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COMMISSIONERS ON THE
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STAFF NOTES:

1. Procedure.

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.

1L STANDARD CONDITIONS:  (See attached Appendix A)

III. SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

1. Landscaping Plan:

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.

2. 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.

(¢) 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()) of the Code prior to the final building inspection or occupancy
of the permanent dwelling, whichever comes first.

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 also
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: redwood shingles

Trim: 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 10).

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 land forms, to be
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas and, where feasible,
to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New
development in highly scenic areas designated by the County of Mendocino
Coastal Element shall be subordinate to the character of its setting.

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.

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

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

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 ridgeline silhouerte.
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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 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;

(c) Prohibiting removal of tree masses which destroy the ridgeline
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 LLCP 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 lefters 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.

b4
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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



A-1-MEN-00-028
JONES
Page 18

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. Iam 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 clear 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 ridgeline 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 of LUP 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 3.5-4 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 Sections 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

21080.5(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 CEQA.
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Exhibits

Regional Location Map

Vicinity Map

Land Use Plan/Zoning Map

Site and Landscaping Plan

Elevations

Floor Plan

Notice of Final Action

Appeal

Applicants’ Correspondence

10 Additional Applicants’ Correspondence
11. Sewage Disposal Proposal

12. Landscape Contractor’s Letter on Drainage
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ATTACHMENT A
Standard Conditions:
L. 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.

S, 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:

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

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.

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.

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 manner,
using the same species and container size planted

originally.
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.RAYMOND Hall ‘ TELEPHONE
DIRECTOR COUNTY OF MENDOCING (707) 58+-5579
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BU!LDING SERVICES

MAILING ADDRESS:
780 SO. FRANKLIN
FORT BRAGG, CA 98437

May 18,2000

NOTICE OF FINAL ACTION

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

v v

CASE%: CDP £62-99 .

OWNER: Bob & Lori Jones
AGENT: Luz Harvey

REQUEST: Construction of a 2,524 square foot single family residence with an attached 612 square
foot garage, building height to be 18 feer; installation of leach field and septic system;
connection to existing well and on-site utilities; temporary ocpupancv of a travel trailer

. while constructing the residence.
. LOCATION : S side of Navarro Ridge Road (CR #518), approximately 1.25 miles SE of its

' _ intersection with Highway One at 31991 Navarro Ridge Road (APN 126-060-02).
PROJECT COORDINATOR: Doug Zanini
HEARING DATE: May 5, 2000
APPROVING AUTHORITY: 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 rto 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.

. - |EXHIBITNO. 7
APPLICATION NO,

NOTICE OF FINAL

ACTION (1 of 16)

IS



COASTAL PERMIT ADMINISTRATOR ACTION SHEET ’

CASE# CDP #62-99 HEARING DATE:  May 5, 2000
OWNER: Jones
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS:
___X___ Categorically Exempt
Negative Declaration
EIR

FINDINGS:

ul

_ Per staff report -
X___ Modifications and/or additions:

See findings on attached memorandum dated May 3, 2000.

ACTION:
X___ Approved W 7
' Denied ‘ . -
—_ \5 (/M
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 3, 2000.

/0/7;42 Z@%M

ned Coadl Permit Administrator ‘ .
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MENDOCINO COUNTY MEMORANDUM

TO: DOUG ZANINT - SUPERVISING FLANNER
FROM: RAYMOND HALL - DIRECTOR L%Q\QO
SUBJECT:  COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT #CDP 42-99 - JONES

DATE: MAY S, 2006

On this date (May 5, 2000) I heard and approved Coastal Development Permit #CDP 42-99 as revised
{April 13, 2000). Specifically, I:
(a) found proper notice has been given, ' I
(b} found the proj ect Categorically Exempt from CEQA, and ‘
{c) approved the project with the findings attached and with conditions contained in the March
23, 2000 Staff Repon except that Special Condition Numbcr 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 April 13, 2000.
The landscape plan shall also incinde 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 wees are maturing. All required landscaping shall be installed prior to final 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 Plarming Division or, if it
constitutes major vegetation removal, shall require a coastal development permit.

N)
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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 highly 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 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 o 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 project would be consistent with this policy.

3
-

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 g slope, below rather than on a ridge, or in or near the edge of a wooded ...
area. Except for farm buildings, devefopment in the middle of large 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 west, 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
develapment meets the standard contained in the LCP by being sited “...in or near the edge of 2 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 structures to fit hillside sites rather than altering landform to
accommodate buildings designed for level sites; (4) Concentrate development near existing major
vegetation, natural landforms or artificial berms...

The previous 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
structure is located near existing trees which would help to visually subordinate the structure. Therefore
the revised design would be consistent with this policy. '

Policy 3.5-4 further states: 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 rree masses which destroy the ridgeline silhouette. Nothing in this policy shall preciude the
development of a legally existing parcel.” [LCP Policy 3.5-4 and Zoning Code Section 20.504.015(C)(8)]

D‘)“c:ﬁ- .




The emphasis of Policy 3.5-4 when read in its entirely is to MINIMIZE the visual impact of development.
In this particular instancz 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 two story in height, “hang out” over the ridgetop, have no
or very limited wees 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, *. vr.sualiv compaubie with the character of surrounding areas...”, “.. subordinate to the
character of its setting...” and “...concentrates development near existing major vegetation."

To féquire relocation to the north would bring the structure closer to agricultural lands under Williamson
Actcontract, 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 cioser than 200 feet from a
parcel designated for agricultural use unless there is no other feasible éuzicz’zng site on the parcel.”

The proposed structure is located approxirnately 1635 feet from the rangleland and Williamson Act land to
the north. Requiring that the smucture be re-located to the north would be inconsistent with Policy 3.2-9.

Finally the County Division 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
conformity 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
district; 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 Qualiry Act; and

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

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

~}

The 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.

5 o \.



Approved and adopted this 5% day of May, 2000

B dlbl

" Raymond Hall
C oastal Permit Administrator
RH:sb
Attachments
ce: Bob and Lori J éncs

Hillary Adams

ke o(é\\o



COASTAL PERMIT ADMINISTRATOR ACTION SHEET

CASE#: CDP #62-99 ' HEARING DATE:  3/23/00
OWNER: Jones.,
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS:
Categor’ically Exempt
Negative Declaration
EIR
FINDINGS:
Per staff report
Modi‘ﬁ":g‘gions and/or additions
| ACTION:
Approved ,

ADenied

X___ Continued to Friday, March 31, 2000 in the Planning and Building Services
Conference Room, Ukiah

CONDITIONS:
Per staff report

Modifications and/or additions

xoned Coasraﬂ’ermxt Administrator
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STAFF REPORT FOR | CDP# 62.99 .
STANDARD COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT  March 23, 2909

.

OWNER: Bob and Lori Jones
P.O. Box 547
Albion, CA 93410

AGENT: ' . Luz Harvey
P.O.Box 1384
Mendocino, CA 95460

REQUEST: 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 exjsting well
and on-site utilities. Temporary occupancy of a trailer
during construction. '

LOCATION: 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).

APPEALABLE AREA: | ~ Yes, Highly Scenic Area
PERMIT TYPE: Standard
"TOTAL ACREAGE: 3.9 Acres
ZONING: ’ RR:L-S/’RR:L-S‘ DL/FP i
- GENERAL PLAN: « Rural Residential -5 Acre Minimum
| ExiS'rING USES: Residential (non-permitted)
SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT: 5
GOV'T CODE 65950 DATE: August 9, 2000

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: Categorically Exempt, Class 3
OTHER RELATED APPLICATIONS: CDP 26-96 Well/Electric

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The applicant proposes to construct a 2,177 square foot single family
residence with a maximum building height of 26 feet and a 612 square foot detached garage with 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

L oS 1




STAFF REPORT FOR : CDP#62-99

STANDARD COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT March 23, 2000
CPaA-2

trailer that currently exists on the properry during construction of the main dwelling. Special Condition
#1 of CDP 26-96, which was granted for a production well for fire protection and irrigation purposes,
states that: “ the travel trailer shall be maintained in dead storage and shall not be connected to any
utility, including water, gas or electricity without 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 was 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 of Navarro Ridge Road. South of the ridge, the site slopes sharply down to Highway 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 south 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 Wood -

Windows : 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 with the applicable goals and policies of the Local Coastal Program as described below. If it
is determined by the Coastal Permit Administrator that the project can be found te 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 20.460.025 of the Coastal Zoning Code allows for the temporary occupancy of
buildings during the course of construction with the issuance of a CDP. 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 -

I

-Planning Director prior to the expiration of said 24 months. Special Condition # 1 requires that the

9 ¢ 10
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STAFF REPORT FOR CDP# 62-99
STANDARD COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT March 23, 2000
CPA-3

temporary use of the trailer as a residence beyond 24 months be renewed by written request and renewal|
fee submitted to the Planning Director prior to the second anniversary of the issuance date of the building
permit 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 would not impede the use of the
access 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 the southwest. Structural and slope stability issues- wil 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 Bridge, from northbound traffic south of the bridge and from the beach at the Navarro River
Redwoods State Park. Story 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 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 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
20.504.015(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.

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 structures to fit hillside sites rather than altering landform to
accommodare buildings designed for level sites; (4) Concentrate development near existing
major vegetation. natural landforms or artificial berus...

Minimize visual impact of development on ridges by (1) prohibiting development thar projects
above the ridgeline: (2) if no alrernative site is available below the ridgeline. development shall
be sited and designed 1o reduce visual impacts by utilizing existing vegetation, strucrural




STAFF REPORT FOR CDP# 62-99
STANDARD COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT March 23, 2000
" CPAg

orientation, landscaping, and shall be limited to a single story above the natural elevation. (3)
prohibiting removal of iree masses which destroy the ridgeline sithouette. Nothing in this policy
shall preclude the development 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 which are verv 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
structures 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, was approved in 1993 to establish a single family
residence. The difference between CDP4-93 and this project is that 100% of the CDP4-93 project site is
visible from the public view areas to the south and west; therefore, there were no alternatives 1 place the
structure out of view. The CDP4-93 project does not have background trees to break up the silhouette of
the structure nor wag 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 with 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 Conditien #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 into
the surroundings. The site has a natural backdrop of trees which are proposed to be supplemented with
an additional tree. The existing trees located immediately to the south and west of the proposed
residence would 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 two 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
applicant was advised that a two story building would be acceptable if it was designed in such a way as
1o 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 33 feet to the north of the ridge. With the grading. the entire two stories would be visible
and the struecture would appear to be two stories from public view areas with the project as proposed.

| T



STAFF REPORT FOR CDP*# 62-99
STANDARD COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT March 23, 2000
' CPA-5

ba.
The color of the buildings is specified to-the. dark. Samples of the trim color and the roof color have not
been submitted as of the writing of this report. Special condition #3 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 proposed 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 saw no evidence of wetland habirat;
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 resourcies

The property to the north is zoned for Rangeland (RL) and is under a lehamson Act contract.

Section 20.508.020 (A I) of the Coastal Zoning Code states deVe!Opment adjacem 10
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 agriculturally 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 two conflicting policies associated with this site. The
visual policies require that the residence be located out of the viewshed and off of the ridge. The
agricultural. policies require that the dwelling be located 200 feet or as ‘far 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 protective 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 agricultiral property across Navarro Ridge Road to the
north. Therefore, adherence to the visual resource policies would be the most protectwe of coastal
resources and the 200 foot minimum setback would not be required.

Archaeological/Cultural 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 archaeoloeical) resources was not recommended. Standard Condition
#8 advises the applicant of the County’s “discovery clause™ which establishes the procedures to follow in
the event that archaeological or cultural resources are uncovered during site preparation and construction

activities,

YA af Vv
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STAFF REPORT FOR ' CDP#62-99

STANDARD COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT March 23,2000 -
CPA-6

Groundwater Resources. The site is located within an area mapped as critical water resources (CWR) by
the Coastal Groundwater Study. Domestic water supply would be provided by an existing well on the

site.

Transportation/Circulation. While the project would contribute incrementally to traffic volumes on local
and regional roadways, such incremental increases were considered when the LCP land use designations

were assigned to the site.

Zoning Reguirements. 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 AND CONDITIONS: Pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 20.532 and
Chapter-20.536 of the Mendocino County Code, staff recommends that the Coastal Permit Admlmstrator

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 public hearing process, the Coastal Permit 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. '

FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL:

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

)

The proposed development will be provided w:th adequate utllmes 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 I1, and preserves the integrity
of the zoning district; and

L V3]

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

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

A

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

o
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STAFF REPORT FOR CDP#62-99
STANDARD COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT A March 23,2000

CPA-7

The proposed devetopment 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.

STANDARD CONDITIONS:

[ 2]

)

wn
DR

This action shall become final on the 11t day following the decision unless an appeal is
filed pursuant to Section 20.544.015 of the Mendocino County Code. The permit shall
become effective after the ten (10) working 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 afier the
effective date except where construction and use of the property in rehance on such
permit has been initiated prior to its expiration.

H . -
. -~

To remain valid, progress towards completion of the project must be continuous.- The
applicant has sole responsibility for renewing this application before the 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 maintainéd in
conformance with the provisions of Division Il of Title 20 of the Mendocino County
Code. V

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.

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

The applicant shall secure all required building permits for the proposed project as
required by the Butldm.q Inspection Dmszon of the Department of Planning and
Building Services.

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 updn 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 to the public health, welfare or safety or as to be a nuisance.
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STAFF REPORT FOR CDP#62-99

. STANDARD COASTAL DEV ELOPMENT PERMIT March 23,2000
CPA-8
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 (1) or more such conditions..

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.

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 (100) feet of the discovery, and make notification
of the discovery to the Director of the Department of Planning and Buiflding. Services.
The Director will coordinate further actions for the protection of the archagological
resources in accordance with Section 22.12.090 of the Mendocino County Code.

SPECIAL C O’NDITIONS:

!J

An administrative permit is hereby granted for temporary occupancy of the travel trailer
while constructing the single family residence, subject to the followmo 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 e\plre two years henceforth.

(¢) 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 20.456.015(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 review and approval of the Coastal Permit Administrator which
relocates all development to below the ridgeline out of view from Highway One and
Navarro Beach. No structure or portion thereof shall be visible from Highway One and

Navarro Beach.-
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STAFF REPORT FOR | CDP# 62-99 .

STANDARD COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT March 23,2000
CPA-9
3. Prior 10 any site development activities, temporary fencing shall be constructed around

all 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 coasta]
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
review 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-Within view of
Highway One or the Navarro River Redwoods State Park.

Staff Report Prepared By: e
fofn Dz [
2/ /oo w7 [

oug Zanini

/ugerwsmz Planner

/ Dagé

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

Appeal Peﬁod: 10 days
Appeal Fee:  §555
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GALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSier -
NCRTH COAST DISTRICT OFFICE  MAILING AQDRESS:
710 & STREET - SUITE 200 P. G, BOX 4908
MRERA, CA 55501-1065 EUREKA. SA 955024908
YOIGE (707) 4457833
?iiixrnmos:m7
: APPEAL FRCM COASTAL PERMIT

DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

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

SECTION I. -Appellant(s)

Name mailing address and telephone number of anpeﬂantCSD

Mavare Warersbed Protection hesec,, P.o- &a}x ‘?BG») Mendecing ¢ 75460

B |
<

1 Dy: Hillarew Adams, 1291 Camerca Rd. EIK, CH 75932 (g, -
3. Reanne (HAithers, Siecra Club, M@'}&:CJM/LA{{QGZVOU;//
7%:9 PBow 2%%, €£.Bmaa cf = (Jo2) 377 -3s27  ( Adams)
Zip 95437 Area Code  — Phong No._ ¢ Siema Clob)

SECTION II. Decision Beinag Apnealed

1. Name of local/port
government:_Mendocing Coonty G st | Permit Adminighrador

2. Bmef descmp‘mon of development being
appealed: 6"9&1 L{—.«-“mqm family (me um‘lﬁ;c:d-’xachxzc) 21 e
2 Z 4 rv.-o,.. e < W ‘a—-—*‘;

(e

3. Devempment 5 1ocatmn (street address, assessor's parcel
no., cross street, etc.):S.Sideof Mpuamre Vidoe (R =z}

‘MM@MWW%
N /R

U
AF b —OLeS~1 2,
Description of decision being appealed:

a. Approval; no special conditions:

b. Approval with special conditions: )( oy

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 public works project.
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable.

B ECLIVE )

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:
APPEAL NO: B- L —YNEN -2 -0 R%

DATE FILED: \J\ \_rs\ oSO ‘ CALIFCAMIA
| Lo JASTAL COMMISSION

- \ -. . 8
N L ‘3\,\~ EXHIBIT NO

RN APPLICATION NO,
A-1-MEN-QQ-028

H5: 4/88

APPEAL
(1 ~f 83

Ray Recl]



APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

n

Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

. X_Pianning Director/Zoning C. __Planning Commission
"Administrator

2]

b. __City Council/Board of - d. _ Other
Supervisors

6. Date of Tocal government's decision: Apnil 27, 220

7. Local government's file number (if any): CDP Flb2-99

SECTION II71. Identification of Otﬁer Interested Persohs

Give the names and addresses of the foHowmg par‘h es (Use
additional paper as necessary.) :

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

Ba'n pud Leor Tones |z Haauvey ,  Agcdl
P-o BPox 5497 [ Po.Pox /%
Alhviou, (3 2549/4 /_ ME&C!&C;W@

b. Names and maﬂmg addresses as avadable of those who testified
(either verbally or in writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s).
Include other parties which you know to be interested and should. .

receive notice of this appeal. , ) AR .
) L{-f lamL% Adams< | ( [st kea.n-imi!‘ | Ao Lcétd“ k70 //dxff'/zq_/
e n i

Elk__cA g5 32 ot e conk Yfz7 wolnotie,
v ‘r _ o N a:aic\ m‘i-é:;fgem;%_ o7~ < e.zd“ lﬁf\‘em\;vwﬁﬁ‘
(2) __ TPeler Reimuiles,

o Pox Y 4 Aoril 227 mg@H@r_
Pt reeno. /’ﬂ» o B B 704

(3) 1avanres u—ﬂa_\e,ae\,«gc) Frotedion bssn __ Jreles
PO BPox 326 :
Meudecine, CA. 5460

RS t. i _ | reflesy

aty o
. By 9‘4/0 ‘
Mer)c{oamv, 75 YD

SECTION IV. Reasons Suoporting This Appesl

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are
Timited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal _
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance

in completing this section, which continues on the next page. .
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APPZAL FRCM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3)

ate briefly vour reasons for this appeal. Include & summary _
descr’ptzon of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master’
jan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is
inconsistent and the rezsons the decision warrants a new hearing.
(Use additional paper &as necessary.)
e
Fouse, sitel on \m&ae’mp, uisible Gom Scenic {—qlnmniz(
and ﬁwm River Reced and 55#:.:@5.4,{ heach ot thinsrs
"E>L%ﬁ ﬁaxaﬁwﬂsxaﬂﬁb §5£ﬁtk1 @B&ﬁﬁﬁk T vmx:méwﬁ&{%ﬁ“a;sd{ﬁ e P

vavaxrceouwz.mﬁhqeﬁf Js5;l~3 g zahchméh
seliom 20,504 010 and 30,504, 0l4~ (O(SL

LCP 3.5-4 cind zonirg Code Sechion 20, 504, q15 ((5);
La,ndﬁcmﬁmé; Lo fhac(eéuczk te om!ec‘f‘ ylews; c:dﬁe/zm/'ﬂ‘&
sile appens fo ke ayailable, h 206/ sethacdk Gom m“ﬁe{“’-“a)

Sy 1d! w‘f“ T lle precedenes cued | iswal : Sec. 26- =5Y 0 35(B) CzCda,

- 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 addxtlonal information to the staff and/or CommTSS?on to
support the appeal request.

SECTION V. Certification

The inTcrmation and Ffacts stated abo:;fiye correct to the best of Q s/

my/our knowledge. 2 (K L’721é14éa tﬁﬁuéxz
Y GCanres rAaime . Chaiv, ppF:

Sdgnature”daf Appellant(s) or
Autherized Agent

Date ﬂagy_ 3o, 2200

NOTE: If signed by agent, appel?&nt(s)
must also sign below.

Sec+inon VI. Acgent Authorization

I/KWe hereby'aughorize » to act as my/our
representative and to bind mefus in all matters concerning this
appeal. -

Signature of Appe? nt(s)

-~
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NAVARRO WATERSHED
PROTECTION ASSOCIATION

P. 0. Box 1936 * Mendocino. CA. 95460 = June 29,2000 —
Mr. Robert Merrill id L Lf_-jy
Coastal Commission , JUN O 5 2000 =
Eureka, CA. 95502- 9908 RE: A-1-MEN-00-028 (Jones) COASTAL COMMISSION
Dear Mr. Merrill: '

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
set.a 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)(8).

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 Navarro 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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NWPA Appeal
A-1-MEN-00-028 (Jones)

|

and Zoning Code Section 20.504.015(C) (8). This zoning code section, titled “Highly
Scenic Areas,” states: “Minimize 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: “Minimize 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). Most of
the buildings of the historic town of Navarro-by-the-Sea have disappeared. Only the
Mill Manager’s house and Captain Fletcher’s Inn remain. The Inn has been
designated an Official Project of the “Save America’s Treasures” 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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NWPA Appeal
A-1-MEN-00-028 (Jones) : 3

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 ,
“compatible” 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 prim
reason that the local citizens’ committee of the LCP required specifically that
Navarro ridge be protected from further visual degradation by inclusion in the
“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 clearly seen from the
southern part of Navarro Beach in Navarro River Redwoods State Park.

Poh’c:y“ 3.5-1, Visual Resources, of the certified LCP for Mendocino County
~states: “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.” 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 bBuilding designs would be compatible in areas
with historic, Victorian buildings. If the Commission were to interpret “visual
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 #3fpanorama).
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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.

Landscaping

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 houses. 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 Mendocino 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 is, 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 clearly 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. Moreover, 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 . . .. 7 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
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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: “New
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 ocean. This is an
example 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.
Mendocino 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.

Most sincerely,'

iy At
Hillary , Chairperson

encl: 5 photocopies + parerama_
zoning map '
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ALAN ROBERT BLOCK

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

ALAN ROBERT BLOCK 1901 AVENUE OF THE STARS, SUTTE 1610
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90067-6001
OF COUNSEL E-MAIL alanbiocki@pacbell.net OF COUNSEL
MICHAEL N, FRIEDMAN TELEPHONE (310) 552-3336 ' MOSS, LEVITT & MANDELL, LLP

TELEFAX (310) 552-1850

December 21, 2000

California Coastal Commission ‘ =< ISR ST |
North Coast District Office P CI o7 2000 L
710 E. Street, Suite 200

Eureka, CA 95501

Re:  CDP Appeal No. A-1-MEN-00-028 (Jones)
- 31991 Navarro 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, 2001

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 Permit Administrator, contrary to the recommendation
of 1ts staff, which recommended that the Commission find “no substantial issue.

Although neither the Jones’ nor I have received a copy of the current 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 Report, dated September 29.

2000, which contained four (4) Special Conditions.
EXHIBITNO. o

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

APPLICANT'S

CORRESPONDENCE
(1 of 64)
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California Coastal Commission -
Re: CDP Appeal No. A-1-MEN-00-028 (Jones)
December 21, 2000

Page 2

The applicants have advised staff that they are in agreement with Special
Conditions 1(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 colors; 3) permit 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 determined by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Prevention.

; The applicants only contest Special Condition Nos. 1a and b which unreasonably
require that the house and garage be relocated to the northern portion of the parcel (north
of the leechfield) 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 permitted by the County of
Mendocino and California Coastal Commission, and which all project above the
ridgeline, including houses directly to the east and west of the subject parcel.

The subject parcel is one of the last four 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 Navarro Ridge Road, have no possible alternative location on their

ENE e



California Coastal Commission
Re: CDP Appeal No. A-1-MEN-00-028 (Jones)
December 21, 2000

Page 3

sites in which to build a house except adjacent to Navarro Ridge.

The subject lot is the only lot, out of all 27 lots, wherein the Commission 1s
alleging that an alternate “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 Navairo 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 to Navarro 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 character 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 area. It is the applicants’ strenuous contention that such an action
would be inconsistent with the specific requirements of Section 30010 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
Jjust 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 Permit 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 S 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 Staff’s
Report 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 Navarro
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 Permit Administrator specifically found that the
proposed house would be compatible with the surrounding 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 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. Moreover, staff in its “no substantial issue” staff report
agreed with the findings of the local coastal administrator wherein it recommended that
the Commlsmon 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 report 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 Permit Administrator by
way of their signature on a circulated petition wherein they have stated that they are
“familiar 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 1", and believe that “it will be one of
the least visible houses in their subdivision, and will in no way further diminish the
appearance of Navarro 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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The Mendocino 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 Mendocino Coastal Permit Administrator 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 first 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 found 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 alternative 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 1s attached hereto as Exhibit 10 and hereby mncorporated 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 fire 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 visnal character of the area, including all
existing structures. See Exhibit 3, page 16.

The County and Commission have regularly considered the presence of existing
structures to define the visual character of an area. In the case at hand, the proposed
home 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 swrrounding area consistent with LUP Policy 3.5-1 and Zoning Code Section
20.504-010. See Exhibit 3, page 16.

Conclusion

The Coastal Act and LUP have to be interpreted and applied to individual
apphcamons 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. Particularly, 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 developmient with
Special Conditions 1(c), 2, 3, and 4 only.

I will be present at the hearing in Los Angeles in January 2001 in order to answer
any of your questions.

Thank you in advance for your courtesy and cooperation.
Respectfully Submuitted,

LAW OFFICES OF
ALAN ROBERT BLOCK
A Professional Corporation

o, - e S S
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ARB:aw ALAN ROBERT BLOCK

cc:  Commissioners
Robert Merrill
Bob and Lori Jones
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YMOND HALL '
CIRECTCR ) CQOUNTY OF MENDQCINO (707) sB4-3570

TELEPHONE

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BU!LD!NG SERVICES

MAILING ADDRESS:
790 SO. FRANKLIN
FORT BRAGG, CA 35437

May 18, 2000

NOTICE OF FINAL ACTION

Action has been completed by the County of Mendocino on the below described project located w1thm
the Coastal Zone.

———

CASE#: CDP £62-99 A
OWNER:  Bob & Lori Jones
AGENT: Luz Harvey

REQUEST: Construction of a 2,524 square foot single family residence with an attached 612 square
foot garage, building height to be 1§ feet; installation of leach field and septic system; -
connection to existing weil and on-site utilities; temporary occupancy of a travel trailer
while constructing the residence.

LOCATION: S side of Navarro Ridge Road (CR #518), approximately 1.25 miles SE of its
intersection with Highway One at 31991 Navarro Ridge Road (APN 126-060-02).

PROJECT COORDINATOR: Doug Zanini

HEARING DATE: May §, 2000

APPROVING AUTHORITY: 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 10 working davs

following Coastal Commission receipt of this notice. Appeals must be in writing to the appropriate
Coastal Commission district office.

EXHIBITNO. 7
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COASTAL PERMIT ADMINISTRATOR ACTION SHEET

CASE#: CDP #62-99 HEARING DATE:  May 5, 2000
OWNER: Jones
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS:
X Categoriéally Exempt
Negative Declaration
EIR
FINDINGS:
Per staff report . . e -
___ X Modifications and/or additions:

See findings on attached memorandum dated May 5, 2000.

ACTION:
X___ Approved wﬂ/
. .
Denied ] :
S a e
Continued ¢

CONDITIONS:

X Per staff report and

X Modifications and/or additions:

"w——

Special Condition #2 in the staff reportis replaced with Special Condition #2 as shown on the
attached memorandum dated May 3, 2000.

Ny

- : , .
= ;/éned: Coagtl Permit Administrator




MENDOCINO COUNTY MEMORANDUM

TO: DOUG ZANTHT - SUPERVISING PLAMNER
FROM: RAYMOND HALL - DIRECTOR L%“L&Qp
SUBTECT:  COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT #CDP 42-99 - JONES

DATE: MAY 5,2000

On this date (May 3, 2000) I heard and approved Coastal Development Permit #CDP 42-99 as revised
(April 13, 2000). Specifically, I:
(a) found proper notice has been given, .-
{(b) found the project Categorically Exempt from CEQA, and ' )
{(c) approved the project with the findings attached and with conditions contained in the March
23, 2000 Staff Report except that Special Condition Numbef 2 was repiac“d with the
following:

R

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 April 13, 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 rees are maturing. All required landscaping shall be installed prior to final 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 tres removal on the site shall require prior authorizarion from the Planning Division or, if it
constitutes major vegetation rernoval, shall require a coastal development permit. -
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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 highly 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 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
off the ridge, reduces the amount of windows facing the southwest and retains the top of the ridge.
Therefore. the revised proiect would be consistent with this policy.

)
-

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 z 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. '

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 west, 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 thar requires
grading, cutting and filling that would significantly and permanently alter or destroy the appearance of
natural landforms; (3) designing structures to fit hillside sites rather than altering landform to
accommodate buildings designed for level sites; (4) Concentrate development near existing major -
vegetation, natural landforms or artificial berms...

The previous 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
structure is located near existing trees which would help to visually subordinate the stwucture. Therefore
the revised design would be consistent with this policv.

Policy 3.5-4 further states: Minimize visual impac: 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 0 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 rree masses whick destroy the ridgeline sithouette. Nothing in this policy shall preclude the
development of a legally existing parcel.” [LCP Policy 3.5-4 and Zoning Code Section 20.504.015(C)(8)]

Ik o o




The emphasis of Policy 3.5-4 when read in its entirely is to MINIMIZE 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 tress 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 two story in height, “hang out” over the ridgetop, have no
or very lirnited 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 réquire relocation to the north would bring the structure closer to agricultural lands under Williamsdn
Act contract. Policy 3.2-5 of the L.CP states: “/n order to minimize agricultural-residential conflicts...site
plans in a residential area shall not result in a residential structure being closer than 200 fest from a
parcel designated for agricultural use unless there is no other feasible bz:z’ldz%g site on the parcel.”

The proposed structure is located approximately 165 fest 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 Division 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 adjacant property owners to the west state that, “sorne 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.”

L. On balancg given the house location, design and vegetation the project, as conditioned, is in
conformity with the cernfied LCP 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

(V3]

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 ’

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

in

8. Other public services, including but not limired to, solid waste and public roadway capacity have
besn considersd and are adequate to serve the proposed development.

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.

19 &



Approved and adopted this 5* day of May, 2000

Al

Raymond Hall
Coastal Permit Administrator
RH:sb |
Attachments
cc: Bob and Lori J §nes

Hillary Adams

Ty, & gl




® APPLICANT'S EXHIBIT 2

\\{uq



DCcean

i

iee Hojed

.
9

N\

=50 |
N

B

“Solmon Cree

pm;:%x.kwx.m.

.HuD!J

RMR:L-40"

&

zxm.w%hu.a. o

o W Ve
SEE SECTION 4.9 OF
PLAR TEAY FORL o~
CADOITION RESTMICTIONS

FOR THE RY 0N

. AP .Nm.G_O.A/mN
™

7

o N M
. ol PR
€877 .

"5

See Mot

[

. P S . ) p ek Fai v
n o poughi his 107 privacy = o praf et

- apyziimen ) S riees T
The & IARIA . gL Pl e e

l). .Imw:mqn.\ ?__‘_Lr«m sile, E....AR,S u...m -7, . . \
o TThess hawe 30‘.&. i rocct m?ﬂ—rbx.ﬂﬁ\ BaRT AW ] v /,,/,
v vrged Cven TTem .

ey coursC )

. SO
idable. St it dlracte:

TS PR .
#30Y .Co T L Dur ,U&c,.&.m&u_,m:ﬂv

FDACS) ~Trese poreet
fuve. designaTec

. « /o ' ‘o
ech PO m.E..a:.mﬁr:._‘ e &
Cctent o MASELr

~

21y are Zoh

_..w&:k:.&m,ﬁ.m..




°

' APPLICANT’S EXHIBIT 3

48] uy



I

e e SSRGS waRNGT T e

el Emd
RONSIR T U A g

B

Y-

- SRAY DAVIS. zovernoR

" TALIFOANIA COASTAL COMMISSIZN
NDRTH COAST DISTRICT OFRICE MAIUNG AODRESS:
710 € STREET . SUITE 200 P, Q. 30X 4508
“EUREKA, Ca 35501-136%
VOICE {707) 445.7831
FACSIMILE (FU7) 4as.7877

LOCAL GOVERNMENT:
DECISION:,

APPEAL NO.:
APPLICANT:

AGENT

PROJECT LOCATION:

A}

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

APPELI ANTS:

SUREKA, CA 95502-4808

FSa

Filed: June 6, 2000

49" Day: " Opened and Conrtinued
. Staff: ert Merrill

Staff Report:

Hearing Date:
Commuission Action:

- STAFF REPORT: ~ APPEAL

SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE

County of Mendocino
Approval with Conditions
A-1-IVIEN-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-squars-foot single-
family residence with an artached 612-square-foot garage;
installation of leach field and septic system; connection to
existing well and on-site udlities; and temporary occupancy
of a travel trailer during construction of the residence.

Navarro Watershed Protection Association; Hillary

Adams; and Sierra Club, Mendocino/Lake Group,
Roanne Withers
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A -1-MEN-D0-028
BOB & LORI JONES

Page 2
SUBSTANTIVE FILE: 1) Mendocino Coun!t}? CDP Ne. 62-99; and
DOCUMENTS 2) Mendocino County Local Coastal Program

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The szar recomnmends thart the Commission, after public hearing, determine that ﬁ&mﬁ&ﬁ‘zﬁa’fw L
“issue exists 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. The appellant has not raised any substantial issue with the local

government's action and its consistency with the certified LCP.

The Mandocino Coastal Permit Administrator, approved with conditions a coastal development
permit for the 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 (0
existing well and on-site utilities; and ternperary occupancy of a travel trailer during construction
of the residence off of Navarro Ridge Road above the Navarro River in Mendocine County.
Visual issues were at the center of the County’s review of the project as the project site is located
within an area designated as highly scenic under the LCP. The project site is inland from
Highway One and other vantage points and thus would not block or affect views to or along the
coast. Rather, the visual issues considered invoived whether the development would be
compatible and subordinate with the character of the surrounding arsa and whether the project is
consistent with LCP polictes that discourage development on ridge tops.

The approved developrment is located on one of about a dozen similar parcels that sraddle
Navarro Ridge and are zoned for rural residential use. Many of the parcels are already -
developed with single family residences, including the parcels on either side of the applican:s’
parcel. The applicants modified the project dunng the local review process to reduce its visual
impacts, making such cHanges as moving the house further (o the north off the southern crest of
the ridge, reducing the structure (o one story and 18 feet in height, reducing the amount of glass
in the southern exposute of the building, and adding landscaping to partially screen the
development from view. The Coastal Permit Administrator conditioned the project to further
reduce its visual impacts, such as requiring that the landscaping plan be modified to include
additional lamdscapmg including fast growing species, that the proposed and existing landscaping
be maintained and replaced as nesded to assure that adequate screening is maintained, and
limiung the building materials to dark non-reflective materials to ensure the project would blend
in with its surroundings

The appellants assert that the prorect as approved is inconsistent with the above cited LCP
policies in three main respects. First, the appellants contend that the approved house is not
compatble with the natural character of the ridge, inconsistent with LUP Policy 2.2-1 and
Zoning Code Section 20.504.010. The appellants believe that the County inappropriataly
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considersd existing homes developed prior to 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 3.53-1 and Zoning Code Section 20.504.010 do not exclude existing
buildings from consideration 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 besn taken into account in
deterrnining that,the residential project is visually compatible with the character of the
surrounding area consistent with LUP Policy 3.3~1 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 to make it subordinate to the character of its setting, as required by
LUP Policy 3.53-1 and Zoning Code Secton 20.304.015(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 scresning proposed by the applicant with additional trees, provide for the planting of
fast growing trees that will scresn the stucture in a'shorter peried of dme, and include provisions
to ensure that existing and proposed treés will be maintained and/or replaced over ume to easure
the project will be adequately scresned in perpetuity. Asconditioned, the required landscaping
would be adequate to screen the approved house to achieve consistency with LUP Policy 3.5-1
and Zoning 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 the appeilants believe there are alternative house
locations on the site that would not create such impacts.

In its approval of the project, the County did consider moving the house northward off the ridge
top as suggesied by the appellants. However, the County determined that the nesd t provide an
adequate buffer berwesen.the residence and adjacent rangeland to the north as required by LUP
Policy 3.2-9 and concermns raised by the County Division of Environmental Health that a suitable
ea 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. Furthermore, given that (1) the
proposed project would be built within a row of existing houses along the ridge that also project
above the ridgeline, including houses on the parcels immediately east and west of the subject
parcel, (2) the house would be limmited 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 wrees and would not extend above the trezline, (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 scresned 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.
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For all of the above reasons, staff recommends that the Commuission find that the appeal raises no
substantia] issue of consistency with the certified LCP. The Motion t¢ adopt the Staff
Recommendation of No Supstanaal Issue is found on Page 3.

STAFF NOTES:

1. Appeal 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 coastal development

permits (Coastal Act Section 30603).

Section 30603 states that an acticn taken by a local zovernment on a coastal development perrmit
application may be appealed to the Commission for certain kinds of developments, including
developments lecated within cartain geographic appeal areas, such as those located between the

~sea and the first public road paralleling the sea or within one hundred fest of a wetland or steam

or thres hundred feet of the mean high tide line or inland extent of any beach or top of the
seaward face of a coastal bluff, or those iocated in a sensitive coastal resource area.
Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be appealed if they are not designated the
“principal permited use" under the certfied LCP. Finally, developments, which constitute
major public works or major energy facilities may be appealed, whether approved or denied by
the city or county. The grounds for an appeal are limited to an allegation that the development
does not conform to the standards set forth in the cerufied local coastal program and, if the
development is located between the first public road and the sez, the public access policies set
forth in the Coasial Act.

The subject development is appealable to the Comrmission because the proposed house is located
in a sensitive coastal resource area. Secton 20.308.110(6) of the Mendocino County Zoning
Code and Section 30116 of the coastal Act define sensitive coastal resource areas, as “those
identifiable and geographically bounded land and water areas within the coastal zone of vital
interest and sensidvity,” including, among other categories, “highly scenic areas.” Much of the
subject development, including the proposed single-family residence, would be located on the

rest of a ridgeline within an area designated in the LCP on the 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 determines that no substantial issue is raised by the appeal. If the Commission
decides (0 hear arguments and vote on the substantal issue question, proponents and opponents
will have three minutes per side to address whether the appeal raises a substantial issue. It takes
a majority of Commissioners present to find that no substantial issue is raised. Unless it is
determined that thers is no substantial issue, the Commission would continue with 2 full public
hearing on the mernits of the project, which may occur at 2 subsequent mesung. If the
Comumission were (o conduct 2 de novo hearing on the appeal, because the proposed
develovment is between the frst road and the sea, the appiicable test for the Comrmussion to
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consider would be whether the development is in conformity with the certified Local Coastal
Program and with the public access and public recreation pélicies of the Coastal Act.

Thne only persons qualified to testify befors the Comrmission 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 substanualissue must be submitted in writng.

2. Filing of Appeal a l

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

-

3. Open 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 development 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. These 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 substantal issue
guestion 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 mesting.

I.  MOTION. STAFF RECOMMENDATION, AND RESOLUTION

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

STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON NO SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE:

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in a finding of

No substantial Issue and adoption of the following resclution 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 motion passes only by an affirmative vote by a
majority of the Commissioners present.
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RESOLUTION TO FIND NO SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE:.

The Commission finds that Appeal No. A-1-MEN-00-028 does not present a substantial issue
with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has besn filed under § 30603 of the Coastal Act
regarding consistency with the Certfied Local Coastal Plan and/or the public access and
recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

O FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

The Commuission hereby finds and declares:

A. APPELLANTS® CONTENTIONS.

The Comumission received cne appeal of the County of Mendocino's decision to approve the
development. The appeal was filed jointly by the Navarro Watershed Protection Association;
Hillary Adams; and the Sierra Club, Mendocino/Lake Group represented by Roanne Withers.

The project as approved by the County consists of the construction of an 18-foot-high, 2,524~
square-foot single-family residence with an attached 612-square-foot garage; installation of leach
fleld and septic sysiem; connection (o exisung well and on-site utilities; and temporary
occupancy of a travel wrailer during construction of the residence. The pfO_]e»..t site is located on
Navarro Ridge, approximately 1.23 miles southeast of Highway One, at 31991 Navarro Ridge

Road

The appeal raises contentions involving inconsistency with the County’s LCP policies regarding
visual resources. The appellants’ contentions are sumumarized below, and the full text of the
contentions are included as Exhibir No 8.

1. Project consistency with LCP visunal resource protection policies

The appellants contend that the County’s approval is inconsistent with LCP policies pertaining !
minimizing the visual impact of development on ridges. The 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.

The appellants further contend that the project as approved is inconsistent with LCP
policies requiring new development to be compatible with the character of the surrounding ar
The appellants contend that the approved house is not compatible with the natwral character
the ridge and that the County inappropriately considered existing homes developed pricr to
adoption of the certified LCP to be part of the character of the arsa for purposes of reviewing the
project for consistency with the LCP.

23
area
~
or

Maregver, the appellants contend that the County’s approval is inconsistent with LCP policies
requiring new development in highly scenic areas to be subordinate to the character of its seming.
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The appellants contend that the landscaping required by chéfC’c.unty will be inadeguate to scresn
the approved house in a manner that would make the housein its approved location subordinats
to the character of its seting.

C. LOCAL GOVERNMENT 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-foot-high, 2,524-square-foot
single-family residence with an attached 612-square-foot garage; installation of a leach field and
septic systerm; connection to existing well and on-site utlities; and temporary occupancy of a
travel trailer during construction 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. 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
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 structure as
proposed by the applicants and the planting of a faster growing species, such as shore pine, to
provide somme level of shielding of the stucture from views frorn public vantage points. The
conditon also requires the applicants (0 irrigate, maintain, and replace the trees as necessary to
ensure that a vegetation screen is established and maintained in perpetuity. Finally, the condition
requires any future tree removal on the property to be approved by the County.

Special Condition No. 3 requires the applicant to temporarily fence and protect existing tress
from construcuon activities. Special Condition Nos. 4 and 3 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 placeament 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 -
vantage points 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 1o 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.

?\u&\\»q
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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, 2000 (Exhibit
No. 7). The project was appealed to the Coastal Commission in a timelvy manner on June 6, 2000
within 10-working days after receipt by the Commussion of the Notice of Final Local Action. On
June 9, 2000 staff requested all relevant documents and materials regarding the subject permit
from the County; these materials were received on June 23, 2000.

D. PROJECT SETTING AND DESCRIPTION

Proiect Serting

The subject parcel is a 3.9-acre parcesl that siraddles 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. Highway One crosses the Navarro River valley on
its route north along the coast by first wraversing 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 aleng this part of Navarro Ridge. These
narcels are relauvely 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 t¢ 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.

Most of the dozen or so 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 easiern end of this string of
parcels and sits in-between (wo parcels already developed with homes. Other mostly
undeveloped larger parcéls extend west of the string of parcels to the ocean. Much larger mostly
undeveloped Rangeland extend east of the string of parcels and north 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 the result that some are more
prominent than others. The sting 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 mver to the Highway One Bridge. The subject parcel is visible from differsnt
vantage points along Highway One on both sides of the river, although from fewer vantage
points than the homes located farther west. The subject parcel is only visible {rom the State Park
from vantage points within the river or along the flats near the Highway One Bridge. The sits is

a0t visible from he sandy beach aleng the ocsan.
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Rows of tress rise above the ridge behind many of the hornes 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 propesed 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. Naorth 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 known 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 wrailer on the site.

Proiect Description

The proposed project subject to this appeal consists of the construction of an 18-foor-high, 2,524~
square-foot single-family residence with an attached §12-square-foot garage. See Exhibits 4-6.
The project includes installation of a leach field and septic system as well as connection 0 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, at a point approximately 125 feet from the centerline of the road.
The septic system would be located north of the house. See Exhibit 4. The project also includes
use of a travel trailer located on the property as a temporary residence during constuction of the
house.

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

Siding: redwood shingles

Trm: 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.

E. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS

Section 30603(b)(1) of the Coastal Act states:
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The grounds for an appeal pursuant 1o subdivision{a) shall be limited to gn allegarion

thar the development does not conform to the standards set forth in the certified local

coastal program or the public access policies set forth in this division.

1. Appellant’s Contentions That Are Valid Grounds for Appeal

-

The contentions raised in the appeal present valid grounds for appeal in that they allege the
project’s inconsistency with policies of the certufied LCP.

Coastal Act Section 30623(b) states that the Commission shall hear an appeal

unless it determines: ‘
With respecr 1o appeals to the Commission ajter certfication of a local coastal program,
tha: no substantial issue exists with respecr to the grounds on which an appeal has been

filed pursucnr to Secrion 30603.

The term "substantial issue” is not defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing regulations.
The Comurnission's regulations indicate simply that the Cormmission will hear an appeal unless it
"finds that the appeal raises no significant question.” (Cal. Code Regs., tt. 14, secdon
13115(b).) In previous decisions on appeals, the Comumission has besn guided by the following
factors:

’

The degree of factual and legal support for the local government's decision that the

development is consistent or inconsistent with the ceruified LCP and with the public
access policies of the Coastal Act;

—

The extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local government:

1~

3. The significance of the coastal resources affecred by the decision;
. #
4. The precedential value of the local government's decision for future interpretations of its
LCP; and
3. Whether the appeal raises only local issues, or those of regional or statewide significancs.

Even when the Commission chooses not t¢ hear an appeal, appellants nevertheless may obtain
judicial review of the local government's coastal permuit decision by filing pettion for a writof
mandate pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure, section 1094.3,

In this case, for the reasons discussed further below, the Commission exercises its discretion and
determnines that the development as approved by the County raises go substanrial issue,
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Project consistency with LCP visual resource Dratection, policies

The appellants contend that the County’s aoprova.. Is inconsistent with LCP policies pertaining to
the protection of visual resources. These policies are listed below.

L CP policies
LUP Policy 3.5-1 states in applicable par. - .

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

The scenic and visual qualiries of Mendocino County coastal areas shall be considered
and protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited
and designed 10 protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, 10
minimize the alterarion of natural land forms, 10 be visually compatible with the
character of surrounding areas and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual qualiry
in visually degraded areas. new development in highly scenic areas designated by the
Counry of Mendocino Coastal Element shall be subordinate to the character of its serring.

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 1o the characrer of its serting. Any development
permitred in these areas shall provide for the protection of ocean and coastal views from
public areas including highways, roads, coastal trails, vista puints, beaches, parks, .
coastal streams, and warers used for recrearional purposes.

J Portions‘of the coastal zone within the Highly Scenic Area west of Highway 1
berween 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 addirion tc other visual policy requirements, new development west of Highway One in
designated “highly scenic areas” is limited to one-story (above narural grade) unless an
increase in height would nor affecr public-views ¢ the ocean or be our of character with
surrounding structures. Variances from this standard may be allowed for planned unir
development that provides clustering and other forms of meaningful visual mirigation.
New developmenr Should be subordinate to narural serting and minimize reflecrive
surfaces::.

LUP Policy 3.3-4 states in applicable part:

-
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Buildings and building groups that must be sited within the highly scenic area shall be
sized near the ioe 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 alternarive site exisis.

Minimize visual impact of development on ridges by (1) prohibiting development thar
projects above the ridgeline; (2) if no alternarive site is available below the ridgeline,
eve’opme*zz shall be sited and designed to reduce visual impacts by urilizing existing
vegelarion, structural orientarion, landscaping, and shall be limired 10 a single story
above the natural elevarion, (3) prohibiting removal of tree masses which destroy the
ridgeline silhouerte. Nothing in ihis policy shall preciude the development of a legally

existing parcel.
LUP Policy 3.2-9 states in applicable part:

In order 1o minimize agricultural-residenrial conflicts, land divisions or site plans ina
residenrial area shall not result in a residential structure being closer than 200 feer from
a parcel designated for agricultural use unless there is no orher feasible building site on

the parcel.

Coastal Zoning Code Section 20.304.0Z5 states in applicable part

*

Conflicf Resoluzion.

(B)
Where regularions within this Division and perween Divisions of Title 20 overiap, the
policy which, on balance, is most protective of coasial resources shall rake precedence. -

Coastal Zoning Code Section 20.504.010 states in applicable part:

Purpose.

The purpose of this section is to insure thar permitted development shall be sited and
esignared o protect views (0 and along the ocean and scenic coasial areas, to minimiz

the alterarion of nawural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of

surrounding areas and, where feasible, 10 restore and enhance visual qualiry in visually

degraded areas.
Coastal Zoning Code Section 20.504.015 states in aophcaol part
Higniy Scenic Areas

(A} The visual resource creas listed below are those which nave been designared highly
scenic and in which development shall be subordinare 20 the characier of irs seming:
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(2) Portions of the Coastal Zone within the' Highly Scenic Area west of Highway |

berween the Ten Mile River estuary south to the Navarro River as mapped

with noted exceptions and inclusions of certain areas east of Highway 1.

e

(C) Development Criteria.

(1) Any development permirted in highly scenic arecs 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.

(2) In highly scenic areas west of Highway I as identified on the coastal Element
land use plan maps, new development shall be limited 10 eighteen (18) feer
above natural grade, unless an increase in height would nor affect public
views to the ocean or be our of character with surrounding structures.

(3) New development shall be subordinate to the natural serting and minimize
reflective surfaces. In highly scenic areas, building materials including siding
and roof materials shall be selecred ;o biend in hue and brightmess with their

; surroundings .
.

(5) Buildings and butlding groups thar must be sited in highly scenic areas shall
be sited:

(a) Near the toe of a slope;
(b) Below rather than on a ridge; and
(¢) Inor necr a wooded area.

# -

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

(a) Prohibiting development thar projects above the ridgeline;

(b) If no alternative site is available below the ridgeline, development
shall be sited and designed to reduce visual impacrs by urilizing
existing vegeration, structural orierntation, landscaping, and shall be
limited 10 a single story above the natural elevation,

(c) Prohibiring removal of tree masses which destroy the ridgeline
silhouerte. '

(10) Tree planring to screen buildings shall be encouraged, however, new
development shall not allow rrees to interfere with coastal/ocean views from

public areas. .
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(13) Access roads and driveways shall be sited such thar they cause minimum
visual disturbance and shall not directly access Highway 1 where an aliernate
configuration is feasible.

Discussion:

Visual issues were at the center of the County’s review 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 the project site is inland from Highway One and the other public
vantage point in the area, the Navarro Beach State Park. The approved swucture would not block
views to and along the coast from any public vantage point. Rather the visual issues centere
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.

As noted in the “Project Seuing” finding above, the project site is visible from different vantage
points along Highway One on both sides of the Navarro River. The subject parcel is 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 sastern end of a string of
apcrcmmatew a dozen rural residental parcels that sraddle me ridge top. Many of these parcels
and others in the vicinity have already been developed, including the parcels on either side of the
applicants’ property. The homes that have been developed within this group of parcels varv in
z=, height, design, and color, with the result that some are more prominent than others.

As noted in the “Local Government Action” finding above, the applicants made 2 number of

changes to the project to raduce its visual impact f;om public vantage points along Highway One-
and the state park during the County's review of the project. These changes included (1) moving
the structure from its original location on the south crest of the ridge (Navarro River side) o a
location approximately 33 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 feer; (4) changing the proposed structure from two
stories to one, (3) reducing the amount of windows facing the public views of the stucture from
the southwest, and (6) eliminating proposed excavaton of the ridge top that was intended to
lower the relative height of the structure but would have altered the landform.

The County also conditioned the permit in a manner to further reduce the visual impacts of the
project. These conditens included requiring a revised landscaping plan that includes both grand
firs as proposed by the applicant, and faster growing tree species to largely screen the south
facing side of the house from view from the aforementioned public vantage points. The
conditions require the trees o be planied 10 be irrigated and mainrained, and require that any
preposal to remove these or any of the other exising frees-on the property would require revisw
oy the County. Cther conditions required temporarily fencing and protecting the existing traes
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from construction activides, and limiting the choice of ouzldmv materials to dark, non-reflective
materials.

With 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 atso
continue to project above the ridgeline. However, the structure would be located between other
existing homes that are visible from these same vantage points. Many of the other homes are
visible from more vantage points along the highway and within the park. Trees would largely
scresn 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 structure would not project
above the tree line. The portions of the house that could be viewed through the trees would be
one story, 18 fe=t in height, and constructed with dark non-reflective building matenials.

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 seting. LUP 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 development that projects above the ridgeline unless no alternative site
is available below the ridgeline, in which case the visual impacts shall be reduced by utlizing
existung vegetation, optmizing the swuctural orientation, landscaping, and protecting existing
tree Mmasses 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 natural character of the ridge, inconsistent with LUP Policy 3.5-1 and

Zoning Code Secticn 20.504.010. Second, the appellants contend that the landscaping required

by the County will be inadequate to screen the approved house to make it subordinate to the  ~

character of its setting, as required by with LUP Policy 3.5-1 and Zoning Code Section

20.504.015. Finally, the appellants contend that the project would be inconsistent with LUP

Policy 3.5-4 and Zonmc Code Section 20.504.015(C)(8) because the approved house would

project above the ridgeline and be highly visible to the public and the appellants believe there are

* alternative house locations on the site that would not create such lmpacts.

Compatibilicy with Character of the Surrounding Area.

The appellants assert 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 to be part of the character of the area for purposes of reviewing the project

for consistency with the LCP. The appellants state that “the older development on Navarro

Ridge is frequently pointed to as a ‘terrible example,’...[and] was the primary reason that the

local citizens’ committes of the LCP required specifically that Navarro Ridge be protected from

further visual degradation by inclusion in the ‘Hignly Scenic’ category...The ‘visual

compatibilitv’ paragraph of the LCP and Code sections were meant o assure, in part, that new .
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building designs would be compatible in arsas with historic; Victorian buildings. If the
Comrmission were (o interpret ‘visual compatibility’ as meaning ‘the right to continue visual
degradauon’ it would set a dreadful precedent.”

The Commission notes that the provisions of LUP Policy 3.5301 and Zoning Code Section
20.504.010,that require new development o be visually compatible with the character of
surrounding areas contain no language that excludes existing structures from being considered as
part of the visual character of the surrounding area. Nor do the policies make any distinction that
only existing Victorian buildings may be considered part of the visual character of the area. The
County and. the Commmission on appeal have historically considered all aspects of the visual
character of the setting of a project as conuributng to the visual character of the area. In areas
with existing swuctures, the County and the Commission have regularly considered the presencs
of these structures to partly define the visual character of the area. Structures are sometimes
approved as being compatible with the visual character of the area precisely because. they are
located within a group of homes. In other instances, whers a proposed house has been proposed
in an otherwise undeveloped area, the County and the Commission have sometimes found that
building a prominent single home in isolation from any others would not be visually compatible
with the character of its seting.

In the present case, the proposed home would be constructed in betwesn other homes that have
been developed along the ridge top. The existing homes help define the character of the area.
The house was not 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 narral feature

of the setting. The project does not set a negative precedence for future interpretations of the
LCP because there are already many residential projects approved in the surrounding area and
elsewhers along the coast where the presence of existing buildings has been taken into accountin
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 Secton 20.504.010.
Therefore, the fact that the County considered the presence of other existing homes in the
imumediate vicinity of the project site does not raise a substantial issue of consistency with the
LCP policies addressing compatibility of development with the character of the surrounding

2a.

Inadequacv of Landscaping To Assure Subordinats Development.

The appellants contend that the landscaping required oy the County will be inadequate to screer
the approved house to make it subordinate to the character of its seting, as required by LUP
Policy 3.53-1 and Zoning Code Section 20.304.015(C)(3). The appellan:s state the following:

“The landscaping plan approved by Coastal Administrator Ray Hall is, 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 clearly
visible cn the fidgeline (phetograph #4, taken from the River Road: the lot 0 the left of
the A-frame). Only thres Crand Fir wees are intended for the south side of the house,
facing scenic Highway #1 and Navarro River Redwoods State Park. Grand Fir are very
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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. Moreover, these slowly growing
trees should be augmented by a fasi-growing screen of native species....a heavy screen of
trees is needed on the scenic corridor side of all new development along Navarro Ridge.”

As approved, however, the Iandscaping has been conditoned to aveoid many of the specific
concerns raised by the appellants. Special Condition No. 2 requires submittal of a revised
landscaping plan. The condition requires. that additional trees besides the grand firs proposed by
the permittee be included in the plan, and that the trees include a fast growing species such as
Shore Pine. Furthermore, the condition requires that the tress to be planted be irrigated,
maintained, and replaced as necessary to ensure that the approved house would be adequately
scresned in perpetuity. The condition also requires County review of any proposal to remove
trees.and requires that the existung 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 tress, provide for the plantng 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 over time to ensure the project will be adequately scresned in
perpetuity. Given the County’s inclusion of these provisions, a high degree of factual support
exists for the CPA’s decision thatrthe required landscaping would be sufficient to adequately
screen the approved house to make it subordinate to the character of its serting, as required by
LUP Policy 3.5-1 and Zening 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 swroundings.

Prohibiting develooment that proiects above the ridegeline.

The appellants contend that the project would be inconsistent with LUP Policy 3.5-4 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 the appellants believe there are alternative house locations
on the site that would not create such impacts.

As approved, the proposed residence would project above the ridgeline as indicated by the
appellant. The 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 utlizing exisung vegetation, structural orientation, landscaping, and limiting
developmeant to a single story above the natural elevation.

In approving the proposed development which projects above the ridgeline, the Coastal Permit
Administator considered the alternative of locating the house further north of the ridge on the
portion of the parcel that slopes gently downward towards Navarro Ridge Road. [f moved far
snough into that area, the 18-foct structure would likely not project above the ridgeline. The
Coastal Permit Admunistrator (CPA) considered whether the house should be moved to the north
and sited a couple of factors that would make it problematic to locate 3_house in that arsa. Firse,
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the CPA noted that 10 reguire relocation to the north would:bring the structure closer 0
agriculwral lands under Williamson Act contract. The CPA noted that Policv 2.2-8 of the LCP

states as follows:

“In order to minimize agricultural-residential conflicts. . .site plans in a residential area
shall not result in a residenual structure being closer than 200 fest from a parcel
designated for agricultural use unless there is no other feasible building site on the

parcel.”

The CPA notes the proposed structure is located approximately 163 fest from the rangeland and
Williamson Act land to the north and that to require that the structure be relocated to the north
would be inconsistent with Policy 3.2-9. The CPA also noted that the County Division 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.

‘The local record does not demonstrate that these factors absolutely preclude the option of
locating the house further northward where it would not project above the ridge. LUP Policy
3.2-9 allows residential development to be located closer than 200 feet from agricultural parcels
if thers is no other ‘feasible’ building site. Visual concsrms could be taken into account in the
determinaticn of what constitutes a feasible building site to allow a reduced buffer. With respect
to septic concerns, an evaluaton of alternative sepuc leach fileld system sites prepared by a
knowledgeable hydrologist or engineer famniliar with the design of such systems was not
included in the materials contained in the local record. Thus, the information available in the
local record dees not rule out that possibility of relocating the septic system to accommodate
moving the house north. On the other hand, the appellant has not presented any evidence from
on-site investigations that would suppoert the assertion that a septic system can be located
elsewhere on the property to accommodate moving the house northward. Given the 2vidence in
the record that the County Division of Environmental Health expressed concerns that the site is -
highiy constrained for relocating the septic system and the nead to maintain an agricultural buffer
consistent with LUP Policy 3.2-9, the CPA’s determination that the project as approved cornplies
with LUP Policy 3.5-4 and Zoning Code Section 20.504.015(C)(8) concerning development on
ridge tops 1s reasonable. '

The appellants raise a valid issue as to whether the approved project is fully consistent with LUP
Policy 3.5-4 and Zoning Code Secuon 20.504.013(C)(8). However, the Comumission must find
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 o set aside the County permit and consider the application de
novo.

In the present case, 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 particular visual resource affected by the decision is not great. The projec:
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 appearancs Of a structure on a ridge top. As discussed praviously, the propesed
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Stata of California + The Resources Agency N Gray Davis, Governor
50 S TEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION Rusty Areias. Direres .

Russian River/Mendccino District
Mendocino Sector

P.0O. Box 440

Mendaocino, CA S£460

(7Q07) 937-5804

July 7, 2000

Luz Harvey
£.0. Box 1384
Mendocino, CA S5460

Dear Ms. Harvey,

Thank you for correctirg my misinterpretation of which story poles were the Jones' project prbposal.

......

After reviewing the plans for the Jones' residence to be constructed on Navarro Ridge abave Navarro
Beach State Park my concems have largely been mitigated. The structure is clearly high enough to be
scmewhat visitle from gne remote area of Navarro Beach State Park alcng the river as it approaches the
Highway One bridge. However, main use areas such as the lower reach cf the river at mean tide, the
beach camp and day use area, and the area adjacent to the Navarro inn are .n_o_t_v_l_sxble atall. —

. As we discussed and your revised plans indicate, there are plans for trees to eventually screen the
structure from view in scme manner and lo some degree. This certainly will help considerably to conceal
what visual elements are still remaining, and | appreciate that attempt on the part of the plan. | would
recommend that the largest possikle plantings be used to accelerate the process of providing cover. it is
aiso 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 much less visible even from those areas of the park where it
can be seen.

It is also very difficult to make any reccmmendations 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 propcsing 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 naturai character of the area makes me concerned

_ that visual impacts that do occur are mm:mal | appreciate the efforts that have been made in that regard.

- Sincerely, ‘
Greg Picard

Parks Surerintendent
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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 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 cumulative adverse impacts on highway capacity, groundwater resourcss, and
scenic values, inconsistent with LUP Policies 3.9-1 and 3.8-1. To prevent such curnulative 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
3.8-1 in the parcel is able to accommodate the proposed development and that adeguate
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 propesed 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 of the Mendocino County coastal zone shall remain a
scenic two-lane road.

The scenic and visual gualiries of Mendocino County coastal areas shall be

considered and protected as a resource of public importance. Permirted developmen:
shail be sued and designed 10 protect views 1o and along the ocean and scenic coastal
areas, o minimize the alteration of natural land forms, 1o oe visually comparible with
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. RE: A-1-0C-28 - —

m familiar with the Jones’ plan to build an 18’ one-story, single family residence at
16891 Navarro Ridge. | 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.

u ignature 7 Print Name A%;jreé%& g abbarn W ckek

1. : ﬁl //C/wvefb G e Flo WYy Wik,

— ot A 2 foyan Kooiooth 7017)//0&41&70,@0/566////%
fied / (o)

3. ngUO\ &Ldﬂ DIVQ C"f(l Na 32771 Adepecrs Ridae ‘ﬁd Abon (.A

%&E&M& Ao ien C(“}(’;\b a

P& @(‘15.3& q S‘L{

4.
5
. %&v%!& 32 ; : ; '—?’5%7;

ﬂ%p@bﬂ%h
DZ\/M el @’1‘7-4-0‘ L7V Alangpe KiicE /%//7‘,...
é%ﬁ 4; ;/2/:43/;‘ y/&//m )%,‘mzp 3347/ /%/Zﬂ/fﬂ foﬁf’/@/ ﬂ/g/’
10._J e e Jlyan Z/ngz;ys F3000 Alpow ol ydAlhir
I ﬂm@\aﬂfm@ D A e %

12 vibe A Cudpe PATRICA A CAverdsy 33{’:’* AACARRY R6& RD . ALB o/ 354 /

W E'Um/u @uwxf 33375 NAavARRo Rue. R@; Aleron

‘?z/,—wa

/Zév/ / ‘éf-«/——s—- Ll BETIRECL 5930 ALlip - Lirml EVvEE Rp, 4B

1&@&&3%@@@&%&@
,1 ,MQ@N&\ Rt 2293 Waosto Ries B aii
Ta/wew /J?_;J 3330/ Aawerp Q,,(% /&»léxa/\

? Koawd Limn e R /8t Messoic w2
ML@@, éﬁv&/&/wr%&@)en 537MWW g,ﬁﬁ;/ﬁp QB [heor

(207‘4 P foolzﬁ’ FIR__ap %’f—%?o%
Jaéw SOy




RE: A-1-00-28 - ~ : |
| am familiar with the Jones' plan to build an 18’ one—-stdry, single family residence at
31881 Navarro Ridge. | 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.

Signature Print Name Address
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familiar with the Jones' plan to build an 18’ one-story, single family residence at
881 Navarro Ridge. | strongly support their project. I' have viewed the site from
Highway 1, and it will be one of the least visible houses in their subdivisicn, and will in
no way further diminish the appearance of Navarro Ridge.

. RE: A-1-0C-28 - —
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| am familiar with the Jones’ plan to build an 18' one-story, single family residence at .
31891 Navarro Ridge. | 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.

RE: A-1-0C-28 - ~

Signature Print Name Address
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. RE: A-1-CC-28 - ~

m familiar with the Jones’ plan to build an 18’ one-story, single family resicdence at
S81 Navarro Ridge. | strengly support their project. | have viewed the site from
Highway 1, and it will be cne of the least visible houses in their subdivision, and will in

- no way further diminish the appearance of Navarro Ridge.

Signature Frint Name Address
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RE: A-1-GC-28 - =

| am familiar with the Jones’ plan to build an 18’ one-story, single family residence at .
31981 Navarro Ridge. | 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 Address
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@

m familiar with the Jones’ plan to tuild an 18’ one-story, single family residence at
281 Navarro Ridge. | 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

nc way further diminish the appearance of Navarro Ridge.

. RE: A-1-0C-28 - —

Signature Print Name Address # 4
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RE: A-1-00-28 ~ -

| am familiar with the Jones’ plan to build an 18’ one-story, single family residence at .
31991 Navarro Ridge. | 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 i in

no way further diminish the appearance of Navarro Rldge

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. | strongly support their project. | have viewed the site from

Highway 1, and it will be cne 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 — ~

| am familiar with the Jones’ plan to build an 18’ one-story, single family residence at .
31891 Navarro Ridge. | strongly support their project. | have viewed the site from
Highway 1, and it wiil 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-1-0C-28 ~

m familiar with the Jones' plan to build an 18’ one-story, single family residence at
1881 Navarro Ridge. | 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.

/’,,_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. | strongly support their project. fhave 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.

ignature rint Name Address
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Robert & Lori Jones
A P.O. Box 547
December 8, 2000 Albion, CA 95410

Robert Merriil

Coastal Commission-North Coast Office
710 E. Street, Suite 200

Eureka, CA 95501

RE: A-1 MEN-00-028 (JONES)
Dear Mr. Merrill;

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 of local residents and visitor’s

who have signed a petition of support agree- Qur home will have little or no impact on Navarro
Ridge. A

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 farming we intend to engage in?

The southern end of our property, where we propose to build our house, is not suitable for
farming. 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. ' i

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 farming. 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 summer 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.

Sincerely,
.‘/ M

7




RELEVANT EXERPTS FROM MENDOCINO CO.COASTAL ELEMENT

p-27 RURAL RESIDENTIAL

Intent: The Rural Residential classification is intended to encourage local small scale
food production (farming) in areas which are not well suited for large scale commercial
agriculture, defined 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- 55 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 of the 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 agriculture. 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 ina
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 agricuiture... shall be recognized as a principal use in the
Rural Residential and Remote Residential land use classification in the Coastal Zone.

59 o G 4
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Pl EwEL Y & Ed Powars
L 0CT 10 2000 Y P.0. Box 1384
' : Mendocino, CA 35480
CALIFORNMNIA {707) 8371351 phone/fax

COASTAL COMMISSICN

Oclober 3, 2000

Bob & Lori Jones
PO Box 547 7
Albion, CA 35410

Re: Alternate Site suggested in Staff Report dated 9-29-00
A1 MEN 00028 .

Dear Jones,

The fclicw'ng letter Is in response to yeur inquiry regarding ccst increases rasy tmg
from moving to the alternate building site suggested in the above referenced staff
report. Please bear in mind that moving your building site 150’ NE of the ridge
(adjacent tc Navarre Ridge Road) would entsil aeveral factors that while not indi-
vidually cost prohibitive, could comprise & substartiai portien of your overall bunid-
ing budget of $150,000. ,

The necessary changes would include, but are not limited to:

1. Deszign and installation of site drainage system for rear portion of lot.

2. Redesign of foundation/found, drginage system.

3. Radesign of residenca/garage tc take full advantage of any aesthetic optxons of-

fered by the suggested site.

The site werk to remediate poor drainage could run from $8,000 to $15,000 includ-
ing civil sngineering fees, materials, equipment rental and |gber. The more exten-
sive foundation drainage system would be the least expansive of the three factors;
possibly in the neighborhead of §2,000-85.000. The house redesign would be the
most expansive. Creating and slaborating a design that makes the most aestheti-
cally of the suggasted site from design development phase to canstructxcn docu-
ments would add no less than $20,000. .

With the only the aforementioned expenses inciuded, the increase tc you could be
frarn $30,000 to 340,000 minimum (20% to 26% of your overall budget).

. Sinca §\>

Ed Powers

Ll oy L




Ed Powers
P.O. Box 1384
Mendocino, CA 95460
(707) 937-1851 phone/fax

December 4, 2000

Bob Jones
PO Box 547 .
Albion, CA 95410

Re: Drainage plan for CALTRANS

Dear Bob,

I have been advised by Caltrans representatives that prior to considering the viability of a
drainage plan for the northem portion of your property onto Highway 1, they would need to

review an engineered drainage plan. Preliminary estimates for providing the engineered -
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 engineered, it would still be subject to their approval. As we discussed before, Cal-
trans, like 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 Caltrans, or Mendocmo County,
will permit additional drainage onto the public roadways in question, which is highly unlikely,
the expenses now involved to relocate the house from where it was approved by the County,
to where the Coastal Commission proposes, will increase your overall budget 2 minimum of
$40,000 to $55,000 or somewhere between 26% to 36% of your entire building budget.

Ed Powers

LR LY
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MENDO REALTY

Mendocine’s Oldest Real Estate Finm
Serving the North Coasl Since 1963

December 2, 20C0
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 develop the prcperty without a view, in the

5

Mgéndo ealty of Mendocmo

MALING ADCRESS: P.O. BCX 14 1061 MAIN STREET MENDCCING, CALIFCRNIA 95460

TELEPHCNE: {707} 937-5822 FAX: (7iO7} 9.‘.\!7«2823 | EMAIL: mendo@mendomalty.com
- | S R B



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

The appellants do not have a valid appeal.

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, 10 have a casual 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
APPLICANT'S

CORRESPONDENCE

(1 of 49)




The object 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 tc be subordinate to the local
environment. Through landscaping, architectural design,
and proposed building materials, we have done our best to
minimize the home's impact on the public viewshed.

Mare than enough of gveryone’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.

LS




September 22, 2000

Mr. Robert Merrill

California Coastal Commission — — o=
ST My o= fD s W E D

North Coast District Office D/ ELE i WoiE !: }
] i

710 E Street, Suite 200 U"u
Eureka, CA 95501-1865

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

Dear Mr. Merriil:

The purpose of this letter is to clarify our thoughts about why we feel we should
be granted a coastal development permit. 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 Adarms,
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 aftached site plan). We came 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 of land 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 breaking up a
pristine ridgeline. We are camouflaging a house amidst trees; subordinate to most of the
seventeen other houses clustered along the ridge.

5309 i



[ quote from the coastal permit administrator’s May 5™ 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%, 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 particular 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 the policies that
affect development of the houses on ridges”.

Superintendent of State Parks Greg Picard, who sees part of his mandate as to
protect the publics interest, wrote on July 7 2000, “...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 river 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
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not be the only property owners not given the right to build where we can enjoy the same
view as all of our neighbors.

Whether 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 Rittiman, 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, Rittiman
requires that any structure must be at least S0 feet down slope from the leach field. This
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 of Rittiman’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 long 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 term plan that we have been working towards in the 10 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 vears ago we were granted a coastal development
permit for a production well for irrigation purposes (CDP 26-96). I have fenced the
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entire property to keep out deer, planted test apple trees, and plan to engage in organic
fruit and vegetable gardening and vermiculture 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? If we have to build on
the northemn 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 roofline. 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. Policy is often better served in the spirit

of the law rather than in the letter.

Thank you for your consideration, . .S

| /4/////4»3 e >

Robert & Lori Jones
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EXHIBITS:

Picard Letter

Brush Letter
Rittiman Letter
Powers Letter
Landscape Plan

0Ol1d vs. New Site Plan
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¥ State of California + The Resources Agency

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Russian River/Mendociro District
Mendacine Sector

P.0. Box 440

Mendocing, CA 85480

(707) $37-5804

July 7, 2000

Luz Harvey
P.Q. Box 1384
Mendocino, CA 88480

Dear Ms. Harvey,

Thank you for correcting my misinterpretation of which story poles were the Jones’ project proposal.
After visiting the site again it is clear the impacts are far less than | had visualized,

After reviewing the plans for the Jones' residenca to be constructed on Navarro Ridge above Navarro
Beach State Park my concemns have largely been mitigated. The structure is clearly high encugh to be
somewhat visible from one 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
beach camp and day use area, and the area adjacent to the Navarro inn are not visible at all. g

As we discussed and your revised plans indicate, there are plans for trees to sventually 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 | appreciate that attempt on the part of the plan. [ would
recommend that the largest possible plantings be used to accslerate the process of providing cover. it is
also apparent that the oriertation of the house will largely present the roof and that it will be shingles that
are dark in color. This should also make it much less visible even from thase areas of the park where it

can be seen.

It is also very difficult to make any recommendations given the fact that the biuff 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 concemed
_ that visual impacts that do occur are minimal. | appreciate the efforts that have been made in that regard.

ere O m—— o —— o TR ey & W e

- Sincerely,

Greg Picard
Parks Superintendent

QW\M

Gray Davis, Governor .
Rusty Arsias, Director
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Qounty of mendocino MAD 1 v~
Uepartment of Planning « Bullding Services HeR LY
Kaymond Hall, Cozstal Permii saministrater PLENM S0 o =10 miaim
5C1 Lew Gap Hoad, Room 1s4U LT G EERY.

Ukiah, California 95482
re: CDP #62-99
Bob « Lori Jones
Lear Sir:

Hefore reaching a aecisicn on the azbove mentioned case, please consider
- the fcllowing: ,

. As adjacent property owners, my husbtanc and I have no problem with the
building site. '

Iress have been planted to mitigate the impact on view from any highway. °

the buildings will have exterior wood shingles which also blends ints

the scenery. .
.h Ir reqguired to move very far northward, toward Navarro Ridge Hoad,
ere is the potential for riocd damags. Some winters, during heavy, constant

rain, water has been found, Ilowing from the 31991 property westward, through
our parcels. Buildings in this low area could be damaged by the water.

As ror view obstruction from Navarro Beach or Highway Une, cn the south
side of the river, nothing is visible frcm the beach area, only the estuary

which 1s a bog and is not used for any recreation. There are twoc segments of
Highway One which affords a glimpse at markers 39.86 and 40.50 but nothing that

compares to other residences on the ridge. Being so far east from the inter—
section of Highway One and Navarro Ridge Road - l.4 miles — affords less lmpact

on the view that pecple are trying %o protect.

Though the building site may be directly above the bridge spanning the
Navarro BEiver, the crest of the mountain and trees prevent any sighting.

Therefore, we respectfully request that permit to build on the designated
site be granted.

inank you.
‘Sincerely,
I A Tre 34“( p{é , E?/‘M-% o /(_
. s &« frse Joel He Hrush
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CARL RITTIMAN AND ASCCCIATES
CERTIFIED PROFESSIONAL SOIL SCIENTISTS
P.O. BOX 70O

MENDOCINO, €A 95460

Luz Harvey
P.C. Box 1384
Mendocine, CA 95460

Date: 10/13/99
. re: 31991 Navarro Ridge Rd., Albion
‘Luz,

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
locaticn 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 well drained as you move
north oo the parcel. The area along the northern boundary of the parcel appears o
" have a very high winter water table with some areas looking as though water might
pond on them during heavy rain events. This area was excluded from our
investigation for a leachfield because of the poor drainage conditons.

on this and on the neighboring parcels. The leachfield must be separated from the
“wells by a minimum of 100 feet. On the artached site sketch [ 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 which

resuited in our proposal for two highline type sewage disposal fields.

The area available for a leachfield is further reduced by the presence of water wells .

It may be possible to move the home location from the area indicated on our maps to
another location, but the areas identifled as the primary and replacement leachfields
must remain as indicated. If the house were to be moved to the northern portion of
the parcel [ 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 parking areas also need
be designed to overcome the poorly drained soils and possible ponding conditions.

Also, any change in house location which results in the building sewer being at a
lower elevation than the proposed leachfieid areas will necessitate a pumping system
to deliver the sewage effluent to the higher elevation leachfieid.

" I hope that this quick explanation is sufficient for you to see why the leachfield
areas and house location were identified as they were on our site evaluation report.
If you have further questions or if I can assist you in any way, please do not hesitate
to call.

Sincerelvo\o E% E
man

Carl Ritd

¢c: B. Jones
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- Edward C. Powers
6861 Albion-Airport Road

. Little River, CA 95456

(707) 937-1851 Phone/Fax

March 23, 2000

Department of Building/Planning
Mendocino County

790 South Franklin St.

Fort Bragg, CA 95437

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

To Whom 1t 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 alsc be aesthetically poor
‘ it would fail to take advantage of the spectacular view all of the neighboring parceis enjoy.

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

Singerely,
=

d_‘(

Ed Powers
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Tree Legend
O Property’ s Existrg Trees
@ Nov frecs (Grand P
@- New Trees ( Shore Pine)

L andscape Plan for Bob & Lort Jones
21991 Navarro Ridae Road, Alblon CA
COP+ 67-99

LANDSCAPE NOTES:

L These notes apply only to new vegetation pianted to
screen development from Highway One.

2, Owmers wil] 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 S 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 nyion or buriap
and the color will match surrounding vegetation

as clossly as possible.
4, QOwners 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 planted

originally.
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LAW CFFICES

ALAN ROBERT BLOCK :
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
ALAN ROBERT BLOCK 1901 AVENUE OF THE STARS, SUTTE 1610
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA Y0067-6001
OF CCUNSEL E-MAIL alanbiock.@:pacbell.net
MICHAEL N. FRIEDMAN TELEPHONE (310) 552-332

TELEFAX (310) £82-1850

L_J RS AT oy II!
. R
January 4, 2001 JANO S 2001 —
. ) . . ~at !-.,_"“:!\52’.;
California Coastal Commission e T N s

North Coast District Office
710 E. Street, Suite 200
Eureka, California 95501

Re: CDP Appeal No. A-1-MEN-00-028 (Jones)
31991 Navarro 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, 2001 - .
Agenda Item: F 7(¢)
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 correspondence, the applicants, Lori and Bob Jones, merely
request to be treated in the same fair and reasonable manner that all of their Navarro Ridge
Road neighbors have been treated. They request nothing more than equal treatment under
the law. Unfortunately, as of this date, they have not received the same.

The Jones are requesting approval to construct an 18 foot high, 2,524 sq. ft. single
family residence and related improvements, 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.

TERS



California Coastal Commission
Re: CDP Appeal No. A-1-MEN-00-028 (Jones)
January 4, 2001

Page 2

The Jones’ parcel i1s 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 permirtted to tuke udvantage of the views from
theridge of each lot, and the only 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 Navaurro Ridge Road, have no possible altemative
location on their sites at which to build a house except adjacent to Navarro Ridge. Neither
do the Jones, but nevertheless 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 §30010, in that proposed construction on the ridgeline, until this
application was submitted. has never even been an issue for development along Navarro
Ridge Road before the Coimmission, neither before or after the certification of the
Mendocino Local Coastal Plan countrary to the allegations of staff. The only determining
issues until this applhication was submitted has been whether the proposed development is
compatible with the character of the surrounding 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 “proposed house in its propesed location on the ridgeline may
be considered compuarihle with the character of surrounding ureas 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. The staft report, on page 15 continues as follows:

“ .. First us noted ubove, 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 proposed landscaping and choice of earthtone
building material colors would contribute to the proposed house blending in with
its surrounding much more so than some of the existing homes that have bright
colors and little landscaping. Third, althougl the proposed 18 foot high house

would project above the top of the ridge, the house would not project higher than

the line of trees that exist at the top of the ridge. Finally, the proposed house is

 near the castern end of the string of residential parcels ulong Navarro Ridge Road,
farther fron view from the public vantuge points along Highway One and Navarro
River thun ull hut a few of the houses along the ridge.”

VS X g



California Coastal Commission
Re: CDP Appeal No. A-1-MEN-00-028 (Jones)
January 4, 2001 '

Page 3

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 of LUP
Policy 3.5-4 and Zoning Code Section 20.504.015(C)(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, report, that, although the Comimission has approved 6 of 21 developed
lots along this area of Navarro Ridge Road, only one was approved subsequent to the
certification of the LCP, i.e., CDP No. 4-93 (Tadlock), wherein it did not require the
applicant to relocate the proposed development to an alternative “feasible” location below
the ridgeline because none existed. Nof true. '

On March 8, 1995, the Commission in CDP 1-91-12-A (Wolfe) approved the redesign
and resiting of a previously approved 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 ridgeline than where the house was originally located.

A copy of the Staff Report for CDP 1-91-12-A (Wolfe), dated February 24, 1995, is
attached hereto as-Exhibit 1 and incorporated herein by reference. A copy of the Notice of
Intent To Issue Amendinent To Coastal Development Permit for CDP 1-91-12-A (Wolfe),
dated March 9, 1995, 1s 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 Report for CDP 1-91-12-A (Wolfe) relevantly provides as follows:

“The proposed ...request seeks to redesign and resite the two approved

structures . .. Thus the southernmost extent of the relocated residence will be 50
Seet closer to the break in the slope than the previously approved development.
* % %k

... The subject parcel is located on an extremely steep bluff about 500 feet
above the Navarro River, and is highly visible from certain portions of Highway
One when driving north, including the Nuvarro River bridge, and somewhat visible
from certain portions of Nuvarro Beach Road, and Navarro State Beach. . .

o o o




California Coastal Commission

Re: CDP Appeal No. A-1-MEN-00-028 (Jones)

January 4, 2001

@

age 4

The Commission has a long history of concern for development in the Navarro
Headlands area. The Commission has found that this area possesses extremely high
visual resource values of public importance, ..., but that its location on the Mendocino

coastline adds to its significance...

There are approximarely 25 parcels lining the ridge north of the Navarro
River that are visible to motorists on Highway One approaching the Navarro
Headlands area from the south... Of these 23, approximately one-third are
developed, with all development occurring on parcels east of the subject parcel. In
other words, the subject purcel, 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 cases, all development visible on the ridge pre-dates
Proposition 20... These three permitted residences are situated in the midst of the
other developed purcels... All these residences, including the permitted as well as
the pre-Commission structures, are partiully screened by vegetation, and have trees
as a backdrop so that the houses do not appeur to break the ridgeline. '

In contrast, the proposed development is located severally lots to the west of
any developed visible parcel along Navarro Ridge Road, and will be the westernmost

developed parcel visible from Highway One...

To be consistent with the existing development in the area, as per the
County’s LCP, the Commission finds that the proposed development must be
partially screened with lundscaping, and a backdrop of trees must be sited behind
the proposed house so that the house will not break the ridgeline starkly. If the
proposed development were approved without such lundscaping, the proposed
residence would dramatically break the ridgeline in a way that would not be in
character with the existing residences along Navarro Ridge Road, and would not

be subordinaie to its setting.”

The Wolfe approval was subsequent to the certification 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 cousistent with the character of the

\1\ o\n\a



California Coastal Commission
Re: CDP Appeal No. A-1-MEN-00-028 (Jones)
January 4, 2001

Page 5

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
surrounding area and subordinate to its setting.

Similarly, the Mendocino Local Coastal Administrator on at least three additional
occasions since the certification 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 Navarro Ridge Road, above the ridgeline,
regardless of possible “alternative 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
Commussion itself. Copies of the relevant pages of the Staff Reports for CDP 84-93 (Quist);
CDP 51-97 (Brown) and CDP 77-99 (Newmman) are attached hereto respectively as Exhibits
4, S, and 6 and hereby incorporated by reference. For the location of the Quist, Brown and
Newman properties in relation to the subject Jones property see Exhibit 3.

State Parks & Récreation Supervisor Greg Picard in his letter to the Commission,
dated July 7, 2000, states that the proposed structure will only be visible from one remote
area of Navarro 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 off the ridgeline. This does not equate

to equal protection under the law.

There is no question that Zoning Code §20.504.015(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’ cuirent pending application was submitted, the Commission had
consistently approved new development along Navarro 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 §30251 of the Coastal Act and the LCP
regardless of whether it projects above a ridgeline, particularly 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 lot in an area where the entire ridgeline is

'3} Yo
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already developed; it is located further from the coast than the other developments
previously approved, and it ‘s visibility, from any public viewing area, is de minimis.

Page 12 of the December 28, 2000, staff report references the purpose of the
Mendocino Coastal Zoning 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 of natural landforms, and to be visually compatible with the

character of the surrounding areas...”

Without question, 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 Commuission, and the development should be

approved as sited and approved by the County.

Moreover, solely for purposes of argument, even assuming that LCP Policy 3.5-4 is
applicable to the present application. which the Jones (for all of the above stated reasons)
vigorously contend it is not, the Jones™ property 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 feasible to do so. Staff is 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 infeasihle, for numerous reasons, including, but
not limited to, each of the following reasons: :

(1)  The altemative site would place the proposed residence within 60 feet of
agricultural zoned property 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 alternative location;

(2)  The alternative site tor the house along the northern boundary of the property
is located in the Jowest area on the lot which the Jones™ contractor contends is unsafe
for development because of its very high water table and poor drainage which makes

it subject to tlooding;

\A & ke
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(3)  The septic system cannot be located in the alternative location because of high
ground water and will have to be pumped to the higher elevation septic system and

leechfield;

(4)  Construction of the house in the altemative Jocation 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 either to Highway One and/or Navarro Ridge Road and

neither Cal Trans nor the County of Mendocino wants the additional water to drain
to either Highway One or Navarto Ridge Road,;

(6)  An elaborate foundation system will have to be designed,

(7)  Ifthe applicants are required to relocate the residence to the northern boundary
of the lot they will not be able to participate 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 alternative 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 accomplishied in a successful manner within a
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and

techno

logical factors™.

In the application at hand requiring these applicants to relocate the house, in light of

all of the above stated factors is nor feasible and will not permit the accomplishment of the
development is a reasonable period of time because of the increased costs involved,
depreciation in the market value of the property. as well as the unsuitability of the northemn
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area of the property 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. Thisis true particularly 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 coast 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 peumnitted all of their adjacent and

nearby neighbors.

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

['will be presentat the hearing in Los Angeles on January 12, 2001, in order to answer
any of your questions.

Thank you in advance for your courtesy and anticipated support.

Respectfully submitted,

LAW OFFICES OF
ALAN ROBERT BLOCK
A Professional Corporation

—,
\.,\ _/-/ ,‘ - /’? P / ‘/
ii'_(. f'i./,’..ff_.“ LLAA L { s
ARB:aw ALAN ROBERT BLOCK

cc: Commuissioners
Robert Mermill
Bob and Lori Jones

g\ 3\\\‘\
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Filed: February 14, 1985
49th Day: April 4, 1995
180th Day: August 13, 1985
Staff: Jo Ginsberg

Staff Repert: February 24, 1995
Hearing Date: March 8, 1995
Commission Action:

STAFF REPORT:  PERMIT AMENDMENT

APPLICATION NO.: 1-91-12-A

APPLICANT: - DEBORAH AND STEVEN WOLFE

AGENT: Leventhal/Schlosser, Architectg.

PROJECT LOCATION: 33351 MNavarro Ridge Road, south of Albion, Mendocano

County, APN 123-380-089.

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT PREVICQUSLY APPROVED: Construction of a one-story,
640-square~-foot single-family residence, 1,440-square-foot detached garage,
gravel driveway, septic system, well, and Iandscaptng

DESCRIPTION OF AMENDMENT: Redesign and resite the previously approved
residence and garage, resulting in a
960-sguare~-foot, 20'6"-high single~-Tamily
residence and a 960-square-foot, 21-foot-high
garage. ‘

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: Mendocino County LCP; Coastal Permits No. 1-81~32

(Price), NCR-76-CC-800 (Kroen), NCR-76-CC-710
(Olsen), and 1-85-30 (Gallo).

1. PROCEDURAL AND BACKGROUND NOTE: Pursuant to_Section 13166 of ?he

California Code of Regqulations, the Executive Diractor 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 alsc states that the Executive Director shall
rejact 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 L,f”’p
with three special conditions that were intended to ensure that the

developme 1d_be subordinats to.the visuval-character-of the highly scenic
area where it will constructed. Special Condition No. 1 required that prior
to.T3%Uance of the coastal 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 colors 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 definad in Public Resources Code section
30106 will require an amendment to Permit No. 1-91-12 or a new coastal permit.

The conditions of the permit were met,-and remain in effect. The coastal
permit was issued on Sgﬂgmb_e_i_gi._ 1993. The permit has been extended twice, .
and has been assigned from the original applicants, Robert and Joyce Price, to \77:

the present applicants, Deborah and Steven Wolfe. No development has taken

g

place.

This amendment request seeks to redesign and resite the previously approved
residence and garage. As conditioned, these propased 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. 1-91-32.
Since this amendment regquest would nat 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'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:

SRS
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I. Approval with anditions:'

The Commission hersby approves the amendment to the coastal development

permzt, subject to the conditions below, on the grounds that the development

with the propcsed amendment is consistent wtrn the requ1rements of Chapter 3
b an+

of the Califarnia Coastal Act of 1976, is the provisions of
the Mendocinc Local Cocastal Program, &ﬂd,ﬂlll res—haye.any <TaaT¥y adverse L
—MPacts on tne environment within the meaning of the California Environmental !

Qua Mt Act,

II. Standard Conditions: See attachéd.

III. Special Conditions:

A1l 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 following

special condition.

1. Landscaping 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
treas 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 frees and other vegetation to minimize the visual impact
of the proposed development as viewed from Highway One, from Navarro 8each
Road, and from Navarro State Beach. The plan shall include no less than 25
trees that will grow to at least 30 feet in height 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 trzes may be of a type and height so as not to compietely
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 praoject.

IV. Findinas and Declarations.

The Commission hereby finds and declares:

S o 49
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1. Prodect and Site Description.

The subject site is located about a half-miie east of Highway One on Navarro

43

Ridge Road, approximately 1-1/2 miles south of Albion above an extremely steep

biuff approximately 500 feet above the Navarro River estuary. The subject
parcel is situated in an area designatad as "Highly Scenic" in the County's
certified LCP, in a visually sensitive portion of the C(Dast.

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 approximatsly 240 feet back from the break in slope; a gravsl
driveway, a septic system, a well, and landscaping. None of the development
approved hy 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 Tocated approximately 280 feet back from fthe break
in slope, in the location of the previously approved residence. Thus the
southernmost extent of the relocated residence will be 50 feet closer to the
break in siope than the previously approved development.

The subaect parcel is designated Remote Residential-20 (RMR-20) (RMR:L-20),
meaning that there may be one parcel for every 20 acres, with one residence

allowed per parcel, and that the parcal 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 Resaurces:

Policy 3.5~1 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 aiteration of natural land forms, and to be yisually
compatwbie with the character of surrounding areas. New development in highly
scenic areas designated by the County of Mendocine Coastal Element shall be
subordinate to the character of 1ts setting.

Policy 3.5-3 of the LUP states that in addition to other visual policy
requirements, new development west of Highway One in designated "highly scenic
areas” is 11m1ted 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

A W &4
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surrounding structures. New development should be subordinate to the natural
setting and minimize reflective surfaces. .

Pelicy 3.5-5 states that providing 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 rejevant part:

(1) Any development permitted in highly scenic areas shall
pravide 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.

(2> 1In highly 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, 1In 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(D) requires the protection of scenic and visual qualities
of coastal areas, and states that permitted development shall be sited and
designed 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 highly visible from certaig\gf"
parti f iyd rTh, including the Navarro River

ridge, and scmewhat visible from certain portions of Navarro Beach Road and

g§13££9_§§:i:;ﬂgﬁﬁh~ ATthough east of Highway One, the subject parcel is in a
Signated "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 extremely
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 coastiine adds fto its significance. The area is adjacent to
the Navarro River where Highway 128 intersects with Highway One; Highway 128

N\ @\\\o\
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s heavily used and is the only State Highway connecting the inland area to
the Mendocino central and southern coastal areas.

Thers are approximately 25 parcels lining the ridge north of the Navarro River ‘\‘:fi_
that are visible to motorists on Highway One approaching the Navarro Headlands

area from the south (see Exhibit No. 2). Of these 25, approximately one-third
are developed, with_all the development occurring on parcels sast of the
sggignggggggl. i other words, 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 siretch of steep, undeveloped bluffs confinuing
west to the coast where Highway One turns northward. This stretch of coast
provides breathtaking views from Highway One.

X

Except in three cases, all development visible on the ridge pre-dates
Proposition 20. The houses approved by the Commission include Kroen
{NCR-76-CC-600), a one-story residence set back 30 feet from the break in
slope (never built; the permit is now expired); Olsen (NCR-76-CC-710), a
30-foot-high house set back 100 feet 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 in slope at distances
ranging from approximately 10 feet to more than 100 feet. ATl these
residences, including 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 ridgeline. .

LA —

In contrast, the proposed development is located several lots west of any
developed visible parcel along Navarro Ridge Road, and will be the westernmost
developed 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, is so far set back

on the property that it is not visible whatsoever from Highway One or from

Navarro Beach Road. ‘//#///

e’

To be consistent with the existing development in 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 ridgeline
starkly. If the proposed development were approved without such landscaping,
the proposed residence would dramatically break the ridgeline in a way that
would not be in character with the existing residences along Navarro Ridge
Road, and would not be subordinate to its setting. It would also set a
precedent for those as yet undeveloped parcels west of the subject lot.

g N 05\6(0\
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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 wheres adverse impacts on public
| B views would be reduced:; if the structures were set farther back from the bluff
a,bga* edge, they would be more visible from Highway One due to the rise in slope.
F The proposed amendment request seeks to redesign and resite the structures
such that the proposed residence will now be 20'6" in 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
will be reduced in size to 96Q square feet, will be 21 feet high, and will be
relocated to a site approximately 280 feet back from the break in slope, at
the location where the previously approved house had been sited.  The
structures as resited are still Jocated 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 will 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 Trom the break
- in slope than most of the surrounding structurss. The Commission concludes,
. therefore, that if the structures are properly screened by landscaping, the
slight increase in height of these two structures will not result in
significant adverse impacts to visual 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 and arranged differently on the site, the Commission requires
that a new landscaping#plan be submitted that provides for appropriate
screening of the development as redesigned. The Commission thus attaches
Spectal Condition No. 1, which supercedes the similar condition of the

original permit.

Special Condition No. 1 requires 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 the proposed house and garage Tor the purpose of partiailly
screening the structures from public view and also to provide a backdrop of
trees and other vegetation that will soften the effect of the development when
viewed from Highway One, from Navarro Beach Road, and from Navarro State
Beach. The plan shall include no less than 25 trees that will grow to at
least 30 feet in height 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 frees

SR
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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.

Special Condition No. 2 of the original permif, which is 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 regarding 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 permits under the administrative regulations, be reviewed by the
Commission so that the Commission can ensure that the development will be
located wherz if 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 3.5-1, 3.5-3, and 3.5-5, and Zoning Code Sections 20.504.015(C) and
20.504.020(D), as impacts of the proposed development on the public view will
be minimized, and the proposed development will be sited where 1t will not
have a significant adverse impact on visual resources.

3. Caljfornia 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 conditioned by any conditions of approval,

to be consistent with any applicable requirements of the California

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section 21080.5(d)(2)(1) of CEQA prohibits - -
a proposed development from being approved if there are feasible alternatives B
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 also
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
all adverse environmental impacts.

As conditioned, there are no feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation

measures available, beyond those required, which would substantially lessen

any significant adverse impact which the activity may have on the

environment. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project, as

conditioned to mitigate the identified impacts, is the least environmentally

damaging feasibie alternative and can be found consistent with the

requirements of the Coastal Act and to conform to CEQA. .

7846p
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. ATTACHMENT A

Standard Conditions

1.

[} ]

4.

Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit 1s 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 refurned to
the Commission office.

Expiration. If development has not commencad, 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
compieted in & reasonable period of time. Application for
extension of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date.

Compiiance. A1l development must occur in strict compliance with
the proposal as set forth in the application for permit, subject to
any special conditions set farth below. Any deviation from the
approved plans must be reviewed and approved by the staff and may
require Commission approval.

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

Commission.

Inspections. The Commission staff shall be allowed to inspect the
site and the development during construction, subject to 24-hour

advance notice.

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.

Terms and Conditigns 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.

ISR
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Permit No.: 1-81-12-A

NOTICE QF INTENT TO ISSUE AMENDMENT

TO COASTAL DEVELLOPMENT PERMIT

OnMargh 8, 1985 byavoleof _7 _to 0, the California Coasral Comrmss:on
granted to QEQE&H and STEVEN WOLFE, an amendment to Permit No 1-91-12,

subject to the conditions attached, for changes 10 thc development or conditions imposed
on the existing permit, The development criginally approved by the perrmt consisted of

pnstruction ne-sto 40-square-foot =in residen
1.440-square-foot detached garage, gravsl, drwewgy, septic system,

well, and landscaping,

al 33351 Navarro Ridge Road, south of Albion, Mendocine County
- APN 123-380-0,

Chan es approved by this amendment LOﬂSlSt of redesign and resite the previpusly
ges app ¥ _—

aved residence and oarage, resulti 960-square-foat, 20°6”-hich sinsle-

family residence and a 960-square-foat, 21-foot-high garage, more specifically -

described in the application filed in the Commission offices.

Unless changed by the amendment, all conditions attached to the existing permit remain
in e‘ffesc:t.

The amendment is being held in the Commission office until fulfillment of the Special
Condition No. 1, imposed by the Commission. Once these conditions have been

~ fulfilled, the amendment will be issued. For your information, all the impased conditions

are altached.

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

PETER M, DOUGLAS ~
Executive I_Lrector -

By: /O GINSBER
Tltie Coastal Planner

Please sign and return a copy of this form to the Commission office.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

| have read and understand the above Notice of Intent to umend Permit No, 1-81-12,
including all conditions imposed. .

Date Signature

Mc-NOLDOC
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Page: 2 of 3
Date: March 8.1903
armit No.: 1-91-12-A
NQT ; EN ST MEND

TO C 3 DEVELOP
Standard Conditions:
1. Notice of Receint 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 perrnit and acceptance
of the terms and conditions, is returned to the Commission office.

1

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
lime. Application for extension of the permit must be made prior to. the
expiration date.

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

7. mmwmm 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.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

Al canditions attached 1o Coastal Permit No. 1-01-12 remain in effect, with the
exceplion of Special Condition No. 1, which is superseded by the [ollowing special

‘condition.

L. Landscaping Plan:

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE of the amended Coastal Development Permitt, the permittees
shall submit for the review and approval of the Execulive Director a revised

landscaping/tres management plan. This plan shall provide for the planting of native

and/or naturalized, non-native droughi-tolerant and frost-lolerant trees and/or shrubs in

’b\\d‘\dﬁ
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Page; 3 of 3
Date: Margh 9, 1995
Permit No.: __1-81-12-A

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE AMENDMENT

TO COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

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
Highway One, from Navarro Beach Road, and from Navarro State Beach. The plan shall
nciude no less thArZsTress that will grow to af1€asT 30U feet 1n height to be planted
around the house and the garage 1o 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 may be of 2 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 planzed 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.
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25 lirder Street A,

Salem, MA., 01870 PG tgts o

AEENT: Steve Hale Constructicn
P.C. Box 1631
Mendecino, CA., 95460

FEXXEST: Construct a 640 square foot detached
guest cottage, driveway and two

LOCATICN: Approxirately two miles south of
albion, .5 miles east of Highway Cne,
on the south side of Navarzo Ridge
Road (CR #518) (APN 123~380-05).

AFTEAIAEIE ARFA: No
PERMIT TYFE: Administrative
TOTAL ACREAGE: 2.45+ acres
20NNG: RR;S
ADJ‘AL'.B?I‘ ZCNING: : North: RR-5
East: RR-5
Scuth: RR~5
wWest: RR-3
GENERAL PLAN: RR-5 (DL}/RR-5
EXTISTING USES: . Residential
SURRCUNDING LAND USES: Residential
SUFERVISCRIAL DISTRICI: 8 1
GOVT COCE 65950 DATE: , July 4, 1994
ENVIRCNMENTAL DETERMINATION: Categorically Exempt, Class 3(a)
OTHER REIATED APPLICATICNS: Nene

PROJECT [ESCRIPTION: The applicant requests an Administrative Coastal Permit
for the construction of a 640 square footdetamedguestcottagemthredwoci
decking, a 43 foctlorqdrvmyazﬂtwopaﬁqmspaces The pruject site is
located on the north side of the Navarro River, above the ridge line, .5 miles
east of the intersection of Highway One and Navarro Ridge Road intersection
(see Exhibit A). Access to the 2.45 acre site currently exists via a driveway
to the residerce (see Exhibit B).

IOCAY, COASTAL PROGRAM CONSISTENCY RECCMMENDATION: The propesed project is
consistent with the applicable geals and policies of the Local Coastal Program
as described below.

land Use: A guest cottage, as an accessory structure is a Principal Permitted
{se in the Raral Residential (RR-3) zoning district. The subject property
adjoins lands to the north, south, east ard west which are designated
residential. The parcel to the south is not developed due to develcpment
limitations of Navarro Ridge.

Hazards: The Coastal Zone Capabilities/Natural Hazards Map indicates that the
site is located in Zome 3 (Beach Deposits, Stream Alluvium and Terraces) and
would be subject to inmermediate shaking during a seismic event. No
construcrion is prepesed adjacent &5 the break in slope which may be subject
to inscapility.

a4 k9
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The subiect propery is alse within che Developmert Zimitaticns (DL) combining
district. This desigraticn is assigned to parcels thart have sericus
constraints that may prevent or limit develcpment, including slopes cver
thizty (30) percent, ercsion cr landslide pctantial cr cther gecphysical
hazards (Section 20.416.005). Mach of the site has slopes wihich are over 20
percent. The proposed struchure is propesed to be locatad on nore moderate
slopes ranging from 10 to 15 percent. 2s shown on the plot plan, (Exhibit B),
the “op edge of the ridge is lecated in the scuthern pertion of the property.
The propesed quest cottage would be located approximately 110 feet frum the
break in slcpe, and cutside the arez designated Development Limjtaticns (DL).

The property is located in a State Responsibility Area (SRA) and is assigned a
Moderate Fire Hazard designation. Prior te issuance of tuilding permits, the
special corditions as specified by California Department of Ferestry standards
mist be met, ensuring that the project complies with SRA Fire safe
regulatians.

Visual Rescurces: The propesed project site is designated a "Highly Scenic
Area® by the County's Local Coastal Program (ICP). Chapter 20.504.015(c) (1)
of the Coastal Zoning Code provides development criteria for Highly Scenic
Areas, requiring that:

. JGeveloment permitted in mghly scenic areas provide for the pmtec‘.::x.m of
c::ascal view from public area including highways, roads, coastal trails, vista
points, beaches, parks, coastal styeams, and waters used for recreatiomal
parposes ..

Chapter 20.376.045 of the Ccastal Zoning Code establishes height limit
criteria for Hichly Scenic Areas for Rural Residentially zoned areas east of
Highway One. Per these restrictions, new development in Highly Scenic arses
east of Highway One is limited to 28 feet above natural ground level. The
propesed structure is proposed to be 25 feetinhexghtmmlsmkeepmg
with the character of the existing structures in the area ard in conformance
with County Codes (see Exhibit C & D).

The proposed structure will be situated approximately 110 feet frum the edge
of the hreak in slope. ‘ﬁmemz@boangpmpertytotheeastlssmmted
approximately 100 feet from the edge in break in slope. The main residence on
" the subject site is situated approximately 20 to 25 feet froum the break in
slope while other residences to the east are situated 100 feet or less from
theedgemmebreakmslcpe, thus the proposed guest cottage will keep in
line from the same break in slope with existing residences.

Section 20.504(C) (8), requires development on ridgelines to be sited to reduce
visual impacts by ut:.l;zmq existing vegetation ard lardscaping. Special

Cordition #1 will require the addition of lardscaping, low growing trees along

the eastemrn side of the proposed driveway and parking area and along the
northern elevation of the proposed guest cottage with shrubs at the base of
ﬁueredwooddedcareatonelpraﬁucemevml impacts by partially screening
the structire from public view from Highway One (see Exhibit E).

Section 20.504.035(2) of the County Code sets the criteria for development of
night lighting. The ccde states 'Where possible, all lights, whether
installed for security, safety or landscape design purpcses, shall be shielded
or shall be pesitioned in a manner that will not shine la.ght or allew light
glare to exceed the boundaries of the parcel on which it is placed.' Plans
for the guest cottage indicate all five exterior lights will be shielded by a
redweod box that will cast the light dowrward. Proposed extericr finish for
the guest cottage consists of rustic redwoed siding, either redwoed, earthtone
coler roofing shingles or rust colered metal, natural redwoed decks ard a
chimmey of natural stone.

A site inspection conducted by County Planning Divisicon staff on January 21,
1994 detarmmed that the propesed structure will be consistent with

building heights. The preposed structure will be placed on a
gent.y sloping grassy area. The milding site and surrounding area does
contain low growing shrubs of three <o four feet in height with a small clump
of pine trees along the existing drivewsy and eastern porticn of the subject
sita and mature pine trees on the neighboring property to the west. The
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APFTATABIE ARFA:
FERMIT TYFE:
TCTAL AC’PE..%GE:
GENERAL PL;EN :
ZONING:

ADJACENT ZONING:

EXCISTING USES:

SUFFCUNDING LAND USZS:
SUPERVISCRIAL DISTFICT:

GOVT CCODE 63550 DATE:
INVIRCNMENTAL DETZRMIUATICON:
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RICHARD AND BARRARA ERCWN
67 PIAZA CUESTA
SAN JUAN CAPTISTRANC CA 92675

DENNIS MCCROSKEY

P G BCX 707

MENDCCING Ch 95460

Ccnstruction of a 2528+ sg. £t
single family residence with a 730 sg.
ft. 3-car garage, 1100 sg. feet of
decks and a 576+ sg. ft. guest
cottage, a 2160 sg. f£t. horse barn, a
ériveway, a highline septic system and
a well.

1+- mile south of Albion, 1/2+— mile
east of the Highway l/Navarro Ridge
R4, (CR§ 518) ;’.ntersaf:‘t:ion, 1/8+- mile
scuth of Navarro Ridge Rd. at 3363l
Naverro Ridge Rd. (APF 123-380-11l)
No

Administrative

20.04— acres

RR-10

RR:1~10

North:  RR:I~10

East: :I~10 & RMR

South: RMR

West: RR:L~5:FD

Undevelcoped

Rural residential

5

4/21/98

Categerically exempt, Class 3(2)

GP 12-39 and R 24-81 reclassziflied anc
identizl, 20 acrss minimam to Rural
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CIMS 16-S3 created 4 parcels, including the applicant's 20 acre parcel.

CE 22-57 was issued for a test well.

CIMS 14-87, to ke heard by the Planning Commissicn on December 18, 1597, would
subdivide the applicant's 20 acra parcel into two 10 acrs parcels.

FRCJECT DESCRIPTION: The applicant propeses to construct a single family
residence, guest cottage, heorse barn, driveway and septic system on & 20+
acre parcel on Navarro Head, 1 1/2+— miles scutheast of Albion. A test well
is also propcsed to ke converted to a production well. The 2528 sg. ft.
rasidence will contain 2 kedrocms ard 2 1/2 bathrocms, with an attached 780
sq. ft. 3 car garage. The 376 sg. ft. guest cottage, under the same roof as
the residence kut separatsd from the residencs by a 12 fcot wide open
breezeway, consists of 2 suites, each containing a bedrocm, bathroom ard
fireplace. On the south side of the building, 1100 sg. ft. of decks ars
propcsed.  The single story residence will be approximately 25 feet high at
the top of the cupola. The 2160 sg. ft. horse barm is to be loccated
approximately 125 feet east of the residence and will be approximately 15 fest
high. A 250 ft. driveway will provide access to a private gravel rcad leading
northerly to Navarro Ridge Recad within the easement established through Miner
Subdivision MS 16-93. \ ,

The site is relatively level and only mincr grading will be required. Roofs
on the residence and barn are proposed to ke asphalt shingles. Exterior
sidirg on the residence is to be Hardi-bcard horizontal siding. Siding on the
karn is to be 2x6 T&G, with T-111 plywocd at the gable ends with grooves
horizentally at 4 inch centers.

The portion of the project referred to as the guest cottage appears to be
intended as bedrcoms for two family members, but because it is detached from
the main residence (not sharing a common wall), it camnot be ccnsidersd to ke
a part of that structure. Because it is less than 640 sg. ft., it can be
permitted as a guest cottage and the cwner's architect has submitted a letter
stating that the cwner consents to this cption. .

The letter from the architect also statas that the residence will be 120 sg.
ft. larger and the horse barn 432 sg. £f. larger than shown in the plans
supmitted with the original applicaticn. The areas stated in this report
‘reflect the revised arsas, differing slichtly from these shewn on the plans.

IOCAL COASTAL TRCGRAM CONSISTENCY RECOMMENDATION: The propesed project is
censistant with the applicakble geals and policies of the Local Coastal Program
as described below.

5 T3 - T e A o el A o~ acems T e &= - i~y 3 3
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2 cuest cottage is defined bv the code as a detached building net exceed!

640 sg. ft. of gross floor arsa, of permanent construction, without kitchen,

clearly subordinate and incide_ntal to the primery dwelling on the same lot,

and intended for use without corpensation by guests of the occupants of the

- primary dwelling. Although the plans submitted by the applicant indicate that

the two suites in the guest cottace ars to be used as bedrcoms for family

m*nbers, the design of the building would also accommedate use as a bed and
breakfast facility. To emphasize that the Ccastal Plan land use

classﬁlceatlon and zomng applicable to the preperty do nct allow & bed and

kreakfast imn on the site, Special Ccndition #1 is reccmmended.

Hazards: Thers are no faults, landslides or other geclogic hazards mapred on
the site. The fire hazard classification for the site is moderate. The
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection issued Preliminery
Clearance CDF 342-97 requiring compliance with fire safety standards for
driveways, addresssing, gates and defensible space.

Visual Resources: A portion of the parcel is within a highly scenic area,
however all of the proposed development except the well is outside the highly
scenic area. As a condition cf Minor Subdivision 16-93 which created the
applicant's parcel, the subdivider was regquired to submit an exhibit map
showing the limits of the highly scenic area. On the applicant’s parcel a
triangular area of approximately 2 acres at the southeast cormer of the
property is shown to be within the highly scenic area. Although the 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 pmject: on a
high terrace with expansive views along the coast. Consequently staff
recommends Special Conditions #2 and #3, requiring that exterior lights be
shielded to allow only reflected light to be visible from beyord the parcel
bocundaries, and that exterior colors be selected to diminish the visual impact
of the buildirgs.

Archaeological/Qultural Resources: An archaeological survey of the property.
was conducted in conjunction with COMS 16-93, and no archaeolegical resources
were found on the site. Standard Cerdition 28 is recommended to advise the
applicant of the requirements of the County's Archaeclcgical Ordinance should
any archaeological resources be discoversd on the property during
construction.

Grcundwater Resourcss: The site is leocated within an area mapped as a
critical water rescurce arsa. COMS 16~G3 established an easement in favor of
the applicant's parcel to a well on Parcel 1 of CIMS 16-¢3. Also a test well
has teen drilled on the applicant‘ s parcel, which is propesed to be converted
into a production well. Sufficient water availability has been demcnstrated
on the parcel o serve the prercsaed residence.

Trhe Zxhibit Map on file with CIMS 15-93 ider nt::Les 2 60' by 100! arez in the
Wisconsin Mound sewage
Lrrent arplicaticon

e - ~ =
neronwest cormer of the parcel as the lccation o

dispesal svstem. The sits plan sudmitted with the
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STAFF REPORT FOR ..

CDP%#77-99

STANDARD COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT July 27,2000

OWNER:
AGENT:

REQUEST:

LOCATION:

 APPEALABLE AREA:
TOTAL ACREAGE:
ZONING:

GENERAL PLAN:

EXISTING t{srs:
SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT:

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION:

CPA-1

Greg and Jeanine Newman
9 Brooktres Drive
Danville, CA 94306

Leventhal/Schlosser Architects
4335 N. Main Street
Fort Bragg, CA 95437

Construction of a 2,916 ‘square foot single family
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 vards of
grading; construction of a pumphouse 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 - 1/3 mile east of the

intersection of Navarro Ridge Road and Highway One at
33371 Navarro Ridge Road (AP# 126-050-01).

Yes (Highly Scenic Area)
14.60 Acres

RR:L-5 DL

RR-5-DL

Vacant (well)

5

Statutory Exemption 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 artached garage.. Maximum height of the- structure as measured
from average grade is-to be 20.75 fest. The project includes construction of a 12 foot wide access
driveway approximately 600 feet in length with an all weather surface, proposed 10 run from the
terminus of the unnamed access road, through the parcei to the west 1o the project site. The project

includes decks, patios, and parking area; installation of a hot tb and partially buried water storage tank, -

and septic system construction of a pumphouse and gxtension of underground utilities. Approximately

R o k9




STAFF REPORT FOR ©:* CDP# 77-99

STANDARD COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT July 27, 2000
‘ CPA-2

250 cubic vards of grading is propesed. Drainage is 1© be directed around the structure and water
distribured via an underground rainwater dispersal svsiem 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 PROGRAM 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 subminal. 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 with 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 principal permitted use in the rural residential zoning
district. The development limitation combining district is intended only to be used in conjunction with
another land use classification on parcels or portions of parcels that, according to available dara, have
serious constraints that may prevent or seriously limit 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 limitations, a geotechnical report has been prepared with recommendations to minimize
geotechnical hazards. See Hazard section below.

Public_Access. ‘The project sité is located east of Highway 1 and is not in a2 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 12
1899. The purpose of the investigation was to evaluate the site soil and geologic conditions to determine
project feasibility 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 construction. The main geotechnical
considerations affecting the design and consrruction of the project are settlement, slope stability,
and the potential for strong seismic shaking.

The building area is mantled with vweak near surface soils, underlain by terrace dzposits and
bedrock. Structure foundations and slabs placed upon weak soils could undergo damaging
differential settlement. The demrimenial 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-drilled-hole concrete pier and grade-beam foundarion sysiem...
The ridge spur in the building site vicinity is presently stable. To aid in maintaining a stable
condition, site grading should de minimized, and surface drainage will have to be carefully
controlled...

The site will be subject 1o strong ground shaking during future nearby, large magnirude
earthquakes. With relatively skallow aefzroci’ the site should receive short period, jarring

MR



STAFF KEPORT FOR - CDP% 77-99
STANDARD COASTAL DEV’ELOP MENT PERMIT July 27, 2000
CPA-3

motions during an earthquake with no significant c'roz'}rzd wave amplifications that otherwise
could be produced by a thick. weak solid deposit. Generally, structures founded in bedrock, and
designed in accordance with current building codes, are well suited 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 mcorporated into the design and construction of the project pursuant to
Special Condition #1.

With regard to fire hazard, CDF approval #305-99B has 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, 13 foot vertical clearance, maximum grade to be 16%, and a 50 foot
inside radius for the turnaround. For a water supply for fire protection, CDF 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 line as viewed from this location.

The following policies and requirements of the Coastal Element and the Coastal Zoning Code apply to
“this project:

Policy: Permirted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the oceanr and
scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible
with the character of surrounding areas and, ‘where feasible, to restore and enhance visual
quality in visually degraded areas. New development in highly scenic areas shall be subordinate
10 the character of its serting. [LCP Policies 3.5-1,3 and Zoning Code Section 20.504.010]

Any development permitted in highly scenic areas shall provide for the protection of coastal
views from public areas including highways, roads, coastal rrails, vista points, beaches, parks,
coastal streams, and waters used for recreational purposes. [Section 20.504.015(C)(1)]

New development shall be subordinate to the nanural setting and minimize reflective surfaces. In
highly scenic areas, building materials including siding and roof materials shall be selected to
blend in hue and brighiness with their surroundings. [Section 20.504.015(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.
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. January 9,2001 Robert Jones
P.0. Box 547

Albion, CA 95410

Robert Merrill

California Coastal Commission
North Coast District Office

710 E. Street, Suite 200
Eureka, CA 95501

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 confirm this by calling Jerry Sheldon at CalTrans (465-4743) or Chris
Rau at Mendocino Department of Highways (463-6828).

CALIFZRMNIA

COASTAL COMMISSION

Ay e



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#: 126-060-02

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 smgle family
residence.

.Attached is a compilation of soils and site informaton, including a plot plan,
soil profile report, system specifications and soil textural analyses for review.

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT [ 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 FCR AN ON-
SITE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEM AT THE TIME OF THIS EVALUATION.

(led—

CARL A. RITTIMAN DATE: (- (0-99
CERTIFIED PROFESSIONAL SOIL SCIENTIST | |
P.0.BOX 1700 MENDOCINO, CA 95460

707-937-0804 PHONE |

707-937-0575 FAX

crit®mcen.org e-mail : EXHIBIT NO. 11

APPLICATION NO. -
A-1-MEN-0Q-028

SEWAGE DISPOSAL

- PROPOSAL
(1 of 11)




MENDOCINO COUNTY Environmental Health

Site Evaluation Report

Site Address: 31441 _Navarro ﬁ‘()ﬁ."" £el. Site Evaluator: . R Himan + Ascec L
City: __Alhion APN- 126- 060 -OZ.
Owner Name: Bob_Jones : _ LandDiv. #: _aya -
Mailing Address: BoX 47 ' Home phone: . .
City: Litfle fwer _/ Work phone: 932~ 57132 .
<’S>;at€:, Zip: CA 45450 N ,
cation Deseription: Navarro _Riqe Rd O(«’?{Oﬂﬁ&"’d} (26 . Lrow Ho o 4

o) drvewnn  on_ Seuth wiarted 314941 —
Project Descnptxon(# of bcdr?oms} Two bedrmom  <male Sy recidence
Water Source: _grute wel 7 —_—
Distance to Wastewater System: __ 1007 et

. Initial Area Expansien Area

Profile # Fz Pz

Slope (%) jo~4 7-i0

Effective Soil Depth (IN) , e+ 1z

Absorption System Type o Fled fiqhlme g i line

Distribution Method Geayiy | equal am&« oy feq0el

Soil Suitability Class 2C

Sail Perc Rate (MPI) HA u,/*

Design App. Rate (G/SF/D) Q5 0.9

Design Flow (G/D) 300 300

Absorption Area (SF) KA Geo

Linear Area (SF/LF) -2 - _

Total Trench (LF) 1zo {Z0 .

Trench Depth (IN) .18.0 3

Trench Width (IN) -3¢0 74

Trench Calculation:  wructen

Requested Waiver: é{wadﬂafé’( 3% Q’@@“Nﬁ’ ‘:'”‘“/\
(attach justification)

Special Design Features: _Sezhe fonl  aceess ngers / 3 ool WOI(DE TRONCHES

Site Evaluator’s Statement: [ hereby certify that [ 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. w Eg ;
G019 (seal) Siguéd:

Date:

. FAUSERSISAM\Report FormanDATASUM.WPD

/9\\3%\\



DISPOSAL AREA REPLACEMENT AREA

Profile... P2 «P3

Slope... 10-14% .7-10%

Soil Depth... 7 feet observed .6 feet observed
Systern Design... Modified Highline - ...Highline
Distribution Method... gravity/equal ...gravity/equal
Soil 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 ~ .300gpd

Total Trench Length... 120 feet ...120 feet

No. of Trenches... 2 ol

Ind. Trench Length... 60 feet ; .60 feet |
“Trench Depth... 1.5 feet 1.25 feet
Gravel Deﬁth... 1.0 foot ...1.0 foot

Trench Width... 3.0 feet «.3.0 feet

Leaching Trench Calculatons

Soils which fall into Soil Percolation Suitability Zone 2C will be assigned a
soil 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 0.5 gallons / sq. ft. / day = 600 square feet of infiltrative
surface required.

The proposed trench configuration provides an allowable 5.0 square feet
of leaching area per lineal foot of wench :

600 sq. ft. divided by 5.0 sq. ft. / lineal foot = 120 lineal feet.

Two leachlines are proposed for a total of 120 feet.

"ba\\\




. SOIL PROFILE P1

O- 1"1!

17-45"

45-60"

60“

Very dark brown ( 10YR 2/2m ) sandy loam, strong granular to
subangular blocky structure, friable to firm, very many very
fine roots

Strong brown ( 7.5YR S/6m ) gravelly sandy clay 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,
stwong 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 50% is hard and will not slake

Hard weathering sandstone and shale
End .of observatdon

No groundwater observed 5/18/99, nor anticipated.

. SOIL PROFILE P2

045"

45-73"

73-84"

' gar

Black ( 10YR 2/1 ) sandy loam / sandy clay loam, strong
subangular blocky structure, friable, many very fine and fine
roots, few medium roots

Dark yellowish brown ( 10YR 3/4 ) gravely sandy clay loam,
strong to moderate subangular blocky structure, firm, few very
fine and fine roots ,

Yellowish brown ( 10YR 5/4 } gravely sandy clay loam, moderate
subangular blocky structure, firm, few fine roots, 10-15% 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

Vany



SOIL PROFILE P3

0-18"
18-24"

24-33"

33-48"

48-60"

60!!

" was noted to be saturated, this will be used to represent the

Black ( 10YR 2/1 ) sandy loam, strong granular to subangular
blocky structure, friable to firm, many very fine and fine roots,
10% hard rounded gravels

Black ( 10YR 2/1 ) light sandy clay loam, strodg subangular
blocky structure, firm, few fine and medium roots, 10% hard
rounded gravels

Very dark brown ( 10YR 2/2 ) gravelly sandy clay loam, strong |
subangular blocky structure, firm, few fine roots, 20% hard
rounded gravels

Dark yellowish brown ( 10YR 4/4 ) gravelly sandy clay loam,
strong angular blocky structure, firm, few fine roots, 20% hard
rounded gravels

Yellowish brown ( 10YR 5/4 ) sandy clay loam, moderate
subangular blocky structure, friable, few fine roots, 10% hard
rounded gravels, no mottles, but saturatgd ‘

End of observation

re umre wiane s €T - ) ‘

L ground water was observed 5/18/99. As the soil layer at 48" ; ¥

I

highest level of Winter ground water.

--.\“W‘-_ . Jm“ ’“wh |

st e o e e 4 95
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MENDOCINO COUNTY Division of Environmental Health
Soil Profile Description

Owner Name ,ue s TestDate 5.(38 17

Site Address 3144] npaveagzo ROWE R Recorded by ¢4t : .
APN (24~ 060~ o2 "~ Slope 202 '

Subdivision # AJ/ Profile # P72

horizon depth range / color / mottles / gravel / texture / structure /
consistence / roots / pores / boundary /

. [sample depth / texture zone / density /Avg.perc rate at this depth]
Soil depiction Trench depiction '

0 ground surface <ovfit—

/ . LEE ATTAHED NULATUE S\
/ /033 Plof it EsctipTiond '
T,

S e |
////‘*"3“"7’ o5’ 2B BD.T 123 gfec
/// - - 22}, LPAVEL-

/) /) / | |

3} f
ob 4s-72" z¢ B.D. L2884/
28/ 6&eAUEL |

o H

St dedend

1ot

120

| certtfy the test was carred out by the procedures specified by the Mendocino Counry Division of Environmental Health. | declare under
penaity of perjury that the foregoing is rue and correet,

Signed: w %
FAUSERS\SAM\POLICIES\Report Format\PROFILES. WPD
\ = W\




MENDOCINO COUNTY Division of Environmental Health
* Soil Profile Description

Owner Name -{onfEd TestDate 5./6-99
Address 21991 nAVARLo L.Dpd €D Recorded by 44
N /26~ (ko-02 . Slope €/
Subdivision # /g Profile # P3

horizon depth range / color / mottles / gravel / texture / structure /
consistence / roots / pores / boundary /
[sample depth / texture zone / density /Avg.perc rate at this depth]
Soil depiction  Trench depiction
0 ground surface ZoyFRe

/ — O éﬁrZ CATTRCHED  MARLATVE. Soi
//{8’ PROFILE  TE4cliPTioN.

7] ]
AL

| 4-33" 2 BP T LS4 qle
j/[////f i 36% cemtL
’ /

/ //// 33,;*,8’ 2¢. ED, = WA “/C-C

357 cerver

84

9%

108

120

{ cernfy the test was carried out by the procedures specified by the Mendoeino County Division of Environmenial Heaith. [ declure under
penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct,

Signed: w @2}

FAUSERS\SAMVPOLICIES\Repont FormanPROFILES.WPD

<4 »&\\\



MENDOCINO COUNTY Environmental Health
Hydrometer Test Worksheet

Site Address: 31 qa{ VAVARLy b RD | Lab Tes: Date: =.22.9%
APN: Project =

Owner Name:  «JOAES Site Evaluator: CAl—
Sample ID Number PZ' FZ P} P3
Sample Death o-4s" “Hs5=78 3 233" 33"‘?3'
Slake Test (pass or fail) f f I P
HYDROMETER TEST ‘ :

A. Ovendry wt. fgm) =0 So &o =S
8. Stan Time [[HS

C. Temp @ 40 sec (°F) 73 72 7% 7%
D. Hvdromerer readineg @ 40 see (emvl) 245 126.0 200 0.0
E. Composite corraction {envl} ; 6‘; ‘7/ g 56 5’.‘5.
F. Truc Density @ 40 sec {erm/1) { ?.0 Zﬁ'g Z.‘hg Z‘t.g
G. Temp @ 2 hrs. (°F.) 1Z 2. q2- | 272
VH. Hvdrameter reading @ 2 hrs. {gvl) 0o.S %.0 I?,O 18'4
1. Composite correction {em/l) ‘5.7 {7 g? 57

J. True density @ 2 hrs. (em/]) @ 8 0.3 /3.3 | 12.8
K. %Sand = 100-[(F + A) x100] $2¢0 155.0 |51.0 | 5l0
L. %Clay = (J = A) x 100 96 206 (266 |25.6
M. %Silt = 100 - (K + L) 284 | 25.4 |224¢ | 23,4
Coarse Particles :

N._Wr. Coarse particles retained {2m) B2 i 27.6. {920 ((1%¢.0
0. Wt of toral sample_(gm) 4328 | 4sC.0 15357 1563.7
P. % Coarse particles = (N + Q) x 100 215 1229 |8 |30
Bulk Density

Q. Total sample Wt {em) ' ‘ 432.8 $4%.6 5315 1533.7
R. Coarse particles wt. (am) 932 | (22.6 | 1920 [7‘(@
S. Total sample vol. (¢c) . 326‘ ? 25 5Z€ 3 Zg

T. Coarse particles vol. {ce) - 4.1 1.2 Q1. { {2
U. Bulk Density = [(O - R) = (S - T)i (am/ee) _ (23 1128 |54 | LEY
W_ adiusted Sand (%)

X. Adiusted Clav (%)

Y. Adjusted Silt (%)

Z. Soil Suitabilir Zone Az 7L 2¢ ‘ zZc-

| certifv the test was carried out by the nracedures specitied by the Mendacino Couney Divisizn of E-viranmentat Health, 1

declace under penakiv of perjury that the foregoing is true and cerrect.
Staned 6“’ E 1Zé ;

FAUSERS SAM POLICITS Repors Fummue LABEATA WO
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160

ZONE1 = COARSE
f ZONE 24 = ACCEPTABLE
{ongs . ZONE 2B = ACCEPTABLE
: ZONE 2C = ACCEPTABLE
ZONE 3 =MARGINAL -
ZONE4 =UNACCEPTABLE

100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10
Zonel Zone 2A Zone 2B Zone2C Zone 3 Zone4
1.2 g/sfid 1.1 - 0.8 g/sfid 0.7 - 0.6 gsfrd 0.5-0.4g/sf/d 04-02g/sfd 0g/sfid
INSTRYICTIONS:

1. Plot texture on triangle based on percent sand, silt, and clay as determined by hydrornctcr analysis.
2. Adjust for coarse particles (gravel not fractured rock) by moving the plotted point in the sand direction an
additional 2% for each 10% by volume of gravels greater than 2 2 mm in diameter.
Adjust for compaciness of the soil by moving the plotted point in the clay direction an additional 15% for

soils having a bulk-density greater than 1.7 gmy/cc.

NOTE: For soils falling in sand, loamy sand or sandy loa 1 texture classification, the bulk density analysis

will generaily not mfef‘tsumbtixi" and analvsis not be necassar.

Ny



REQUESTED WAIVER FOR:
QOWNER: [B. Jones

ADDRESS: '31991 Navarro Ridge Road
AP#: 126-060-02

WAIVER JUSTIFICATION: | N

separa:uon distance between the- bottom of a leaching trench’ and-the high

level of Winter ground water be waived to 33 inches.for the replacément area- .
of this project. All other site criteria are met on this 4+ acre parcel. No mottles :

were noted in the replacement leachfield areas soil profile (P3) but, the soil
layer g?anmg’ardf&" was noted to be saturated on the date of the proﬁle

description ( 5/18/99 ). Thus, it will be anricipated that ground water may rise
to this{level iods of the Winter months. The grandng of this waiver’

il no’bunpau‘ grouncl water quahty nor give rise 10 a2 nuisance condition:

T e e i P
T e s . sy s
T e o i et 0 e i s A S -

I hereby certify that the foregoing facts are frue and correct to the best
of my knowledge, information, understanding and belief,

_ Site Evaluator: Carl Rittiman, C.P.S.S.

Signature: w Qg&&

Date: &[0 ‘iﬂ

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, that public health will not be endangered nor water quality
impaired as a result of the issuance of this waiver.

- Deputy Health Officer Signature:

Date:

A\ oSK\\
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LORI KAYE LANDSCAPE/B GENERAL CONTRACTOR

Conb‘actorsLlcense#616686 }:@ o \’m L“ !l *\\] ; l}
Pb P,

Javuary 10, 2001 .

JAN 17 2001
To: Robert Memll

CALIFORNIA..
Cahforma Coastnl Commission COASTAL COMMISSION

Re: A-1-MEN-00-28
Dear Sir,

Iam wntmg you today, to express my professional opinion, regarding the property inr question. I am funy
aware and familiar with this parcel of land. Exireme 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 plas will not
work due 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. ,
Thankyou for your valuable time.

Sineereiy, Lori Kaye

S Foge

EXHIBIT NO. 12

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

LANDSCAPE

CONTRACTOR'S LETTER
ON DRAINAGE
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