to and/or along the coast. Pa.tticularly, when the proposed structure is "infill" 

• 

• 

• 
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development, in a stringline with numerous adjacent structures, is proposed at a lower 
height and is further from the coast than the already existing developed properties, and 
wherein requiring the applicants to relocate their proposed residence away from the 
ridgeline will completely deprive the applicants of the same views permitted all of their 
adjacent and nearby neighbors. 

As the staff report on substantial issue concludes on page 19, the proposed 
development as approved by the Mendocino Coastal Administrator is not be out of 
character with the visual setting of the area and will not adversely affect the quality of the 
VIeW. 

The applicants' respectfully request approval of the proposed development with 
Special Conditions 1( c), 2, 3, and 4 only. 

I will be present at the hea1ing in Los Angeles in January 200 1 in order to answer 
any of your questions. 

Thank you in advance for yow· courtesy and cooperation. 

ARB:aw 

cc: Commissioners 
Robert Merrill 
Bob and Lori Jones 

Respectfully Submitted, 

LAW OFFICES OF 
ALAN ROBERT BLOCK 
A Professional Corporation 

ALAN ROBERT BLOCK 
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~~-MONO HALl. TELEPHONE 
(707) 96-l-537 9 DIRECTOR 

May 18,2000 

COUNTY OF MENDOCINO 

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING SERVICES 
MAILING ADDRESS: 
790 SO. FRANKLIN 

FORT BRAGG, CA 95437 

MAY 2 ;~ 20C3 
NOTICE OF FINAL ACTION 

.'' 

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

CASE#: 
0\VNER: 

CDP #62~99 
Bob & Lori Jones 

AGENT: Luz Harvey 

., •. .. 

REQl.JEST: Construction of a 2,524 square foot single family reside:1ce with an attached 612 square 
foot garage, building height robe 18 feet; installation of leach field and septic system; 
connection to existing well and on-site utilities; temporary occupancy of a travel trailer 
while constructing the residence. 

LOCATION: S side ofNavarro Ridge Road (CR #51 S), approximately 1.25 miles SE of its 
inte:-section with Highway One at 3 1991 Navarro Ridge Road (APN 126-060~02). 

PROJECT COORDINATOR: Doug Zanini 

HEARING DATE: May 5, 2000 

APPROV1NG AUTHORlTY: Coastal Permit Administrator 

ACTION: Approved with Conditions. 

See staff report for the findings and conditions in support of this decision. 

The project \vas not appealed at the local level. 

The project is appealable to the Coastal Commission pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 30603. 
An aggrieved person may appeal this decision to the Coastal Commission within 10 working days 
following Coastal Commission receipt of this notice. Appeals must be in writing to the appropriate 
Coastal Commission district office. 

: .•. .. EXHIBIT NO • 7 

APPLICATION NO. 
A-1-MEN-00-028 

NOTICE OF FINAL 

' \ ·'-.10 \ ,\ 
ACTION (l of l6) 



COASTAL PE&viiT ADiVIINISTR.ATOR ACTION SHEET 

CASE#: CDP #62-99 HEARlNG DATE: May 5, 2000 

0\VNER: Jones 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS: 

__ X_ Categorically Exempt 

____ Negative Declaration 

___ EIR 

FINDINGS: 

____ Per staffrepor:r . -•.. ·-
__ X_ Modifications and/or additions: 

See findings on attached memorandum dated May 5, 2000. 

ACTION: 

__ X_ Approved 

Denied ---
Continued ---

CONDITIONS: 

_._X_ Per staff report and 

__ X_ Modifications and/or additions: 

Special Condition #2 in the staff report is replaced with Special Condition #2 as shown on the 

attached memorandum dated May 5, 2000. · 

I , , , 
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MENDOCINO COUNTY MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

Su'"BJ'ECT: 

DOUG ZA1'11N1- SUPERVISING PL~~R I QO 
RAYMOND HALL- DIRECTOR ~,fJJ \ 
COASTAL DE'IELOPME1'i1 PERiviiT #CDP 42-99 -JONES 

DATE: :MAY 5,2000 

On this date (May 5, 2000) I heard and approved Coastal Development Permit #CDP 42-99 as revised 
(April 13, 2000). Specifically, I: 

2. 

(a) found proper no~ce has been given, 
(b) found the projec~ Categorically Exempt from CEQA, and _ 
(c) approved the project with the fmdir1gs attacned and with conditions contained in the March 

23, 2000 Staff Reoort except that Soecial Condition Number 2 was replaced with the 
following: . · · · ...... 

Prior to issuance of the coastal permit, t.~e applicant shall submit a landscape plan to the Coastal 
Permit Administrator for review and approvaL The landscape plan shall include at least four 
grand Ill' trees in the approximate location shown on the revised site plan dated Aprill3, 2000. 
The landscape plan shall also include a faster growing species, such as shore pine, to provide 
some level of "shielding" to break up the outline of the structure while the slower growing grand 
fir trees are maturing. All required landscaping shall be installed prior to !mal building 
inspection. All required landscaping shall be irrigated, staked, maintained and replaced, as 
necessary, to ensure that a vegetation screen is established and maintained in perpetuity. Any 
future tree removal on the site shall require prior authorization from the Planning Division or, if it 
constitutes major vegetp.tion removal, shall require a coastal development permit. 



FINDINGS OF A.PPROY AL FOR CDP# 62-99: 

Per me::no from Supervising Planner Doug Zanini summarizing Policies 3.5-1 and 3.5-3. Pennitted 
development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, 
to minimize the alteration of natural landforms, to be visually compatible with the character of 
surrounding areas and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. 
New development in highly scenic areas shall be subordinate to the character of its setting .... New 
development should be subordinate to natural setting and minimize reflective suifaces. [LCP Polices 3.5-
1,3 and Zoning Code Section 20.504.010 and 20.504.015(C)(3)] 

Tne previously considered project was a two story structure which required grading to remove the top of 
the ridge and included many windows facing Highway One and public lands to the southeast. The revised 
design lowers the height to 18 feet, limits the structure to one story, relocates the ridge of roof 20 feet back 
offthe ridge, reduces the amount of windows facing the southwest and retains the top of the ridge. 
Therefore. the revised oroiect would be consistent with this nolicv. 

·, 
Policy 3.5-4 states in part, Buildings and building groups that must be sited within the highly scenic area 
shall be sited near the toe of~ slope, below rather than on a ridge, or in or near the edge of a wooded··­
area. Except for farm b'tiildfngs, development in the middle of farge "open areas shall be avoided if an 
alternative site exists. 

As shown in Exhibits A, B and C and verified during a site view on March 23, 2000 there are existing trees 
immediately to the we.st, to the northeast and also on the subject site. The top of the one story dwelling 
will be below the top of the. tree line to the northeast (Exhibit A). When considering the height of the 
structure with existing vegetation and required landscaping (Special Condition Number 2) the proposed 
development meets the standard contained in the LCP by being sited " ... in or near the edge of a wooded 
area." 

Policy 3.5-4 further states: Minimize visual impact of development on hillsides by {1) requiring grading 'or 
construction to follow the natural contours; (2) resiting or prohibiting new development that requires 
grading, cutting and filling that would significantly and permanently alter or destroy the appearance of 
natural landforms; (3) designing stn.Jctures to fit hillside sites rather than altering landform to 
accommodate buildings designed for level sites; (4) Concentrate development near e."tisting major· 
vegetation, natural landfonns or artificial berms ... 

The prev.ious design included a 10 foot cut to the ridge top. The revised design follows the natural 
contours with only minor grading and would not destroy the appearance of natural landforms. The 
stn.l.cture is located near existing trees which would help to visually subordinate the structure. Therefore 
the revised desi!Zll would be consistent with this nolicv. 

Policy 3.5-4 further states: Minimize visual impact of development on ridges by (I) prohibiting 
development that projects above tire ridgefine; (2) if no alternative site is available below the ridge line, 
development shall be sired and designed to reduce visual impacts by utilizing e."Cisting vegetation, sm1cwral 
orientation, landscaping. and shall be limited to a single story above the nawral elevation. {3) prohibiting 
removal ofrree masses which destroy the ridge!ine silhouette. Nothing in this policy shall preclude the 
development of a legally e:risting parcel." (LCP Policy 3.5-4 and Zoning Code Section 20.504.0 15(C)(8)] 

... 

.... 



~·· 

The emphasis of Policy 3.5-4 when read in its entirely is to MINTivfiZE the visual impact of development 
In this particular instance the structure is one story in height, is located near existing trees, will be required 
to have additional trees planted (Special Condition Number 2) and as stated in the March 23, 2000 Staff 
Report "The materials selected by the applicant are dark in color and will help the building blend into the 
surroundings." (See also Special Conditions Number 4 and 5). It should be noted that the most prominent 
structures along Navarro Ridge are those that are t\vo story in height, "hang out" over the ridgetop, have no 
or very limited trees or vegetation close by and/or are painted a bright color. These factors/traits are not 
represented in the Jones project 

Further, it should be emphasized that Planning and Building Services staff (memo dated April 10 and April 
17) and the Coastal Permit Administrator (May 5 hearing) have concluded that the project as revised and 
conditioned is, " ... visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas ... ", " ... subordinate to the 
character of its setting ... " and " ... concentrates development near existing major vegetation." 

To require relocation to the north would bring the structure close: to agricultural lands under Willialruon 
Act contract. Policy 3.2-9 of the LCP states: "In order to minimize agricultural-residential conflicts .. .site 
plans in a residential area shall not result in a residential structure being closer than 2 00 feet from a 
parcel designated for agricultural use unless there is no other feasible buildifrg site on the parcel." 

The proposed structure is located approximately 165 feet from the rangleland and Williamson Act land to 
the north. Requiring that the structure be re-located to the north would be inconsistent with Policy 3.2-9. 

Finally the County Divisio~ of Environmental Health has noted this site is highly constrained and that 
moving the house further to the north would move the septic replacement field into an area of a high water 
table. By letter dated March 17 the adjacent property ov.m.ers to the west state that, "some winters, during 
heavy constant rain, water has been found flowing from 31991 property westward, through our parcel. 
Buildings in this low area could be damaged by water." 

.. 1. On balance given the house location, design and vegetation the project, as conditioned, is in 
conformity with the certified LCP and, 

2. The proposed development will be provided with adequate utilities, access roads, drainage and 
ather necessary facilities; and 

3. Tne proposed development is consistent with the purpose and intent of the applicable zoning 
district, as well as all other provisions of Division II, and preserves the integrity of the zoning 
~istrict; and · 

4. The proposed development, if constructed in compliance with the conditions of approval, will not 
have any significant adverse impacts on the environment within the meaning of the California 
Environmental Quality Act; and 

5. The proposed development will not have any adverse impacts on any known archaeological or 
paleontological resources; and 

6. 

I. 

Other public services, including but not litnited to, solid waste and public roadway capacity have 
been considered and are adequate to serve the proposed development. 

Tne proposed development is in conformity with the public access and public recreation policies 
of Cnapter 3 of :.he California Coastal Act ami Coastal Element of the General Plan. 



Approved and adopted this sm day of May, 2000 

RH:sb 

Attachments 

cc: Bob and Lori Jones 
Hillary Adams 

~ I ' Raymond Hall 
Coastal Permit Administrator 

,. 
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'':AUFORNIA COASTAL CCMI\.ttlSSi.~;..j 
NDRTll CQAS:iOISTRIC":" OFFICS MAIUNG AOOR~SS: 

110 S S.-r!££!' • SUrrE 2CO P. 0. 90X 4908 
'EUREKA. c;. 9!1501·1865 SUREIU. CA 95502-4a08 

VOICS (707) 44.5-78:1:1 
I'ACSIMIL.$ {7ll1J 4.45-7877 

LOCAL GOVERl~1viENT: 

DECISION:, 

APPEAL NO.: 

APPLICPu"'T: 

AGE.~T· 

I 

PROJECT LOCATION: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

.A..PPELL~'TTS: 

Filed: 
49th Day: 
Staff: 
Staff Report: 
Hearing Date: 

F5a 
Commission Action: 

STAFF REPORT: APPE.A.L 

SUBST . .au"ff'LA..L ISS l.TE 

County of Mendocino 

Approval with Conditions 

A-1-lYIEN-00-028 

Bob & Lori Jones 

Luz Harvey 

South side of Navarro Ridge Road, approximately 1.25 
miles southeast of its intersection with Highway One, at 
31991 Navarro Ridge Road, Mendocino County, APN 
126-060-02. 

Construction of an 18-foot-high, 2,524-square-foot single­
family residence with an attached 612-square-foor garage; 
installation of leach field and septic system; connection to 
existing well and on-site utilities; and remporary occupancy 
of a travel trailer during construction of the residence. 

Navarro Watershed Protection Association; Hillary 
Adams; and Sierra Club, l'viendocino/Lake Group, 
Roanne Withers 
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808 & LORI JONES "'""' 
Page '2 

S1.TB ST A.. -r--niVE FILE: 1) Mendocino County CDP No. 62-99; and 
DOCDiviENTS 2 ) Mendocino Coumy Local Coastal Progra..rn 

ST.Ji\tfNl~RY OF STAFF RECOMlYIEN"DATION: 

The staff recommends that the Commission, after. public hearing, determine that N~-·-~ =•·;:.::-? 
\1ssue:~xists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed. These grounds--::·' 
inClude alleged project inconsistencies with Mendocino County's certified LCP policies 
pertaining to visual resources. Tne appellant has not raised any subsramial issue with the local 
srovemmem's action and its consistencv' with the certified LCP. 
¥ • 

Tne Ivlendocino Coastal Permit Administrator, approved with conditions a coastal deveiopmem 
perrrit for the consrruction of an 18~foot-high, 2,524-square-foot single-family residence with an 
attached 61:2.-square-foot garage; installation of a leac~ field and septic system; connection to 
existing well a.1'!d on-site utilities; and temporary occupancy of a travel trailer during construction 
of the residence off of Navarro Ridge Road above the Navarro River in Mendocino County. 
Visual issues were at the center of the County's review of tire project as the project site is located 
within an area designated as highly scenic under the LCP. The project site is.inland from 
P....ighway One and ot.1er vantag.e points andthus would not block or affect views to or along the 
coast. Rather, the visual issues considered involved whec...l]er the developmem would be 
compatible and subordinate wit.., the character of the surrounding area and whether t...,e project is 
consistent with LCP policies t.':lat discourage development on ridge tops. 

The approved development is located on one of about a dozen similar parcels that straddle 
Navarro Rid:ze and are zoned for rural residential use. Manv of the oarcels are alreadv - .., ... .; 

developed with single fawily residences, including the parcels on either side of the applicanci' 
parcel. Tne applicants modified the project during the loc:ll review process to reduce irs visual 
impacts, making such cnanges as moving the house fur-Jler to t...1e north off che southern crest of 
rhe ridge, reducing the sw.-ucrure to one stary and 18 feet in height, reducing the amount of glass 
in the southern exposute of the building, and adding landscaping to pa.rtially screen the 
development from view. Tne Coastal Permit Administrator conditioned the project to further 
reduce its visual impacts, such as requiring chat the landscaping plan be modified i:O include 
additional landscaping including fast growing species, that the proposed and existing landscaping 
be maintained and replaced as needed to assure that adequate screening is maintained, and 
limiting the building materials to dark non-reflecri ve materials to ensure the project would blend 
in with its surroundings. 

The appellants asserr t..~at the project as approved is inconsistent with the above cited LCP 
oolicies in three main ;:-esnecrs. First, the aooellams contend chat the aooroved house is not .. .... ,... ;. ~ ,.. 

.:omoarible with the ilamral character of the r'idze, inconsistent with LUP Policy ::.5-l and 
... - . .. 

Zoning Code Section 20.50L.Ol0. The a!Jpellams believe c...'"Lat the Councy inappropriately 
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considered existing homes developed prior co adoption of the. certified LCP to be part of the 
character of the area for purposes of reviewing the project for consistency with the LCP. 

However, LUP Policy 3.5-1 and Zoning Code Section 20.504.010 do not exclude existing 
buildings from consideracion of what comprises the visual character of the area surrounding a 
project. There are already many residential projects approved in the surrounding area and 
elsewhere .along the coast where the presence of existing buildings has been taken into account in 
determining that.the residential project is visually compatible with the character of the 
surrounding area consistent with LUP Policy 3.:5:.1 and Zoning Code Section 20.504.010. 

Second, the appellants contend that the landscaping required by the County will be inadequate to 
screen the approved house co make it subordinate ro the character of its setting, as required by 
U:.JP Policy 3.5-l and Zoning Code Section 20.504.015(C)(3). 

However, as approved, the landscaping has been conditioned to avoid many of the specific 
concerns raised by the appellants. The terms of the approved permit provide for augmenting the 
vegetation screening proposed by the applicant with additional trees, provide for the planting of 
fast growing trees that will screen the structure in a·short:er period of time, and include provisions 
to ensure that existing and proposed trees will be maintained and/or replaced over time to ensure 
the project will be adequately screened in perpetuity. As conditioned. the required landscaping 
would be adequate to screen the approved house to achieve consistency wiw.1 LUP Policy 3.5-1 

• 

and ~oning Code Section 20.504.015(C )(3). • 

Finally, the appellants contend that the project would be inconsistent with LUP Policy 3.5-1 and 
Zoning Code Section 20.504.015(C)(8) because the approved house would project above the . 
ridgeline and be highly visible to the public and tl-te appellants believe there are alternative house 
locations on the site that would noc create such impacts. 

In its approval of the project, the County did consider moving the house northward off the ridge· 
top as suggested by the appellants. However, the County determined that the need to provide an 
adequate buffer becween,the residence and adjacent rangeland to the north as required by UJP 
Policy 3.2-9 and concerns raised by the County Division of Environmental Health that a suitable 
area for a leach filed would not be available to serve the house in that location made moving the 
house off the ridge top problematic. In light of the evidence available in the local record, staff 
believes the determination of the County was reasonable. Fur.hermore, given that (1) the 
proposed project would be built within a row of existing houses along the ridge that also project 
above the ridgeli:r;te, including houses on the parcels immediately east and west of the subject 
parcel, (2) the house would be limited to 18 feet and one story, which is lower than some of the 
houses visible in the string along the ridge, (3) the house would be framed by a backdrop of 
existing trees and would not extend above the treeline, ( 4) the house would also be limited to 
dark colors and non-reflective materials in contraSt to some of the more prominent homes on the 

. ridge and would be scre~ned by landscaping, the development as approved would not 
appreciably affect the quality of the view. Thus, the particular visual resource affected by the 
decision is insignificant. • 



• 

• 

• 

.j, .. -1 ~~vtE:--: -~Jo .. o:s 
BOB &:. LORi JONES 
Page ..L 

i, 

For all of che above reasons, staff recommends that L1e Commission find that the apoe3l raises no 
substantial issue of consistency with the certified LCP. The Motion to adopt the S~~'! -
Recommendation of No Substamial Issue is found on Page 5. 

STAFF NOTES: 

l. Aooeal Process 

After certification of Local Coastal Programs (LCPs), the Coastal Act provides for limited 
appeals to the Coastal Commission of certain local government actions on coasral development 
perrcits (Coastal Act Section 30603). 

Section 30603 states r.b.at 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 u.'J.e sea or within one hundred feet of a wetland or stream 
or three hundred feer of the mean high tide line or inland extent of any beach or top of the 
seaward face of a coastal bluff, or those located in a sensitive coastal resource area. 
Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be appealed if they are not designated tb.e 
"principal per::nirted use" under the certified LCP. Finally, developments, which constirute 
major public works or major energy facilities may be appealed, whether approved or denied by 
the city or county. Tne grounds for an appeal are lirr.ited to an allegation that the development 
does not conform to the standards set forr..h in the certified local coastal program and, if the 
development is located be::ween the flrst public road and the sea, the public access policies set 
forth in the Coastal Act. 

T;'1e subject development is appealable to the Commission because the proposed house is locJ.ted­
in a sensitive coastal resource area. Section 20.308.11 0(6) of t:he Mendocino Coumy Zoning 
Code and Section 30116 of the c0astal Act define sensitive c8astal resource areas, as "those 
identifiable and geographically bounded land and water areas within the coastal zone of vital 
interest and sensitivity," including, among oL'ler categories, "highly scenic areas." Much of t.~e 
subject: development, including LI-Je proposed single-family residence, would be located on the 
crest of a ridgeline within an area designated in the LCP on L1e certified land use map as a 
"highly scenic area," and, as such, is appealable to the Commission. 

Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal unless the 
Commission deter:mines that no substantial issue is raised by the appeal. If the Commission 
decides to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question, proponents and opponents 
will have tr.uee minutes per side to address whether the appeal raises a substantial issue. It takes 
a majority of Commissioners present to find that no substan.tial issue is raised. Unless it is 
dete::rn.ined that there is no substantial issue, the Commission would comir:.ue wiL1 a full public 
hearing on the :r:.erits of ::.b.e project, which may occur ac ::1 subsequent mee[ing. If the 
Commission were co conduct a de novo ·he:mng on che :J.!]pe::.l, bec2.use c.he proposed 
develocmem is Je[wee:-J the first read and [he Se:J., che <J.ooiic:J.ble test for che Commission to - .. .. .. 
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consider would be whether the development is in conformity w.ith the certified Local Coastal • 
Program and with the public access and public recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 

T.'le only persons quadified to testify before the Commission on the substantial issue question are 
the applicant, the appellant and persons who made their views known before the local 
government (or their representatives), and the local government. Testimony from other persons 
regarding substantialissue must be submitted in writing. 

2. Filin!Z of Aooeal 

The appellants filed an appeal to the Commission in a timely manner on June 6, 2000, within 10 
working days after receiving notice of final local action on May 22, 2000 (Exhibit No. 8). 

3. Ooen and Continue. 

Pursuant to Section 30621 of the Coastal Act, an appeal hearing must be set: within 49 days from 
the date an appeal of a locally issued coastal ~evelopment permit is filed. In accordance with the 
California Code of Regulations, on June 9, 2000, staff requested all relevant documents and 
materials regarding the subject permit from the County, to enable Staff to analyze the appeal and 
prepare a recommendation as to whether a substantial issue exists. Tnese materials were 
received on June 23, 2000, the day of the mailing of staff reports to the Commission and 
interested parties. Thus, the requested information was not received in time for the staff to • 
review the information for completeness or prepare a recommendation on the substantial issue 
question for the Commission's July meeting agenda. Consistent with Section 13112 of the. 
California Code of Regulations, since the Commission did not timely receive the requested 
documentS and materials, the Commission opened and continued the hearing during the July 
Commission meeting. 

I. IYIOTION. STAfl; RECOIVINIENDATION. AND RESOLUTION 

MOTION: J move that the Commission detennine that Appeal No. A-1-
MEN-00;..028 raises NO substantial issue with respect to the 
grounds an which the appeal has been filed under § 30603 of 
the Coastal Act 

STAFF RECOIVINIENDATION ON NO Sul3STAl~TIAL ISStJE: 

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage. of this motion will result in a finding of 
No substantial Issue and adoption of the following resolution and findings. If the Commission 
finds No Substantial Issue, the Commission will not hear the application de novo and the local 
action will become final and effective. The rnocion passes only b.y an affirmative voce by a 
majority of :he Commissioners present. • 
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RESOLUTION TO FIND NO St!'BSTANTIAL ISSlTE:. !. 

Tne Cormnission finds that Appeal No. A-1-rvfEN-00-028 does not present a substantial issue 
with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed under§ 30603. of the Coastal Act 
regarding consistency with the Certified Local Coastal Plan and/or the public access and 
recreation P.Olicies of the Coastal Act. 

II. FI1'fDINGS AN"D DECLAR~ TIONS 

Tne Com . ..r:nission hereby finds and deciares: 

A. APPELLANTS' CONTENTIONS. 

The Com..r:rJssion received one aooeal of the County of Mendocino's decision to aoorove the 
.. ,... "' .. .1, 

development. The appeal was filed jointly by the Navarro Watershed Procection Association; 
Hillary Adams; and the Sierra C1ub, Mendocino/Lake Group represented by Roan.ne Withers. 

The project as approved by u.l:le Counry consistS of the construction of an 18-foot-high, 2,52.::1.­
square-fooc single-family residence wit.fJ. an attached 612-square-foot garage; installation of leach 
field and septic system; connection to existing well and on-site utilities; and temporary 
occupancy of a travel trailer during construction of the residence. The project site is located on 
Navar:ro Ridge, approximately 1.25 miles southeast of Highway One, at 31991 Navarro Ridge 
Road 

Tne appeal raises contentions involving inconsistency with the County's LCP policies regarding 
visual resources. The appellants' contentions are summarized below, and the full text of the 
comemions are included as Exhibit No 8. 

1. Proiect consistencv with LCP visual resource orotection oolicies 

The appellants comend that the County's approval is inconsistent with LCP policies pertairJng co 
minimizing the visual impact of development on ridges. Tne appellants contend that the 
approved house would' project above the ridgeline and be highly visible to the public. The 
appellants contend that the house could be sited elsewhere on the lot where it would not project 
above the ridgeline. 

Tb.e appellams furt.c1er contend that the project as approved is inconsistent with LCP 
policies requiring :Jew development to be compatible with the character of the surrounding area. 
The appellants contend that the approved house is not compatible with the narural character of 
the ridge and that the Counr:y inappropriately considered existing homes developed prior to 
adoption of the certified LCP ro be part of the charac:er of the area for purposes of reviewing rhe 
project for consistency with the LCP . 

Moreover, ~he a~pellams co mend that che Coumy' s approval is inconsisre::J.t with LCP poLicies 
requiring new deveiopme:Jt [n highly scenic are::s co be subordinate to c.he charac:er- its sening. 
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Tne appellants contend that the landscaping required by c~e, bo.unty will be inadequate to sc:-een • 
the approved house in a manner thar would make the house. in its approved location subordinate 
to the character of its setting. 

C. LOCAL GOVE~'i~IENT ACTION 

On May 5, 2000, Planning & Building Services Director Ray Hall, acting as Coastal Permit 
Administrator (CPA), approved with conditions Coastal Development Permit No. CDP-62-99 
(Jones). The approved development includes construction of an 18-fooc-high, 2,524-square-foot 
single-familv residence with an attached 612-sauare-foot 2:arage; installation of a leach field and 

~ J • '- -

septic system; connection to existing well and on-site utilities; and temporary occupancy of a 
travel trailer during consrruction of the residence. The CPA's. decision was not appealed at the 
local level to the Board of Supervisors. 

The propesed development was approved by the CPA with six special conditions. Special 
Condition No. llimited occupancy of the travel trailer to the construction period for the 
approved house and required its removal prior to occupancy of the house. Condition No. 2 
requires the applicants to submit a landscape plan for the review and approval of the CPA that 
provides for the planting of at least four grand fir trees south of the approved strucrure as 
proposed by the applicants and the planting of a faster growing species, such as shore pine, to 
provide some level of shielding of the structure from views from public vantage pointS. Tne 
cond\tion also requires che applicants to irrigate, maintain, and replace the trees as necessary to • 
ensure that a vegetation screen is established and maintained in perperuity. ·Finally, the condition 
requires my furure tree removal on the property to be approved by the County. 

Special Condition No.3 requires the applicant to temporarily fenc.e and protect existing trees 
from construction activities. Special Condition Nos. 4 and 5 require that only dark·and non­
reflective building materials and windows be used, with certain choices of building materials to . 
be reviewed by the CPA. Finally, Special Condition No.6 requires that a permit amendment be 
obtained prior to erection of any additional structures or placement of exterior lighting on any 
portion of the site within 'View of Highway One or Navarro Beach State Park. 

Tne hearing on the coastal development permit application had been opened and continued in the 
months prior to action by the Coastal Permit Administrator. After the hearing was first opened, 
the applicant made a number of changes to the project to reduce its visual impact from public 
vantage points along Highway One and the State Park. These changes included (1) moving the 
strucrure from its original location on the south crest of the ridge (Navarro River side) to a 
location approximately 35 feet north that is on the norJ1 crest of the ridge (Navarro Ridge Road 
side); (2) relocating the ridge line of the roof 20 feet back off the coastal ridge; (3) reducing the 
height of che strucrure from 26 feet to 18 feet; (4) changing the proposed structure from two 
stories to one, (5) reducing the amount of windows facing the public views of the strucrure from 
the southwest, and (6) eliminating proposed ex:cJ.vation of the ridge top that was intended co 
lower the re!arive height of che sm.1c~re bur would have altered t.::1.e landform. • 
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After the close of r.he local appeal period, the County issued a· Nocice of Final Ac::ion on the 
coastal development pemric, which was received by Cornmission staff on May 22, 2000 (Exhibit 
No.7). Tne project was appealed w the Coastal Cor:rJTI.ission in a timely manner on June 6, 2000 
within 10-working days after receipt by the Commission of the Notice of Final Local Action. On 
June 9, 2000 staff requested all relevant documents and materials regarding the subject permit 
from the Countv; these materials were received on June 23, 2000. ,. . 
D. PROJECT SETTING AND DESCRlPTION 

Proiect Setting: 

The subje:::t parcel is a 3.9-acre parcel that straddles the top of Navarro Ridge, an east-west 
trendin2 ridze that forms the nonh side of the deep valley carved bv the Navarro River as ic - - -
ma.l(es its way west to the Mendocino coas.::. Highway One crosses the Navarro River valley on 
its route nonh along the coast by first traversing eastward down the flank of t.l-Ie opposite ridge 
on the south side of the valley, crossing the river on a low bridge at a point approximately 1.25 
miles inland from che coast, and finally traversing westward up the southern fla:rLic of Navarro 
Ridge to the coastal terrace non:h of the mourh of the river. Highway 128 intersects Highway 
One at the north end of the bridge crossing. The subject parcel is one of about a dozen mostly 
similar-sized parcels zoned for Rural Residential use along this part of Navarro Ridge. These 
parcels are relatively long and narrow and ex::end all the way f.rom Navarro Ridge Road, which 
runs parallel to and norJl of L.~e crest of the ridge, to Highway One south of the crest along the 
valley floor next co ti1e river. Tne parcel is located at 31991 Navarro Ridge Road, approximately 
1.25 r:niles east of the ocean, at a location direcdy opposite of the norch end of the F.J.ghway One 
Bridge over che Navarro River. 

Most of che dozen or so similar parcels in the immediate vicinity of che'suoject property have 
already been developed with single family homes, most located right on the crest or slighdy off · 
the crest of Navarro Ridge. The applicant's parcel is towards the eastern end of this string of 
parcels and sits in-betw~en two parcels already developed with homes. Other mostly 
undeveloped larger parcels extend west of the string of parcels to the ocean. Much larger mosdy 
undeveloped Range!and extend east of the string of parcels· and nonh across Navarro Ridge 
Road. · 

The houses built on the string of a dozen or so similar parcels in the immediate vicinity of the 
subject property vary in size, height, design, and color, with rhe result w.1at some are more 
pror:rinenc than others. The string of houses are visible from different vantage points along 
Highway One on boL.1 sides of che river, as well as from pon:ions of Navarro Beach State Park. 
The State Park property extends from a beach at the mouth of the river along the flats along the 
south side of the river to the Highway One Bridge. The subject parcel is visible from different 
vantage points along Highway One on bow.1. sides of the dver, although from fewer vantage 
points Lhan the homes located fanher west The subject parcel is only visible from che State Park 
from vanr:1ge points wiL"lin the river or along che fLm near the Highway One Bridge. Tne sire is 
not visible from :he sandv beach alone: the ocean. . -
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Rows of trees rise above the ridge behind many of the hOJ?~' in the vicinity of the project site. • 
These trees form a backdrop to many of the homes as viewed from Highway One and the park. 
_One such row of trees would form a backdrop to the applicant's proposed house. 

The ridgeline of the subject parcel is at an elevation of approximately 440 feet above sea leveL 
The south side of the parcel drops steeply down the southern flank of Narvarro Ridge to near sea 
level. North of the crest. the parcel slopes more gently to an elevation of about 410 to 420 feet 
above sea level near Navarro Ridge Road: 

The parcel is mostly covered with grasses and shrubs. Approximately two dozen trees are 
growing on the parcel, mostly along the property lines north of the crest of the ridge. A few trees 
grow to the southeast of the proposed building site near the center of the parcel. The parcel 
contains no k...'1.own sensitive habitat area. The eastern end of the parcel apparently has a 
relatively high groundwater table that precludes its use for a septic system leach field, although 
the groundwater apparently does not rise to the surface to form a wetland. A well has been 
drilled on the property pursuant to a previous Mendocino County coastal development permit 
and the applicants keep a travel trailer on the site. 

Proiect Descriotion 

Tne proposed project subject to this appeal consists of the constrUction of an 18-foot-high, 2,524-
squar;e-foot single-family residence with an attached 612-square-foot garage. See Exhibits 4-6. • 
Tne project includes installation of a leach field and septic system as well as connection ro an 
existing well and on-site utilities. The house would be located on the Navarro Ridge Road side 
of the crest of the coastal ridge, ac a point approximately 125 feet from the centerline of the road. 
The septic system would be located north of che house. See Exhibit 4. The project also includes 
use of a travel trailer located on the property as a temporary residence during construction of che 
house. 

The house would be of a single story design and would utilize emh tone.colors. The proposed 
finishes of the residence and garage are as follows: 

Siding: 
Trim: 
Windows: 
Roof: 
Chimney: 
Ext. Lights: 
Securiry Lights: 

redwood shingles 
dark wood 
wood framed 
composition shingles 
stone 
to be shaded, downcast, and located beside all exterior doors. 
where needed. 

E. SlJBSTANTL~L ISSUE ANALYSIS 

Section 30603(b)(l) of the Coastal Act states: • 
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The grounds for an appeal pursuant ro subdivision {a) shall be limited to an allegation 
rhat the development does noc conform to the standards set forth in the cenified local 
coastal program or the public access policies ser forrh in this division. 

Aooellant's Contentions That Are Valid Grounds for Aooeal 
.. 

The contentions raised in the appeal prese(\t valid grounds for appeal in that they allege the 
project's inconsistency with policies of w.'le certified LCP. 

Coastal Act Section 30625(b) states that the Com..."''lission shall hear an appeal 
unless it deter:rrriiJ.es: 

With respect co 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 pursucnr to Section 30603. 

The term "substantial issue" is not defined in t....~e Coastal Act or its implewenting regulations. 
Tne Commission's regulations indicate simply that the Commission will hear an appeal unless it 
''finds that the appeal raises no significant question." (Cal." Code Regs., tit. 14, section 
13ll5(b).) In previous dec:sions on appeals, the CoJ:r1 .. mission has been guided by t:h.e following 
factors: 

1. The degree of factual and legal support for the local government's decision that the 
development is consistent or inconsistem wit:h w.1e cerdfied LCP and with the public 
access policies of the Coastal Act; 

':' The extent and scope of the developme.:1t as approved or denied bYtte local governmem; 

3. The significance of the coastcl resources affected by the decision; 

t 

Ll. The precedential value of the local government's decision for future interpretations of its 
LCP; and 

5. %ether t.l':le appeal raises only local issues, or those of regional or statewide significance. 

Even when the Comr:rission chooses not to hear a.r:1 aooeal, aooellanrs neveru.1eless mav 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, sec:ion 109.:t.5. 

In chis cn.se, for the reasons discussed further below, the Commission exercises its discretion and 
derer:nines that che development as approved by !:he County raises no subsrandal issue . 
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Project consistencY with LCP visual resource protection oolicies 

Tne appellants contend that the County's approval is inconsistent with LCP policies pertaining ro 
the protection of visual resources. Tnese policies are listed below. 

LCP policies .. 
L UP Policy 3 .5-1 states in applicable parr: 

State Highway 1 in rural areas of the Mendocino County coastal zone shall remain a 
scenic two-lane road. 

The scenic and visual qualities of lvfendocino Counry coastal areas shall be considered 
and protected as a resource of public imponance. Pennir:ted development shall be sited 
and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to 
minimize the alteration of natural land fonns, to be visually compatible with the 
character of surrounding areas and, where feasible, ro restore and enhance visual quality 
in visually degraded areas. new development in highly scenic areas designated by the 
County of Mendocino Coastal Element shall be subordinate to the character of irs setting . 

LtJP.Policy 3.5-3 states in applicable part: 

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

• Portions 'of che coastal zone within the Highly Scenic A. rea west of Highwa:y 1 
berween the Ten /vfile River estuary south co the Navarro River as mapped with 
noted exceptions and inclusions of certain areas east of Highway 1. 

In addition to other visual policy requiremems, new development west of Highway One in 
designated "highly scenic areas" is limited to one-story (above natural grade) unless an 
increase in height would not affect public views co the ocean or be our of character wirh 
surrounding srru.crures. Variances from this srandard may be allowed for planned unit 
development: that provides clustering and other forms of meaningful visual mirigarion. 
New development should be subordinate to natural. serting and minimize rq1ective 
surfaces .... 

L tiP ?olicy 3 .5--+ stares in applicable part: 

• 

• 

• 
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Buildings and building groups that must be sired wi:hin the highly scenic area shall be 
sited near the roe of a slope, below rarher than on a ndge, or in or near the edge of a 
wooded area. Except for farm buildings, development in the middle of large open areas 
shall be avoided if an altemarive site exists. 

Min,imize visual impact of development on ridges by ( 1) prohibiting development that 
projects apove the ridgeline; (2) if ~o alternative site is available below the ridgeline, 
developmem shall be sited and designed !Q reduce visual impacts by utilizing existing 
vegetation, srruc:ural orientation, landscaping, and shall be limited to a single star; 
c:.bove the natural elevation,· ( 3) prohibiting removal of tree masses which destroy the 
ridgeline silhouette. Nothing in <his policy shall preclude rhe development of a legaLly 
existing parcel. 

L l.:7 Policy 3.2-9 states in applicable parr: 

In order ro minimize agricultr.,t.rc.l-residemial corq"7icrs, land divisions or site plans in a 
residentic.l area shall not result in a residenrial structure being closer than 200 jeer from 
a parcel designated for agricultural use unless rhere is no orher feasible building site on 
the parcel. 

Coas[al Zoning Code Section 20.304.035 stares in applicable pare: 

Conf!.ict!fesolurion. 

(B) 

vv'here regulanons within rhis Division and benveen Divisions of Title 20 overlap, che 
ooiicy which, on balance, is most protective of coasral resources shall rake precedence. -. . 

Coastal Zoning Code Section 20.50.:1.010 states in applicable part: 
- j 

Puroose. 

Tne purpose of chis secrion is to insure rhar permitted developmenr shall be sired and 
designated to protecr views ro and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, ro minimize 
the alteration of naruralland forms, to be visually compatible with the character of 
surrounding areas and, where feasible, ro restore and enhance visual qualiry in visually 
degraded areas. 

Coastal Zoning Code Section 20.504.015 stares in applicable pm: 

Highly Scenic Areas . 

T;.e visual resource c:.reas !isred below are those which have been designated. hil?hiv 
scenic and in which developmeru shall be subordinate :o :he chara.c:er of irs se:ring: 
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(2) Porrions of the Coastal Zone within rhe!Highly Scenic Area west of Highway J 
between the Ten i'vfile River estuary south co the Navarro River as mapped 
with noted exceptions and inclusions of certain areas east of Highway 1. 

(C). Development Criteria. 

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

(2) In highly scenic areas west of Highway 1 as identified on the coastal Element 
land use plan maps, new development shall be limited ro eighteen ( 18) feet 
above natural grade, unless an increase in height would not affect public 
views to rhe ocean or be our of character with surrounding structures. 

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

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

(a) Near the toe of a slope; 
(b) Below rather than on a ridge; and 
(c) In or near a wooded area. 

( 8) Minimize visual impact of development on ridges by the following criteria: 

(a) Prohibiting development chat pro jeers above the ridgeline; 
(b) If no alternative site is available below the ridge line, development 

shall be sired and designed to reduce visual impacts by utilizing 
existing vegetation, strucrural orientation, landscaping, and shall be 
limited ro a single srory above rhe natural elevation,· 

(c) Prohibiting removal of tree masses which destroy the ridge line 
silhouerte. 

( 10) Tree planting to screen buildings shall be encottraged, however, new 
development shall nor allow rrees to interfere _with coa.staUocean views from 
public areas. 

• 

• 

• 
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( 13) Access roads and driveways shall be siced 'such lhar they cause minimum 

Discussion: 

visual disturbance and shall nor directly access Highway 1 where an alremare 
configuration is feasible. 

Visual issues were at the center of the Couricy' s re_view of the project as the project site is located 
within an area designated as highly scenic under ·the LCP. The issues raised were not related to 
blockage of coastal views, as u.1e project site is inland from Highway One and the oth.er public 
va..r1rage poinr in the area, the Navarro Beach Stare Park. The approved su.~.tcture would not block 
views to and along the coast from any public vantage point Rather the visual issues centered 
around whether the development would be compatible and subordinate with the character of the 
surrounding area and whether the project is consistent with LCP policies c..~at discourage 
development on ridge tops. 

As noted in the "Project Setting" finding above, the project site is visible from different vantage 
points along Highway One on both sides of the Navarro River. The subjecr parcel is visible from 
portions ofNavarro Beach State Park, but only from vantage points within the river or along r.he 
flats near the Highway One Bridge. Tne site is not visible from the sandy beach along the ocea.rr. 
As aiso discussed previously, the house sire is cowards the easrern end of a su.-ing of 
approximately a dozen rural residential parcels that straddle the ridge mp. Many of these parcels 
and others in the vicinity have already been developed, including the parcels on eiw.1er side of the 
applicants' property. Tb.e homes thac have been developed within this group of parcels vary in 
size, height, design, and color, wit..!J. the result that some are more prominent tharL others. 

As noted in l~e "Local Government Action" finding above, the applicants made a number of 
changes to t.~e project co reduce its visual impact from public vantage poims along Highway One· 
and the state park during the Coumy' s review of t..~e project. These changes included (1) moving 
the su.~.tcture from its original location on the south crest of the ridge (Navarro River side) to a 
location approximately '55 feet north ll-Iat is on lf-Ie north crest of the ridge (Navarro Ridge Road 
side); (2) relocating the ridgeline of the roof 20 feet back off the coastal ridge; (3) reducing the 
height of the structure from 26 feet to 18 feet; ( 4) changing the proposed SL.Ilcture from two 
stories to one, (5) reducing the amount of windows facing the public views of the structure from 
the southwest, and (6) eliminating proposed excavation of the ridge top that was intended to 
lower the relative height of the structure but would have altered the landform. 

Tne County also conditioned the permit in a manner to further reduce t.b.e visual impacr:s of the 
project. These conditions included requiring a revised landscaping plan that includes boLl:! grand 
tirs as proposed by r:he applicant, and faster growing tree species to largely screen the south 
facing side of c.fo:te house from view from the aforementioned public vantage poincs. The 
conditions require the trees to be plamed co be irrigated and maintained, and require that any 
proposal co remove mese or any of the other exis~ing crees on the prope::-ry would require review 
bv the Coumv. Other conditions recuired temoorarilv fencing: and protecting the existing trees .. "' .. .. .. - ... - -
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from construction activities, and limiting the choice of builcf!ng materials to dark, non-reflective • 
materials.. · i · • 

vVith the changes to the projec~ proposed by the applicant and the conditions imposed by the 
County, the resulting home would remain visible from various vantage points along Highway 
One and from certain vantage points at the state park along the river. The structure would also 
continue to project above the ridgeline. However, the structure would be located between other 
existing homes ¢at are visible from these same vantage points. Many of th.e other homes are 
visible from more vantage points along the highway and within the park. Trees would largely 
screen the approved structure once the landscaping grows in. Existing trees on the property and 
in the nearby vicinity would also provide a backdrop of trees and the saucture would not project 
above the tree line. The portions of the house that could be viewed through the trees would be 
one story, 18 feet in height, and const.."'Uct:ed with dark non-reflective building materials. 

The LCP visual resource protection policies cited above set forth various standards that are 
applicable to the project. U.JP Policy 3 .5-l ·and Zoning Code Sections 20.504.010 and 
20.504.015 require that new development be visually compatible with the character of 
surrounding areas and subordinate to the character of its setting. LlJP Policy 3.5-4 and Zoning 
Code Section 20.504.015(C)(8) require that the visual ·impacts of development on ridges by 
minimized by prohibiting developmem that projects above the ridgeline unless no alternative site 
is available below the ridgeline, in which case the visual impacts shall be reduced by utilizing 
existing vegetation, optimizing the structural orientation, landscaping, and protecting existing • 
tree masses which define the ridgeline silhouette. 

As noted above, the appellants assert that the project as approved is inconsistent with the above­
cited LCP policies in three main respects. First, the appellants contend that the approved house 
is not compatible with the narural character of the ridge, inconsistent with LUP Policy 3.5-1 and 
Zoning Code Section 20.504.010. Second, the appellants contend that the landscaping required 
by w.1e County will be inadequate to screen u1e approved house to make it subordinate to the 
character of its setting, as required by with U.TP Policy 3.5-1 and Zoning Code Section 
20.504.015. Finally, the, appellants-contend that the project would be inconsistent with LlJP 
Policy 3.5-4 and Zoning Code Section 20.504.015(()(8) because the approved house would 
project above the ridge!ine and be highly visible to the public and the appellants believe there are 
altemati ve house locations on the site that would not create such impacts. 

Comoatibilitv with Character of the Surrounding: .A..rea. 

The appellants a.Sserr that the approved house is not compatible with the natural character of the 
ridge and that the County inappropriately considered existing homes developed prior to adoption 
of the certified LCP co be pan of the character of the area for purposes of reviewing the project 
for consistency with the LCP. Tne appellants state thar "the older development on Navarro 
.Ridge is frequently pointed to as a 'tenible example,' ... [and] was the primary reason chat the 
local citizens' committee of the LCP required specifically that Navarro Ridge be protected from 
further visual deg!'adation by inclusion in the 'Highly Scenic' category ... The 'visual 
compmibility' paragraph of the LCP and Code sections were meant to assure, in part, chat new • 
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building desi:zns would be comoatible in areas with hismric, VictOrian buildin!Zs. If the - . . . . -
Commission were to imerpret 'visual compatibilit~t' as meaning 'the right to continue visual 
degradation' it would set a dreadful precedent." 

The Commission notes that the provisions of LUP Policy 3.501 and Zoning Code Section 
20.504.010,.that require new development to be visually compatible with the character of 
surrounding area~ contain no language that .excludes existing structures from being considered as 
part of the visual character of the surrounding ar~o.. Nor do the policies make any distinction that 
only existing Victorian buildings may be considered part of the visual character of the area. Tne 
County and. the Commission on appeal have. historically considered all aspects of the visual 
character of the setting of a project as comributi..11g ro the visual character of the area. LTI areas 
with existing sLructures, the Count'; and the Commission have regularly considered the presence 
of these structures to partly define l'i-Je visual character of the area. Se:.-wcrures are sometimes 
app.roved as being compatible wir..h. the visual character of the area precisely because. they are 
located within a group ofhomes. In other instances, where a proposed house has been proposed 
in an othenvise undeveloped area, the County and the Commission have sometimes found that 
building a prominent single home in isolation from any orhers would not be visually compatible 
with the character of its setting. 

In the present case, the proposed home would be constructed in between other homes that have 
been developed along the ridge top. The existing homes help define the character of the area . 
Tne l"louse was noc proposed on portions of the ridge west of the present string of houses where 
the ridge top is largely undeveloped where the visual character is limited to the natural features 
of the setting. Tne project does not set a negative precedence for fumre interpretations of the 
LCP because there are already many residential projects approved in the surrounding area and 
elsewhere along c..l)e coast where the presence of existing buildings has been taken into account in 
determining that the residential project is visually compatible with the char::::.cter of the 
surrounding area consistent with LUP Policy 3.5-1 and ZoPing Code Section 20.504.010. 
Therefore, the fact that the Coum:y considered the presence of other existing homes in the 
immediate vicirJty of th~ project site does not raise a substantial issue of consistency wiu.1 the 
LCP policies addressirrg compatibility of development with the character of t..'J.e surrounding 
area. 

Inadeauacv ·ofT andsc::min!Z To Assure Subordinate Develoomem. 

The appellants contend [hat the landscaping required by the County will be inadequate to screen 
the approved house to make it subordinate to the charac~er of its setting, as required by LUP 
Policy 3.5-1 and Zoning Code Section 20.504.015(C)(3). Tne appellams state the following: 

''Tne landscaping plan approved by Coastal .~.drninistrator Ray Hall is, in our opinion, 
insufficient to ever adequately screen the Jones house from public view. T.11e Jones 
develooment is sited near t.l-!e edg:e of the orecioitous non.hern ridg:e and would be clearlv 

... - .. ... - .. 
visible on the rid::?:eline (ohcto!Zraoh #:.1, taken from the River Road: ;:b.e lot co the left of 

- lt. - .. 

the A-frame). Only t.'J.ree Grmd Fir trees are intended for the souw.1 side of the house, 
f~cing sce:;,ic Highway #l and Nava..r.o River Redwoods Stare Park. Grand Fir are very 
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slow growing. The applicant stated in writing tha~_ ~e ·was willing to increase the number 
of these trees, but was not required to do so in the permitting terms. A much larger 
number of trees is required on this side of the house. Moreover, these slowly growing 
trees should be augmented by a fast-growing screen of native siJecies .... a heavy screen of 
trees is needed on tb.e scenic corridor side of all new development along Navarro Ridge." 

As approved, however, the landscaping has been conditioned to avoid many of the specific 
concerns raised by the appellants. Special: Condition No.2 requires submittal of a revised 
landscaping plan. The condition requires:. that a~i:litional trees besides the grand frrs proposed by 
the permittee b~ included in. the plan, and that the trees include a fast growing species such as 
Shore Pine. Furthermore, the condition requires that the trees to be planted be irrigated, 
maintained, and replaced as necessary to ensure that the approved house would be adequately 
screened in perpetuity. The condition also requires County review of any proposal to remove 
trees. and requires that the existing trees on the site be protected. Thus, the terms of the approved 
permit provide for augmenting the vegetation screening proposed by the applicant with 
additional trees, provide for the planting of fast growing trees that would screen the structure in a 
shorter period of time, and include provisions to ensure that existing and proposed trees will be 
maintained and/or replaced aver time co ensure the project will be adequately screened in 
perperuity. Given th.e Cauncy··s inclusion of these provisions, a high degree of facmal supporr 
exists far the CPA's:decision thitthe required landscaping would be sufficient to adequately 
screen the approved house to make it subordinate to the character of its setting, as required by 
Ll.TP .Policy 3.5-1 and Zoning Code Section 20.504.015(C )(3). Therefore, the Commission finds 
that the required landscaping does not raise a substantial issue of conformance with LCP policies 
requiring that the proposed development be subordinate to the character of its surroundings. 

Prahibitinfl develaoment tbat oroiects above the rid!reline. 

The appellants contend that the project would be inconsistent with LlTP Policy 3.5-4 and Zoning . 
. Code Section 20.504.015(C)(8) because the approved house would project above the ridgeiine 
and be highly visible to the public and the appellants believe there are alternative house locations 
on the site that would not create such impacts. 

As approved, the propooed residence· would project above the ridgeline as indicated.by the 
appellant. Tne Commission notes, however, that LUP Policy 3.5-4 and Zoning Code Section 
20.504.015 allow development that projects above the ridgeline, if "no alternative site is 
available below the ridgeline." In such instances, the LCP policies require that visual impacts be 
reduced by utilizing existing vegetation, structural orientation, landscaping, and limiting 
development to a single story above the natural elevation. 

In appravfng the proposed development which projects above the ridgeline, the Coastal Permit 
Administrator considered the alternative of locating the house fun:her north of the ridge on the 
portion of the parcel that slopes gemly downward towards Navarro Ridge Road. If moved far 
enough into t:hac area, the 18-foct structure would likely not project above the ridgeline. The 
Coastal Permit Administrator (CP."-_) considered whether the house should be moved co the norJl 
and sited a couple of facrors rbat would make it problematic co locate a _house in that are:J.. First, 

• 

• 

• 
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the CPA noced that to require relocation to the nonh would·.b.ring the sm.rcture cioser co 
agricultural lands under Williamson Act contrac:. The CP . .:J.. noted that Policy 3.2-9 of the LCP 
states as follows: 

"In order to minimize agricultural-residential conflicts ... site plans in a residential area 
sha1l not result in a residential structure being closer than 200 feet from a parcel 
designated for agricultural use unl~.ss there is no other feasible building sire on the 
parcel." 

The CPA notes the proposed structure is located approximately 165 feet from the rangeland and 
Williamson Act land co the nonh and that to require thac the structure be relocated to the noru1 
would be inconsistent with Policy 3.2-9. Tne CPA also noted that the County Division of 
Environmental Health has noted this site is highly constrained and that moving the house furJier 
to the nortil.. wol_!~d move the septic replacement field into an area of a high water table. 

The local record does not demonstrate that these factors absolutely preclude the option of 
localing the house fw.-~..~.1er northward where it would noc project above the ridge. LlTP Policy 
3.2-9 allows residential development to be located closer than 200 feet from agricultural parcels 
if there is no other 'feasible' building site. Visual concerns could be taken into account in the 
determ..inacion what constitutes a feasible building sire to allow a reduced buffer. With respect 
to septic concerns, an evaluation of alter:J.ative septic leach fieid system sites prepared by a 
k...·r10wledgeable hydrologist or engineer familiar with the design of such systems was not 
included in the materials contained in the local record. Tnus, the information available in the 
local (ecord does noc rJ.le out that possibility of relocating w.':ie septic system to accommodate 
moving the hou~ north. On Lf-J.e other hand, the appellant has nor presenred any evidence from 
on-site investigations chat would support the assertion r..c1ar a septic system can be located 
elsewhere on the properry m accommodate moving the house northward. Given the evidence in 
the record that the County Division of Environmental Health ex~;ressed concerns t..'1at the site is · 
highly constrained for relocaling the septic system and the need to mainrain an agricultural buffer 
consistent with LUP Pol,icy 3.2-9, the CPA's determination that the project as approved complies 
with LUP Policy 3.5-4 and Zoning Code Section 20.504.0 15(C)(8) concerning development on 
ridge tops is reasonable. 

The appellants raise a valid issue as to whether the approved project is fully consistent with L "lJP 
Policy 3.5-4 and Zoning Code Section 20.504.0l5(C)(8). However, the Commission must flnd 
not just that an issue of conformance with the certified LCP is raised by the project but that a 
substantial issue is raised in order m set aside the Coumy peJ:1Tijt and consider the applic~cion de 
novo. 

In the present c~se, the Commission finds thar the project as approved does not raise a substantial 
issue with regard to r..'le protection of the scenic and visual qualities of ridge tops. T;.;.e 
significance of c..1e particular visual resource affected bv r.he decision is not great. The "roiec~ 

- # - ~ * 

woUJa. nm , ;:JUblic views to and along :he oce::J.n·as t~e site ls loc~red inland of the coastal 
hig~1way. Thus the visual impacts are limited co issues of confoffilance co the characcer of che 
::.rea ::..nd :he appear::mce a strucmre on a ridge top. .~.s disc:.Issed or~viouslv, che croposec ' . . 
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State of California • The Resources Agency 

OE?ARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

Russian River/Mendocino District 
Mendocino Sector 
P.O. Box 440 
Mendocino. CA 95460 
(707) 937-5804 

Luz Har.ey 
P.O. Box 1384 
Mendocino, CA 95460 

Dear Ms. Harvey, 

July 7, 2000 

Gray Davis, Governor 

Rusty Areias, Director 

Thank you for correcting my misinterpretation of which story poles were the Jones' project proposal. 
After visiting the site again it is dear the irJ!£~~~~-?E~ .f_c;c..l.~_s.s .\h?!J..I h~~ _ _vi~l:-l~l.!~e~,-

After reviewing the plans for the Jones' residence to be constructed on Navarro Ridge above Navarro 
Beach State Park my concerns have largely been mitigated. The structure is clearly high enough to be 
somewhat visible from_grw. remote .area of Navarro Beach State Park along the river as it approaches the 
Highway One bridge. However, main use areas such as the lower reach of the river at mean tide, the 
bead1 camp and day use area, and the area adjacent to the Navarro Inn are ~iS~ible.at.all. 

• 
As we discussed and your revised plans indicate, there are plans for trees to eventually screen the 

structure from view in some manner and to some degree. This certainly will help considerably to conceal 
what visual elements are still remaining, and I appreciate that attempt on the part of the plan. 1 would 

• 

recommend that the largest possible plantings be used to accelerate the process of providing cover. It is 
also apparent that the orientation of the house will largely present the roof and that it will be shingles that 
are dark in eolor. This should also make it much less visible even from those areas of the park where it 
can be seen. 

It is also very difficult to make any recommendations given the fact that the bluff is covered with very 
visible houses that have all been given permits in the past. Why should the house you are proposing be 
treated any different than they were? It certainly would be frustrating to be in the Jones' shoes. 
Nonetheless, maintaining the visual integrity of the natural character of the area makes me concerned 
that visual impacts that do occur are minimal. I appreciate the efforts that have been made in that regard. 

. ·-· .. ·····-·-·· ..•. . ............ -··· ··-· . ···-···· ------- ... --·. . ... -··--···-· ·--···----·······--· ····-·-

Greg Picard 
Parks Superintendent 
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Policy 3.8-1 states that Highway 1 capacity, availability of water and sewage disposal 
systems and other k...'loW planning factors shall be considered when considering applications 
for development permits. 

The subject property is zoned as Rural Residential- 5 Acre Minimum, meaning there may be 
one parcel for every 5 acres. The subject parcel, which is approximately 3.9 acres in size, is 
a legal, nonconforming lot. 

The applicants seek approval for the temporary use of the travel trailer as a residence while the main 
residence is being completed. Tne County has not permitted more than one residential unit on most 
residential parcels in Mendocino County because of a concern that the increase in density could 
potentially result in cumulative adverse impacts on highway capacity, groundwater resources, and 
scenic values, inconsistent with U.JP Policies 3.9-1 and 3.8-1. To prevent such cumulative adverse 
impacts, Special Condition No.3 is applied to the project requiring the applicant to remove the 
temporary trailer prior to occupancy of the main residence. · 

The development would be served by an existing well. Sewage would be processed by a 
septic system as proposed by certified soil scientist Carl Rittiman (Exhibit 10). 

The Commission finds that the proposed project is consistent with LUP Policies 3.9-1 and 
3.8-l in the parcel is able to accommodate the proposed development and that adequate 
services are available. 

4. VISUAL RESOURCES 

The project site is located within an area designated as "highly scenic" under the Mendocino 
County LCP. The project site is inland from Highway One and the other public vantage point 
in the area, the Navarro Beach State Park. The proposed strUcture would not block. views to 
and along the coast from any public vantage point. Rather, the visual issues center around 
whether the development would be compatible and subordinate with the character of the 
surrounding area and whether the project is consistent with LCP policies that discourage 
development on ridge tops. 

Mendocino County LCP Policies 

LUP Policy 3.5-1 states in applicable part: 

State Highway 1 in rural areas ofrhe ivlendocino County coastal zone shall remain a 
scenic rwo-lane road_ 

The scenic and visual qualities of Mendocino County coastal areas shall be 
considered. and protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted developmenr 
shail be sired and designed ro protec: views w and along the ocean and scenic coasrai 
areas, :o minimi::.e the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with 
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(j) 
• RE: A-1-00-28 

~m familiar with the Jones' plan to build an 18' one-story, single family residence at 
~1991 Navarro Ridge. I strongly support their project. I have viewed the site from 

Highway 1, and it will be one of the least visible houses in their subdivision, and will in 
no way further diminish the appearance of Navarro Ridge. 

Print Name 
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RE: A-1-00-28 -
I am familiar with the Jones' plan to build an 18' one-story, single family residence at • 
31991 Navarro Ridge. I strongly support their project. 1· have viewed the site from 
Highway 1, and it will be one of the least visible houses in their subdivision, and will in 
no way further diminish the appearance of Navarro Ridge. 

Signature 

..__ __ _ 

Address 
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• RE: .A.-1-00-28 

~familiar with the Jones' plan to build an 18' one-story: single family residence at 
~991 Navarro Ridge. I strongly support their project. f· have viewed the site from 
Highway 1, and it will be one of the least visible houses in their subdivision, and will in 
no way further diminish the appearance of Navarro Ridge. 

Signature Print Name Address 
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RE: A-1-00-28 

I am familiar with the Jones' plan to build an 18' one-story, single family residence at • 
31991 Navarro Ridge. I strongly support their project. I have viewed the site from 
Highway 1, and it will be one of the least visible houses in their subdivision, and will in 
no way further diminish the appearance of Navarro Ridge. 

Signature Print Name Address 
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~m familiar with the Jones: plan to build an 18' one-story, single family residence at 
~ 991 Navarro Ridge. I strongly support their project. I have viewed the site from 

Highway 1, and it will be one of the least visible houses in their subdivision, and will in 
no way further diminish the appearance of Navarro Ridge. 
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RE: A-1-00-28 -·· 
/'1"-i 
~ . 

I am familiar with the Jones: plan to build an 18' one-story, single family residence at • 
31991 Navarro Ridge. I strongly support their project. 1· have viewed the site from 
Highway 1, and it will be one of the least visible houses in their subdivision, and will in 
no way further diminish the appearance of Navarro Ridge. 

Print Name 



~ RE: A-1-CC-28 

•
m familiar with the Jones' plan to build an 18' one-story, single family residence at 
991 Navarro Ridge. I strongly support their project. 1· have viewed the site from 

Highway 1, and it will be one of the least visible houses in their subdivision, and will in 
no way further diminish the appearance of Navarro Ridge. 

Print Name 
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RE: A-1-00-28 

I am familiar with the Jones' plan to build an 18' one-story, single family residence at • 
31991 Navarro Ridge. I strongly support their project. l have viewed the site from 
Highway 1, and it will be one of the least visible houses in their subdivision, and will in 
no way further diminish the appearance of Navarro Ridge. 

Signature Print Name Address 
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. RE: A-1-00-28 

•
m familiar with the Jones' plan to build an 18' one-story, single family residence at 
991 Navarro Ridge. I strongly support their project. I have viewed the site from 

Highway 1 , and it will be one of the least visible houses in their subdivision, and will in 
no way further diminish the appearance of Navarro Ridge. 
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® 
RE: A-1-00-28 

. 

I am familiar with the Jones' plan to build an 18' one-story, single family residence at • 
31991 Navarro Ridge. I strongly support their project. I have viewed the site from 
Highway 1, and it will be one of the least visible houses in their subdivision, and wifl in 
no way further diminish the appearance of Navarro Ridge.· 

Signature Print Name Address 
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• RE: A-1-00-28 

Am familiar with the Jones' plan ta build an 18' one-story, single family residence at 
~991 Navarro Ridge. l strongly support their project. I have viewed the site from 

Highway 1, and it will be one of the least visible hauses in their subdivision, and will in 
no way further diminish the appearance of Navarro Ridge. 



RE: A-1-00-28 -
I am familiar with the Jones' plan to build an 18' one-story, single family residence at • 
31991 Navarro Ridge. I strongly support their project. !'have viewed the site from 
Highway 1, and it will be one of the least visible houses in their subdivision, and will in 
no way further diminish the appearance of Navarro Ridge. 
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December 8~ 2000 

Robert Merrill 
Coastal Commission-North Coast Office 
710 E. Street, Suite 200 
Eureka, CA 9550 1 

RE: A-llviEN-00-028 (JONES) 

Dear "M:r. Merrill; 

Robert & Lori Jones 
P.O. Box 547 
Albion, CA 95410 

The Coastal Commission may rightfully construe the Coastal Act to give visual issues priority. 
However, as the attached cited sections of the Coastal Act and Mendocino County's General 
Plan make clear that agricultural considerations, if not paramount, are far from insignificant. 

What is insignificant, however, is the visual impact of our proposed project on Navarro Ridge. 
All who are familiar with our project and who have viewed the site - including yourself; your 
staff reports; Mendocino County's Planning Department and Permit Administrator; 
Superintendent of State Parks Greg Picard; and literally hundreds oflocal residents and. visitor's 
who have signed a petition of support agree- Our home will have little or no impact on Navarro 
Ridsze. 

• 

• 

This being the case, why totally disregard farming considerations? Why force our house to be • 
built within 65 feet of agricultural land, well within the 200 foot setback required to protect 
Williamson Act lands from potential future litigation? Why force us to build on the only area of 
our parcel that is suitable for the small scale fanning we intend to engage in? 

The southern end of our property, where we propose to build our house, is not suitable for 
fanning. This area is extremely windy with very poor soil, mostly hard sandstone. (See 
Rittiman) The terrain slopes steeply and would require terracing and would be very difficult to 
irrigate. · 

The northern end of our parcel -where you propose we build -is not only an infeasible location 
for our residence, but moreover, is perfectly suitable for fanning. The terrain is flat and 
sheltered from the prevailing winds. There is a good layer of rich loamy topsoil on the surface, 
which is nutrient enriched annually by winter flooding. We plan to dig a pond to store some of 
this winter run-off to complement our well water for sununer irrigation. 

Please, Mr. Merrill, take this into consideration. Given the minimal impact our project will have 
on any visual issues; the risk of impinging on Williamson Act lands; the significant extra cost 
and undesirability of building in the periodically flooded area of our lot; the total loss of the 
agricultural viability of our land; and the unreasonable depreciation of our property if we are 
compelled to build near the road, we ask you to re-consider your recommendation and allow us 
the same consideration that the approximately 20 or so of our immediate .neighbors were given 
when they were permitted to build their homes. 

/ 

' 

ori Jones 
~~ 

/ 

• 



.. 

• 

• 

• 

RELEVANT EXERPTS FR01-'f ME'NTIOCINO CO. COASTAL ELEMENT 

RURAL RESIDENTIAL 

Intent: The Rural Residential classification is intended to encourage local small scale 
food production (fanning) in areas which are not well suited for large scale commercial 
agriculture, defmed by present or potential use, location, mini-climate, slope, exposure, etc. The 
Rural Residential classification is not intended to be a growth area and residences should be 
located to create minimal impact on agricultural viabilitv. 

· p. 59 Coastal Act Requirements 

The Coastal Act establishes agriculture as a priority use. 

Section 30241 •... conflicts shall be minimized between agricultural and urban land 
uses ... 

p. 61 ... North ofthe Navarro River, agricultural activity has been affected by residential 
development ... The land use policies of the Coastal Element, with its emphasis on the 
preservation and enhancement of aiD'icultu.re. should encourage these landowners to maintain 
their farms in production. 

p. 64 3.2-9 In order to minimize residential conflicts, land divisions or site plans in-a 
residential area shall not result in a residential structure being closer than 200 feet from a parcel 
designated for agricultural use unless there is no other feasible building site on the parcel. 

3.2-11 Light and local scale agriculture ... shall be recognized as a principal use in the 
Rural Residential and Remote Residential land use classification in the Coastal Zone . 
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CP..LlrORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Bob & Lori Jones 
PO Box 547 
Albion. CA 9541 0 

Ed Powers 
P.O. Box 138-4 

Mendocino, CA 95460 
{707) 937-1361 phoneJf:;x 

October 3, 2000 

Re: Alternate Site suggested in. Staff Report dated 9 .. 29-00 
A 1 MEN 0002B 

Dear Jones. 

The following letter Is in response to your inquiry regarding cost increases resulting 
from moving to the alternate building site suggested in tn!! above referenced staff 
report. Please bear in mind that moving your building site 150' NE of the ridge 
(adjacsnt to Navarro Ridge Road) would entail aeveraJ factors that while not indi­
vidually cost prohibitive, could comprise a substantial portion of your overall build­
ing .budget of $150,000. 

The necessary changes would include, but· are not llmiteq.tc: 
1. De::i;n and im1tallation of site drainage system for rear porqon of lot. 
2. Redesign offoundation/found. dreinage system. . 
3. Redesign of reaidenca/garage to take full advantage ot any aesthetic options of­
fered by the suggested site. 

. ' 

The site work to remediate poor drainage could run frOm $8,000 to $15.000 includ4 

ing civH englneertng fees, materittls, equipment rental and labor. The more ext.en~ 
sive foundatitm drainage system would be the feast experisive of the three factors; 
possibly in the neighborhood of $2,000-$5,000. Tne house redesign would be the 
most expensive. Creating and elaborating a design that rpakes th& most aestheti­
cally of the suggested site from design development phaae to ccmstructicn docu-
met1ts would add no less than $20,000. · 

With the only the aforementioned expenses included, the increase to you could be 
from $30,000 to .$40,000 minimum (20% to 26% of your overall, budget). 



Bob Jones 
POBox547 
Albion. CA 95410 

Ed Powen 
P.O. Box 1384 

Mendocino, CA 95460 
(707) 937·1851 pbone/fa.x 

Re: Dtaiuage plan for CAL TRANS 

Dear Bob, 

• 
December 4, 2000 

I have been advised by Caltrans representatives that prior to considering the viability of a 
drainage plan for the northern Portion of your property onto Highway 1, they would need to 
review an engineered drainage plan. Preliminary estimates for providing the engjneered · 
drainage plan are between $10~000 and $15,000 depending on the amount of preliminary ex· • 
cavation required for the design of a suitable drainage system. This amount does not include 
the construction of the drainage system. only the design. Even though the proposed plan 
would be engineer~ it would still be subject to their approval. As we discussed before, Cal-
trans, 1ike Mendocino County with regard to draining water onto Navarro Ridge Road has 
also indicated that they are not inclined to have additional drainage onto the highway. 

The above cost will obviously be in addition to the cursory amounts referred to in my corre-· 
spondence of 10-3.00. I would now estimate that even if C~ or Mendocino County, 
will pennit additional drainage onto the public roadways in question., which is highly unlikely, 
tbe expenses now involved to relocate the llouse from where it was approved by the County, 
to where the Coastal Conmission proposes, will increase your overall budget a minimum of 
$40"000 to $55,000 or somewhere between 26% to 36% of your entire building budget. 

w you wish to proceed. 

Ed Powers 

• 
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December 2, 2000 

MtJI.dccino's Oldest Rul. Estal~ Fimt 

~"Al th4 North CDaJl Sina 1963 

The California Coastal Commission 

ladies and Gentlemen: 

I have been asked to give an evaluation of the property at 31991 Navarro Ridge 
Road, Albion, AP# 126-060-02. . 

• 

If the Jones' are permitted to developed with the ocean and river views, in the • 
· location as approved by the County of Mendocino, the almost 4 acre land parcel 
would be worth approximately $300,000 baSed on recent comparables. 

However, if the Jones' are forced to <:).evelop the property without a view, in the 
1 · o presently pro sed by the Coastal Commission staff, the value of the 
B pE!ty would drop gnific::antiy and would sell for approximately $140,000. ... 

MAllNGACORESS: P.O. BCX 14 

TS.EPHCNE: 1707)937-5822 

l061 MAIN STREET MeNDOCINO, O.UF'OINIA 9.5.460 

FAX: (707) 937-2823 E-MAil: ~~ty.com 
,_,\ t. \ .1. 

• 



• 
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-- ....... 

(FOR THE COASTAL COMMISSION HEARING ON JULY 14, 2000} 

The apoellants do not have a valid aopeal. 

We are amazed that the unsubstantiated claims of 
uninformed parties can be given credence and potentially 
overturn the year-long reasoned process through which the 
local agency arrived at the decision to grant our permit. 

We have been diligently compromising, co-operating and 
working with our local coastal development agency for over 
a year only, it seems, to have a casuaf letter set us back. 

As to the appellants, we do not think they have a valid right 
to appeal directly to the coastal commission without first 
exhausting all lower administrative levels of appeal. 

One of the appellants, RoAnne Withers, was not represented 
at any of the public hearings held by the local coastal 
commission, and therefore should be excluded as an 

. appellant. 

The other appellant, Hillary Adams, attended only the first 
hearing. She did not attend the second or third hearings 
where our significantly modified residential plan was 
ultimately approved by the local agency. Perhaps this is why 
she continues her invalid statements in opposition to the 
permit. We hope that the year-long effort of the local 
planning agency to arrive at an accurate understanding of 
the planned residence and its effects on the public interest 
are not to be cast aside. 

EXHIBIT NO. 10 

APPLICATION NO. 
A-1-MEN-00-028 

ADDITIONAL 
A"PLICANT'S 
CORRESPONDENCE 
(1 of 49_} 



The abject of all of this concern is a moderate single family • 
residence, sited in a cluster of similar residences. It will 
be the least visible of all of the houses in our subdivision. By 
working closely with our local coastal agency we have 
modified our home plan to be subordinate to the local 
environment. Through landscaping, architectural design, 
and proposed building materials, we have done our best to 
minimize the homels impact on the public viewshed. 

More than enough of everyone's time has been spent on this 
project We have full confidence that your staff will conclude 
that there is no substantial issue involved here. 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

September 2:?., 2000 

ivlr. Robert :Yferrill 
California Coastal Commission 
North Coast District Office 
710 E Street, Suite 200 
Eurek3: CA 95:501-1865 

RE: CDP Appeal A-1-MEN-00-028 (Jones) 

Dear Mr. Merrill: 

r--...... r-::: r-- ~'I """' r-: ,.....-

!, :; J t ::= ·,. ;:: 1· : ~\v/· : ;;-
._, L.:::: "-= J .:. ~ 

lfU SEP 2 5 2000 

Ct.L! FOR N!r-'\ 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

The purpose of this letter is to clarify our thoughts about why we feel we should 
be granted a coastal development pennit. Please forgive any exasperation we may have 
shown at your site visits. You can understand that this has been an extremely trying and 
stressful process for us. Primarily due to the opposition of the appellant, Hillary Adams, 
we are having an unnecessarily difficult time obtaining our permit. She does not have a 
just reason to oppose us. Both the local planning department in issuing the permit, and 
your staff by denying her appeal agree, yet she continues. 

We thought we had successfully worked through this. We severely modified our 
house design: reduced it from 26 feet to 18 feet in height; from two stories down to one; 
darkened all siding materials and trim; reduced the amount of south facing windows; and 
perhaps most importantly of all, moved the front of the house some 35 feet back until it 
was north of the southern crest of the ridge, and the high point of the roof over 50 feet 
back. (See attached site plan). We carne up with a plan that was truly adapted to its 
natural setting and subordinate to the character of its surroundings. We came up with a 
plan that the county found to be in compliance with the local certified coastal 
development plan. 

The appellant made a last minute appeal of this decision. We attended the July 
hearing in Marin County only to be continued because Mendocino County had not 
forwarded the paperwork to you promptly. Then. your staff report was issued supporting 
our permit; finding that the appellant did not have a valid appeal and that our project was 
in conformance with the certified LCP. In August I went to the hearing in Huntington 
Beach only to find that once again missing pictures and documents were to prevent us 
from getting our permit. Even though all who examined this issue agree that we 
rightfully deserve to build as proposed; that our house will have no impact on the public's 
view; and that we are in character with and subordinate to our surroundings, it now 
seems that we are starting all over. 

Of the twenty or so immediately adjacent parcels efland to the east and west of us 
in our subdivision; seventeen of them already have homes built on them. Most are closer 
to the southern edge of the ridge than ours; many two stories, constructed of more visible 
materials, and with much fewer if any trees around them. We are not breakintz up a 
pristine rid!!eline. We are camouflaging a house amidst trees; subordinate to most of the 
seventeen other houses clustered along the ridge. 



I quote from the coastal permit administrator's May 5th hearing .... " The project as 
revised and conditioned is visually compatible with the character of the surrounding 
areas ... subordinate to the character of its setting ... and concentrates development near 
existing vegetation". 

I quote from the California Coastal Commission's North Coast District's staff 
report dated July 31 5

\ 2000 .... "The Commission finds that the project as approved does 
not raise a substantial issue with regard to the protection of the scenic and visual qualities 
of ridge tops. The significance of the pru::Ucular visual resource affected by the decision 
is not great The project would not affect public views to and along the ocean as the site 
is located inland of the coastal highway. Thus the visual impacts are limited to issues of 
conformance to the character of the area and the appearance of a structure on a ridge 
top ... the proposed project would be built within a row of existing houses along the ridge, 
including houses on parcels immediately east and west of the subject parcel. Thus, the 
project would not introduce a structure into a view of a previously undeveloped area nor 
be the first house in the area to project above the ridgeline. The house would be limited 
to 18 feet and one story, lower than some of the houses visible in the string along the 
ridge. The house would be framed by a backdrop of existing trees and would not extend 
above the tree line. The house would also be limited to dark colors and non-reflective 
materials in contrast to some of the more prominent homes on the ridge. Furthermore, 
the required landscaping would screen much of the development from view. Thus, the 
development as approved would not be out of character of the visual setting and would 
not appreciably affect the quality of the view. The commission finds that the impact of 
the proposed development do not rise to regional or statewide significance. Similarly. the 
project does not set a negative precedent for future interpretations of the LCP because 
there are already a number of residential projects in the surrounding area that affect visual 
resources to a greater degree ... Therefore, the Commission finds that no substantial issue 
is raised with regard to conformance of the project as approved with ~e policies that 
affect development of the houses on ridges". 

Superintendent of State Parks Greg Picard. who sees part of his mandate as to 
pro~ct the public's interest, wrote on July 7th 2000, ' 4 

••• After visiting the site again it is 
clear the impacts are far less than I visualized .... The structure is clearly high enough to 
be somewhat visible from one remote area of Navarro Beach State Park ... However main 
use areas such as the lower reach of the d ver at mean tide, the beach camp and day use 
area, and the area adjacent to the Navarro Inn are not visible at all. .. It is also very 
difficult to make any recommendations given the fact that the bluff is covered with very 
visible houses that have all been given permits in the past. Why should the house you are 
proposing be treated any different than they were?". (See attachment). 

We are not going to further deteriorate the view. The existing houses are part of 
the character of the ridge. LUP policy 3.5-1 and the coastal zoning code section 20.504-
010 does not exclude existing houses from consideration of what comprises the visual 
character of the area surrounding a project. Some of the houses have been there for over 
30 years and one for over 70 years. Many are two stories, brightly painted, with few if 
any trees to screen them. In the row of twenty or so adjacent parcels in our subdivision 
along the ridge there are only two, besides ours. that are not developed. These two 
parcels are such that no matter where you build the house will be much more visible than 
ours. Since we are certainly in compliance with the Coastal Development Act, we should 

2 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

not be the only property owners not given the right to build where we can enjoy the same 
view as all of our neighbors. 

\V'hether or not there is a feasible alternate building site is moot at best. As 
defined by the Mendocino County General Plan's coastal element, feasible means: 
"capable of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account 
economic, environmental, social, and technological factors". Quite simply stated it is 
neither safe nor practicable to build further north due to winter flooding conditions. The 
topography and underlying soil conditions of our parcel are such that during the 
prolonged winter rainy season on the north coast the rear portion of our lot floods. This is 
due to run-off from the higher grounds to the south on our own parcel and higher 
grounds to the east on neighboring parcels, and a layer of non-porous clay just under the 
surface. Whether or not it is a wetlands or a marsh is not the issue. It is certainly an area 
where in winter months it would be unsafe to have the foundation of a home; where one 
would wade around, at times, in ankle deep water. 

As our neighbor to the west (a resident since the mid-sixties) states "Some winters 
during heavy constant rains, water has been found floating from the 31991 property 
westward through our parcel. Building in this low area could be damaged by water". 
(See attachment) 

Note further the opinion of Carl Ritt!man, Professional Soils Scientist "The 
apparent trend is the soils become less well drained as you move north on the parcel. The 
area along the northern boundary of the parcel appears to have a very high winter water 
table with some areas looking as though water might pond on them during heavy rains." 
(See attachment) . 

Also, Rittiman concludes the location of the leach field is highly constrained. It 
cannot be placed near the crest of the ridge, where the building site is, due to the 
underlying hard non-porous sandstone. Further north on the parcel the high winter water 
table precludes its use as a leach field. Note that since we moved the house back from its 
original position while compromising with the county planning department we are near to 
encroaching on the required 8 foot set back from the leach field. Additionally, Rittirnan 
requires that any structure must be at least 50 feet down slope from the leach field. 1bis 
requirement would push any structure to the far northern end of the parcel where winter 
ponding occurs and gravity flow to the septic system would be impossible. (Both Peter 
Douglas and Robert Merrill have been given copies ofRittiman's soil analysis). 

Additionally, Ed Powers, designer and building consultant, who has built several 
houses on the Mendocino coast, observes that moving the building site to the north 
entails " ... siting the house in an area that is unsuitable construction wise due to the nature 
of the soils and the high winter water table~ .. moving the construction site to a more 
northerly point on the parcel where water tends to pond during rainy times would require 
an extensive foundation which would significantly increase overall building costs, as well 
as pose the possibilitv of lon!l term foundation problems." (See attached) 

These are the opinions of experts and people who have observed the area over 
several decades. 

In addition, our long tem1 plan that we have been working towards in the l 0 years 
since we purchased this property is to farm the flat north acre of our property to help us 
economically as we grow older. Four years ago we were granted a coastal development 
pennit for a production well for irrigation purposes (CDP 26-96). I have fenced the 

3 



entire property to keep out deer, planted test apple trees, and plan to engage in organic 
fruit and vegetable gardening and venniculture to supplement our income. This will 
require barns, sheds, etc. which we plan to build near the middle and east of our property. 
This is the only suitable area for farming on our property since it is the only flat area and 
naturally watered and sheltered from the winds. 

Finally, there is the issue of the protected range land immediately to the north of 
our property. Why impinge on lands protected by L.U.P. 3.2-9? Ifwe have to build on 
the northern portion of our property we would be immediately adjacent to this protected 
land. Due to serious health concerns (I have chronic liver disease and my wife has auto­
immune disorder) we would have to vigorously oppose any future agricultural use of this 
land in case pesticides or any other chemicals were used that would harm our health. 

To summarize: the hazards and extra costs of building in the periodic wet area; 
our potential loss of income; the risk losing future use of protected agricultural lands or 
putting our health in harms way make this area not a feasible alternate building site. 

The most important issue for us is that we feel we have the right to build our 
home as proposed and approved. We have given up a lot of what we dreamed of for over 
ten years. Gone is our desired two-story house built out where we could have enjoyed an 
awesome view. We have compromised and accommodated because we are in agreement 
with the intent of the Certified Coastal Development Plan. Our project is now a moderate 
single family residence sited in a cluster of similar residences. It will be among the least 
visible of the 17 or so immediately adjacent homes. By working closely with our local 
planning department we have substantially modified our home plan to be subordinate to 
the character of the local environment. We have adapted it to the natural setting: it will 
be built north of the crest of the ridge; the three roof lines adapt to the natural contours of 

·the ridge; our building materials will be dark and natural. There are trees all around. To 
the north, to the west, and to the east the trees are already higher than our roofl.ine. To 
the view sensitive southwest a stand of trees over 100 feet high dwarfs and conceals the 
eastern portion of our house. Directly in front of the house there are already five fir trees 
(3 feet to 18 feet in height) that already screen the house especially from sea level and 
close-in view points. When these trees mature, and with the additional plantings 
prescribed by the approved landscaping plan the house will be screened from all view 
points. We have done our best to minimize the home's impact on the public viewshed. 
The emphasis of Policy 3.5-4 when read in its entirety is to "minimize" the visual impact 
of development. The LCP and related zoning ordinances repeatedly use the word 
"minimize" rather than requiring "total elimination" of visual impacts. This is what the 
law requires- to minimize. not to eliminate. 

In a society where the law is based on fundamental principles of fairness and 
justice, it is not right that we should be denied. Policv is often better served in the spirit 
of the law rather than in the letter. 

Thank you for your consideration, .. , / 

fi / ···'4/o 'Y'/' ./' -::-:/ . '-? / _. I J ,• ;r-'1/) /! o-~ ;>' • ' t;'l1Jk-/ 

Robert & Lori Jones 
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EXHIBITS: 

1. Picard Letter 
2. Brush Letter 
3·.. Rittiman Letter 
4. Powers Letter 
5. Landscape Plan 
6. Old vs. New Site Plan 

. . 
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............. 
1·~ l State of California • The Resources Agen<:'J 
! '-:z.c:L1) 
1~""'-·~r_ DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION ................ 

Gray Davis., Govemor , 

Rusty Areias. Director 

Russian River/Mendocir.o District 
Mendocino Sector 
P.O. Box440 
Mendocino. CA 95460 
(707) 937 ~5804 

Luz Harvey 
P.O. Box 1384 
Mendocino, CA 95460 

Dear Ms. Harvey, 

July 7, 2000 

Thank you for correctiAg my misinterpretation of which story poles were the Jones' project proposal. 
After visiting the site again it is clear the ifl:l.P..~~~l!-~!.~ .LC!L..I~_s_& .th!!n. .. l.h?:d visualized:. 

' ' . ,, ... -·~· ..... 

After reviewing the plans for the Jones' residence to be constructed on Navarro Ridge above Navanro· .. 
Beach State Park my concerns have largely been mitigated. The structure is clearly high enough to be 
somewhat visible from..Qoe. r.emote .area of Navarro Beach State Park along the river as it approaches the 
Highway One bridge. However, main use areas such as the lower reach of the river at mean tide, the 
beach camp and day use area, and the area adjacent to the Navarro Inn are !J.9!.yi.§ible.at.all. 

• 

As we discussed and your revised plans indicate, there are plans for trees to eventually screen the • 
structure from view in some manner and to some degree. This certainly will help considerably to conceal 
what visual elements are still remaining, and I appreciate that attempt on the part of the plan. I would 
recommend that the largest possible plantings be used to accelerate the process of providing cover. It is 
also apparent that the orientation of the house will largely present the roof and that it will be shingles that 
are dark in color. This should also make it muc.'"l less visible even from those areas of the park where it 
can be seen. 

It is also very difficult to make any recommendations given the fact that the bluff is covered with very 
visible houses that have all been given permits in the past Why should the house you are proposing be 
treated any different than they were? It certainly would be frustrating to be in the Jones' shoes. 
Nonetheless, maintaining the visual integrity of the natural character of the area makes me concerned 
that visual impacts that do occur are minimal. I appreciate the efforts that have been made in that regard . 

.. ' '·-· 0 ' ........... -.. ..... ,,,~ .... , >• .. > ..... ·-· 0 ........ H ·-- -·'"'-'''"•'•U«H' 
0 

• ,. •• -··--·--·0•0--··---... ·--· ...... ---

·Sincerely, j· 
~~c~~~J_/ 
Greg Picard 
Parks Superintendent 

• 



• County of .ll'l.en<iocino 
Department of Planning ~ Building Services 
Kaymgnd Hal~~ Coastal Permit Aaministrator 
5Gl Lew Gap ri.O&d 1 Room l.44U 
Ukiah, Cali!ornia 95482 

l.iear Sir: 

ha.rchrff.a. 2.CC\J 
. --r\f':"ptr- ...... ; , ~ ! .. ·- \ J : .... t : 

• ..• ,..I. • ' .. ' 

re: CDP #62-99 
Eob ~ Lori Jones 

~e!ore reaching a aecision on the above 1aentioned case, pLease conside~ 
the following: 

As adjacent property owners, my husband and I have no prob~~ with tha 
building site. 

'J."l"ees have been pJ.a.nt.ed to mitigate the impact on view !'rom any highwa;y-; 

1be builaings will have ~terior wood shingles which also blends into 
.the :scenery. 

a. ·Il. re~uireci to move very i'a.r northwara 1 toward .Navarro Ridge .ltoad., 
~ere is the potential tor rl.ood dama.ge· Some winters, during heavy, constant 

rain., water h&s beeo. i'ound, !lowing 1"rom the 31991 property west-ward., through 
our p.a.rce.L. ~uildings in this low area could be damaged. by ·the 'Water. 

A~ ror view obstruction trom Navarro Beacn or nighway uneJ on the south 
side or the river, nothing is visible ~rom the beach areaJ only the eatuar,y 
whicn is a bog and. ia not u.sed !or any recreation. '.ther1t are two segments ot 
Highway One which a.!.f'ords a. glimpse at markers 39· 86 a.nd 40· 50 but nothizls that 
comparee to other residences on the ridge. Being so tar ea.st .:rrcm the int.ar­
sect~on of Highway One and Navarro &idge Road - l·4 miles - attords lese impact 
on the view that people are trying to protect. 

'!'hough the buildin,s site may be directly above the bridge spanning the 
Navarro River J th.e crest o! the mountain and trees prevent a.ny sightiJ18. 

'1'llere1'ore, we respectfully request that permit to build on the deai&:'nated 
site be granted. 

'l'nank you. 

Sincerely, 

• 
' . ~ 

· .Xrt.'t,..· -r' '7-rt..-t.-.:i_ g~u-t. £ ~ f:S:_M.-r:.-c:t k_ . 
l:'lr• -"' i.·.I"S• Joel &. jjrwsb 



CARL f<!TT'iMAN AND ASSCCIATES 
c..;El<ilF!ED t='ROFESSIONAL.... SOIL ::CIENTISTS 
P.O. E:OX 170(J 
MENDOCINO. CA 95A.60 

Luz Harvey 
P.O. Box 1364 
Mendaclna, CA 954-60 

Date~ 10/13/99 
. .. 

· re: 3 1991 Navarro Ridge Rd' .• Albion 

·LU2, 

This letter is in response to your inquiry about our soils investigation on the above 
referenced site. We evaluated the soils at the site to determine the most favorable 
location for an on-site sewage disposal system. Three soil profiles were examined. and 
described on this parcel. The locations of the observations are noted .on the attached 
site sketch. The apparent trend is that the soils become less weD drained as you ·move 
north on the parcel The area along the northern boundary of the parcel appears to 
have a very high winter water table with some areas looking as though water might 
pond oa. them during heavy rain events. This area was excluded from our 
investigation for a leachfield because of the poor drainage conditions. 

• 

The area available for a leachfield is further reduced by the presence of water wells • 
on this and on the neighboring parcels. The leachfield must be separated from the 

· wells by a minlmum of 100 feet. On the attached site sketch I have indicated the 
required well setback distances. As you can see., the area remaining Is somewhat 
limited. We were able to idendfy two areas of moderately well drained soils wbich 
resulted in our proposal for two h.ighline type sewage disposal fields. 

It may be possible to move the home location from the area indicated on our maps to 
another location, but the areas identified as the primary and replacement leacbfteJd.s 
must remain as indicated. If the house were to be moved to the northern portioD of 
the pa.rce1 r would caution that a detailed drainage plan be developed so that the 
resulting house is not impacted by the poorly drained soils and possible ponding 
conditions. All accessory structures such as roadways and par:k.ing areas also need to 
be designed to overcome tbe poorly drained soils and possible pending conditions. 

Also, any change in house location which results In the building sewer being at a 
lower e.levatlo.a tba.D the propo~ IeachfieJd areas will necessitate a pumping system 
to deUver the sewage emuent to the higher elevation leachfleld. 

I hope that this quick explanation is sufficient for you to see why the leacbf!e!d 
areas and house location were Identified as they were on our site evaluation report. 
If you ha~ further questions or if I can assist you in any way, please do not hesitate 
to call. 

Sincere!/\ n ~::::::=--­
Carl Ritti~ 

cc: B. Jones 
• 
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March 2.3, 2000 

Department of Building/Planning 
Mendocino County 
790 South Franklin St. 
Fort Bragg, CA 95437 

Edward C. Powers 
6801 AJbion·Airport Road 

Little River, CA 95456 

(707) 937-1851 Phone/Fax 

Re: Application #62-99 (Bob & Lori Jones) 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I've been retained by the Jones as a design and construction consultant for the construction of 
their residence on Navarro Ridge Road, and have been made aware of the fact that the staff report 
recommends siting the house in an area that is unsuitable construction-wise due to the nature of 

•
oils and high water table. The relocation of the residence would also be aesthetically poor 
it would fail to take advantage of the spectacular .view all of the neighboring parcels enjoy. 

Moving the construction site to a more northerly point on the parcel where water tends to pool 
during rainy times would require an extensive foundation which would significantly increase the 
overall building costs, as wen as pose the possibility of long term foundation problems. From a 
structural point of view, I suggest that they be allowed to build in the area now marked by the 
existing story poles. Although this house site is visible from Highway One, so are virtually all of 
the other homes in that vicinity. In fact, their house would be much less visible than most homes 
on the Navarro Ridge due to the existing trees and the addition of strategically placed new 
landscaping which would camouflage it from the road . 

. Si~rei~ 

~-<~ 
Ed Powers 

• 
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Landscal:'e Plan for r?ob & lal Jcnes 
)!99! Navarro R!aqe Roact AJb1a1 CA 
Cl/P# 62-99 • 

LANDSCAPE NOTES: 

I. These notes apply only to new vegetation planted to 
screen development from Highway One. 

2. Owners will supplement existing vegetation already 
visible from Highway One with the addition of no less than 
four Grand Fir trees and no less than four Shore Pines. to be 
placed as shown on adjoining site map. 

3. Container sizes for the above trees will be no less 
than 5 gallon. After being planted using normal 
methods. the trees will be protected by a 3' high 
wind barrier (see detail below) fa two ;years. 

4. 

s. 

The wind banier will be made of nylon or burlap 
and the color will match surrounding vegetation 
as closely as possible. 

Owners will maintain new trees by watering and 
fertilizing as needed. 

In the event that a new planting does not survive 
· owners will replace the tree in a timely maDDer, 

using the same species and container size planted 
originally . 

w.. ...... ~ .... _ .... __ 
doihclor\a' 
.... c.. 
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J~muruy 4, 2001 

Re: CDP Appeal No. A-1-MEN-00-028 (Jones) 
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31991 NavazTo Ridge Road, :tviendocino County, CA 

Project Description: Construction of an 18 foot high, 2,524 sq. ft. single family 
residence with an attached 612 sq. ft. garage; installation of leach field and septic 
system; connection to existing well, and on-site utilities; and temporary occupancy 
of travel trailer dming construction of the residence. 

Scheduled: J anua1y 12, 2001 

Agenda Item: F 7(c) 

Dear Commissioners: 

I appreciate your patience in allowing this office to respond to the staff report, which 
I did not receive until this date. 

As stated in our previous coiTespondence, the applicants, Lori and Bob Jones, merely 
request to be treated in the same fair and reasonable manner that all of their Navan·o Ridge 
Road neighbors have been treated. They request nothing more than equal treatment under 
the law. Unfmtunately, as of this date. they have not received the same. 

The Jones are requesting approval to constt11ct an 18 foot high, 2,524 sq. ft. single 
family residence and related iniprovements, on a 3. 9 acre "view" lot. The modest residence 
proposed by the applicants will be located in a stringline between two larger, single family 
residences, which have already been constructed by their neighbors on both sides of their 
residential lot. The project is inland from Highway One and will not block or effect views 

• 

• 

to or along the coast. • 
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The Jones' parcel is one of the last four vacant view lots in this area of Navarro 
Ridge, which totals '27 lots, all of which have received Coastal Commission approval to 
construct single family residences which were pennirted to tu.ke advantage oftlze views from 
the ridge of each lot, and the on(F lot which the Commission staff alleges has an alternative 
feasible location at which to build a residence. The other three vacant lots, because of their 
topography and location adjacent to Navano Ridge Road, have no possible alternative 
location on their sites at which to build a house except adjacent to Navarro Ridge. Neither 
do the Jones, but neve1theless they have been unreasonably singled out for differential 
treatment. 

The Jones, in the consideration of their application, are not receiving equal protection 
under the law, as required under both our federal and state Constitutions, as well as pursuant 
to Public Resources Code ~300 10, in that proposed construction on the 1idgeline, until this 
application was submitted, has never even been an issue for development along Navarro 
Ridge Road before the Commission, neither before or after the certification of the 
Mendocino Local Coastal Plan contrary to the allegations of stati. The only detennining 
issues until this application was submitted has been whether the proposed development is 
compatible with the character of the sunounding area and subordinate to the character of its 
setting. 

On these well-established criteria. staff specifically states in its report, dated 
December 28, 2000, that the "propo.•;etllzouse in it.•iprupo . ..,·ed location on the ridgeline may 
be considered compatible witlr the. dwracter ofsurroumlin;.: areas and subordinate to the 
character of its settin;.; as required by LUP Policy 3.5-1 and Zoning Code Sections 
20.504.010 and 20.504.015. The stafT rep on, on page 15 continues as follows: 

" ... Fir .... ·t as noted aho1•e, the project's setting includes many homes that 
have already b.een located a/on;: the ridge top, induding homes on either side of tire 
applicant's parcel. Second, the proposed landscaping and choice of earthtone 
building material colors would contrihute to the proposed house blending in with 
its surrounding much more :m than some t~l tlw e..Yi.,·ting homes that have bright 
colors and little landscaping. Third, alt!wut-:h the proposed l8foot high house 
would project ahove rite wp r~f'the rh~~e, the lum.ve nmultl not project higher tlzan 
the line tif. trees that e..'.::ist at rile wp r~ltlw ridge. Finai(F, the proptJsed house is 
near the eastern end r~f'tlre string tif.residential parcels along Navarro Ridge Road, 
farther from view from tire puhlic vanta;.:e points along Highway One and .Navarro 

• River than all hut afe.rv r~j'the houses along the ridge." 
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Nevertheless, the staff report, on page 15, continues, stating "whether or not the 
project would be compatible and subordinate with the character of its setting as required by 
the aforementioned LCP policies, the project is not consistent with the provisions ofLUP 
Policy 3.5-4 and Zoning Code Section 20.504.015(()(8)" that "allegedly" prohibit 
development from projecting above a ridgeline unless no alternative site is available below 
the ridgeline. 

Staff, further '"alleges" in support of its recommendation, on pages 6 and 14 of its 
December 28, 2000, rep011, that, although the Commission has approved 6 of21 developed 
lots along this area of Navano Ridge Road, only one was approved subsequent to the 
certification of the LCP, i.e., COP No. 4-93 (Tadlock), wherein it did not require the 
applicant to relocate the proposed development to an altemative '"feasible" location below 
the ridgeline because none existed. Not true. 

• 

On Nfarch 8, 1995. the Commission in COP 1-91-12-A (Wolfe) approved the redesign 
and resiting of a previously app;·oved single family residence and garage located at 33351 
Navarro Ridge Road (in a far more scenic area and approximately three quarters of a mile • 
closer to the ocean than the Jones' property), wherein ir permitted the applicants to relocate 
the house 50 feet closer to the rid;.:eline than where the lwuse was orlginal{v located. 

A copy of the Staff Repott for COP l-91-12-A (\Volfe), dated Februa1y 24, 1995, is 
attached hereto as.Exhibit I and incmvorated herein by reference. A copy of the Notice of 
Intent To Issue Amendment To Coastal Development Pennit for COP 1-91-12-A (Wolfe), 
dated March 9, l995, is attached hereto as Exhibit 2 and incorporated herein by reference. 
The location of the Wolfe property in relation to the subject Jones property is evidenced in 
the map attached hereto as Exhibit 3 and incorporated herein by reference. 

The Staff R:epmt for COP 1-91-12-A (\Volfe) relevantly provides as follows: 

"'The proposed ... request seeks to redesl~;n and reslte the two approved 
structures . .. Thus the southernmost e..'l:tent r~{the relocated residence will be 50 
feet closer to the hreuk in tlte slope tlzun the prel'ious(v approved development. 

* * * 
... The subject parcel is located on an extremely steep bluff about 500 feet 

above the Navarro River, and is hi~h(v visihlefrom certain portions of Highway 
One when dril'ing north, indzulint-: the /Vavarro RiPer bridge, and somewhat visible • 
from certain portion,,· (~l Navarro Beac:h Road, and Navarro State Beach . .. 
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The Commission has a long history of concem for development in the Navarro 
Headlands area. The Commission has found that this area possesses extremely high 
visual resource values of public imponance, .... but that its location on the Mendocino 
coastline adds to its significance ... 

There are approximate(v 25 parcels lining the ridge north. of the Navarro 
River that are visible to motorists on Highway One approaching tlte Navarro 
Headlands area from the suutlz ... Of these 25, approximately one-third are 
developed, with all developme11.t occurring on parcels east of the subject parceL In 
other word,·, the subject parcel, when developed, will be the westernmost developed 
parcel visible along the ridge. To the west of the subject parcel is a dramatic stretch 
of steep, undeveloped bluffs continuing west to the coast where Highway One turns 
northward. This stretch of coast provides breathtaking views from Highway One. 

Except in three case .... ·, all development visible mz the ridge pre-dates 
Proposition 20 ... These three permitted residences are situated in the midst of the 
other developed parcels ... All these resitlenees, illcluding the permitted as well as . 
the pre-Commission structures, are partial(l' screened hy vegetation, and have trees 
as a backdrop so that the houses do not appear to break the ridgeline. 

In contrast, the proposed development is .located severally lots to the west of 
any deve1oped visible parcel along Navam.1 Ridge Road, and will be the westernmost 
developed parcel visible from Highway One ... 

To be eonsistent with tlze e...·dstbzg development in tlze area,. as per the 
County's LCP, the Commission find ... ; that the proposed development must be 
partial(v screened with landscaping, and a backdrop of trees must be sited behind 
the proposed lumse so that the house will not break the ridgeline starkly. If the 
proposed development were approved without such landscaping, the proposed 
residence would dramatica/(J1 break tlze ridgeline in u way tlzat would not be in 
character with the e..t:b;ting residenees a/on;: Navarro Ridge Road, and would not 
be subordinate to its settin;.:." 

The Wolfe approval was subsequent to the cenification of the Mendocino LCP. In 
said approval, the Commission permitted an applicant to move a house 50 feet closer to the 
break of the slope. above the ridgeline, and as mitigation merely required the applicant to 
provide landscaping in order that the house would be consistent with the character of the 
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existing residences and subordinate to its setting. In the application at hand, staff has already 
indicated that the Jones' proposed residence is consistent with the character of the 
surroundimr area and subordinate to its settin1r. 

- w 

Similarly, the rviendocino Local Coastal Adminisn·ator on at least three additional 
occasions since the cet1ification of the Mendocino LCP in CDP 84-93 (Quist); CDP 51-97 
(Brown) and CDP 77-99 (Newman) approved the development of single family residences 
and accessory structures to be located on Navan·o Ridge Road, above the ridgeline, 
regardless of possible "altemative feasible location'' on their respective sites. In each 
instance, the approvals were merely conditioned with mitigating landscaping and exterior 
materials to be of earthtone colors. None of the said approvals were appealed to the 
Commission itself. Copies of the relevant pages of the Staff Repm1s for CDP 84-93 (Quist); 
CDP 51-97 (Brown) and CDP 77-99 (Nevvman) are attached hereto respectively as Exhibits 
4, 5, and 6 and hereby incorporated by reference. For the location of the Quist, Brown and 
Newman propexties in relation to the subject Jones property see Exhibit 3. 

• 

State Parks & Recreation Supervisor Greg Picard in his letter to the Commission, • 
dated July 7, 2000, states that the proposed structure will on(v be visible from one remote 
area ofNavaJTO Beach State Park along the river as it approaches the Highway One bridge. 
He further states that the proposed residence will not be visible from the main use areas of 
Navarro Beach State Park and/or the from the sandy beach along the ocean. Yet staff is still 
unreasonably recommending that the house be moved otTthe ridge line. This does not equate 
to equal protection under the law. 

There is no question that Zoning Code ~20.504.0 15(C) existed at the time of the 
Wolfe, Quist, Brown and Newman approvals. The Wolfe staff report references the same . 
on page 5. Similarly there is no question that LCP Policy 3.5-4 existed at that time. 
However, until the Jones' cun·ent pending application was submitted, the Commission had 
consistently approved new development along Navano Ridge Road as long the development 
was compatible with the character of the existing area; sited and designed to protect views 
to and along the coast; and subordinate to its setting. 

The reason appears obvious- if the proposed development is compatible with the 
character of the existing area: sited and designed to protect views to and along the coast; and 
subordinate to its setting. it can be consistent with §3025 I of the Coastal Act and the LCP 
regardless of whether it projects above a ridge line, p<uticularly when a row of trees will 
provide a backdrop for the proposed development. In the application at hand, the • 
development proposed is the last undeveloped I ot in an area wl~ere the entire ridgeline is 
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already developed; it i:-.· /ru .. :atetl jitrtlzer from t!ze c.:oa,.,·t than the other developments 
previously approved, and it 's visihili~p,from any public: viewing area, is de minimis. 

Page 12 of the December 28, :2000, staff repott references the purpose of the 
lv[endocino Coastal Zonin~ Code, stating as follows: 

~ ~ 

"The purpose of this section is to insure that permitted development shall be 
sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic areas, to 
minimize the alteration ofnnturallandfom1s, anLl to be visually compatible with the 
character of the swTounding areas ... " 

Without qLtestion, staff has already stated that the proposed development as 
conditionally approved by the Mendocino Local Coastal Administrator is consistent with 
both the Coastal Act and LCP. So should the Commission, and the development should be 
approved as sited and approved by the County. 

Moreover, so]ely for purposes of argument, even assuming that LCP Policy 3.5-4 is 
applicable to the prese_nt application, \Vhich the Jones (for all of the above stated reasons) 
vigorously contend it is not, the Jones' propeny does not contain a "feasible" alternative 
location for the residence. 

Staff seems to be of the opinion that merely because the Jones' parcel contains 
sufficient area to relocate the residence that it is feas1ble to do so. Staffis incorrect, and is 
confusing "feasible" for "possible". 

The alternative location on the site which staff "alleges" is appropriate for the 
construction of the proposed residence, is infea .... 'ihle, for numerous reasons, including, but 
not limited to, each of rhe following reasons: 

(1) The altemative sire would place the proposed residence within 60 feet of 
agricultural zoned prope11y in violation of LUP Policy 3.2-9, which provides that no 
residential structure should be within :200 feet from a parcel designated for 
agricultural use unless there is no other feasible altemative location; 

(2) The altemative site for the house along the not1hern boundary of the property 
is located in the lowest area un the lor which the Jones' contractor contends is unsafe 
for developmellt bec:HISe of its very high warer table and poor drainage which makes 
it subject to tlouJing; 
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(3) The septic system cannot be located in the altemative location because ofhigh 
ground water and will have to be pumped to the higher elevation septic system and 
leechfield~ 

(4) Constmction of the house in the altemative location will cause continuing 
future maintenance and repair concems/costs; 

(5) All structures and roadways will have to be redesigned in order to overcome 
poorly drained soils and drain eitherto Highway One and/or Navarro Ridge Road and 
neither Cal Trans nor the County of Mendocin() wants the additional water to drain 
to either Highway One or NavalTa Ridge Road; 

(6) An elaborate foundation system wil1 have to be desi!:,rned; 

(7) If the applicants are required to relocate the residence to the northern boundary 
of the Jot they will not be uble to pmticipate in small scale farming as planned. 

(8) The market value of the parcel will depreciate by approximately 50% because 
of the entire loss of view from the proposed· residence; 

(9) The altemative location was considered by the Mendocino Local Coastal 
Administrator and found to be infeasible; 

(10) The overall budget to construct the house will increase a minimum of$40,000 
to $55,000 or between 26% and 36~·~ of the entire budget for the development; and 

(11) The Jones do not have the funds to pay for the increased costs of construction 
should the relocation of the· house be required. 

The definition of "feasibility'' as provided in Coastal Zoning Code 20.308.045(F) 
states "feasible means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, enviromnental, social, and 
teclmological factors''. 

• 

• 

In the application at hand requiring these applicants to relocate the house, in light of 
all of the above stated t~1crors is not feasible and will not permit the accomplishment of the 
development is a reasonable period of time becaus~: of the increased costs involvecL • 
depreciation in the market value of the proper1y. ·as well as the unsuitability of the northern 
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area of the prope1ty for development because of its high water table and poor drainage, not 
to mention the location's inconsistency with the agricultural policies of the LCP. 

In conclusion, the Coastal Act and LUP have to be interpreted and applied to 
individual applications in a reasonable manner, consistent with the purpose and intent of the 
Coastal Act. With regard to this specific application, there is no logical and/or reasonable 
basis to require the applicants to set their proposed residence back from the ridgeline when 
the placement of the proposed residence, within a wooded area, will not interfere with any 
views to or along the coast. This is true pmiicularly when the proposed structure is "infill', 
development in a stringline with numerous adjacent structures, is proposed at a lower height 
and is further from the coasr than the already existing developed properties, and where 
requiring the applicants to relocate their proposed residence away from the ridgeline will 
completely deprive the applicants of the same views pennitted all of their adjacent and 
nearby neighbors. 

The applicants' respectfully request approval of the proposed development with 
Special Conditions I( c), 2, 3, and 4 only. 

I will be present atthe hearing in Los Angeles on Jan u::uy l1, 200 1, in order to answer 
any of your questions. 

Thank you in advance for your courtesy and anticipated support. 

ARB:aw 

cc: Commissioners 
Robeit Men·ill 
Bob and Lori Jones 

Respectfully submitted, 

LA \V OFFICES OF 
ALAN ROBERT BLOCK 
A Professional Corporation 

ALAN ROBERT BLOCK 
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APPLICATION NO.: 

APPLICANT; 

AGENT: 

PROJECT LOCATION: 

Filed: February 14, 1995 
49th Day: April 4. 1995 
180th Day: August 13, 1995 
Staff: Jo Ginsberg 
Staff Report: February 24. 1995 
Hearing Date: March 8, 1995 
Commission Act1on: 

SiAF~ REPORT: PERMIT AMENDMENT 

1-91-12-A 

DEBORAH 4~"TI STEVEN '\'VOLFE 

Leventhal/Schlosser, Architect~ 

33351 Navarro Ridge Road, south of Albion, Mendocino 
County. APN 123-380-09 . 

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT PREVIOUSLY APPROVED:. Construction of a one-story, 
540-square-foot single-family residence, 1,440-square-foot detached garage, 
gravel driveway, septic system, well, and landscaping. 

DESCRIPTION OF AMENDMENT: Redesign and resite the previously approved 
residence and garage, resulting in a 
960-square-foot. 20' 6 11 -hi gh sing 1 e-family 
residence and a 960-square-foot. 21-foot-high 
garage. · 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: Mendocino County LCP; Coastal Permits No. 1-91-12 
CPri ce), NCR-76-CC-600 (Kroen) •. NCR-76-CC-710 
(Olsen), and 1-85-30 <Gallo). 

1. PROCEDURAL AND BACKGROUND NOiE: Pursuant to Section 13166 of the 
California Code of Regulations, the Executive Director has determined that 
this amendment is material and therefore is bringing it to the Commission for 
their review. If the applicants or objector so request, the Commission shall 
make an independent determination as to whether the proposed amendment is 
material. 14 Cal. Code Reg. 13166 . 
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Section 13166 of the Regulations also states that the Execut1ve Director shall 
reject an amendment request if it lessens or avoids the intent of the approved 
permit unless the applicant presents newly discovered material information, 
which he or she could not, with reasonable diligence, have discovered and 
produced before the permit was granted. 

Coastal Permit No. 1-91-12 was approved by the Commission on April 8, 1991 ~ 
with three special conditions that were intended to 'ensure that the 
development would be subordinate to tla v' ~ua.l charac:er of th.e highly scenic 
"'area where it will constructed.· Special Condition No. 1 required that prior 
to.~suance of the coastai permit, the applicant shall submit for the 
Executive Director's review and approval a landscaping/tree management plan. 
Special Condition No. 2 imposed various design restrictions, such as requiring 
earthtone coiors for the structures. Special Condition No. 3 required that 
prior to issuance of the coastal permit, the applicant shall record a future 
development deed restriction over the entire property stating that any future 
additions or other development as defined in Public Resources Code section 
30106 will require an amendment to Permit No. 1-91-12 or a new coastal permit. 

1 

• 

The conditions of the permit were met, ·and remain in effect. The coastal • 
permit was issued on September 23. 1993. The permit has been extended twice, 
and has been assigned from the original aP,plicants, Robert and Joyce Price, to "./-. 
the present applicants, Deborah and Steven Wolfe. No development has taken ?' 
place. -------

This amendment request seeks to redesign and res1te the previously approved 
residence and garage. As conditioned, these proposed changes keep the 
development subordinate to the character of the area and will not conflict 
with the intent of the conditions attached to Coastal Permit No. 1-91-12. 
Since this amendment request would not result in a lessening or avoidance of 
the intent of the approved permit, the Executive Director accepted the 
amendment request for processing. 

2. STANDARD OF REVIEW: The Coastal Commission effectively certified 
Mendocino County 1 s LCP in October of 1992. Therefore. the LCP, not the 
Coastal Act, is the standard of review for this amended project. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution: 

• 
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I. Aporoval with Conditions: 

The Commission hereby approves the amendment to the coastal development 
permit. subject to the conditions below, on the grounds that the development 
with the proposed amendment is consistent with the requirements of Chapter 3 
of the California Coastal Act of 1976, is ~; ~ t i~ the provisions of ~ 
the Mendocino Local Coasta 1 Pro ram ,.. ": t _ dverse ~ 
;1pacts on tne env1ronment W1t 1n the meaning of the California Environmental : 
Qua ~.Ac.t.---------------=-----------

II. Standard Conditions: See attached. 

III. Special Conditions: 

All conditions attached to Coastal Permit No. 1-91-12 remain in effect, with 
the exception of Special Condition No. 1, which is superseded by the fo11owing 
special condition. 

1. Landscapina Plan: 

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE of the amended Coastal Development Permit, the permittees 
shall submit for the review and approval of the Executive Director a revised 
landscaping/tree management plan. This plan shall provide for the planting of 
native and/or naturalized, non-native drought-tolerant and frost-tolerant 
trees and/or shrubs in the area surrounding the proposed house and garage for 
the purpose of partially screening the structures from public view and also to 
provide a backdrop of trees and other vegetatio.n to minimize the visual impact 
of the proposed development as viewed from Highway One, from Navarro Beach 
Road. and from Navarro State Beach. The p1an shall include no less than 25 
trees that wi11 grow to at least 30 feet in height to be p1anted around the 
house and the garage to provide a backdrop. Trees and shrubs must also be 
planted south of the house and garage to partially screen the structures from 
public view; these trees may be of a type and height so as not to completely 
obstruct coastal views from the house. 

The plan shall further include a tree maintenance program (e.g., pruning, 
fertilizing, watering, etc.) for newly planted trees and a tree replacement 
program on a one-to-one or greater ratio for the life of the project. The new 
trees and shrubs shall be planted within 60 days of completion of the project. 

IV. Findinas and Declarations. 

The Commission hereby finds and declares; 
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1. Proiect and Site Description. 

The subject site is located about a half-mile east of Highway One on Navarro 
Ridge Road .. approximately 1-1/2 miles south of Al.bion above an extremely steep 
bluff approximately 500 feet above the Navarro River estuary. The subject 
parcel is situated in an area designated as ·~Highly Scenic 11 in the Gounty 1 s 
certified LCP. in a visually sensitive portioli of the coast. 

The original permit approved by the Commission authorized construction of a 
one-story, 640-square-foot single-family residence located approximately 280 
feet back from the break in slope; a one-story. 1 ,440-square-foot detached 
garage located approximately 240 feet bacK from the breaK in slope; a grave1 
drivgway, a septic system, a well, and landscaping. Non& of the development 
approved by the original permit has yet been built. 

The ·proposed amendment request seeks to redesign· and resite the two approved 
structures such that the residence will be a one-story. 640-square-foot 
structure with a 320-square-foot loft, and will be located approximately 240 
feet back from the break in slope, while the garage will be a one-story, 
960-square-foot structure located approximately zso feet back from the break 
in slope, in the location of the previously approved residence. Thus the 
southernmost extent of the relocated residence will be 50 feet c1oser to the 
break 1n slope than the previously approved development. 

The subject parcel 1s designated Remote Residential-20 {RMR-20) CRMR:L-20), 
meaning that there may be one parcel for every 20 acres, with one residence 
allowed per parcel, and that the parcel is designated for residential use or 
light agriculture. The subject parcel, which is approximately 10 acres in 
size. is a legal, nonconforming lot. · 

2. Visual Resources: 

Policy 3.5-i of the County's LUP states that the scenic and visual qualities 
of Mendocino County coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a 
resource of public importance, .and that permitted development shall be sited 
and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, 
to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, and to be visually 
compatible with the character of surrounding areas. New development in highly 
scenic areas designated by the County of Mendocino Coastal E1ement shall be 
subordinate to the character of its setting. 

Po11cy 3.5-3 of the LUP states that in addition to other v1sual policy 
requirements, new development west of Highway One in designated "highly scenic 
areas 11 is limited to one-story (above natural grade) unless an increase in 
height would ·not affect public views to the ocean or be out of character with 

• 

• 

• 
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surrounding structures. New development should be subordinate to the natural 
sett1ng and minimize reflective surfaces. 

Policy 3.5-5 sta~es that prov1ding that trees will not block coastal views 
from public areas. tree planting to screen buildings shall be encouraged. 

Section 20.504.015 (C) of the certified Zoning Code for Mendocino County 
states in relevant part: 

(1) Any development perm1tted in highly scenic areas shall 
provide far the protection of coastal views from public areas 
including highways, roads, coastal trails) vista points, 
beaches, parks. coastal streams, and waters used for 
recreational purposes. 

(2) In h1ghly scenic areas west of Highway One, new 
development shall be limited to 18 feet above natural grade, 
unless an increase in height would not affect public views to 
the ocean or be out of character with surrounding structures . 

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

Section 20.504.020(0) requires the protection of scenic and visual qua11ties 
of coastal areas. and states that permitted development shall be sited and 
des1gned to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas. and 
to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas. 

As noted above, the subject parcel is located on an extremely steep bluff\~ 
about 500 feet above the Navarro River, and is hi2h1y visible from certain';£. 
portions of Higbway One wbe~ ~~;~;~: ncrfn, 1ncluding the Navarro River 
orTdge. and somewhat visibl~rtain ortions of Navarro Beach Road and 
Navarro S a e A1though east of Highway One, the subject parcel is in a 

s1gnated "Highly Scenic Area" of the coast due to its visibility from the " 
public road and the extremely scenic nature of this portion of the coast. ~ 

The COmmission has a long history of concern for development in the Navarro 
Headlands area. The Commission has found that this area possesses extiemely 
high visual resource values of public importance, and that not only is the 
natural beauty of this rocky, open headland important, but that its location 
on the Mendocino coastline adds to its significance. The area is adjacent to 
the Navarro River where Highway 128 intersects with Highway One; Highway 128 
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is heavily used and is the only State Highway connecting the inland area to 
the Mendoc1no central and southern coastal areas. 

There are approximately 25 parcels 11ning the ridge north of the Navarro R1ver 
that are visible to motor1sts on Highway One approaching the Navarro Headlands 
area from the south (see Exhibit No. 2). Of these 25, approximately one-third 
are developed. with.ii11 the dj:lvgJopment acrurriog on parcels c:~ast of the 
s~bject parcel. n;()ther words, the subject parcel. when developed, w111 be· 
the westernmost developed parcel visible along the ridge. To the west of the 
subject parcel is a dramatic stretch of steep, undeveloped bluffs continuing 
west to the coast where Highway One turns northward. This stretch of c:aa.st 
prov1des breathtaking v1ews from Highway One. 

Except in three cases. all development visible on the ridge pre-dates 
Proposition 20. The houses approved by the Commission include Kroen 
CNCR-76-CC-600), a one-story residence set back 30 feet from the break in 
slope (never built; the permit is now exp1red): Olsen (NCR-76-CC-710), a 
30-foot-high house set back 100 fe~t from the break in slope; and Gallo 
(1-85-30), a 25-foot-high house set back 50 feet from the break in slope. 
These three permitted residences are situated in the midst of the other 
developed parcels, which are set back. from the break 1n slope at distances 
ranging from approximately 10 feet to mare than 100 faet. All these 
residences, 1nc1uding the permitted as well as the pre-Commission structures, 
are partially screened by vegetation, and have trees as a backdrop so that the 
houses do not appear to break the ridge11ne. 

In contrast, the proposed development is located several 1ots west of any 
developed visible parcel along Navarro Ridge Road, and will be the westernmost 
deve1oped parcel visible from Highway One.. It may be noted that the 
Commission approved in 1991 a mobile home (1-90-141, Creasey) on a lot 
adjacent to the subject parcel. The mobile home. however, 1s so far set back 
on the property that it is not visible whatsoever from Highway One or from ) 
Navarro Beach Road. ~ 

To be consistent with the existing development 1n the area, as per the ....... -
County's LCP, the Commission finds that the proposed development must be 
partially screened with landscaping, and a backdrop of trees must be sited 

. behind the proposed house so that the house will not break the ridge1ine · 
starkly. If the proposed development were approved without such landscaping, 
the proposed residence would dramatically break the ridgel1ne in a way that 
would not be 1n character with the existing residences along Navarro Ridge 
Road, and would not be subordinate to its setting. It would also set a 
precedent far those as yet undeveloped parcels west of the subject lot. 

• 

• 
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The or1gina1Ty approved development was for a 20-foot-high, 640-square-foot 
house and a 17-foot-high, 1,440-square-foot garage set back from the break in 
slope more than ZOO feet, in a f1at bench area where adverse impacts on pub1ic 

· _views would be reduced; if the structures were set farther back from the bluff 
tfi./~Jcedge, they would be morg visible from Highway One due to the rise in slope. 

1 The proposed amendment request seeks to redesign and resite the structures 
such that the proposed residence will now be 20 1 6" 1n height, 960 square feet 
in size, and located approximately 50 feet closer to the break in slope than 
any structures previously approved. The garage as redesigned and resited 
wi11 be reduced in size to 960 square feet, will be 21 feet high. and wi11 be 
relocated to a site approximately 280 feet back from the break in slope, at 
the locat1on where the previously approved house had been sited. The 
structures as resited are still located in the flat bench area where adverse 
impacts to public views are reduced. 

• 

• 

The redesigned residence will be six inches higher than the residence approved 
in the original permit, and the redesigned garage wi11 be three feet higher . 

. However, the redesigned structures are in keeping with the height and size of 
residences on surrounding parcels. and are located farther bacK ~rom the break 
in slope than most of the surrounding structures. The Commission concludes, 
therefore. that if the structures are properly screened by landscaping. the 
slight increase in height of these two structures w111 not result in 
significant adverse impacts to v1sual resources. 

Coastal Permit No. 1-91-12, as originally approved, included a special 
condition requiring submittal of a landscaping/tree management plan. Such a 
plan was submitted and approved, but the landscaping and the development were 
never installed. Because the proposed development will be moved closer to the 
break in slope an~ arranged differently on the site. the Commission requires 
that a new landscaping~lan be submitted that provides for appropriate 
screening of the development as redesigned. The Commission thus attaches 
Special Condition No. 1, which supercedes the similar condition of the 
origina1 permit. 

Special Condition No. 1 requ1res submittal of a revised landscaping/tree 
management plan that includes planting of native and/or naturalized, 
non-native drought- and frost-tolerant trees and/or shrubs in the area 
surrounding th~ proposed house and garage for the purpose of partially 
screening the structures from public view and also to provide a backdrop of 
trees and other vegetation that wiil soften the effect of the development when 
v1ewed from Highway One, from Navarro Beach Road, and from Navarro State 
Beach. The plan shall include no less than 25 trees that wi11 grow to at 
least 30 feet in he1ght to be planted around the house and the garage to 
provide a backdrop. Trees and shrubs must also be planted south of the house 
and garage to partially screen the structures from public view; these trees 
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may be of a type and height so as not to completely obstruct coastal views 
from the house. The plan sha11 further include a tree maintenance program. 

Special Condition No. 2 of the original per.mit, which 1s still in effect. 
requires design restrictions that will minimize adverse impacts to visual 
resources. Special Condition No. 3 of the original permit required 
recordation of a deed restriction reqarding future development. This 
condition required that any future development on the subject parcel, 
including additions or other structures that might otherwise be exempt from 
coastal perm1ts under the administrative regulations, be reviewed by the 
Commission so that the Commission can ensure that the development will be 
located where it will not disrupt the visual resources of this highly scenic 
portion of the coast. This deed restriction remains in effect. 

As conditioned, therefore, the proposed amended project is consistent with LUP 
Policies 3.5-lt 3.5-3, and 3.5-5, and Zoning Code Sections 20.504.015(C) and 
20.504.020(0), .as impacts of the proposed development on the public view vi11 
be min1mi:zed, and the proposed development w111 be sited where it wnl not 
have a s1gnificant adverse impact on visual resources. 

3. Ca11fornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

Section 13096 of .the California Code of Regulations requires Commission 
approval of Coastal Development Permit applications to be supported by a 
finding showing the. application, as condit1oned by any conditions of approval. 
to be consistent w1th any applicable requirements. of the Ca1ifornia 
Environmental Quality Act CCEQA). Section 210S0.5(d)(2)(1) of CEQA prohibits 
a proposed development from being approved 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. 

The proposed project has been conditioned in order to be found consistent with 
the policies of the Mendocino County LCP. Mitigation measures, including 
requirements that trees and/or shrubs be planted in the area surrounding the 
proposed house and garage to screen the structures· from public view and a.l so 
to provide a backdrop of trees and other vegetation to minimize the visual 
impact of the proposed development as viewed from public areas. will minimize 
al1 adverse environmental impacts. 

As conditioned. there are no feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures available. beyond those required, which would substantially lessen 
any sign1f1cant adverse impact which the activity may have on the 
environment. Therefore, the Commiss1on f1nds that the proposed project. as 
conditioned to mitigate the identified impacts, is the least environmentally 
damaging feasible alternative and can be found consistent with the 
requirements of the Coastal Act and to conform to CEQA. 

i846p 
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AiTA.C-IMENT A 

Standard Conditions 

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledament. The permit is not valid and 
development shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed 
by the permittee or authorized agent, acknowledging receipt of the 
permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions. 1s returned to 
the Commission office. 

2. Explration. If development has not commenced, the permit will 
expire two years from the date on which the Commission voted on the 
application. Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner and 
completed in a reasonable period of time. Application for 
extension of the permit must be made prior to the expirati~n date. 

3. Comnliance. All development must occur in strict compliance With 
the proposal as set forth in the application for permit. subject to 
any special conditions set forth below. Any dev1ation from the 
approved plans must be reviewed and approved by the staf'f and may 
require Commission approval. 

4. Interpretation. Any questions of intent of interpretation of any 
condition will be resolved by the Executive Director or the 
Commission. 

5. Inspections. The Commiss1on staff shall be a1lowed to inspect the 
site and the development during· construction, subject to 24-hour 
advance notice. 

6. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, 
provided assignee files with the Commission an affidavit accepting 
all terms and conditions of the permit. 

7. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions 
shall be perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and 
the permittee to bind all future owners and possessors of the 
subject property to the terms and cond1tions . 
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NOTICE OF INTRNT TO !SSIJE AMRNDMENT 

TO COASTAL DF.Vli;LOPYJE!'iT PERMIT 

On Ma reb 8, 1995, by a vote of 7 to 0 , the California Coastal Commission 
granted to DE60B.AH and STEV(;t:l WOLFE. an. amendment to Permit No 1-91-12, 
subject to the conditions attached, for changes to the development or conditions imposed 
on the existing permit. The development originally approved by the permit consisted of 

!:!Onstructjon of a one-story. 640-sguare-foot single-family residence, 
1 .440-sguare-fQot detached garage, gravel. driveway. septic system, 
well. and landscaping. 

<.lt 33351 Navarro Ridge Roa.d. south of Albion, Mendocino County 
APN 123-380-0$. 

Changes approved by this amendment consist of rs:desi211 and resite the nreyiouslv ~ 
.ann roved residence and garage. resulting in a 960-squa re-foot, '20'6"-high single-_......­
famj)v residence and a 960-square-foot, 21-foot-high garage. more specifically 
des·cribed in the application filed in the Commission offices. 

Unless changed by the amendment, all conditions attached to the existing permit remain 
in effect. 

The amendment is being held in the Commission office until fulfillment ofthe Special 
Condition No. _L imposed hy the Commission. Once these conditions have been 
fulfilled, the amendment will be issued. For your information, all the imposed conditions 
are attached. 

Issued on behalf of the California Coastal Commission on MARCH 8. 1995. 

PETER M. DOUGLAS 
Ex ccu ti veJ2.Lrector 

(JJ 
l.-

.;7 

By: 0 GINSBERG 
Title: Coastal E:Janner 

' r--·· 

Please sign and return a copy of this form to the Commission oft'ice. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

1 he:we rl!ad and under::;lami lhe above Notice of Intent to am~nd Permit No. 1-91-12, 
including all cunditions imposed. 

··' 

Date Signature 

/ltc-'NOI.DOC: 
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NOTICE OF INTENT TO JSSUE AMENDMENT 

TO COAST :\L DEVEI.OPMENT PEBMJ'I 

Standard Conditions: 

1 of 3 
March 9 1995 
1-91-12-A 

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowled~ment. 111e permit is not valid and 
development shall not commence until a copy of the penn it., signed by the 
pennittee or authorized agent, acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance 
of the terms anel: conditions, is returned to the Commission office. 

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years 
from the date on which the Commission voted on the application. Development 
shnll be pursued in a diligent manner nnd completed in a reasonable period of 
time. Application for extension of the permit must be made prior to. the 
expiration date. · 

3. Complianct:. All development must occur in strict compliance with the proposal 
as set forth in the application for pennit. subject to any special conditions set forth 
below. Any deviation from the approved plans must be reviewed and approved 
by the staff and may require Commission approval. 

4. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be 
resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission. 

5. Inspections. The Commission staff shall be allowed to inspect the site and the 
project during its development~ subject to 24-hour advance notice. 

6. t)ssj~nmeot. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided· 
assignee files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions 
of the permit. 

7. Term~ and Conditions Run wjth !he Land. These terms and conditions shall be 
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind aU 
future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions. 

SPECfAL CONQITIONS: 

J\ II conditions uttac.:herJ lo Coastal Permit No. 1·91·12 remain in eftbct, with the 
exception or Special Concli lion No. I; which i.s supCl'Scdcd by the f'i:Jilowing special 

·condition. 

1. Landscapio~ Plan: 

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE of the amended Coastal Development Permit, the permittees 
::;hull submitl'or the review nnd ilpprovul ol"thc Ex~culivc Ditcctorarevised 
landscaping/tree managemt:nt plan. This plan shall provide for the planting ofnatjve 
and/or nllturalized, non-native drought-tolerant and frost-tolerant trees and/or shrubs in 

• 
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Paee:. 
Date: 
Permit No.: 

NQTTCE OF INTENT TO ISSUE AMENDMENT 

TO COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

3 of 3 
March 9. 1995 
1-91-12-A 

the area surrounding the proposed house and garage for the purpose of partially screening 
the structures from public view and also to provide a backdrop of trees and other 
vegetation to minimize the visual impact of the proposed development as viewed from 
!:!_ighway One, from Navarro Beac~ Road, and from Navarro State Beach. The plan shall 
tncluae no less thiDI ~5 trees that w11l grow to ar!east .:>0 teet m Fietght to be planted 
around the house and the garage to provide a backdrop. Trees and shrubs must also be 
planted south of the house and garage to panially screen the structures from public view; 
these may be of a type and height so as not to completely obstruct coastal views frorn the 
house. 

The plan shall further include a tree maintenance program (e.g., pruning> fertilizing. 
watering, etc.) for newly planted trees and a tree replacement program on a one-to-one or · 
greater ratio for the life of the project. The new trees and shrubs shall be p1anted within 
60 days of completion of the project. · 
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AGZNJ::: 

Sti"PERVISORIAL Dl.Sl!li\IC'l': 

r:;:::;vr CODE 65950 J:lA.TE: 

~~ON: 

c 

Febr_ , 1 ::.4, 
3::5-r::~. : .. 

Shertl QJlst. 
· 2 5 :r.l. "'rier St...""eet 
Sale.'ll, 19-•• , 01.970 

St....<>ve Hale COns"'.:J.ct:i.cn 
P.O. Box 1651 
Me:r)dccino, 0\., 95460 

Ccl'lSt-~ a 640 square feet detac.'"'..ed 
guest cot:'""...age, driveway arxi t".vo 
parki.rg spaces. 

~roximately t"wo miles south of 
All:lion, . s miles east of Highway one, 
on the sout..'1 side of Nava...'":::'O Riege 
Road (CR #518) (APN 123-380-QS). 

No 

2. 45+- ac=es 

RR-5 

North: RR-5 
East: RR-5 
South: RR-5 
West: RR-5 

RR-5 (DL) jRR-5 

Residential 

Residential 

5 

July 4, 1994 

Categ-orically Exempt, Class 3 (a) 

None 

PmJECl' CESCRIPl'.ION: '!'be applicant requests an Jldm.inist..-ative ccas""._al. Permit 
for the const:r:uc:tion of a 640 square foot detached guest cottage with red:wccd 
deck.ing', a 43 foot lon;:r driveway ani two parking spaces. 'nle project site is 
located on the north side of the Navan:o River, above the ridqe line, . 5 miles 
east of the inte..."'"See""...ion of Highway one arx:i Navarro Ridge Road intersection 
(see Exhibit A). h:cess to the 2.45 acre site cw:rently exists via a driveway 
to the residence (see E:xhibit B). 

I...C:X:AL c::lAS'rAL ~ o::NSIS'l'niC'l ~eN: 'lhe proposed project is 
consistent with t.'le applicable gcals an:i policies of the I.oca1 ccas""...al P:!:o:;3'ram 
as described belc:M. 

Land Use: A guest c:ot:""..age, as an accessor: S""..:ructur~ is a Principal Permi.t'-....ed 
Use in the RLu:al Residential (FR-5) zoning c:ii.s"-...rict. 'lhe subject property 
adjoins lands to tbe nor...h, south., east a:n::l west whidl are designated 
residential. 'nle parcel to the south is not developed due to development 
limitations of Navarro Ridge. 

Haza.r.is: '!.be Coastal Zone Capabilities/Natural ~...s Map indicates tlat t."le 
sit:.e is located in Zone 3 (Beac.."l J:eposits, St..-eam Allwium and Ter:aces) and 
would !:::e Subject to i.nt:.e......-.:nee.iata s..":.aki.ng c!ur'-'-'">::T a seismic event. No 
const.-uct.ion .is pr:::pcsed adja.ce."lt ~ t.'1e break i.n slope ·Nh.ic:.'l ~y !:::e subjeC-: 
to ins-...abilit"j. 
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'!he subjec':: ;;:rr-:per-::"f is also ·.-it.."lin ':."le Cevelcpme.r;t Li.'ni:c:atiCI".s (DL} c::mbi.r.L"'lq 
di.s'"...:::i~. 'It..is designat:.cn is assigned t:o parcels t:...'"lac: !"'..:ave serious 
c::::ns-..... -aints t:'.at :nay prever:t or lL"llit develcprnent:., L""lclu:ii..'lg slopes ever 
t.."lir'::'/ (:JO) pe..~'"lt, ercsion or lan::!slide ~tential or ct.."ler gecphysic:al 
hazar:is (Sec:.icn 20.426.005). Muc.'l of t"le site has sloces whic.."l are 011er 30 
parcent. 'Ihe prq::osed s-....... -uC'"'......r..'"e is proposed to be located on nore n:xie....-ate 
slopes ran;.in:; f::'om 10 to l5 per-.... e.l'lt. J>.s shcr..m en t.."le plot plan, (Exhibit B), 
t..'"le top edge of the ridge is lccat.ed in the scut.'"l.ern portion of t.."le propert'J. 
'!he proposed guest cct"...age wruld be located approxilnate.ly 110 feet from the 
b:reak in slope, and outside the area designated Developme.."lt Limitations (DL). 

'!he prope.."'"ty is locate:l. L., a stata Responsibility Area (SRA) and is assigned a 
Mc::derate Fire Hazard designation. Prior to iss-...w;ce of building pe._"lllits, the 
special conditiOl"'.s as specified by california !Je;.a->tne."lt of Fore:s-...ry S"...an::iards 
wst be met, ensuring t..'lat t."le project complies wit.'l SRA Fi..."'e safe 
re.gulaticns. 

Visual Rescurces: '!he prcp::sed. project site is designated a "Highly Scenic 
Area" '1::1[ t:r..e e;,unty•s Lccal C:::as'""..al Prcgra:m (I..CP). Clapte.r 20.504.0l5(c) (1) 
of the Coas'"....a.l Zonirq Code provides developte.'"lt criteria for Highly SCenic 
Areas, requiring that: 

" .•• development pe..~t"'...ed in highly scenic areas provide for the protec""...icn of 
c::oastal view f...'"all public area inclul:in;J highways, roads, coastal trails, vi...s'"'...a 
points, beaches, pal:Xs, coastal stteams, and wata:rs used for rer:::::eaticna..l 
pJrpOSes. It • 

Clapter 20.376.045 of the Ccas'"...al Zoni.n; COde establishes height J.ilnit 
criteria for Highly SCenic Areas for Rural Residentially zoned areas east of 
Highway One. Per these rest...---ic+-..ions, new developnent in Highly scenic areas 
east of Highway One is lilllited to 28 feet aballe natural grourxl level. '!he 
prq:csed st::ucture is proposed. to be 25 feet in height which is in keeping 
with the c."aracter of the existing st:ructures in the area and in confo:.t:lllanCe 
with ~ty Cedes (see Ex:h.i.l:lit c & D). 

'llle prcposed st:ru.cbl:ra will be situated approximately ·!llO feet f:ran the edge 
of the break in slope. 'nle neighboring propert'f to the east is situated 
app:rox.imately 100 feet from the eciqe in break in slope. 'Ihe main residence en 
the subject site is situated approx.ilnately 20 to 25 feet fran the break in 
slope Wle ot!ler residences to the east are situated 100 feet or less fran 
the· edge in the break in slope, thus the prop:sed guest cottage will keep in 
line fran the same break in slope wit.~-). exi.st.in; residences. 

section 20.504(C) (S), requires development on ridgelL'1eS to be sited to reduce 
visual. inpac:ts '1::1[ utilizinq ex:ist..i.nq veqetation an::i larxiscaping. SpeciaJ. 
con::lition #1 will require the addition of l.anc:l.sCapir:q, low grcwirq trees alorx; 
the eastern side of the prcposed driveway and parkinq area and alorx; t."le 
northern elevation of the prcposed guest cottage with sh.riJbs at the base of 
the redwcx::xl deck area to help reduce the visual. ~...s by partially sc:reeni.n;" 
the st:J::uct:ure- from p.lblic view frcm Highway One (see EMhibit E). 

Sec+-...i.on 20.504.035(2) of the County Cc:d.e sets the criteria for d.evelopnent. of 
night lightir:q. 'lhe o:::de states 'Where p::>ssil:lle, all lights, whether 
ins""....a.lled. for security, safety or landscape design pu.:r:poses, shall be shielded. 
or Shall be positioned in a manner that will net shine light or allow light 
glare to exceed the bol..n:1aries of the parcel on YJhic:h it is placed. ' Plans 
for the guest cot'"...aqe irx!..icate all five exterior lights will be shielded '1::1[ a 
redwocx:l box that will cast the light:.~- Proposed exterior finish for 
the guest c::lttage cons~...s of rustic redwood siding, either redwood, ea.rt:htone 
color roofing shingles or rust colored metal, natural redwtxx:l. dec::.'l:s and a 
c:himey of natural stone. 

A site inspec"'..ion conducted '1::1[ Count'! Plan."ling Division staff on January 21, 
1994 det.al:lnined that t.."le proposed str..lct:'.Jre ·.rill be co:·"l.Sistent with 
sur:::ounding building heights. '!be proposed st...'l.lc::ure will be placed. on a 
gently slopL'1;J grassy area. 'lbe !:ruilding sit:.e and sur.:'OUl"lCi: area does 
con't:.:U.n la.~ growL"1g Sh...'"Ubs of t.l-Jree ':0 four feet in height wit.,_ a small cl1JIIIP 
of pine t...-ees alorx;r t.,_e exist.:..'"l;l' dr:i..veway and easte.."'n por:ion of t.'le subject 
sita and :nal:l.lre pine trees en t.'1e neighbori..-,g prcper::'.t to t.'1e west. 'Ihe 
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S*7:.-:.E: ?~:?:?:.: ?:? .. {::,:;..,::;-:_~ DE.;::::;:E .. 2IT 
... ~C::i!S::?J.~lE ~: 

cw1l..:..~: 

I.CC.~ON: 

TCTAL ACPE.~: 

ZONING: 

ADJACENI' ZONING: 

:E:CST!NG·US:ES: 

Sw7RCtJNDING !.AND uSZS: 

S"J~ .. :<..IJISORI..:U. DISTF.!Cl': 

C~~ CODE 65950 ~.TE: 

'··-- :··'·· ---· 
C::P #5l.-97 
!:eCE!:"be= .!.. J I !.SSi 
~·~-, 
---~" -

RIC~.RD .f.J:ID E..Z...PEAPJ.. ERCw1-l 
67 ?Ll2A C'JESTA 
S~.N . .J'm.-_1\f CA.PISI'R1>-.NO CA. 92675 

DEll'NIS MCCROSKEY 
P 0 ECX 707 
MENIXX:INO C.~ 954:60 

cc:r.s"t;.r1...1C:ion of a 2528+- sq. ft. 
si 11gle family residence with a 780 sq. 
ft. 3-car garage, 1100 sq. feet of 
decks and a 57 6+- sq. ft. guest 
c::rt'-~ge, a 2160 sq. ft. horse barn, a 
drive ... ay, a higf'l.line septic syste.TO arrl 
a well. 

1-: mile sout.'1 of Albion, 1/2-: mile 
east of t."l-le Highr...ray ljNavarro Fidge 
P.d. (c::E<# 518) intersection, 1/8+- mile 
south of Nava....-,..j:-o ·Ridge Rd. at 33631 
Navarro Ridge Rd. (AP# 123-380-11) 

No 

20.0+- acres 

RR-10 

RR:L:--10 

Nor..h: · 
East: 
Sout.lJ.: 

FR:L-10 
FR: L-10 &. RMR 
RMR 

West: RR:L-5:PD 

UndeveloFErl 

Rural resida~tial 

4/21/98 

Categorically a-xa"!1pt, Class 3 (a) 

G? :2-39 anc R 24-91 reclassif~ed and 
rezcr.ee t:~ prcpe~y f=orn Ra~cte Resida~~ial, 20 ac~es mir.L~urn tc Rural 
Residential, 10 ac=es nd-~L~um. 
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S:'J.-=:? RZP:R.: FCR c:J~i:.~~ ::::--l~::.;:~·C 
J..::rC·ITS:?.;..:r:r.l:=: : .:..--!.1:-: 

C:::F #Sl-97 

c:t1S 16-93 c::-eated. 4 par::els, including t.""!e applicant's 20 acre parcel. 

0:: 32-97 w-as iss.Jed for a test well. 

CJ:l.'T.S 14-97, to l:::e heard by the Pla.'1I'1.L-:g Comrr.ission on :Cecornber 18, 1997, would 
s.Jl:d..ivide t.."'le applicant 1 s 20 acre parcel int-:::> t.vo 10 acre parcels. 

FROJ..::.cr DESc:?.l:?l1..!.0N: 'Ihe applicant propcsc:s to const...--uct a single family 
residence, guest cottage, horse ba-Y'J"l, d.:::-ive:.vc.y and septic syste.1'J1 on a 20+­
acre pa..r:::el on Navarro Head, 1 1/2-:- miles scut."le.ast of .iUbion. A test well 
is also proposed to be converted to a prcduction well. 'Ihe 2528 sq. ft. 
reside.11ce will c:::mta.L'1 2 1:-edrocms and 2 1/2 batr..rcorns 1 with an attac."led 780 
sq. ft. 3 c:u.- garage. 'Ihe 576 sq. ft. guest cot""....age, under t."le same roof as 
the reside.11ce l::ut separated from t.l'le residence by a 12 fcot '.vide ope..11 
breeze•..vc.y, consists of 2 suites, each containing a bedrcom, bathroom and 
fi=eplace. on the sout.l-J. side of the building, 1100 sq. ft. of decks are 
prq::csed. The single story residence: will t:e. approximately 25 feet high at 
t.'le top of t."le cupola. The 2160 sq. ft. horse barn is to be located 
apprcx.Luately 125 feet east of the residence and will be approxLuately 15 feet 
high. A 250 ft. drive'~'..vay will provide access to a private gravel read lea.dir..g 
nor...herly to Navarro Ridge Read ,...,it.'ltin t.~e easement established. through Minor 
Subdivision MS 16-93. 

'!he site is relatively level and only miner grading will be required.. Rcofs 
on t."'le residence and ba:m a..-r-e proposed to be asphalt shi..-·1gles. Exterior 
sidi.r.g on the reside."'lce is to J:e Ha--rdi -J:ca_-rd horizontal siding. Siding on the 
barn is to be 2x6 T&G, wit.'1 T-111 plyw'CXXi at the gal::le erds wit."'l grooves 
horizontally at 4 inch ce."'lters. 

'The portion of the project referred. to as the guest cottage ap~ to J:e 
inter.ded as be::lrcoms for b11o family me.mbe-.">"'5, but because it is detached from 
t.'1e maL-, residence (not sharing a ccmrnon well), it cannot be ccnsidered to be 
a :part of that s"""._ructure. Because it is less than 640 sq. ft., it can be 
pe_rm.i tt...o..::l as a guest cot:""....age and the owner 1 s arc.'J.i teet has submitted a let:'"...er 
s"""....ating t.i.at t.'1e owner consents to t,>,i s cption. 

'The letter from the arc.l;.iteC:: also s"i:.ates that t.'1e residence will be 120 sq. 
ft. larger and t.'le horse ba.....'"TI 432 sq. ft. la..~er t."lan shown in the plans 
submitted wit...l-J. t.l.e. original application. The areas sta-ced in this report 

· reflect t.'1e revised areas, differing slightly f::-om these shewn en t."'le plans. 

I..CC.U. c::::JP.15TAL PRCG:"411 CJNSIS'L:E:..IIfC1 RECJ~.TICN: The propcsad. project is 
cc!"".sista11t with tl-J.e applio'"'le goals and policies of t.l-le I.ccal Coc.s-c.al Prcgrant 
as desc:::-ibed l:elovr. 

Lar:d tJse.: Th.e c=c.st.al F2..arl :~d L!SC c:lassi=ie3t:icr. fc:r t.':.e prC·~er::.j" is Rural 
Pesc c·c,.., .... ~ a• I a ac~os .,.,; -,i ,...urn (-=R-i ~J) ,.,.,,..:; _..,, --r-:l is -r-n,.,.,..; ::;:p. L-1 0 ::\ -" - -J."-.J.. ...o... 1 -- -- .. lL...;... • .....o.~< " ""' - I c...;;..j._........,.. ....__.._ ~,_ __ - ..;.,- ,~ .--.6 - .. ..,.....,. ., 

s.L-:gle fa.'1lily :residence a ~e:r:ni':::::::C l!Se ';Ji':l:i.'l t...'!e RR zon.L'"lg dis~.:::-ict., ar.c 
t...'1e q,;.es<: ccc::ac:;e ar.d ~ are ;e:r::tit-:.ed ac::esscrf st.::-uc':'.::..I:::-es. 
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J.. guest cottage is defined by t..i.e c::::C.e as a detached building net exceeding 
640 sq. ft. of gross flcor area, of pe_r.nane.T"lt const...""'Uction~ wit'lout kitc.~e.11, 
clearly sul:ordinate ar.d incidental to t..~e pri.r."'l'!ar.t dwell.Lrtg on t.."le same lot, 
and intended for use wit.'"lout ccrnpe.'lSation by guests of the ccc..1pants of the 
pri.'i'arJ d"vielli.ng. Alt.'lough t.."le plan.s submitted by t.'"le applicant ird.icate t.'"lat 
the u,.;o. suites in t..~e guest: co~~ge are to be used as bef"...rccms for family 
me.Ttll::ers, t.l-le design of the building would also accommcdate use as a J:e:i and 
breakfast facilitv. To e.l!lPhasize t..IJ.at t..'"le Coastal Plan land use 
classification and zoning applicable to t..'le property do net allow a J:e:i and 
bre.a.Jeast inn on t.."le site, Special Condition #1 is reccmme.'lde:i. 

F..aza..:z::..:~: T.here are no faults, . landslides or ot."ler geolcgic hazards mapped. on 
the site. 'lbe fire haza_¥Q classification for t.l"le site is moderate. The 
california r::e~,.,t of Forest...ry and Fire P:l:'otect:.ion isso..1ed Preliminary 
Clearance CDF 342-97 requiring compliance ·.,.;ith fire safety s""....andards for 
driveways, addressing, gat-""'s and defensible space. 

Visual Resources: A portion of the parcel is wit.~ a highly scenic area, 
how-ever all of the proposed developrne.."'lt e.'<cept the well is outside the highly 
scenic area. As a condition of Minor Sul:d.ivision 16-93 which created. the 
applicant's parcel, the sub:livider was required to submit an exhibit :ma.p 
showing t"le limits of t.l-J.e highly scenic area. on the applicant's parcel a 
triangular area of approxilnately 2 acres at the scutheast corner of the 
property is shown to be within the highly scenic area. Although "j:he propcsed 
structures are not within the designated highly scenic area, it is possible 
that portions of the structure may be visible from some public vantage points 
due to the lack of trees on the site, and the location of the project on a . 
high te.rrace with expansive· vi eNS along the coast. Consequently stiff 
recommends Special Conditions #2 and #:3, requb:-ing that ex--...erior lights be 
shielded to allow only reflected light to be visible from beyond t..l-J.e parcel 
boundaries, and that exterior colors be selected to diminish th.e visual iltpact 
of the buildings. 

Arc.."laeological/CUltural Resources: An arc..'laeolcg"ical slll:"V'ey of the property 
was conducted in conjunction wit.'-! cr::MS 16-93, and no archaeolcgical resources 
were found on the site. Standard Ccr.dition #8 is recommended to advise the 
applicant of the require.rne.11ts of the Col.U1ty' s J<.rchaeolGg"ical Ordinance should 
any archaeolGg"ical resources be discovered. on t.~e prot:ertY during 
cons'"'._ru.ction. 

Grcundr..;ater Resources: The site is lccated. ~vit"lin an area mapped as a 
critical water resource area. Ct::r'!S 16-93 established an ease.rne.'1t in favor of 
t."le applicant's pa_rcel to a well on Parcel 1 of Cll'f..S 16-93. Also a test well 
has :Ceen drilled on t."le applicant' s parcel, w'hic.'J. is proposed to be converted 
.Lito a prcduction well. Sufficie.:;"C. '.Vat:er availability has teen de.rno!"..st.--ated 
on t.."le parcel ~o se!:ve t.'1e prcpcsed reside.'lce. 

Tr.e ::::~.:bit !"f..ap en file 1vit..'1 c::rvr.s ~6-93 i::ientifi.es a 60 r by 100 1 area in t.l-.Le 
cf ~':.e pa=cel as "t-"1e lcc:ation f::r 

Cis:r;::csa.:. sys"C.e..rn. 
a ~v-:sc:::r..s:i.n Mcu."'"!C se:•Nage 
~er.t a~plicaticn 
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ST.~~'"DARD COASTAL DEv'"ELOP~IENT PE~vUT 
CDP# i7-99 

July 2i, 1000 
CPA-1 

o·wNER: 

AGENT: 

REQUEST: 

LOCATION: 

Greg and Jeanine Newman 
9 Brooktree Drive 
Danville, CA. 94506 

Leventhal!Sch lesser Architects 
435 N. Main Street 
F art Bragg, CA 95437 . 

Construction of a 2,9 I 6 square foot single farn ily 
residence with an 853 square foot attached garage; 
maximum height to be 20.75 feet from average grade; 
construction of a 12 foot wide access driveway 
approximately 600 feet in length with an all weather 
surface; construction of decks, patios, and parking area; 
installation of a hot tub and a partially buried water 
storage tank, septic system and drainage/rainwater 
dispersal system; approximately 250 cubic yards of 
grading; construction of a purnphouse and extension of 
underground utilities and connection to an existing well. 

On an unnamed private road approximately 1/3 mile 
south of its intersection with Navarro Ridge Road 

. (CR#518) and approximately l/3 mile east of the 
intersection ofNavarro Ridge Road and Highway One at 
33371 Navarro Ridge Road (AP# 126-050-01). 

APPEALABLE AREA: Yes (Highly Scenic Area) 

TOTAL ACREAGE: 14.60 Acres 

ZONlliG: RR:L-5 DL 

GENERAL PLAN: RR-5-DL 

EXISTJNG USES: Vacant (well) 

SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT: 5 

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMii~ATION: Statutory Exemp~ion per Section 15270 (a) - (Projects 
Which are Disapproved) If approved, Categorical 
Exemption, Class 3 (a). 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The applicant proposes to construct a 2,916 square foot, one-story single 
family residence with an 852 square foot attached garage.· Maximum height of the· structure as measured 
from average grade is .to be 20.75 feet. The project includes construction of a 12 foot wide access 
driveway approximately 600 feet in length with an all weather surface, proposed to run from the 
terminus of the unnamed access road, through the parcel to the west to the project site. The project 
includes decks, patios, and parking area; installation of a hot rub and partially buried water storage tank, 
and septic system construction of a pumphouse and extension of underground utilities. Approximately 
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STA.F F REPORT FOR ~: . ., .. 
ST.-L'tDARD COASTAL DEVELOP:VIE:-lT PER.l'diT 

CDP# 77-99 
July 27, 2000 

CPA-2 

250 cubic yards of grading is proposed. Drainage is to be directed around the structure and water 
distributed via an underground rainwater dispersal system in a drainage field south of the residence. In 
addition, the applicant proposes to plant four groupings of shore pines to visually screen the residence. 

LOCAL COASTAL PROGRA.YI CONSISTENCY RECOMMENDATION: The proposed project is 
inconsistent with the applicable goals and policies of the Local Coastal Program. Staff attempted to 
provide options to the applicants to bring the project into compliance with the LCP. The applicants did 
not modify the project as recommended and have requested to move forward with only minor changes to 
the original submittal. Staff, therefore, recommends denial of the project as proposed. Special 
Conditions have been included in this report in the event that the Coastal Permit Administrator finds that 
the project is consistent \.Vith the LCP. 

Land Use. The land use designation for this parcel is Rural Residential with a Development Limitation 
combining district (RR:5-DL). The setbacks for this parcel are 30 feet on all sides. The maximum height 
limit is 28 feet. Single family residences are a principai pennitted use in the rural residential zoning 
district. The development limitation combining district is intended only to be used in conjt.mction with 
another land use classification on parcels or portions of parcels that, according to available data, have 
serious constraints that may prevent or seriously I imit development. Such constraints include slopes over 
thirty (30) percent, erosion or landslide potential or other geophysical hazards. In the case of this parcel, 
a large portion of the site has slopes over 30% and a landslide potential exists. To address the 
development· !imitations, a geotechnical report has been prepared with recommendations to minimize 
geotechnical hazards. See Hazard section below. 

Public Access. :The project site is located east of Highway 1 and is not in a mapped public trail area. No 
prescriptive trails are evident on the site. Therefore, public access to coastal resources is not an issue for 
this project. 

Hazards. Potential hazards for this project include geotechnical hazards and fire hazards. The applicant 
has submitted a Geotechnical Investigation prepared by Brunsing Associates, Inc. dated November I2, 
1999. The purpose of the investigation was to evaluate the site soil and geologic conditions to determine 
project feasibirity and provide conclusions and recommendations regarding slope ·stability, potential 
effects of seismicity and fault rupture, foundation and retaining wall design criteria, and site drainage. 

The investigation concludes: 

.. the site is suitable for the proposed residential constntction. The main geotechnical 
consii:ierations affecting the design and construction of the project are settlement, slope stabiliry, 
and the potential for strong seismic shaking. 

The building area is mantled with weak near surface sQil:s. underlain by terrace deposits and 
bedrock. Structure foundations and slabs placed upon weak soils could undergo damaging 
differential setrfemem. The detrimental effects can be mitigated by deepening foundation 
elements to bear upon firm soils or bedrock to provide uniform bearing conditions. This can be 
accomplished by using a cast-in-drtfled-hole concrete pier and grade-beam foundation system ... 
The ridge spur in the building site viciniry is presently stable. To aid in maintaining a stable 
condition, site· grading should be minimi=ed. and surface drainage will have to be carefidly 
controlled ... 

The site ·will 
earthquakes. 

be subject 10 strong ground shaking during future nearby, large magnitude 
With relatively shallow bedrock, the site should receive short period, jarring 

'\\ ~ 0(~ ·-
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motions during an earthquake >l'ith no significant groi(nd wa;:e amplifications that otherwise • 
could be produced by a thick. weak solid deposit. Generally, struc!llres founded in bedrock., and 
designed in accordance with c~1rrent buiiding codes, are well sitited to resist the effects of strong 
ground shaking." 

All recommendations in the Geotechnical Investigation prepared by Brunsing Associates, Inc. dated 
November 12, 1999 shall be incorporated into the design and construction of the proje.ct pursuant to 
Special Condition #I. 

With regard to fire hazard, CDF approval #305-99B bas been issued for this project. The California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection has required driveway standards to include a minimum width 
of 10 feet, an all weather surface, 15 foot vertical clearance, maximum grade to be t6o/o, and a 50 foot 
inside radius for the turnaround. For a water supply for fire protection, C:DF is requiring that a 6,000 
gallon water storage tank be provided. To provide for defensible space, CDF requires a 30 foot setback 
for buildings and accessory buildings from all property lines. All requirements listed in CDF file #305-
99B shall be incorporated into the project design and construction pursuant to Special Condition #2. 

Visual Resources. The project is located within a designated "highly scenic area". Story poles erected 
by the applicant indicate the full height of the center section of the residence. It should be noted that 
lower portions of the structure on the east and west ends of the center section are not illustrated by the 
story poles. Based on site views by staff it appears that the project as proposed is in conflict with several 
LCP visual resource policies .. The residence would be visible from southbound traffic on Highway One 
north of the Navarro River Bridge, from northbound traffic south of the bridge, and from the beach and 
estuary at the Navarro River Redwoods State Park. The proposed location of the residence is also visible • 
from on Highway 128 east of the Navarro Bridge approximately a mile away. The residence would 
protrude above the horizon 1 ine as viewed from this location. 

The following policies and requirements of the Coastal Element and the ~oastal Zoning Code apply to 
·this project: 

Policy: Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and 
scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natura/land forms, to be visually compatible 
with the character of surrounding areas and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual 
quality in visually degraded areas. New development in highly scenic areas shall be subordinate 
to rhe character of its setting. (LCP Policies 3.5-1 ,S and Zoning Code Section 20.504.0 I OJ 

Any development permitted in highly scenic areas shall provide for the protection of coastal 
views from public areas including highways, roads, coastal trails, vista points, beaches, parks, 
coastal streams, and waters used for recreational purposes. [Section 20.504.0I5(C)(l)J 

New development shall be subordinate to the natural setting and minimize reflective surfaces. In 
high(v scenic areas, building materials including siding and roof materials shall be selected to 
blend in hue and brightness wirh their surroundings. [Section 20.S04.015(C)(3)] 

Policy: ·'Buildings and building groups that must be sired within the high(v scenic area shall be sited 
near rhe toe of a slope, below rather than on a ridge, o,. in or near the edge of a wooded area. 
Except for farm buildings, development in the middle of large open areas shall be avoided if an • 
alternative site exists. 
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January 9, 2001 

Robert Merrill 
California Coastal Commission 
North Coast District Office 
710 E. Street, Suite 200 
Eureka, CA 95501 

Robert Jones 
P.O. Box 547 
Albion? CA 95410 

Re: Appeal # A-1-MEN-00-028 (Jones) 

Robert: 

This letter is to clarify to you why there are no actual letters from Cal­
Trans or Mendocino County road department stating that they do not want any 
additional drainage onto their respective highways. Like all government 
agencies, they have an application process that an applicant must go through 
before they make their decisions. In this instance, I would have to apply for an 
encroachment permit providing them with detailed engineered plans before they 
will make a formal decision. 

However, both highway departments have indicated to me verbally that 
they do not desire any additional drainage onto or alongside their highways. 
You can confll111 this by calling Jerry Sheldon at CalTrans ( 465-4743) or Chris 
Rau at Mendocino Department of Highways ( 463-6828). 

____ ... __ _ _ ..... ·--··-· .. ... . 

CA!..!FCRNlt\ 
CQ.c._sT:·\L COMM!SS:0~-l 



SITE EVALUATION REPORT 

INDIVIDUAL SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEM PROPOSAL 

OWNER: Bob jones 

MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. Box 547, little River, CA 95456 

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 31991 Navarro Ridge Road, Albion 

AP#: 126-060-Q2 

LOCATION: Navarro Ridge Road, approximately 1.25 miles from Hwy One to 
the driveway marked 31991 on the south side of the road 

PARCEL SIZE: 4 acres+/-

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: This project was undertaken to design an on-site 
sewage disposal system to support a two bedroom single famlly 
residence. 

l .• ~ . 

. Attached is a compilation of soils and site information, including a plot plan., 
soil profile report, system specifications and soil textural analyses for review. 

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I HAVE EXAMINED THE ABOVE DESIGNATED SITE USING 
APPROVED PROCEDURES AND THAT TO THE BEST OF MY INFORMATION, KNOWLEDGE 
AND BEUEF, IT COMPUES WITH ALL STATE AND COUNTY REQUIREMENTS FOR AN ON­
SITE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEM AT THE TIME OF THIS EVALUATION. 

CARL A. R.Il11MAN 

CERTIFIED PROFESSION.AJ. SOIL SCIENTIST 

P.O. BOX 1700 MENDOClNO, CA 95460 

707-937..0804 PHONE 

707-937-QS75 FAX 

crtt@mcn.org e-mail 
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MENDOCINO COlJNTY Environmental Health 

Site Evaluation Report 

Site Address: 3_l_qJJ. #Jo.va.rYD R.,J~e. U. Site Evaluator:. _g, H-~~en. «- A5~r.c:. 
City: A\1'11o,... -· APN: . t Z.=~--..::::O..:!':~~-o~z..~------
Ownerl'!'¥11e:_ ~b· Jo,..)~.$ . Land Div. # : ·-AJ/.=6 _____ _ 
~ia+liiig Address: i3ta;X llfr"ti Home phone: -·--------

(~!:y: _ ~tt\e e,.~~r ) Work phone: _"t$7.., ?i '~ 
~te? Zip: C.A _.:t1"4~(, _ 

catio.n...D.eseriptiOn: }Jo.vdrfo ~e Rd._+- opprc~.-'i.d··.elJ (. ?..t? -· f.-CIN" ~.::;) 4 __ 
_ _:IQ_ dnv~ Of\_ <;~~ Wt.cr'c.€J ~ ~~:....l"'-=.~=...:..1 _____ ~_...,_------
Proj~tDescription(#ofbedr90ms):.ILAJo ~~ =s • ..,_,l~ -\i{M.(J C«,d.ertee 
Water Source: -i1'"'...Ji4..;..;k::::.......:w=~....:.l\ ____ __,.. ______________ _ 

Distance to Wastewater System: __ t.;..:o:..;;.o_r_~-~=-·---------------

Profile# 
Slope(%) 
Effective Soil Depth (IN) 
Absorption System Type 
Distribution Method 
Soil Suitability Class 
Soil Perc Rate (MPI) 
Design App. Rate (G/SF/D) 
Design Flow (GfO) 
Absorption Area (SF) 
Linear Area (SF/LF) 
Total Trench (LF) 
Trench Depth (IN) 
Trench Width (IN) 

Trench Calculation: 14-11JIIc/f$() 

Initial Area Expansion Area 
e~ e~ 

10-{4 7-10 

z.c... r zc. I 

aJ /A IJ/1+ .. '7 ·: ,,.e:; a!_ _____ .---------~---
3oo ___ 3oo 

.. 4.CO (,eo 

.. '7 
JZ-O:...._ ________ ....!I:..=ZO::::::.... _____ _ 

(8.o Itt 

Requested Waiver: ~fOc)ttdvJJer h ;; • (p:.p(o.t~'"""'" ... ~ (r'") 
(:m.:ch justific:ltion) 

Special Design F eatures:~-t"""~.Jtll:.l..l!!o<:......__:k=~=---.!::a.="=-=·.a:-;:.;:..::;....--~....o~s-.e::::r:..-<i--1-/-?~fm'f=:-.;:.;;(...);;...;t~~..::::........J.~..!...:::.~.:z::; 
I 

Site Evaluator's Statement: I hereby certify that I have examined the above designated site 
using approved procedures, and that to the best of my information, knowledge and belief it 
complies with all State and County requirements for an On-site Sewage System at the time of 

this evaluation. . . CJ #if;; :. . 
Date: .... _G_·IO ·~j (seal) S1gned: .. ---------

F:\US ERSiSAM\Report Form:u\DA T ASUM. WPD 



DISPOSAL AREA REPLACEMENT AREA 

Prof'lle... P2 .•• P3 

Slope ..• lG-14% ... 7-10% 

Soil Depth .•. 7 feet observed ..• 6 feet observed 

System Design... Modified Highline ..• Highline 

Distribution Method ... gravity/equal ..• gravity/equal 

SoU Suitability Class •.. 2C .• .2C 

Soil Percolation Rate... . -

Design Appl. Rate ... 0.5 gal/sq. ft./day ... 0.5 gal/sq. ft./day 

Design Flow_, 300 gpd .• .300 gpd 

Toti.l Trench Length ••. 120 feet .-120 feet 

No. of Trenches... 2 .~.2 

Ind. Trench Length... 60 feet .•• 60 feet 

. Trench Depth... 1.5 feet ... 1.25 feet 

Gravel Depth... 1.0 foot .•. 1.0 foot 

Trench Width ... 3.0 feet .•• 3.0 feet 

Leaching Trench Calculations 

Soils which fall into Soil Percolation Suitability Zone 2C will be assigned a 
son application rate of 0.5 gallons per square foot per day. Thus, the assigned 
daily waste water flow of 300 gallons per day, ( gpd ), can be applied to the soil 
at this rate : 

300 gpd divided by O.S gallons I sq. ft. I day • 600 square feet of in:Bltrative 
surface required. 

The proposed trench configuration provides an allowable 5.0 square feet 
of leaching area per lineal foot of trench : 

600 sq. ft. divided by 5.0 sq. ft. /lineal foot - 120 lineal feet. 

Two leachlines are proposed for a total of 120 feet. 

• 

• 

• 



• SOIL PROFILE Pl 

• 

• 

0-17" 

17-45" 

45-60" 

60" 

Very dark brown ( lOYR 212m) sandy loam, strong granular to 
subangular blocky structure, friable to ftrm, very many very 
fine roots 

Strong brown ( 7.5YR 5/6m) gravelly sandy day loam, strong 
angular blocky structure, firm, few fine roots, 30% hard rounded 
gravel 

Strong brown ( 7.5 YR 5/6m ) very gravelly sandy clay loam, 
strong angular blocky structure, firm to very firm, few fine 
roots, 50% of horizon is soft weathering sandstone and shale that 
will slake in water and SO% is hard and will not slake 

Hard weathering sandstone and shale 
End.of observation 

No groundwater observed 5/18/99, nor anticipated. 

SOIL PROFILE PZ 

Q-45" 

45-73" 

73-84" 

84" 

Black ( lOYR 2/1 ) sandy loam I sandy clay loam, strong 
subangular blocky structure, friable, many very fine and fine 
roots, few medium roots 

Dark yellowish brown ( lOYR 3/4) gravely sandy clay loam, 
strong to moderate subangular blocky structure, firm, few very 
fine and f'lne roots 

Yellowish brown ( lOYR 5/4} gravely sandy clay lo~ moderate 
subangular blocky structure, firm, few fme roots, lD-1596 hard 
rounded gravels 

End of observation 

No ground water observed 5/18/99. No soil mottles present and as. 
such, no ground water is anticipated 



SOIL PROFILE P 3 

Q-18" 

18-24 .. 

24-33" 

33-48" 

60" 

Black { lOYR 2/1 ) sandy loam, strong granular to subangular 
blocky structure. friable to firm, many very fine and f'lne roots, 
10% hard rounded gravels 

Blac.k ( lOYR 2/1) light sandy clay loam, strong subangular 
blocky structure, firm, few fme and medium roots, 10% hard 
rounded .gravels 

Very dark brown ( lOYR .212) gravelly sandy clay loam, strong 
subangular blocky structure, fli'IIl, few fine roots, 20% hard 
rounded gravels 

Dark yellowish brown ( 1 OYR 4/4 ) gravelly sandy clay loam, 
strong angular blocky structure, firm, few fine roots, 20% hard 
rounded gravels · 

Yellowish brown ( lOYR 5/4) sandy clay loam, moderate 
subangular blocky structure, friable, few fine roots, 10% hard 
rounded gravels, no mottles, but saturated 

End of observation \ 
·····---··· .... - ........... ~---- ... . \ 

·No g;;~d water was observed 5/18/99. As tb.e son layer at 48" /·· .. 
was noted to be saturated, this will be used to represent the / 
highest level of Winter ground water. ./ 

l .. / 
------·--·-- .. ~-- .. ~~·· 

-- ----·---·-.. ---.. ~. 

• 

• 

• 
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MENDOCI~O COUNTY 
Soil Profile Description 
Owner N arne ...latJ.e ~ 
Site Address~ I '111 1-.Jtl\vf#!LC f.tCf..L (<.() 
APN f"Z.!tJ- Oba- oz. 
Subdivision # ,.J 1 J'f 

Division of Environmental Health 

Test Date 5'". ( B · 't '1 

Recorded bJ CJA-tt.­
Slope 10 ;,& 
Pro file # P'Z-

horizon depth range I color I mottles I gravel f texture I structure I 
consistence I roots I pores I boundary I 
[sample depth I texture zone I density I Avg.perc rate at this depth} 

6f£t[.. ~j\A=.,(~ 1-J~I./£ Xll{_. 

ff(..o tILl[. T:;f£ ~ l...1 v' Tt atJ 

/( i? 
0-t.t'S 2. b 

,. 
~~-t-;....-.t.---~ t.tS-73. U 

101 

I .:crttfy the test wns C:uTJe:d our by the procedures sp«:iticd by the Mendocino Councy Division or Environrm:nrrd H=lth. I declare under 
pcn:1hy of perjury tl'l:lt the foregoing is true :md correct. 

F: 1LiSERS\SAM\POUC!ES\Rcport Format\PROFTLES. WPD 

; 

• 

• 

• 



1v1ENDOCINO COUNTY 
~ Soil Profile Description 

Owner Name Jo.ufi-., a.e Address j 1 'i 4 i J-l Au A ~.io f2.t Dr:£- ~J'::J 
~N IZ!o- diDo- o2. 

Subdivision# t<J/!1 

Division of Environmental Health 

Test Date 6'-re-17 
Recorded by ~,+L 
Slope 6/o 
Profile# P3 

horizon depth range I color I mottles I gravel/ texture I structure I 
consistence I roots I pores I boundary I 
[sample depth I texture zone I density I A vg. perc rate at this depth] 

~~rS: · AT\A~Lt£D ,J~tf..A:TJvf.. ~a 1(.. 

ffUJF1Lf£ ~PTtDN 

Z.'f -3;" 2C... B."P. :: LS"""f i I (.G. 

~fo. 'Muet-

14 

!OJ 

1~0 

I cett1fy the test was c::J.med our by e procedures specified by the Mendocmo County Division of Environment:IJ Health. I declare under 
penalty of pel')ury that the foregoing is rrue :md correct. 

F:iUSERS\SAM\POUC!ES\Reporr Form:mPROFILES. WPD 
Signed: 01! • 



MENDOCINO COUNTY 
Hydrometer Test Worksheet 

Sire Address: -31 '{ "t ( tJ'AV~ ~~(,£. fi..D 
APN: 

Owner Name: ..Ja~_;:. 

Samolc ID Number I p:z-

Environn1ental Health 

I Lab Tes: D:w::: -s-:zs -'l'l:f 
I .Proicct = 

. Sit.: Evo.luator. I"'A' 

I fz. I P~ PJ 
Samoie Deoth I O-"t'5"11 l"f?--7$ .. I z, ..;~. rJ-Lte' 
Slake Test (o::tss or f:l.il) f I ,, If 
HYDROi\IETER TEST I 
A. Oven drv wt. (~m) ~ ~0 ~0 t;;o 
B. Sc:m Time ff!lf'i I 
C. Tcmo (ci! 40 sec ("F) 7s ;z., '7; I 73' 
D. Hvdromeeer r~din~t (ci). 40 see (£mil) Z'f.'S" ~c Zo.a 3o.O 
E. Composite correction f~rmtl) 5'.&5 115,~ -it.~ 5:.'? 
F. True Densitv (ci.! 40 sec (l!m/\) tt;,.o Zfj.t; Z.ut,l!f Z.'t .r:; 
G: Temo all 2 hrs. ("F.) 7Z. 72- 71- -zz.. 
H. Hvdromcter rendinll tall hrs. (qm/1) ~.~ l&,.o l'f.o /8.~ 
r. Comoosice correction (szrnll) 'S:7 'S:7 '>.7 15:7 
J. True densitY au 2 hrs. (!!mill '1.8 lo.~ /?.3 t2.8 
K. %Sand • 1 00-[(F + A )x ! 001 /c2.(> I ?'f.o '!S'I.o 11$"/.o 
L. %Cl:1v '"' (J .;. A):( I 00 'f.(, Zt:J,, u., z,r;,, 
M. %Silt .. 100 • (K + L) z.8.4 2JJ. "t 22-'f z.;."' . 
Co:zrse P:trticles 

N. Wt. Coarse oarticles retained fllml 'H.Z.. {Z7.&,. l'ft.C l'T't.~ 

0. Wt oftot::tl sample (~~:m) 'tt;Z..I l.t~., .tS'ff.i ~;.7 
P. % Coarse particles • (N + Q) x I 00 u.t; z.7.1 SS'.S 3'$',0 

Bulk Densltv 

Q. Total samole wt (v:ml .14'fZ.8 ~·' loS'JiS 115'-n. 7 
R. Coarse a:micles wt. (IZm) q3,.%. /7:1.' /'fZ..O l1't.tJ 
S. Total sam~le vol. (c:c) 1~-u:: fZ..5 $7,'7 1t$ 
T. Cottrse oarticles ..,·ol. (cc) 14"1.1 fi1.Z. !tot. { Jot... I 
U. Bulk Dcnsitv • [(0 • R) + ($ - TH film/eel /.'1-1 /.Z-8 ,_.,.,. 

I '·'' 
W. A.diustt!d S:~nd (%) 

X. Adiusrcd Clav f%) I 
Y. Adiustcd Silt f%) I 
Z. Soil Suit:tbilirv Zone ~ 1.-t:- 2./!.. I z.c.. 

I 

I 

1 c~r!ifv the test w:1s cnrri~d our by 1he ;:-~oc.:dures spet:ili~d by rh~ :.t.:ndc.:ino C•.>unry Dt\.Ji:.:ln of E::,·:~.:mment:ll Hc:.lth. I 
dc:dJrc. under p.:n:::i;y oi perJury thatth;:- fvrcgoing is 1ruc ::.nc! .::.:m:cL 

• 

• 

• 



- - ---------------------------------1 

t 

100 90 

Zonel 
1.2 g/sUd 

INSTRUCTIONS: 

Soil Texture Suitabilit); Chart 
100 

so 70 60 so 
Zone 2A Zone 2B 

1.1 - 0.8 glstid 0. 7 • 0.6 g/sf/d 

ZONE 1 = COARSE 
ZONE 2A =ACCEPTABLE 
ZONE 2B =ACCEPTABLE 
ZONE 2 C =ACCEPTABLE 
ZONE 3 = l\11ARGINAL · 
ZONE 4 = UNACCEPTABLE 

40 30 
Zone 2C 

0.5 - 0.4 g/sf/d 

20 10 
Zone3 

0.4 - 0.2 gls£7d 
Zoae4 
0 g/sfld 

1. Plot texture on triangle based on percent sand, silt, and clay as determined by hydrometer analysis. 
2. Adjust for coarse particles (gr:1vel not fractmed rock) by moving the plotted point in the sand direction an 

additional 2% for e:1ch l O~lo by ,·o!ume of grosels gre:1tcr than 2 mm in diameter . 
• djust for compactness ofrhe soil by mo' ing the plotted point in the clay direction an additional 15% for 

soils having a bulk-density gre:Jte:- th~m I. 7 gm/c:. . 

NOTE.: For soils fn.lling in s<Jnd, loamy s::md or sam!; loam tc\tur:::! c!:J.ssific:ltton, !he bulk density :malysis 
mllg.eru:.:Jl.l~ ... w:u ;:tffcct suit::~bil1ty :md an:1l;.sis not b~ nec:::::ss~r::. 



REQUESTED WANER FOR: 

OWNER: llB. Jones 
ADDRESS: ·31991 Navarro Ridge Road 
AP#': 126..06Q-02 

WAIVER JUSTIFICATION: 

.I request that the requirement.of maintaining. a 5 .foQt (60 inc 
separation distap.ce between·the·:bottom of a leaching tr.ench:and·the. J.¥.gfi 
level of Winter ground water be waived to :33 ·1nches..for the replacement area···::::>"' 

• 
of this project.·All other site criteria are met on this 4+ acre· parcel~·No-mo.ttles· · ~-- -~:~~·· ........ 

. were noted in the replacement leac.bfield areas soil prof"Ile (P3) but, the soil .. \ )· ... \ ·-.. ,., 
layer ~48." was noted to be saturated on the date of tb.e profile ). · .,._ 
descrlptfon ( S/18/99 .. ). Thns, it will be anticipated that ground water may rise 

. tQ· this(level~ods of the Winter months. The granting of this wai'('r' 
?'•ill.no~UJ! . .I'.~ ground water quality nor give rise to a nuisance con.~tion:;· .,../ 
I --- ......... ----- ..... ·---- ........... __ .. -·-------------···-... ----.....--·· ....... _... .. ·-··- .,.. ............ ~ ... ..... 
\ _ . .,. .............. · 
\ .........-·-·-., . ---

''·~.......___--···-·---------- -·-··---·--.. -·-·-·--------
I hereby certify that the foregoing facts are true and correct to the best 
of my knowledge, information, understanding and belief. 

Site Evaluator: Carl Rittiman, C.P .S.S. 

Signatur~: ~. ~ 
nate: ,. to ·i~ · 
DEPUTY HEALTH OFFICER DETERMINATION: 

I have determined, based on the above statement of information and my 
own knowledge after reviewing the conditions on the property in 
question, tb.at public health will not be endangered nor water quality 
impaired as a result of the issuance of this waiver. 

. Deputy Health Officer Signature: 

Date: 

\\ ~ \\ 

• 

• 
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LORJ KAYE LANDSCAPE/B GENERAL CONTRACTOR 

Contractors License# 616686 

January 10, 2001 

T 6: Robert Merrill 

California Coastal Commission 

Dear Sir, 

~ !'; !r' . " .. ; ~ 0.!7 ~ [0)"1 
lb 1.0 lfl u '& t.. II 

'U u JAN ll 2001 

CAUFORNIJ\ ... 
COASTAL COMMISS!ON 

I am writing )'011 today, to express my professional opink111, regardina the property in question. I am fWly 
aware and fimi:liar with this parcel of land. Extreme flooding of this parcel due north is caused by the 
sloping terrains east to west and south to north. Water sits and Wl11 not disperse. The alternative to 
diverting the water, was to pwnp it back up hill and distribute it around the property. This plan will not 
work due the natural slope of the land. Water seeks it's "own lever•. The water will nm rlgbt ba<.:k to the 
lowest grade level. When building homes for clients , where the land bas severe saturation, I always stress 
the point to '"never" build on top of a lake. 

Thankyou ibr YOW' valuable time. 

Sincerely. Lori Kaye 

EXHIBIT NO. 
,. 

APPUCATION NO. 
A-1-MEN-00-028 

LANDSCAPE 

12 

CONTRACTOR'S LETTER 
ON DRAINAGE 
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