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OWNER/APPLICANT: WILLARD T. JACKSON, PRESIDENT
JACKSON-GRUBE FAMILY, INC.
P.0. BOX 430
MIDDLEBURY, VT 05753

AGENT: BUD KAMB
101 BOATYARD DRIVE, STE. D
FORT BRAGG, CA 95437

REQUEST: ' Coastal Development Use Permit to build a 10-unit inn in 2 phases.
Phase | to consist of the demolition and reconstruction of the former
Orca Inn into a main unit of 2,961 square feet (3 bedroom /3
bathroom/downstairs areas including a kitchen, dining and reception
rooms). The north end of the structure woulid include an upstairs unit of
1,089 square feet (2 bedroom/2 bathroom/kitchen) and downstairs unit of
833 square feet (1 bedroom/1 bathroom/kitchen). In addition, a 1,276
square-foot two floored manager unit (2 bedroom/3 bathroom/kitchen);
1,269 square-foot equipment barn; 648 square-foot maintenance shop;
and a 240 square-foot generator/pump shed are proposed as part of the
first phase. Phase Il would consist of 7 units with 3 added to the main
building in two storied units of 954 square feet (1 bedroom/1
bathroom/kitchen); 951 square feet (1 bedroom/1 bathroom/kitchen); and
820 square feet (1 bedroom/1 bathroom/kitchen); 2 units within a
detached bunkhouse of 531 square feet (1bedroom/1 bathroom/kitchen)
and 757 square feet (2 bedroom/1 bathroom/kitchen); and 2 separate
cottages of 835 square feet (2 bedroom/1 bathroom) and 815 square feet
(2 bedroom/1 bathroom), respectively. A 778 square-foot spa, wells,
septic systems, roads and underground utilities are also proposed within
the approximate 3.7-acre area of development.

LOCATION: Within the Coastal Zone, 4+ miles south of Westport, 1+ north of
' : Abalobadiah Creek, approximately 700 feet west of Highway 1; AP#'s
015-380-03; -04; -p57)015-330—13; -19; -27 and a portion of -28, 015-
070-45; —49; -51; and portions of —47; -52.

TOTAL ACREAGE: 3.7+ acres of a 407+ acre parcel

ZONING:; Remote Residential- 20 acre minimum: Planned Unit Development )
Combining District (RMR 20:PD *1C)

ADJACENT ZONING: North: Remote Residential- 20 acre minimum: Planned Unit
Development Combining District, Range Land- 160 acre
minimum, Timber Preserve- 160 acre minimum (RMR 20:PD, RL

: 160, TP 160) :

East: Range Land- 160 acre minimum, Forest Land- 160 acre
minimum, Timber Preserve- 160 acre minimum (RL 160, FL 160,
TP 160) .

South: Rural Residential- 5 acre minimum, Open Space, Range Land-
160 acre minimum (RR 5 (RR 2), OS, RL 160)

West: Remote Residential- 20 acre minimum: Planned Unit

' Development Combining District & Ocean (RMR 20:PD &

Ocean)
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GENERAL PLAN: Remote Residential- 20 acre minimum; Planned Unit Development
Combining District, Range Land
EXISTING USES: Former Residence/Inn, not currently in use, and grazing
SURROUNDING LAND USES: North: Rangeland and Timberland

East: Rangeland and Timberland
South: Residential
West: Vacant and Ocean

SURROUNDING LOT SIZES: North: 300+ acres
East: 160+ acres
South: 2-300+ acres
West: 1+ acre & Ocean

SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT: 4

OTHER RELATED APPLICATIONS ON SITE OR SURROUNDING AREA: Use Permit #U 124-81 requesting
approval of an inn and recreational vehicle park was continued indefinitely by the Planning Commission in
February 1982, and has since expired.

Preliminary Approval #PA 84-48 was granted in June of 1984 for use of an existing single family residence as a
four unit bed and breakfast inn, subject to approval of a use permit.

fn September 1984, the California Coastal Commission approved an application for conversion of a single-family
residence into a four-unit bed and breakfast inn, subject to conditions including an offer of dedication of coastal
access. Conditions were never met and the permit was never issued.

Certificate of Compliance #CC 39-90 resulted in certificates for four parcels of approximately 120, 160, 160 and
400 acres recorded in April 1995, on the Jackson-Grube Family property. The site of this application is on the
400+ acre parcel.

On February 1, 1996, the Planning Commission approved Coastal Development Use Permit #CDU 9-95, allowing
for a 10 unit inn including a remodel of the former Orca Inn into two guest units and the construction of eight new
individual guest cottages. The project was subsequently appealed and ultimately approved by the Board of
Supervisors on May 13, 1996. .

Coastal Development Permit #CDP 101-99, for storm damage repair on Highway One, was approved by the
Coastal Permit Administrator on May 25, 2000. The permit was a follow-up to Emergency Permit #EM 05-98,
which was granted to allow Caltrans to relocate the highway easterly due to erosion and subsidence on the bluff.

On August 3, 2000, Coastal Development Use Permit Modification #CDUM 9-95/2000 was approved by the
Planning Commission as a means of implementing the terms of a settlement agreement between the County and
Jackson-Grube Family. In essence, the approval by the Board of Supervisors of #CDU 9-95 was challenged in
court over a condition requiring coastal access on the ground that it violated the nexus requirement of Nolan v.
Coastal Commission. A settlement was reached where the condition requiring an offer of dedication was dropped
in exchange for the following: (1) The Jackson-Grube Family was to execute a deed conveying fee title to the
County of a one acre portion of the 400+ acre property (AP# 015-330-05) and (2) The Jackson-Grube family was
to pay the County the sum of $25,000.00 toward the development of coastal access in the area. A condition was
also added requiring an offer to dedicate an easement for public access through the property along a 15 foot strip
on the west side of the Caltrans right-of-way of Highway One.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: The above referenced approval of Coastal Development Use Permit #CDU 9-
95 allowed for the development of 10 visitor serving units on the site which featured theremadeling of the-fermer
Orca inn into two guest units and a manager's quarters and the construction of eight individual guest cottages.
Substantial modification of the approved design was proposed by the applicant prior to the start of construction on
the approved project. As a resuit of the significant alterations to both the site layout and interior design concepts,
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it was determined by the Department of Planning and Building Services that an entirely new application would be
required for the project.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The applicant is requesting approval of a Coastal Development Use Permit to
establish a 10-unit Visitor Accommodations and Services (VAS) (with an additional manager’s unit) in two phases
on a portion of a 400+ acre parcel approximately four miles south of Westport. Phase | would include the
demolition and reconstruction of an existing two-story ranch house, operating in the past as the Orca inn, into a
main 2,961 square foot unit with three upstairs bedrooms, each with its own bathroom, and downstairs areas
including a kitchen, dining and reception rooms. The roofline of the structure would extend north covering an
enclosable 831 square foot “outdoor activity area,” and continue to a 693 square foot conference room. Two
additiona! guest units, 1,089 and 833 square feet, respectively, would be included at the north end of the building
on separate floors, containing a single and a double bedroom design, one kitchen apiece and bathrooms. Also
included in the Phase | proposal is a 255 square foot caterer’s kitchen attached to the activities area, a 1,276
square foot, two-storied, two-bedroom, one kitchen and three-bathroom manager's unit, a 1,269 square foot
equipment barn, a 648 square foot maintenance shop and a 240 square foot generator/pump shed. Total lot
coverage for this phase would be 9,766 square feet.

Phase || of the project would add the final seven guest units as well as a 778 square foot spa. Three of the units
would be attached in an “L" shape to the main building constructed in Phase |. These would consist of 954, 951
and 820 square foot units, each two storied with one bedroom, a kitchen and bathroom. An additional two units
would be in the form of a detached bunkhouse consisting of one 531 square foot unit with-a single bedroom,
kitchen and bathroom and another 757 square foot facility with two bedrooms, one kitchen and a bathroom. The
final two guest units are proposed as individual cottages of 915 and 778 square feet, each containing two
bedrooms and one bathroom. The project will incilude the removal of various smaller structures such as an
existing water tank, pumps and sheds. Total lot coverage for Phase {| would be 7,420 square feet.

Fourteen parking spaces are proposed with an additional 22 spaces in an overflow area outside of the immediate
resort grounds. Excluding the overflow parking lot, the overall resort region would be confined to an area
approximately 277’ x 335, surrounded by new fencing on three sides and a sunken wall “ha-ha” on the
westernmost (as well as a portion of the southern) boundary’. Access is to be taken from Highway One via a 20-
foot wide, all weather surfaced driveway.  Landscaping would consist of a view shielding line of trees as well as
additional on site trees, hedges and grass areas.

Water would be supplied from wells located on the same Dércel east of Highway One. A septic system has been .
designed utilizing the area between the inn and the highway, north of the entrance driveway, as a leach field.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW: The following issues were identified in the Initial Study Environmental Checklist:

Earth and Water (ltems 1B, 3B, 3F and 3G): The proposed Visitor Accommodations and Services (VAS) facilities
are not expected to result in significant amounts of soil disruption during or after the construction of new
structures and related landscaping. The site is comprised of mildly sloping terrain (approximately 3-5% grade)
and few issues related to surface erosion are anticipated.

Section 20.500.020(B)(1) of the County Coastal Zoning Code states, in part, that, “[n]ew structures shall be
setback a sufficient distance from the edges of bluffs to ensure their safety from bluff erosion and cliff retreat
during their economic life spans (seventy-five (75) years).” The closest proposed structure to the bluff on the
property (a spa to be developed in Phase i) is 170+ feet. This is approximately the same distance as the closest
structure proposed for the formerly approved project which was found to be "more than adequate” in a letter
provided for the original project by the -engineer who prepared the plans. Staff believes that this assessment can
be applied to the current project as well. It is recommended, overall, that standard Best Management Practices
(BMPs) be employed to ensure that potential impacts related to erosion or other earth moving activities are held
to a less than significant level (see Condition Number A-1).

Policy Number 3.8-9 of the General Plan’s Coastal Element states in part that, “[cjJommercial developmenits and
other potential major water users that could adversely affect existing surface or groundwater supplies shall be

' A “ha-ha,” according to The American Heritage dictionary, is defined as “a walled ditch or sunken obstacle, such
as a hedge, serving especially as a barrier to livestock without impairing the view or scenic appeal.”
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required to show proof of an adequate water supply, and evidence that the proposed use shall not adversely
affect contiguous or surrounding water sources/supplies.” Furthermore, the project is shown to lie within an area
containing Critical Water Resources (CWR) as designated by the 1982 County Coastal Ground Water Study,
which, when combined with Coastal Groundwater Development Guidelines adopted by the County in 1989
requires a hydrological study for commercial projects proposing 1,500 gallons per day (gpd) or more.

While the current project estimates a maximum demand of approximately 2,600 gpd, it was determined that a new
hydrological study would not be necessary based on the conclusions of a study prepared in 1984 by Clark
Engineering and Hydrology for the previously approved version of the project. The study estimated well yield in
the area to be more than 8,000 gpd, significantly exceeding the proposed water demand for the inn. Comments
received from the County Water Agency (CWA) concurred with staff's determination noting that, “[ijn many areas
of the County, the results from a 12-year old Hydrological Study would be obsolete; however, [CWA staff was] not
aware of any significant change in groundwater use in the area,” and, as a result, felt the study to be valid for the
purposes of the current project. Additional comments from CWA recommended that appropriate water
conservation technigues and stormwater retention features be incorporated into the overall design of the project.
Conditions Number A-1 and B-1 are recommended to ensure that these and other erosion related concerns are
held to a less than significant level.

Air (Item 2A): Construction and grading involved with the project has the potential to impact air quality in the
region. The demolition of an existing commercial structure (former Orca Inn) will require a demolition permit
which, according to comments received by the County Air Quality Management District (AQMD), must first obtain
clearance from the District to address asbestos and other dust related matters. Additional impacts on air quality
could result from the use of pumps or generators on site, which may also require permits from AQMD, depending
on the size or horsepower of the individual pieces of equipment.

A final item that must be considered concerns the implementation of the recently adopted particulate emissions
reduction measures, known as Regulation 4 (adopted December 5, 2006). According to regulation language, the
purpose of the ordinance is to “reduce the impact of particulate emissions from wood burning appliances on public
health and air quality in the Mendocino County Air Quality Management District.” Rule 4.1-400 states, in part,
that:

(a) No person shall install an open wood burning fireplace in any new residential, commercial or
public building or accessory building, or as part of a renovation of any residential, commercial
or public building or accessory building.

(b) No person shall install a wood-fired outdoor boiler to provide heat for any residential,
commercial or public building or accessory building.

(c) No person shall install wood burning appliances in any new, remodeled or renovated multifamily
residence, commercial or public building or accessory building, except as a rep/acement for an
existing wood burning appliance.

The project as proposed includes wood burning appliances. Replacement of a woodstove removed from the
demolition of the former Orca Inn would be allowed under the new ruies. All other fireplaces would be required to
be fueled by natural gas. Conditions Number B-3 through B-7 are recommended to ensure compliance with the
newly adopted regulations as well as to hold other potential air quality impacts to a less than significant level.

Plant Life {(item 4A, 4B and 4C): No species of interest were noted in the California Natural Diversity Database as
occurring on the project site and comments were not received from either the Department of Fish and Game or
the California Native Plant Society regarding the project. A botanical survey dated June 8, 1991 (prepared by
Gordon McBride) was used for the previously approved version of the inn which did identify the existence of rare
and endangered Mendocino Paintbrush along the top and face of the ocean bluffs with one plant located about 50
feet from the edge of the bluff. A supplemental study was also prepared in September 1992 focusing on areas
west of the former project site. Each survey noted that the blufftop setbacks were sufficient buffers for the former
project to protect against potential impacts in this area. Small, seasonal watercourses were alluded to in the
surrounding region outside of the project envelope, although they were found to lack the “botanical
characteristics” of a wetland or a watercourse due to a'lack of riparian vegetation associated with them.
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The property has been used as a working ranch for several decades, with the area around the currently proposed
inn site having itself been thoroughly disturbed during its existence as a ranch house and inn. Furthermore, the
current propcsal is a more compact version of the originally approved site design with the envelope of
development moved further east by 50 to 100 feet, increasing the buffer area typically associated with Mendocino
Paintbrush habitat. As a result, staff did not feel that additional botanical studies would be necessary for the
current project.

Landscaping and Lighting Plans dated March 7, 2007 prepared by Sellers & Company Architects and
Sanford/Strauss Architects were submitted providing details as to the sizes and locations of various plantings
proposed for the site. The plan was intended primarily to illustrate the extent of landscaping for the project,
especially with respect to potential visuai impacts from public vantage points, According to the plans,
approximately eight trees (species to be determined) of 12-14 feet are to be planted as a means of screening
public views of the inn from Highway One with an additional four trees of the same height to be planted within the
project boundaries. Four trees (species to be determined) of 8-10 feet are also proposed to supplement the east-
facing tree line. An existing Cypress of approximately 35 feet in height will remain on site. Several hedgerow
plantings, gardens, grass fields and rocks/boulders are planned throughout the project area and along the
perimeter rounding out the landscaping design.

The application packet! listed the landscaped area as 1,500 square feet. However, the March 7 landscaping plan
revised the area to be irrigated to include gquite a bit of additional square footage. The plan shows approximately
1,908 sqguare feet of sprinklered landscaping directly west and adjacent to the activities area of the project’'s main
structure. Other proposed landscaping includes approximately 10,900 square feet in sprinkier-covered area with
600+ more in various plantings around buildings to be watered by-hand. The County Water Efficient Landscape
Ordinance requires commercial projects with over 2,500 square feet of landscaping to submit a docurentation
packet detailing the irrigation methods used to ensure efficiency in this area. When informed of the requirad
documentation, project architects chose to scale back the amount of landscaped area to include only the region
adjacent to the main building and the miscellaneous plantings. Staff will recommend that proper landscaping
documentation and fees be provided for any irrigation over the 2,500 square foot threshoid that would trigger a
landscape documentation plan and also that the use of native and drought tolerant vegetation be used.

Overall impacts resuiting from the development are not expected to be significant. Conditions Number A-2, A-3,
B-1 and B-2 are recommended to ensure that the project boundaries are maintained as well as to ensure that the
above noted landscaping criteria have beern-met.

Noise (Item BA): The location is relatively remote and is expected to have few impacts with respect to noise in the
sparsely populated region of the coast. Although an increase in noise levels will most likely result from the
grading, driveway construction and construction phases of the inn development itself, overall, staff does not
helieve they will approach a tevel of significance in this area. No mitigation is required.

Light and Glare (item 7A). As mentioned above, a Landscaping and Lighting Plan dated March 7, 2007, was
submitted along with the project materials. The plan consists of various lighting fixtures including solar luminaries
along the onsite parking borders, recessed and directional downlights surrounding most of the project structuras
with the exception of the east (Highway One) facing building sides, and fence mounted rope lights separating the
ranch manager unit from the rest of the accommodation facilities. Two “upward” shining lights are also proposer.
One will spotlight the existing onsite Cypress tree in the courtyard of the main visitor units and the other is to
highlight an “archaeological item” described as a centerpiece reflecting the area’s agricultural history.

Policy 3.5-15 of the Coastal Element states, in part, that “no lights shall be installed so that they distract motorists
and they shall be shielded so that they do not shine or glare beyond the limits of the parcel wherever possible.”
The lighting as proposed in the Landscaping and Lighting Plan would appear to meet these standards, as the
“upward” lights will be mostly shielded by project structures and trees. Condition Number B-8 is recommended 0
ensure adherence to the proposed lighting design keeping light and glare impacts to a minimum.

Land Use (item 8A): Chapter 4.2 of the Coastal Element has designated the site of the proposed project as cne
to be used as a conditional visitor serving facility within the Rockport to Little Valley Road Planning Area. Section
20.436.015(B)(1) of the County Coastal Zoning Code permits certain types of Visitor Accommodations and
Services (VAS) facilities subject to a coastal development use permit. Parcels designated for such use are noted
on the Land Use Maps and Coastal Zoning Maps with certain asterisk and number symbols specifying the types
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of accommodations and services allowed. In the case of this project, an *1C has been noted on the parcel, which
allows for a 10-unit inn. This is defined under Section 20.332.015 of the code as:

Any building or portion thereof or group of buildings containing five (5} but no more than ten (10} guest
rooms or suites each used, designed or intended to be used, let or hired out for occupancy by transient
guests for compensation or profit, and where regular meals may be provided for compensation or profit to
guests occupying the overnight accommodations. Provision of regular meals to other than transient
occupants of the facility shall require a coastal development use permit.

The nature of the project proposal (e.g. multiple-roomed units, potential use as a non-compensating “private
retreat,” etc.) raises concerns in three discrete areas with respect to permitted land uses in the Coastal Zoning
Code and Coastal Element of the General Plan. The first involves the number of “units” allowed in a combining
district carrying an *1C designation. Secondly, the matter of “compensation” shouid be properly addressed to
ensure that the intent of a VAS Combining District is being met. Finally, explicit disclosure will need to be made -
regarding allowances in the combining district so that proposals for future uses are not substituted which conflict
with current policies of the General Plan. The following discussion will focus on each of the three issues
individually.

Maximum Allowed Units under an *1C Designation- As proposed, the project is comprised of 10 units and an
additional caretaker unit provided for in Chapter 2.2 of the Coastal Land Use Element. The sizes. or number of
bedrooms allowed per “unit” is not specified under County polices regarding visitor serving uses. In any case,
four of the units contain two bedrooms and the main facility proposes three bedrooms and three bathrooms.
Initial discussions with the applicant raised the question as to the potential for renting separate individual rooms
within units, which would, of course, run counter to the allowed uses in an *1C Combining District. A “Unit
Designation Plan” dated April 13, 2007 partially addressed these concerns with a note stating that “[a]ll units with
multiple bedrooms provide entrance through respective common living areas” and consequently act as “suite[s) to
be rented as... single unit[s].” However, staff feels that further assurances are necessary to ensure that no more
than 10 units can be considered when rental arrangements are made. Documentation by means of requiring
annual Transient Occupancy Tax (TCT) records is recommended to determine the number of units rented outin a
given time period (see Conditions Number A-4 and B-9). - 4v erscs o fAorme Fee (O -cnla

Assurances_that the Inn_will be Utilized by "Transient Guests for Compensation or Profit" Coastal Element
narrative describes the development of Visitor Serving Facilities as a “priority use,” especially those made
available to the public at a low cost. Chapter 3.7-5 of the Coasta! Eilement states that:-

The Jocations designated and types of use permitted are intended to result in accommodations of all price
ranges, including lower cost ones such as campgrounds and hostels. Lower-cost visitor and recreational
facilities for persons and families of low and moderate income shall be protected, encouraged and, where
feasible, provided...

While the rental costs associated with the project units are not expected to appear on the “lower end” of the scale,
the development does provide amenities within the Rockport to Little Valley Road Planning Area which is,
otherwise, virtually devoid of such services. However, once developed there should be some type of guarantee
that the facilities will not be used as a “private retreat,” which excludes the public and runs counter to the intended
purpose of the VAS Combining District. Conditions Number A-4 and B-9, as recommended above, would
similarly act to provide the documentation needed to ensure that compensation for use of the accommodations
has been received.

Potentially Inappropriate Future Uses of the Inn Development- Viewed from a “long range” perspective, the
potential for failure of the inn development as a viable commercial operation must be considered within the realm
of possibility. The current zoning of the property already restricts uses more intense than Visitor Serving Facilities
or single-family residential development. However, what could potentially become of a vacant 10-unit Inn may be
open to debate. For example, because the project proposes a design which will essentially create several self
contained units (1-3 bedrooms apiece, bathrooms, kitchen units, etc.), enterprising individuals could feasibly see
an opportunity to subdivide the “airspace” of the facilities into a complex of condominiums. Such designs would,
of course, entail substantial amendments to the LCP which is highly unlikely in this remote and scenic region of
the County. However uniikely this or other scenarios may be, it should be made explicitly clear prior to the
development of the project that uses not furthering the intent of the Visitor Accommodation and Services
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Combining District will be allowed. Staff recommends Condition Number A-5 putting a deed restriction on the
parcel that would preclude potential misuses of the property

Transportatlon/Clrculatnon (Items 12B, 12C and 12): The project takes access directly from Highway One along
a driveway of approximately 340 feet. The California Department of Transportation {(Caltrans) provided comments
calling for the existing highway access to be upgraded to current standards and also noting that work within the
State right-of-way would require an encroachment permit. The County Department of Transportation (DOT) had
no comment to make while recommending approval of the project. Condition Number A-6 is recommended to
ensure compliance with the permitting requirements of Caitrans.

A State Route One Corridor Study was prepared in 1994 by TJKM Consultants to address issues of traffic
carrying capacity from the buildout of the County Coastal Element of the General Plan along Highway Cne. The
road segment relevant to this project was evaluated using the 75/50 development scenario which includes an
estimated time horizon through the Year 2020 and projects “existing development + development on 75% of
existing vacant parcels + development on 50% of potential new -parcels + 75% of commercial, industrial, and
visitor-serving facility buildout potential.” Estimated peak:hour trips generated for the project.are 6.48 on summer
weekdays and 12.42 during summer weekends. As the estimates fall below the threshold of 25 peak hour trips-
for this segment of the highway, further traffic studies are not required according to the Corrldor Study. Therefore,
no significant impacts are expected in this area. :

With respect to.parking for the prOJect, 14 spaces have been provided for within the main boundaries of the
development. - Approximately 22 additional spaces are proposed in an “overflow” lot outside of the main project
site adjacent to the south side of the entrance driveway and the east face of the Ranch Manager’s Unit. Section
20.472.010 of the Coastal Zoning Code describes the required surface types,. sizes and allotments for handicap
parking of projects involving commercial .uses. = Section 20.472.020(H) further specifies that one parking space
per room must be provided with two additional spaces for a manager unit within the development. In all, 36
spaces {(each approximately 9 x 20 feet) are proposed. While this appears to meet the requirements in size and
number for standard spaces (one for each of the 16 rooms plus two for the Manager Unit), there does not appear
to be the minimum one designated space for handicap parking (14 x 20 feet) as required under this portion of the
code. Staff recommends Condition Number A-7 which would requnre a revised “Parking Plan” to show that
standard parking criteria of the Coastal Code have been met . :

Public Services (ltem 13A): The property is Iocated wnthm a moderate fire hazard area and lies within the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (Cal-Fire) service district. A copy of the Preliminary

. Clearance requirements from Cal-Fire, dated April 14, 2006 (file #120-06), was submitted by the applicant along
with the rest of the application materials. A list of minimum standards were required to be met regarding
addressing, roads, driveways, emergency water supply and defensible space, prior to “final clearance” and
“approval of occupancy” from that agency. Comments from the April 14 clearance letter also stated that the
“project is approved for phase one only” and that “phase two must make a separate application to receive a final.”
In addition, a copy of a letter from Cal-Fire to the applicant was provided, dated June 8, 20086, which clarifies
comments made in the original clearance letter. Condition Number A-8 is recommended as a means of ensuring
the conditions from each of the submitted documents are met to the satisfaction of Cal-Fire. No other mitigation is
requlred :

Utilities (Item 15A): As stated in an earlier portion of this report, water is to be provided from wells located on the
same parcel, east of Highway One. Also discussed under the Earth and Water section above is the topic of water
availability in which the County Water Agency has determined that adequate supplies exist in the area for the
purposes of the project. A septic system design has been submitted to the County Division of Environmental
Health (DEH), which, as of the writing of this report, has yet to-comment on. Policy 3.8-7 of the Coastal Plan
partially states that, “[lJeach field approval shall require satisfactory completion of a site evaluation on the site of
each proposed septic system.” While DEH has not yet given approval of the septic design, it is anticipated that a
review will have been completed by the time the Planning Commission hears the subject case. Condition Number
A-9 is recommended to ensure DEH approval of the septic plans and subsequent inspections have been obtained
prior to occupancy of the inn development. No other mitigation measures are required.

Human Health (item 16A): The project proposes catering kitchens and spas whi'ch may be subject to permits
from the Consumer Protection (CP) program of Division of Environmental Health. In addition, the water system
proposed may require a state small permit from CP or other permits from the State with respect to Non-
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Community systems. Condition Number A-8 would require that all permits from interested agencies be adhered
to as an overall condition of the project. As such, potential impacts to human health are not expected to be
significant.

Aesthetics (ltem 17A): The project site is located within an area designated “highly scenic” and is subject to the
policies within the Coastal Element relating to visual resources. Policy 3.5-1 requires that development within
highly scenic regions of the coast be “sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic
coastal areas,” and also be “.. visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas.” Policy 3.5-3 goes
further to include that “new development shall be subordinate to the character of its setting” and “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.” Other relevant policies in the
Coastal Element addressing visual impacts include Policy 3.5-4, which establishes criteria for development within
“highly scenic areas”; Policy 3.5-5, encouraging tree planting to screen buildings provided that coastal views from
public areas are not biocked as a result; and Policy 3.5-8, requiring the non-obtrusive location of power lines.

The blufftop expanse on which the project has been proposed is highly visible from Highway One in both
directions. Vegetation on the project site is comprised of a single Cypress tree combined with piush coastal
grasses. The site has remained semi-defined over the years by a cluster of structures bordered by a white board
fence, which was formerly used as the “Orca Inn.” An existing driveway to the complex is lined by the same
fencing as well as by an overhead utility line extending to the highway.

Considerable revisions were made to the design of the project between the time of the original approval in
February 1996 and the current application. The primary change was seen in the project layout. The original plan
consisted of the remodeling of the former Orca Inn into two guest units and the construction of eight individual
guest cottages, whereas the current proposal is a reduction in terms of total visitor serving structures. In this
version, eight units would be contained in two main buildings and two other units would be in the form of individual
cottages. The new version wouid also shift much of the development envelope away from the blufftop side of the
Orca Inn and have it placed closer to Highway One by approximately 90 feet. Visual impacts are expected to be
reduced as a result of the units being clustered into fewer structures.

Existing structures to be removed include a garage, two sheds, an existing water tank and a pump. The rest of
the project will entail the demolition and reptacement of an existing ranch house with additional units attached in a
main “L” shaped structure and others constructed into detached bunkhouses and individual cottages. Building
heights proposed for most of the structures are held at or below the 18-foot [imit allowed for in a highly scenic
area under Section 20.504.015(C)(2) of the Coastal Zoning Code. Exceptions to the height standard are allowed
for in cases where public views to the ocean aren't affected or where the additional height would not “be out of
character with surrounding structures.” The two areas where the 18-foot standard would be exceeded for this
project are the replacement of an existing 26-foot, 5-inch structure with one of equal height, and the construction
of an approximately 25-foot ventilation-enclosing roof over a bedroom unit of 13 feet in width at the “knuckle”
portion of the “L” shaped structure.

The replacement of a non-conforming structure does not conflict with current allowances under the Coastal
Element. Thus, the proposed height of the project’'s main unit should not be an issue in terms of the 18-foot
height aliowance. As for the second area exceeding the limit, the project architects contend that the height of the
25-foot "knuckle” portion of the structure is necessary as a balance to the non-conforming height of the main
replacement unit on the south end of the structure, essentially serving an aesthetic function. Staff believes the
proposed design to be consistent with applicable code in this area with the height exception remaining “in
character with [its] surrounding structures.” Allowing the additional height for the knuckle portion of a larger
contiguous structure would provide for architectural harmony within the development area and should not
significantly impact visual resources as a result.

Although the proposal will include more structures and trees than what currently exists at the site, when seen from
Highway One, impacts on ocean views are still considered by staff to be insignificant. The vista along the broad
coastal terrace is believed to be large enough to accommodate the inn development without greatly interfering
with the public’s ability to enjoy the vast seascape beyond. Aside from the existing buildings and lone Cypress
tree, there is little along the terrace which would obscure the inn from public view. A row of trees is proposed to
shield many of the structures immediately visible from the highway which is encouraged in the above referenced
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Coastal policy. However, the fagade of the development does not significantly exceed that which currently exists
at the site in relation to the overall area views of the blufftops and ocean.

The design of the development would have several of the units consisting of two stories. Development criteria
found in Section 20.504.015(C)(3) of the Coastal Zoning Code states that “[nlJew development shall be
subordinate to the natural setting and minimize reflective surfaces.” Section 20.504.015(C)(8) speaks of
minimizing the visual impacts of development “on ridges” within a Highly Scenic Area (HSA). The same section
further states that “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.”
While two story units are proposed as part of the project, they are for the most part contained within an 18-foot
structure (see discussion above regarding the noted exceptions). Impacts resulting from second stories (e.g.
additional reflective window surfaces) would be largely shielded upon completion of Phase I with the construction
of the east-facing bunkhouse. The bunkhouse itself was initially proposed to contain a second story. However, to
partially address the concerns of staff in this area, the applicant volunteered revisions to the initial design of the
- east-facing bunkhouse which removed the manager's quarters from the structure and substantially reduced the
amount of reflective surfacing visible from the highway. Section 20.504.015(C)(7)(b) calls for development on
terraces to “[mlinimize the number of structures and -cluster them near existing vegetation, natura! landforms or
artificial berms.” The project proposes to cluster the inn units into fewer structures than the previously approved
version-of the plan, which consisted of several detached cottages, making for a more “compact” configuration
overall. In addition, artificial berms have been proposed to iessen many of the publicly visible portions of the
structures, essentially “sinking” the base elevations and blending them into the natural contours of the coastalk
terrace. v

Additional aesthetic issues concern existing utility lines and poles, proposed signage, the “overflow” parking area
and appropriate surface materials and colors to be used for the project. The first issue has been addressed by
the applicant through a proposal to bury existing -overhead utility lines, as was the case for the previously
approved project, with any new lines also to be placed underground to the -east side of Highway One. Existing
utility poles are to be removed within the project site and along the entrance driveway. Condition Number B-10 is
recommended to ensure adherence to this proposal.

As for signage, a plan was submitted dated May 3, 2007, which proposes signs displayed or two slabs of
Douglas Fir (each two feet in width, six feet in height), to be located on either side of a proposed 24-foot entrance
gate to the site. The signs would-be Situated between wooden driveway fence posts and iarger stone pillars
. approximately two feet wide and 15 feet high on either side of the proposed entrance gate. Carved into one of the
sign faces would be the wordWChute Ranch,” and “Accommodations and Events by Reservation,”
along with an.informational phone number. The opposite sign would consist of the logo for the inn. Setback
requirements of the RMR zoning (90 feet from centerline of Highway One) would be met for the display as
required by Section 20.476.025(1) of the Coastal Zoning Code.

Wwith respect to the overfiow parking area proposed for the project (as noted above under the
Transportation/Circulation section of this report), staff did not feei that it would be used frequently enough to be
considered a significant visual concern. However, “improvements” of this region should be kept to a minimum 1o
avoid it becoming an issue. Condition Number A-7 (reguiring revisions to the parking plan) is recommended to
address potential visual impacts from the overflow lot as well.

Finally, Section 20.504.015(C)(3) of the Coastal Zoning Code states, in part, that “[iin highly scenic areas, building

materials including siding and roof materials shall be seiected to blend in hue and brightness with their

surroundings.” As specific details have not been provided with respect to color schemes=~or materiats: for the

project, staff will recommend - that prior to issuance of a building permit, appropriate standards-be=tmet:to ine--
satisfaction of the Coastal Permit Administrator (see Condition Number B-11).

It should be noted that, with respect to visual resources for the project, Planning siaff has requested and received
several revisions to the submitted plans throughout the various stages of processing the application. The
applicant has consistently demonstrated a willingness to cooperate with County staff by incorporating many
changes to the design where warranted and making concerted efforts to improve upon the plans’ overall visual
impacts. As a result of the evolving design (and despite the project’s wide open location), staff believes that the -
structural layout of the project has been improved upon to a point where potential visual impacts will remain less
than significant.
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Recreation (Item 18A): The project site is located within an area designated as a coastal access point in Chapter
4.2 of the Coastal Plan. Coastal Policies relevant to coastal access for this project include 3.6-5, 3.6-6, 3.6-9, 3.6-
11 and 3.6-28, each specifying various details and methods on reguirements for obtaining access through Visitor
Accommodations and Services development permits.

As mentioned above under the Other Related Applications section, an agreement between the County and the
Jackson-Grube Family was reached in which the condition requiring coastal access for the previously approved
Coastal Development Use Permit #CDU 9-95 was relinquished. (The settlement agreement was implemented
through the approval of Coastal Development Use Permit Modification #CDUM 9-85/2000). In return for dropping
the condition, the Jackson-Grube Family conveyed fee title to a one-acre portion of the 400+ acre property and
also forfeited $25,000.00 for coastal access development in the area. A condition was included for approval of
CDUM 9-85/2000 requiring an offer to dedicate an easement for public access through the property along a 15
foot strip on the west side of the Caltrans right-of-way of Highway One.

Staff considers the settiement agreement to be applicable to the current project where coastal access is
concerned and, as a result, satisfies the requirements of the above referenced Coastal Element policies. No
other mitigation is required.

Cultural Resources (Items 19A and 19C): Coastal Element Policy 3.5-10 states, in part, that “[tjhe County shall
review all development permits to ensure that proposed projects will not adversely affect existing archaeological
and paleontological resources.” An archaeological survey prepared in December 1890 by Jay Flaherty and used
for the previously approved project site was accepted by the County Archaeological Commission for the currently
proposed inn development. While no archaeological resources were discovered as result of the survey, the
Commission cautioned the project agent that any construction work at the site must cease immediately should
"any signs of resources [be] found” during this phase. Condition Number B-12 (Discovery Clause) is
recommended to ensure adherence to Chapter 22.12 of the County Code with respect to archaeological
resources.

No significant environmental impacts are anticipated which cannot be adequately mitigated, therefore, a Negative
Declaration is recommended.

GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY RECOMMENDATION: Facilities for visitors are a priority use in the County’s
Coastal Plan as required by the Coastal Act. Coastal Act Section 30222 states:

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

The County’s Coastal Plan (Policies 3.7-1 and 3.7-4) has designated sites for visitor-serving facilities, of which the
Newport Ranch site is one, and restricts other use of the site to development no more intense than a single famity
residence, and then only if a visitor-serving facility may still be placed on the site.

The site has been reserved by the Coastal Plan for development of a visitor-serving facility of up to 10 units. The
site is not appropriate for coastal-dependent industrial use, but the land around the existing buildings has been
used for cattle grazing. Development of the proposed visitor facility would reduce the area used for grazing.
However, the change of use would not be inconsistent with the agricultural priority policies because the site is
zoned Remote Residential, not Rangeland or Agricultural, '

The proposed project is consistent with applicable goals and policies of the Coastal Element of the General Plan
subject to the recommended conditions.

RECOMMENDED MOTION:

General Plan Consistency Finding: The proposed project is consistent with applicable goals and
policies of the Coastal Element of the General Plan as subject to the conditions being recommended by
staff.
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Environmental Findings: The Planning Commission finds that no significant environmental impacts
would result from the proposed project which can not be adequately mitigated through the conditions of
approval; therefore, a Negative Declaration is adopted.

Coastal Development Permit Findings: The Planning Commission finds that the application and
supporting documents and exhibits contain information and conditions sufficient to establish, as required
by Section 20.532.095 of the Coastal Zoning Code, that:

1.

2.

o

The proposed development is in conformity with the certified local coastal program; and

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

“The proposed development is consistent with the purpose and intent of the zoning district

applicable to the property, as well as the provisions of the Coastal Zoning Code, and preserves
the integrity of the zoning district; and

The proposed development will not have any significant adverse impacts on the environment
within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act.

The proposed development will not have any adverse impacts on any known archaeological or
paleontological resource. '

Other public services, rincluding, 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 the Coastal Element of the General Plan.

Project Findings: The Planning Commission, making the above findings, approves #CDU 6-2006
subject to the following conditions of approval recommended by staff.

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS:

A. Conditions which must be met prior to use and/or occupancy:

**1

All grading and site preparation, at a minimum, shall adhere to'the following “Best Management
Practices™

a. ~ That adequate drainage controls be constructed and maintained in such a manner as to
prevent contamination of surface and/or ground water, and to prevent erosion.

b. The applicant shall endeavor to protect and maintain as much vegetation on the site as
possible, removing only as much as required to conduct the operation.

c. ©  All concentrated water flows, shall be discharged into a functioning storm drain system or
into a natural drainage area well away from the top of banks.

d. Temporary erosion control measures shall be in place at the end of each day’'s work, and
shall be maintained until permanent protection is established.

e. Erosion control measures shall include but are not limited to: seeding and mulching
exposed soil on hill slopes, strategic placement of hay bales below areas subject to sheet
and rill erosion, and installation of bioengineering materials where necessary. Erosion
control measures shall be in place prior to October 1%
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f. All earth-moving activities shall be conducted between May 15" and October 15" of any
given calendar year.

g. Pursuant to the California' Building Code and Mendocino County Building Regulations a

grading permit will be required unless exempted by the Building Official or exempt by one
of the following:.

1. An excavation that (1) is less than 2 feet (610 mm) in depth or (2) does
not create a cut slope greater than 5 feet (1,524 mm) in height and
steeper than 1-unit vertical in 1.5 units horizontal (66.7% stope).

2. A fill less than 1 foot (305 mm) in depth and placed on natural terrain
with a slope flatter than 1 unit vertical in 5 units horizontal (20% slope),
or less than 3 feet (914 mm) in depth, not mtended to support structures,
that does not exceed 50 cubic yards (38.3 m ) on any one lot and does
not obstruct a drainage.

The application, supplemental exhibits and related material, including locations, sizes, materials
and colors of structures shall be considered elements of this entittement and compliance
therewith shall be mandatory, except forchanges or conditions approved by the Planning
Commission. ‘

The applicant shall submit a revised landscaping plan providing details as to the square footage,

" type, sizes and locations of all plantings and irrigated areas of the project site. Any and all such

documentation must be provided to the satisfaction of Planning and Buiiding Services. The
revised plan shall include native and drought tolerant vegetation. Should the total irrigated area
exceed 2,500 square feet, a Landscape Documentation Packet and appropriate fees shall be

- submitted.pursuant to the County Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance.

Prior to commencement of operations the applicant shall submit a copy of a current Mendocino

- County Business License to the Department of Planning and Building Services. This license shall

be kept active and if in the event that the license is inactive for a period of one (1) year or longer,
the use permit and business will automatically expire.

A deed restriction shall be placed on the property prohibiting the individual sale of any of the
visitor serving (or caretaker) units constructed for the project. The restriction shall be prepared to
the satisfaction- of Planning and Building ‘Services and County Counsel, and shall include
language that the 10-unit development is intended to be used for commercial transient occupancy
purposes only and also that any future residential uses of the development will not be pursued.
When and if the property ceases to be used as a Visitor Serving Facility (VSF), a coastal permit
amendment shall be 'submitted to convert all the VSF units to legal accessory buildings per
Section 20.308.015(F) of the Coastal Zoning Code. Specifically, all sleeping quarters and kitchen
facilities shall be removed. and all bathrooms shall be converted to 2 baths devoid of bathing
facilities. The property shall not exceed the maximum number of residences allowed under the
base zoning or the coastal zoning codes allowance for accessory living umts per Section
20. 456 005 of the Coastal Zoning Code.

The encroachment onto Highway One shall provide adequate sight distance and turning

. geometrics acceptable to the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The applicant

shall secure from Caltrans, an encroachment permit for all work to be conducted within State

Hig hway rlg ht- of-way

The appllcant shall submlt a parklng plan acceptable to Planning and Building Services providing
details as to the size and locations of all parking areas to be used for the project. The plan shall
include provisions for handicapped parking-and shall comply with all requirements found in
Section 20.472.010 of the County Coastal Zoning Code. The plan shall also include details of the
area designated as an “overflow” parking lot which will ensure that development is held to a
minimum with respect to visual resources (i.e. left in its original grass vegetated state, no lighting,
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etc.). Any additional plantings for the lot, such as hedgerows for screening purposes, shall be
native and drought resistant.

The applicant shall comply with those recommendations in the letter of April 14, 2007 or other
alternatives as acceptable to the Department of Forestry (CDF# 120-06). Written verification
shall be submitted from Cal-Fire to the Department of Planning and Building Services that this
condition has been met to the satisfaction of the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection.
Prior to the development of Phase Il of the project, a clearance letter shall be submitted to Cal-
Fire with any conditions being set also becoming conditions of this permit.

Valid building and health permits must be obtained prior to commencing construction of the inn
development. "Written verification shall be submitted from the County Division of Environmental
Health to Planning and Building Services that all necessary approvals have been obtained,
including, but not limited to, those regarding consumer protection.

This action shall become final on the 11™ 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 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 nuil and
void at the expiration of two years after the effective date except where construction and use of
the property in reliance on such permit has been initiated prior to its expiration. 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.

This entitiement does not become effective or operative and no work shall be commenced under
this entitlement until the California Department of Fish and Game filing fees required or
authorized by Section 711.4 of the Fish and Game Code are submitted to the Mendocino County
Department of Planning and Building Services. Said fee of $1,850.00 shall be made payable to
the Mendocino County Clerk and submitted to the Department of Planning and Building Services
prior to July 6, 2007. Any waiver of the fee shall be on a form issued by the Department of Fish
and Game upon their finding that the project has “no effect” on the environment. If the project is
appealed, the payment will be held by the Department of Planning and Building Services until the
appeal is decided. Depending on the outcome of the appeal, the payment will either be filed with
the County Clerk (if the project is approved) or returned to the payer (if the project is denied).
Failure to pay this fee by the specified deadline shall result in the entitiement becoming null and
void. The applicant has the sole responsibility to insure timely compliance with this condition.

Conditions which must be complied with for the duration of this permit:

Water efficient fixtures (e.g. low flow showerheads, toilets, etc.) and landscaping (e.g. rain
barrels, diversion of stormwater to vegetated areas, etc.) shall be utilized throughout the project
area. In addition, all parking areas shall be surfaced either with permeable materials or
vegetation. ‘ :

The applicant shall endeavor to protect and maintain as much vegetation on the site as
possible, removing only as much as required to conduct the operation.

Except for the replacement of existing wood-burning stoves, new wood-burning devices shall be
prohibited pursuant to District Regulation 4.1 adopted December 5, 2006, by the Mendocino
County Air Quality Management Board. Replacement woodstoves must be ERPA certified and
installed in a manner to ensure proper operation. All other heat sources must be fueled by
propane or natural gas.

Prior to obtaining a demolition permit for the former Orca Inn, National Emissions Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) clearance shall be issued by the County Air Quality
Management District. ‘
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Any stationary onsite internal combustion engines over 50 horsepower (i.e. large power generator
or pumps) may require a permit from the District, depending on fuel source and level of operation.

All grading activities shall comply with District Regulation 1 Rule 430 regarding fugitive dust
emissions. '

All roads shall be covered with an impermeable sealant or rocked at a bare minimum. Any rock
material used for surfacing, including rock from onsite sources, must comply with Regulations
regarding asbestos content,

Lighting for the project shall adhere to the Landscaping and Lighting Plan plans dated March 7,
2007, on file at the Department of Planning and Building Services. All external lighting associated
with the proposed development site and parking area shall be shielded and downcast to prohibit
light from being cast beyond the property boundaries.

The applicant shall demonstrate continuous use of the property as a visitor serving facility.
Documentation of applicable Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) payable to the Mendocino County
Tax Coliector upon rental of the inn as a whole or portion thereof will be required on a yearly
basis. Any and all such documentation must be provided to the satisfaction of PBS. Full-time
(greater than 30 consecutive days) residential occupancies of any of the units (except for that of
the designated caretaker unit) shall not be allowed.

All utility lines on the site, inciuding the existing overhead uﬁlity lines from the east side of
Highway One {o the inn site, shall be placed underground, and existing poles removed.

All exterior buiiding materials, colors and finishes shall be of earth tones and biend with the
natural surroundings. Color samples shali be submitted to the Department of Planning and
Building Services and approved by the Coastal Permit Administrator prior to approval of building
permits. Windows shall be made of non-reflective glass. Any change in approved colors or
materials shall be subject to the review and approval of the Department of Planning and Building
Services for the life of the project.

In the event that archaeological resources are encountered during development of the property,
work in the immediate vicinity of the find shall be halted until all requirements of Chapter 22.12 of
the Mendocino County Code relating to archaeological discoveries have been satisfied.

The use and occupancy of the premises shall be established and maintained in conformance with
the provisions of Title 20 of Mendocino County Code unless modified by conditions of the use
permit.

The application is subject to the securing of all necessary permits for the proposed development
and eventual use from County, State, and Federal agencies having jurisdiction. Any
requirements imposed by an agency having jurisdiction shall be considered a condition of this
permit, :

This permit shall be subject to revocation or modification by the Pianning Commission upon a
finding of any one (1) or more of the following grounds:

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

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

c. That the use for which the permit was granted is so conducted as to be
detrimental to the public health, welfare or safety, or as to be a nuisance.

Any such revocation shall proceed as specified in Title 20 of the Mendocino County
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16. 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, shape or parcels within the permit described
boundaries are different that that which is legally required by this permit, this permit shall become
null and void.

-

A1
JOHN SPEKA L/ “q
PLANNER I
JS:at
May 16, 2007
Negative Declaration
Appeal Fee - $840.00
Appeal Period - 10 days
REFERRAL REFERRAL REFERRAL COMMENTS
AGENCIES NOT RETURNED RECEIVED RECEIVED
"NO COMMENT"
Planning- FB X
Department of Transportation X
Environmental Health X
Building Inspection- UK X
Agricultural Commissioner
Trails Advisory Committee
Native Plant Society
Caltrans X

Department of Forestry
Department of Fish and Game
Coastal Commission

RWQCB

County Counsel

Westport Fire District

Sonoma State University
Archaeological Commission
County Water Agency

Air Quality Management District

HXX XXX XXX

xX XXX
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COUNTY OF MENDOCINO
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW GUIDELINES
DRAFT NEGATIVE DECLARATION

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT.
DATE: May 17, 2007

CASE#: CDU 6-2006

DATE FILED: 3/23/2006

OWNER: JACKSON-GRUBE FAMILY, INC.

AGENT: BUD KAMB REAL ESTATE SERVICES

REQUEST: Coastal Development Use Permit to build a 10-unit inn in 2 phases. Phase | to consist of the
demoilition and reconstruction of the former Orca Inn into @ main unit of 2,961 square feet (3 bedroom /3

. bathroom/downstairs area inciuding kitchen, dining and reception rooms). The north end of the ‘structure

would include an upstairs unit of 1,089 square feet (2 bedroom/2 bathroom/kitchen) and downstairs unit
of 833 square feet (1 bedroom/1 bathroom/kitchen). In addition, a 1,276 square foot two floored
managers unit-(2 bedroom/3- bathroom/kitchen); 1,269 square foot equipment barn; 648 square foot
mainténance shop; and & 240 square foot generator/pump shed are proposed as part of the first phase.
Phase 1! would consist of 7 units with 3 added to the main building in two storied units of 954 square feet

(1 bedroom/1 bathroom/kitchen); 951 square feet (1 bedroom/1 bathroom/kitchen); and 820 square feet

(1 bedroom/1 bathroom/kitchen); 2 units within a detached bunkhouse of 531 square feet (1 bedroom/1
bathroom/kitchen) and 757 square feet (2 bedroom/1bathroom/kitchen); and 2 separate cottages of 835
square feet (2 bedroom/1 bathroom) and 915 square feet (2 bedroom/1 bathroom), respectively. A 778
square foot spa, wells, septic systems, roads and underground utilities are also proposed within the
approximate 3.7-acre area of development. ;

LOCATION: Within the Coastal Zone, 4= miles south of Westport, 1+ north of Abalobadiah Creek,
approximately 700 feet west-of Highway 1, located at 31502 North Highway 1; APNs 015-380-03, 015-
380-04, 015-380-05, 015-330-13, 015-330-19, 015-330-27 and a portion of 015-330-28, 015-070-45, 015-
070-49, 015-070-51, and portions of 015-070-47, and 015-070-52.

PROJECT COORDINATOR: JOHN SPEKA

DETERMINATION.

.In accordance with Mendocino County's procedures for compliance with the California Environmental

Quality Act (CEQA), the County has conducted an initial Study to determine whether the proposed project
may have a significant adverse effect on the environment. On the basis of that study, it has been
determined that:

Although the project, as proposed, could have had a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because mitigation measures required for the project
will reduce potentially significant effects to a less than significant level, therefore, it is
recommended that a NEGATIVE DECLARATION be adopted.

The attached Initial Study afnd staff report incorporates all relevant information regarding the potential
environmental effects of the project and confirms the determination that an EIR is not required for the
project.



MENDOCINO COUNTY
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW GUIDELINES
INITIAL STUDY

DATE: May 14, 2007

CASE#: CDU 6-2006
DATE FILED: 3/23/2006
OWNER: JACKSON-GRUBE FAMILY, INC.
AGENT: BUD KAMB REAL ESTATE SERVICES :
REQUEST: Coastal Development Use Permit to build a 10-unit inn in 2 phases. Phase | to consist of the
demolition and reconstruction of the former Orca inn into a main unit of 2,961 square feet (3 bedroom /3
bathroom/downstairs area including kitchen, dining and reception rooms). The north end of the structure would
include an upstairs unit of 1,089 square feet (2 bedroom/2 bathroom/kitchen) and downstairs unit of 833 square
feet (1 bedroom/1 bathroom/kitchen). In addition, a 1,276 square foot two floored managers unit (2 bedroom/3
bathroom/kitchen); 1,269 square foot equipment barn; 648 square foot maintenance shop; and a 240 square foot
generator/pump shed are proposed as part of the first phase. Phase Il would consist of 7 units with 3 added to the
main building in two storied units of 954 square feet (1 bedroom/1 bathroom/kitchen); 951 square feet (1
~ bedroom/1 bathroom/kitchen); and 820 square feet (1 bedroom/1 bathroom/kitchen); 2 units within a detached
bunkhouse of 531 square feet (1 bedroom/1 bathroom/kitchen) and 757 square feet (2
bedroom/1bathroom/kitchen); and 2 separate cotiages of 835 square feet (2 bedroom/1 bathroom) and 915
square feet (2 bedroom/1 bathroom), respectively. A 778 square foot spa, wells, septic systems, roads and
- underground utilities are aiso proposed within the approximate 3.7-acre area of development. |
LOCATION: Within the Coastal Zone, 41 miles south of Westport, 1t north of Abalobadiah Creek, approximately
700 feet west of Highway 1, located at 31502 North Highway 1; APNs 015-380-03, 015-380-04, 015-380-05, 015-
330-13, 015-330-19, 015-330-27 and a portion of 015-330-28, 015-070-45, 015-070-49, 015-070-51, and portions
of 015-070-47, and 015-070-52. ' '
PROJECT COORDINATOR: JOHN SPEKA

“Significant effect on the environment” means a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of
the physical conditions within the area affected by the project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna,
ambient noise, and aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a
significant effect on the environment. A social or economic change related to a physical change, may be
considered in determining whether the physical change is significant (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15382).

Accompanying this form is a list of discussion statements for all questions, or categories of questions, on the
Environmental Checklist (See Section 111). This includes explanations of “no” responses.

A, ls.ll:lt')s.;tartlji;izrstg conditions or changes in geologic N = O O
v e I 0 5 5
C. gg?:ies’;n topography or ground surface relief : N = O . 0
" e g o gy fesrest 0 0 0 =
E. éi?g;?ggeifzfi‘nﬁﬂnsditg; water erosion of soils, B O 0 -




STAFF REPORT FOR COASTAL DEVELOPMENT USE PERMIT

#CDU 6-2006
PAGE PC-24

F. Changes in deposition or erosion of beach
sands, or changes in siltation, deposition, or
erosion that may modify a river channel,
stream, inlet, or bay?

G. Exposure of people or property to geologic
hazards such as earthquakes, ground failure, or
other hazards?

A. Substantial air emissions or deterioration of
ambient air quality?

O

O

O

B. Creation of objectionable odors?

I

C. Alteration of air movement, moisture, or
temperature, or any change in climate, either
locally or regionally?

X

A. Changes in currents, or the course of water
movements, in either fresh or marine waters?

X

O

B. Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns,
or the rate and amount of surface runoff.

O

X

C. Alterations to the course of flow of flood waters?

X

D. Change in the amount of surface water in any
water body?

X

0| O

E. Discharge into surface waters, or any alteration
of surface water quality, such as temperature,
dissolved oxygen or turbidity?

X

o(a,a| o ija

O

F. Alteration of the direction or rate of flow of
ground water?

O

X

O

o o (oo, a|d

gy o jgajgaj a|ao

G. Change in the quantity of ground water, either
through direct additions or withdrawals, or
through interception of an aquifer by cuts or
excavations?

O

O

O

H. Substantial reduction in the amount of water
otherwise available for public water supplies?

X

O

O

I. Exposure of people or property to water related
hazards 'such as flooding or tsunamis?

X

A. Change in the diversity of species,-or number of
any species of plants including trees, shrubs,
grass, crops, and aquatic plants?

X

B. Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare, or
endangered species of plants?

X

oy o

C. Introduction of a new plant species into an area,
or creation of a barrier to the normal
replenishment of existing species.

O |a] O

X

D. Reduction in acreage of any agricu'tural crop?

X

a| A

O

ay a g} O

a, oo} 0o




STAFF REPORT FOR COASTAL DEVELOPMENT USE PERMIT #CDU 6-2006
: PAGE PC-25

A. Change in the diversity of species, or number of
any species of animals including birds, land ] O 0 ]

animals, reptiles, fish, shellfish, insects, and
benthic organisms?

B. Reduction in the number of any unique, rare, or %
endangered species of animals? O O O O

C. Introduction of new species of animals into an
area, or in a barrier to the migration or movement
of animals?

D. Deterioration of fish or wiidlife habitat?

A. Increases in existing noise levels? O O | £l

B. Exposure of people to severe noise levels?

. Production of new light or glare?

kA'. Subéténtial alfération 6f the bresent or planned T = T T < ’ ' B -
land use of the area? U O d ]

A. Increased rate of use of any natural resources? O O ] [

. Afterations to the location, distribution, density, or
growth rate of human populations?-

. Will the proposal affect existing housing or create
a demand for new housing?

A. nﬁicgﬁgg?’?of substantial additional vehicular 0 ' 0 0O 0O
B. fifrf?)c:at\sfv%[;?k)i(:f;i’?g parking facilities, or demand 0 0 0 ]
C. S;st;:tniggal impact upon existing transportation O 0 0 0O
D e ey crcuton o o | o 0 0
E. Alterations to waterborne, rail, or air traffic? [ d d O
F. Lr:g;iﬁ:tes igrt;f(fjigsr;:;i:s to motor vehicles, O O n ]




STAFF REPORT FOR COASTAL DEVELOPMENT USE PERMIT #CDU 6-2006
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A. Will the proposal have an effect upon, or result in

a need for new or altered government services in

any of the following areas:

Fire protection? O O O O
Police protection? O O ] O
Schools? ] O O O
Parks and other recreational facilities? O O O 0

Maintenance of public facilities, and roads? U O
Other governmental services? O O
A. Use of substantial amounts of fuel or energy? ]
B. Substantial increase in demand upon existing
sources of energy, or require development of O O O O
new energy sources? :
i:‘I'S.' C e
A. Will the project result in a need for new systems
or substantial alterations to the following:
Potable water? O O O O
2 Sewerage? O O O O

Energy or information transmission lines?

. Creation of any health hazard or potential health
hazard?

B. Exposure of people to any existing health
hazards?

C. Risk of explosion or release of hazardous
substances (i.e. pesticides, chemicals, oil,
radiation) in the event of an accident or unusual
conditions? '

D. Possible interference with emergency response

plan or evacuation plan?

A. Qbstruction of any scenic vista or view open to
the public, or create an aesthetically offensive
site open to public view?

A. Impact upon the quality or quantity of existing
recreational opportunities?

A. Alteration or destruction of a prehistoric or
historic archaeological site?




STAFF REPORT FOR COASTAL DEVELOPMENT USE PERMIT #CDU 6-2006

PAGE PC-27
B. Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to a
prehistoric or historic building or structure? . H H O
C. Cause a physical change that would affect the
unique ethnic cultural values? - = -
D. Restrict existing religious or sacred uses within
the potential impact area? - L] O] 0

For a discussion of each of the environmental effects listed in the Environmental Checklist along with
related goals and policies of the General Plan, see the Environmental Review section of the attached
staff report.

A. As discussed in the preceding sections, the project dees does not have the potential to
significantly degrade the quality of the environment, including effects on animals or plants, or to
eliminate historic or prehistoric sites.

B. As discussed in the preceding sections, both short-term and long-term environmental effects
associated with the project will be less than significant sigaifieant.

C. When. impacts associated with the project are considered alone or in combination with other
impacts, the project- related impacts are insignificant sigaificant.

D. The above dlscussmns do not identify any substantial adverse impacts to people as a result of
_ the project. :

On the basis -of this initial evaluation, it has been determined that:

[0 The proposed project will not have a significant effect on the environment, and it is
recommended that a NEGATIVE DECLARATION be adopted.

Although the project, as proposed, couid have had a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because mitigation measures required for the project
will reduce potentially significant effects to a less than significant level, therefore, it is
recommended that a NEGATIVE DECLARATION be adopted. '

0O The proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

§/3z/7 J@/@M
bATE o () s
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of the Engineering Geologic Reconnaissance that BACE
Geotechnical (BACE), a division of Brunsing Associates, Inc., performed for the planned
Inn at Newport Ranch at 31502 North Highway One, Westport, Mendocino County,
California (APN 015-380-05). The site, an area referred to as Newport, is located on an
ocean bluff west of Highway One, approximately one and one-half miles north of the
mouth of the Ten Mile River, as shown on the Vicinity Map, Plate 1. A Site Plan
showing the property and sketch of planned new structures is presented on Plate 2.

The purpose of our services was to evaluate the geologic hazards at the site, primarily
bluff stability and retreat (erosion) rate, in order to determine the potential impact of the
proposed development on the stability of the site. Our scope of services, as outlined in
our Service Agreement dated October 1, 2007, consisted of researching published
geologic maps, aerial photograph study, field reconnaissance, engineering geologic
analysis, consultation, and the preparation of this report. Our data, conclusions and
recommendations presented in this report are intended to satisfy Item 4 “Updated
Geotechnical Analysis” of the “Information Needed for De Novo Review of Application”
on Page 42 of the August 24, 2007 California Coastal Commission Staff Report.

2.0 INVESTIGATION
2.1 Published Map Research

As part of our reconnaissance, we initially reviewed the following pubhshed geologic
maps and references:

e Geology and Geomorphic Features Related to Landsliding, Inglenook 7.5 Minute
Quadrangle, Mendocino County, California, 1983, Open File Report 83-31 SF,
California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG).

e Ukiah Sheet, Geologic Map Series of California, 1960, CDMG.

e Active Fault Near-Source Zones in California and Adjacent Portions of Nevada,
1997, CDMG.

2.2 Aerial Photograph Studies

Our reconnaissance was augmented by studying vertical aerial photographs dated June
28, 1964, June 24, 1981, and April 1, 2000. For our analysis, we utilized methods
described by Mark Johnsson, California Coastal Commission Staff Geologist, in his
manuscript entitled “Establishing Development Setbacks from Coastal Bluffs”.! The
photographs were each enlarged from the vendors’ negatives, to an approximate scale of
one inch equals 200 feet. During our study, BACE determined relatively accurate
photograph scales by comparing field survey measurements between various physical
features in the site vicinity (such as house corner to house comner, and the interior
property fenceline to the Highway One centerline along the gravel driveway) that are also

! Johnsson, Mark J. Establishing Development Setbacks from Coastal Biuffs. Proc. Of California and the

World Ocean '02. Santa Barbara, 2002. L){
A
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shown on the photographs. BACE then compared the field measurements with scaled
distances of the same physical features on the photographs in order to calculate the
photograph scales. The field-measured distance between stationary points and unique
points on the bluff edge were then quantitatively compared with the same calculated
distances on the photographs, in order to trace the position of the bluff edge between
1964 and 2007. The results of our photograph studies are presented below.

In addition to reviewing vertical aerial photographs, we also obtained oblique-angle aerial
photographs from the California Coastal Records Project (www.californiacoastline.org).
We qualitatively compared photographs of the site from 1972, 1979, 1987, 2002, and
2005. A composite of two photographs taken in 2005 is presented herein as our Coastal
Oblique Aerial Photograph on Plate 3. The vertical aerial photograph from the year 2000
is presented on Plate 4.

2.3 Field Reconnaissance

BACE’s Principal Engineering Geologist made an initial site visit on September 19,
2007. Our Staff Geologist performed the field reconnaissance on October 22, 2007. Our
field reconnaissance consisted of examination of bedrock and soil exposed on the bluff
face, and interpretation of geomorphic expressions on the terrace top and bluffs, as
viewed from various bluff-top vantage points, within the property and vicinity. We also
observed existing drainage patterns/conditions as well as staking related to the proposed
development.

Site Photographs A through K on Plates 5 through 15, respectively, show the property
from several locations.  Site Photograph locations are indicated on the Site
Plan/Geomorphic Map, Plate 2.

3.0 SITE CONDITIONS

The property is situated on a near-level, elevated marine terrace on the west side of
Highway One. The terrace was formed during the Pleistocene Epoch, when periods of
glaciation caused sea level fluctuations, which created a series of steps, or terraces, cut
into the coastal bedrock by wave erosion. The property occupies 34 acres extending west
from Highway One across the terrace level to the ocean bluff. The existing buildings are
accessed by a long gravel driveway that extends west from the highway. The buildings
are surrounded by a white wooden fence, as shown in Site Photograph A (Plate 5). The
eastern fenceline is approximately 570 feet from the highway. The existing buildings are
generally in poor to dilapidated condition. The northwest corner of the existing wooden
fence was measured at approximately 148 feet landward (southeast) of the bluff edge at
the closest point.

Story poles and some staking for the planned new development were observed within the
field to the north of the existing driveway, as shown in Site Photograph B (Plate 6).
According to the preliminary site sketch we reviewed, the planned new development will
begin approximately 340 feet west of the highway, and will include several buildings

\ézo%m
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within a footprint area approximately 277 feet east-west by 335 feet north-south.
According to the above-mentioned plans, the northwest corner of the building envelope
(closest to the bluff edge) will be located approximately 150 feet from the bluff edge.

Slope gradients on the terrace are very gentle to nearly level to the east, north, and
immediate west of the existing/planned development area. Portions of the terrace to the
south and further west of the building envelope have gentle slopes on the order of five to
ten feet horizontal to on foot vertical (SH:1V to 10H:1V).

The ocean bluffs along the property are approximately 80 to 120 feet in vertical height,
and form two prominent, northwest-trending peninsulas. According to the parcel map,
only the easternmost portions of the peninsulas themselves are within the subject
property. Slope gradients on the upper bluff faces are very steep, generally on the order
of 1H:1V, with local areas that are near vertical. In most areas, the rock at the toe of the
bluffs forms a gently sloping shelf near the water level. The bluffs along both peninsulas
and the small cove between them are sheer to the ocean with no beach at the toe. North
of the northernmost peninsula, a few small boulder-beaches are notched into the bluff toe.
Site Photographs C and D on Plates 7 and 8, respectively, show many of these features.
The falling tide level during our reconnaissance ranged between approximately 3.7 feet to
1.7 feet above Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW).

Several sea caves and one through-going arch were observed within the bodies of the
peninsulas, as shown in Site Photographs C and E, Plates 7 and 9, respectively. No sea
caves were observed trending toward the mainland. Exploring the sea caves via ropes or
ocean kayak did not appear warranted and would have been difficult.

The northernmost peninsula has two prominent step-like geomorphic features aligned
with the long dimension of the peninsular arm. These gently- to moderately-sloping
undulations taper out at each end, and appear to be a result of historic grading or
livestock activity that now blends with the existing, gently-sloping topography. They do
not appear to be related to underlying geologic structure.

Near the end of the northernmost peninsula, we observed the “Newport” monument, part
of the National Geodetic Survey (NGS) of 1929 (Plate 1). It is cwrently 16.7 feet from
the closest bluff edge (due west, along a bearing of 270°). We researched the online NGS
observation records for the Newport monument” to compare our bluff-edge measurement
with historic data. An old wooden witness post was observed along the bluff edge
southwest of the monument, which is also described in the NGS reports. This area is
pictured in Site Photograph F on Plate 10.

A prominent drainage channel was observed in the southemn portion of the property.
Standing and/or slowly draining water was observed throughout the length of the
channel. The channel is visible descending the hills on the east side of Highway One.
Drainage water enters the property through a culvert approximately 15 feet south of the

? National Geodetic Survey Datasheets Page. 1 November 2007.
<http://www.ngs.noaa.gov/cgi-bin/ds_desig.prl>
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driveway entrance, as shown in Site Photograph G on Plate 11. The channel from the
culvert Tuns generally west-southwest across the property and empties into the ocean at a
prominent notch in the bluff edge, at the head of the cove between the two peninsulas.
The channel ranges between approximately 2 and 6 feet in depth. Some areas of the
channel have been exiensively trampled and widened by livestock, other, generally more
heavily vegetated sections remain steep-sided and are more deeply incised. Near the
bluff edge, a road has been graded across the channel, and the drainage passes beneath
the road fill through a culvert. The culvert empties into a flat, marshy pond area, several
feet wide and approximately 5 feet deep, at the bluff edge. This area is pictured in Site
Photographs H and I on Plates 12 and 13, respectively.

A subtle drainage swale was observed extending westward from a low-lying area within
the northwestern corner of the existing white wooden fence. The drainage passes beneath
a small graded road through a culvert, and the subtle swale continues westerly to the bluff
edge.

Just to the northeast along the bluff from the above-mentioned swale, the remains of a
small, dilapidated house are spread along the edge of the terrace, as shown in Site
Photograph J on Plate 14. The house and another, northerly-adjacent out-building are
visible at the bluff edge in the 1964 and 1981 aerial photographs that we studied. Some
of the structure remains partially standing, and much has fallen down the face of the cliff.
A prominent, 1 to 2 foot vertical scarp is present in this area, encompassing a roughly
double-cresent-shaped area up to approximately 15-20+ feet wide along the bluff edge, as
shown in Site Photograph K on Plate 15. Judging from comparison of the various
vertical and oblique aerial photographs, it appears that the bulk of the damage to the
structure happened between 2002 and 2005. However, the freshness of the scarp
indicates that significant slide movement may be more recent, and likely ongoing.

Two modestly defined swales are also present within the existing fenced area, trending
generally south and west, respectively, away from the buildings (Plates 2 and 5). Surface
water was not observed in these swales at the time of our October 2007 reconnaissance.

Between the existing structures and Highway One, we observed multiple areas that
appear to be filled-in test pits, as well as several shallow perforated pipes. We presume
these are part of an ongoing soil testing program for siting of the leach fields. We
observed a few marshy areas in this field as well.

Vegetation at the site consists of a thick cover of tall seasonal grasses to the north, east,
and south of the existing buildings. The prominent drainage swale and other low, moist
areas support marsh grass and occasional brambles. West of the existing buildings, long
grasses give way to shorter varieties toward the bluff edges. Well-established vegetation
within the topsoil and terrace deposits along the bluff edges is common. Within the
existing wooden fence, the ground is mostly covered with short, lawn-type grass. The
cliff faces are mostly bare soil and rock, with occasional clumps of vegetation in the
uppermost approximately 10 to 15 feet.

‘\oﬁ\b
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4.0  SITE GEOLOGY AND SOIL CONDITIONS
4.1  Regional Geologic and Seismic Setting

This part of the Mendocino County coastal area, east of the San Andreas Fault, is
comprised of sedimentary rocks of the Tertiary-Cretaceous Period Coastal Belt
Franciscan Complex. These rocks consist of well-consolidated sandstone and minor
shale and conglomerate, with occasional greenstone.

The coastal bedrock has been carved into a series of steps, or terraces, during the
Pleistocene Epoch when sea level fluctuations were caused by periods of glaciation.
Shallow marine sediments (Pleistocene terrace deposits) were deposited on the wave-cut,
bedrock platforms while they were submerged beneath the ocean during interglacial sea-
level high stands. Some of these marine deposits have been locally eroded as the terraces
began to emerge from the ocean due to uplift associated with the San Andreas Fault Zone
during the middle and late Pleistocene. Present sea levels were achieved about 5,000 to
7,000 years ago. Sediments, comprised mostly of sand and silt, with some gravel and
clay, were deposited on the generally flat wave-cut platforms (terrace surfaces) while
they were submerged by the elevated sea levels. Terrace deposits typically mantle the
bedrock along the coast in this area.

The seismicity and tectonics of the Mendocino Coastal region are controlled by a
network of generally northwest-trending strike-slip faults of the San Andreas Fault
system. The active San Andreas Fault (north coast segment) is located offshore,
approximately 10.3 miles (16.6 km) southwest of the property. The active Maacama fault
(north segment) is located approximately 15.5 miles (25 km) northeast of the property.
Future, large magnitude earthquakes originating on these, or other nearby faults are
expected to cause strong ground shaking at the site. The intensity of ground shaking will
depend on the distance to the causative earthquake epicenter, the magnitude of the shock,
and the response characteristics of the materials underlying the site.

4.2  Site Soil and Geologic Conditions

The geologic conditions we observed at the site coirelate well with those indicated on the
published maps and references we reviewed for this report. The dark gray sandstone
exposed on the lower bluffs is, in general, crushed, hard, and little to moderately
weathered. Some areas are intensely sheared and deformed. The rocks within the upper
15 to 20 feet of the bluff are crushed, low in hardness, and deeply weathered to a light
brownish orange color. Where discernable, bedding orientation appears to have a
northwestern strike with a moderately steep dip, approximately 60 degrees from
horizontal, to the northeast. The general northwestern trend of the peninsulas and
headlands in the area reflects the northwesterly strike typical of the sedimentary rocks in
this region. Cobble- to boulder-sized rock fragments were observed near the cluster of
existing buildings, possibly indicating shallow bedrock in that area (Plate 2). In addition,
fragments of deeply weathered light brownish orange sandstone were observed in the test

06&\\’5
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pit backfill soils in the castern field (Plate 2), indicating that shallow, weathered bedrock
may have been encountered within those test pits.

Our observations indicate that variable thicknesses of terrace deposits mantle the bedrock
at the property. Approximately 6 feet of light gray and brownish yellow silty sand terrace
deposits, with some gravel, were observed at the tip of the southern peninsula. However,
the deposits appear thicker (on the order of 10 feet) at other bluff-edge areas on the
northern peninsula.

Up to approximately one foot of dark brown silty sand topsoil mantles most of the site,
with the exception of where rock fragments are exposed at the surface as noted above.
The topsoil is generally loose to medium dense, and damp to wet. Small animal burrows
are abundant within the upper soils.

Some patches of terrace soils (Plates 8, 10) are exposed on the upper bluffs, leaving them
susceptible to accelerated erosion and shallow sloughing. Below the terrace deposit
layer, the bluff faces are mostly bare rock.

A number of landslide-related features were observed along the bluff edges. The most
prominent and pertinent to the project is located north of the northern peninsula in the
area of the dilapidated/destroyed house. This slide is pictured in Site Photographs D, J,
and K, on Plates §, 14, and 15, respectively. Currently, a scarp approximately 1 % feet
high and several tens of feet long defines the crown of a bluff-edge slide mass on the
order of 20 feet wide. This slide appears to be a deep-seated, translational or rotational
slide block that penetrates into the upper, weathered bedrock. The active scarp, taken to
be the bluff edge at this location, currently measures 176 feet from the northwestern
corner of the wooden fence (on-line with the fence, approximately due west) that
surrounds the existing buildings. '

Further down the bluff face directly below this active slide are the remains of a larger
slide mass that appears to pre-date the fresh scarp at the bluff edge. Judging from the
appearance of the slide block and its large volume, the older slide also appears to have
involved the bedrock. Our aerial photograph study indicates that this slide took place
post-2000, and was likely responsible for the destruction of the building at the bluff edge.

Just south of the dilapidated house, another large landslide rests about 1/3 of the way
down the bluff face (Plate 8). This slide and the associated incised notches at the
headscarp appear to have been caused at least in part by saturation and weakening of the
soils at the bluff edge due to drainage from the channel that terminates in this area. The
channel is visible on all of the vertical aerial photographs. Our aerial photograph
analysis, as well as comparison of other file photographs of the area, indicates that the
older landslide at this drainage mouth took place prior to the slide discussed in the
preceding paragraph.

A series of small (few inches high), concentric scarps were observed along the bluff edge
near the neck of the southern peninsula. These features may be indicative of slide creep
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and/or incipient, larger-scale failure, and they are shown in Site Photographs C and E on
Plates 7 and 9, respectively. A large sea cave was observed in the base of the cliffs below
these scarps, though haze and shadows obscure this area in the photographs

No evidence of active faulting was observed on the property and none of the published
references we reviewed show any faults on, or trending towards, the property. Several
old faults were observed within the Franciscan bedrock on the bluffs (Plates 3 and 7).
The faults do not appear to propagate into the Pleistocene terrace deposits. As is
common among faults in ocean bluffs, sea caves have developed along these zones of
relative weakness within the rock. Two ancient faults and an associated sea cave near the
end of the northern peninsula, are shown on Plate 3.

5.0 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
5.1 General

Based on the results of our reconnaissance, we conclude that the site is geologically
suitable for the proposed development, provided that a suitable area for leach fields can
be found and adequate water supply can be obtained. The main geotechnical
considerations affecting the proposed development are bluff erosion/retreat rate, slope
stability, and strong seismic shaking from future earthquakes. These considerations and
their possible mitigation measures are discussed below.

BACE was also asked to address the potential impact of the proposed development on the
stability of the site and adjacent area for the economic life of the project (75 years). In
essence, this involves evaluating the same factors listed above from the opposite
standpoint, or estimating how the increased human activity brought on by the proposed
development will influence the existing site conditions. Our discussions and
recommendations below are directed toward creating a sound development that will
neither be impacted by existing natural conditions nor create additional instability.

5.2 Bluff Retreat

Our analysis of aerial photographs indicates an average bluff edge retreat rate of
approximately 3.7 inches per year along the bluff top nearest to the proposed
development envelope (northwest of the northwest corner, currently shown at a proposed
150-foot setback). This erosion rate is the average for the 36-year period between 1964
and 2000, for an area clearly notched by erosion.

The worst-case retreat rate on the bluffs in the proposed development area is the landslide
on the northwest bluff. A former house and outbuilding were previously located in this
area; only a dilapidated remnant of the house exists today. We assume that the house was
built a few feet back of the bluff edge in the 1940’s or 1950°s. To be conservative, we
estimate that the bluff has retreated in this area 45 feet (back to the present landslide
scarp) in the last 50 years. This results in a local retreat rate of 0.9 feet per year. The
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new bluff edge is defined by the fresh scarp shown on Plates 14 and 15. This can be
considered a “worst-case scenario” retreat rate under present conditions.

In general, the erosion/bluff retreat rates due to “grain by grain” erosion along the
northwest property bluffs are relatively low. The peninsulas are comprised of hard rock
beds that are generally erosion-resistant. Most of the refreat occurring along the cliff
edges appears 1o be due {o intermittent, larger scale landslides and slumps rather than
ongoing shallow loss of the upper terrace deposits. It should be noted that the retreat
rates given are considered averages over the period of time covered by the aerial photos
and up to our 2007 study. Localized, larger scale slumps or slides could occur in the
future anywhere along the bluff edge.

5.3 Landshides

The large landslides we observed on the property appear to be due to saturation of the
terrace deposits and upper, weathered bedrock. These conditions are occurring where
concentrated surface runoff flows to the bluff edge. Because the terrace is nearly level in
many areas adjacent to the bluff edge, conditions exist in which there is more time for the
water to seep through the bluff-edge soils and penetrate into the underlying rock. Where
this has been allowed to occur over time, larger-scale slumping has been the result.

Shallow sloughing of terrace deposits along the bluff edges is occurring in many places,
as shown on Plate 2. These smaller-scale slumps will continue to occur but should not
affect the integrity of the development as it 1s currently sited.

54 Seismic Hazards

As is typical of the Mendocino County area, the site will be subject to strong ground
shaking during future, nearby, large magnitude earthquakes. The intensity of ground
shaking at the site will depend on the distance to the causative earthquake epicenter, the
magnitude of the shock, and the response characteristics of the underlying earth
materials. Generally, wood-frame structures founded in supporting soils/bedrock and
designed in accordance with current building codes are well suited to resist the effects of
ground shaking.

5.5  Site Drainage

In general, the areas of the bluffs that receive concentrated flow of surface runoff are
experiencing the greatest erosion and associated weakening of terrace deposits and even
the underlying, weathered bedrock. The drainage mouths are sites of deep incision
through the terrace deposits and into the upper rock, as well as large landslides due to a
combination of saturation along the bluff edge and erosion at the bluff toe. The areas of
the bluffs that receive sheet-flow of surface water generally have fewer and smaller sites
of accelerated erosion and the bluffs below appear in more stable condition. However,
the distance between the drainage mouths and the proposed development is sufficiently
great that alterations to the existing drainage patterns do not appear warranted.

\\8\“3
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6.0 RECOMMENDATIONS
6.1 Bluff Edge Setback

The retreat rates calculated for this report are considered averages - some areas of the
bluff may have localized failures, involving a few feet or more of lost material, during an
occasional, severe storm season. Using the worst-case scenario (the active landslide)
with a retreat rate of (rounded up to) one foot per year, the bluff northwest of the
proposed development (closest as currently sited) could erode back approximately 75 feet
over a 75-year period (assumed by the California Coastal Commission to be the
economic lifespan of a development). Since the erosion may not be uniform (some areas
of erosion would be greater and some less) and considering the possible effects of sea
level rise, a safety factor of 1.33 should be used in determining a minimum bluff setback
of 100 feet.

6.2  Bluff Stability and Landslides

The bedding orientation observed at the tip of the southern peninsula (moderately steep
dip into the bluff) although not evident in all areas of property, represents a favorable
condition for stability. The proposed development is sited far enough away from the
bluff edge and the identified incipient, active and older slide blocks that it should not be
threatened by landslide-related instability. In order for the proposed development not to
increase the occurrence of sloughing or larger-scale slides, care should be taken not to
increase the amount of concentrated surface runoff currently reaching the bluff edges.

6.3 Sea Caves

Several sea caves were identified within the bluff toes along the property, as shown on
Plate 2. Additional caves may be present that are not visible from the blufftops, however,
the conditions we observed in the areas most pertinent to the proposed development did
not warrant marine reconnaissance of the bluff toes. We did not observe any sea caves
trending towards the proposed development. Rather, the caves we observed are within
the peninsulas. Therefore, no additional setbacks or recommendations regarding the sea
caves are warranted at this time.

6.4 Seismic Hazards

Our observations indicate that the property is underlain by widely varying thicknesses of
topsoil and terrace deposits over the sandstone bedrock. The possible presence of
shallow bedrock in the area of the existing/proposed building area is a favorable
condition for building foundations. Structures founded in bedrock or in firm, relatively
shallow terrace soils over bedrock are more likely to experience short, jolting motions,
rather than the prolonged, oscillatory shaking brought on by perpetuation of seismic
waves in thickened, unconsolidated sediment deposits. However, subsurface
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investigation of the soils and bedrock underlying the site will be necessary to characterize
the thickness and engineering properties of the terrace deposits and bedrock.

6.5  Site Drainage

Because surface and/or subsurface water is often the cause of foundation or slope
stability problems, care should be taken to intercept and divert concentrated surface flows
and subsurface seepage away from the building foundations and the bluff edge. Roof
runoff water should be directed away from the structures and dispersed, as much as
practical, across the property. Drainage across the property should be by sheet-flow
directed, as much as practical, to the east and south of the buildings. Surface grades
should maintain a recommended two percent gradient away from building foundations.

Irrigation near the bluff edge should be kept to an absolute minimum. Saturation of these
weak soils, or excess seepage along their base, could cause sloughing and accelerated
bluff edge retreat. Care should be taken to avoid concentrated surface flow of runoff
along the bluff edge.

7.0  ADDITIONAL SERVICES

BACE should review and provide consultation during preparation of final development
plans. Depending on the structure type, location, and site conditions, additional
investigation will be required to provide specific foundation design parameters and, as
appropriate, detailed recommendations for site grading, access road construction and
surface and/or subsurface drainage.

BACE should be retained to inspect and investigate, as appropriate, any major changes in
the condition of the bluffs, such as movement on the active landslide or incipient
landslide areas. Our observations of bluff edge changes would allow us to review and
modify our recommendations, if necessary. '

8.0 LIMITATIONS

This engineering geologic reconnaissance of the ocean bluff property was performed in
accordance with the usual and current standards of the profession, as they relate to this
and similar Jocalities. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is provided as to the
conclusions and professional advice presented in this report. Our conclusions are based
upon reasonable geological and engineering interpretation of available data.

Changes in the condition of a site can occur with the passage of time, whether they are
due to natural events or to human activities on this, or adjacent sites. In addition, changes
in applicable or appropriate codes and standards may occur, whether they result from
legislation or the broadening of knowledge. Accordingly, this report may become
invalidated wholly or partially by changes outside of our control. Therefore, this report is
subject to review and revision as changed conditions are identified.

\ u\”\@




HYDROLOGICAL STUDY
FOR

PARCELS: 015-380-05, 015-070-45,
& 015-070-51

AT

31502 N. HIGHWAY 1
FORT BRAGG, CALIFORNIA

MENDOCINO COUNTY

Prepared for

Jackson-Grube Family, Inc.
Willard Jackson
P.O. Box 430
Middlebury, VT 05753

EXHIBIT NO. 16

APPEAL NO.
A-1-MEN-07-028

JACKSON-GRUBE FAMILY

HYDROLOGICAL STUDY
(EXCERPTS) (1 of 19)

Project #270177

Prepared By

Questa Engineering Corporation
1220 Brickyard Cove Road, Suite 206
Point Richmond, California 94807
(510) 236-6114

January 10, 2008

Norman N. Hantzsche




TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCGTION . .ccoiicieeeecierrnreessssaccesasesssssesssssessssossossssssossssssossssssssssssssesssssossssasssssnassessossnssssssns 1
PROJIECT SITE oo tiiiirieeetseeressessesssssseesesesstsssosnsnssssssessssans sosstss sassnsssnsntonsssessssonsssnnnsesssentetsnnsstaneses 1
PROJECT WATER DEMAND .....iicccrcnricssasssssecssarsssssessssssssssssssssssssssssasssasassssnsssssssnsstensssen 1
HYDROGEOLOGIC SETTING ...cceeereeerreerssasscnssnnee eessssesesssessesessansasssseronsssaseesasneseasssnasasessanasan 2
1008 0 08 0) 518 1) 1 4 b () T —— 2
PUMPING TEST PROCEDURES w3
PUMPING TEST ANALYSIS cotiteersecccorcesoncsssssosssssssssssssossassasssssssssssssssssesssssssssessssssosssensantssassas 4
PUMPING DATA cotiie ottt et e e e e re et eeeesesaee et e vats st tesar et et eaat s eaaneeesanesaaassaennraeesren 4
WELL AND AQUIFER CHARACTERISTICS ... .vveveveveersseeeseseeesseesesessesesesssssssesesessesseseseseseseesnesssens 5
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS .oovtrvceeesesssseessassosssssessssassessssnssssssssssssssasasasssassassssssssssssas 7
TWVELL YTELD et ee e eee e ereeeeesesesensesesssesasasensassssseseesssesassesseessessenssessesasessassnesnssenseeennnsaens 7
WATER TABLE DRAWDOWN EFFECTS ...oeeeimveveteeeeseeeeeeseessseeseeeeeeesasseseessseessssesassessssseessn anesees 7
REGIONAL AQUIFER IMPACT ...eenveeeeeeeeeeeees e seseseesemeesesesesesosessseesestsssssesaseasesseaesasenansseenes e, 9
WATER QUALITY ..oevee et eeeeeeeeeeeeseseeereseseseseseesasesseasaesessesseeestemsesaseeestasensosesemeseseetasaesssnaens 10
REFERENCES .oooecreetesresceseresesssassssssesssssssessssonsssossssssssssssresssssssasasessassosssnssnssns 10
FIGURES

Figure 1 - Site Location Map

Figure 2 - Monitoring Wells Location Map
Figure 3 - Time Drawdown Plot, WELL TW
Figure 4 - Recovery Plot, Pumping WELL TW
Figure 5 - Time Drawdown Plot, WELL MW
Figure 6 - Recovery Plot, WELL MW

APPENDICES

Appendix A - Well Driller Reports and Testing Notification
Appendix B - Pump Test Monitoring Data

Appendix C - Transmissivity and Storativity Calculations
Appendix D - Well Drawdown Calculations

Appendix E - Water Quality Data

"N \q




INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of a well pumping test and hydrological study conducted for property
located at 31502 North Highway 1, approximately four miles south of the town of Westport in
Mendocino County. The well is proposed to serve as the source of domestic water supply for a 10-
unit inn to be located at the site of the former Orca Inn (APN 015-380-05), a 34-acre parcel on the
west side of Highway 1. The water well is located on APN 015-070-51, an approximately 148-acre
parcel on the east side of the Highway 1. The pipeline from the well to the Inn location will run
through an additional intervening 9.5-acre parcel (APN 015-070-45), located on the east side of
Highway 1. All three properties are under common ownership.

The purpose of the pumping test and hydrological study, in accordance with requirements of the
Mendocino Local Coastal Plan, is to demonstrate that an adequate supply of water exists for the
proposed development (i.e., "Proof of Water") and also to determine whether or not the proposed
withdrawal of groundwater will have a significant adverse effect on water supplies serving
neighboring properties. A pumping test and hydrological study for the project was previously
conducted by Clark Engineering & Hydrology in October 1994, with favorable findings. Due to the
passage of time, the study presented herein was conducted to update and verify the results of the
1994 Clark study. '

PROJECT SITE

The project site is located on a marine terrace, approximately four miles south of the town of
Westport and 10 miles north of Fort Bragg city limits (Figure 1). The land slopes gently to the west
with elevations of approximately 200 feet above mean sea level in the area of the supply well. The
proposed supply well (called TW) and an observation well (called MW) were installed in 1994, at
the time of the Clark study; the two wells are approximately 190 feet from apart. A map of the
project site showing the location of the existing wells and their relationship to other neighboring
properties is provided in Figure 2. Also shown in Figure 2 is an existing developed spring, located
approximately ¥4 mile north of Well TW, which has served historically as the source of supply for
the former Orca Inn complex. The vegetation at the site is largely grassland, used for grazing of
cattle.

PROJECT WATER DEMAND

The proposed project consists of a 10-unit inn plus a caretaker unit on the site of the former Orca Inn.
The lodging units will include from one to three bedrooms (16 total bedrooms), mostly ranging from
about 500 to 1,000 square feet in size. There will be one larger main unit of approximately 3,000
square feet, with three-bedrooms, 3-baths, common reception and dining area. All but two of the
lodging units will have kitchen facilities. The caretaker residence will be a 2-bedroom, 3-bath unit.
The project will also contain a 778-square foot spa.

According to the wastewater system designer (Carl Rittiman and Associates) the estimated
wastewater flow for the project, used for sizing the onsite sewage system, is estimated to be 3,425
gallons per day (gpd). This flow is derived from Mendocino County policies for water and
wastewater flow estimation; it assumes full occupancy of the facilities and is understood to represent
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maximum daily flow conditions. For the 10 lodging units plus caretaker residence, the projected
daily wastewater flow isroughly equivalent to a flow of about 300 gpd per unit, which is comparable
to typical wastewater flows generated by a 2-bedroom house.

Maximum daily water demand is estimated to be very similar to the daily wastewater flow.
However, to be conservative, additional water use allowance is typically included for window
washing and other incidental water uses that do not result in contributions to sewage flow. Atento
20 percent allowance for other unaccounted water use is common and reasonable. This wouid bring
the estimated maximum daily water demand to approximately 3,800 gpd, which is equivalent to a
continuous pumping rate of about 2.64 gallons per minute (gpm). On a long-term or annual basis the
water demand would be less, due to fluctuations in occupancy. However, since peak occupancy on
the Mendocino Coast typically coincides with the summer and early fall, when water source capacity
declines, the prudent approach for a project such as this is to plan for peak usage requirements.
On a year-round basis, an occupancy rate of 80 percent would be a safe assumption for water use
projections. This would translate to an average daily water demand estimate of approximately 3,000
gpd (~2.0 gpm) for the project.

Exterior water use for landscape irrigation would be in addition to the above estimate for potable
water demand. Irrigation water needs would be negligible in the winter and spring, but could be
substantial in the summer and early fall, depending on the type and amount of landscaping,
potentially on the order of about 500 to 1,000 gpd. Water supply for landscape irrigation is planned
to be supplied from the existing spring (see Figure 2), the historical source of water for the former
Orca Inn. According to the 1994 Clark study, the flow of the spring was measured at 1,300 gpd by
David E. Paoli, P.E, in August 1992; this supply of water would be sufficient for landscape irrigation
needs of the project.

HYDROGEOLOGIC SETTING

According to the DWR Mendocino County Coastal Groundwater Study (1982), the project site lies
within the Westport Groundwater Subunit, between Abalobadiah Creek and Kibesillah Creek, in an
area designated as having “Critical Water Resources (CWR).” Groundwater development in the area
is largely from the marine terrace deposits, where wells are typically shallow in depth and have
yields that vary from about 1.5 to 36 gpm. There is much less development of bedrock aquifer(s) in
the area, where well yields vary widely and are found to be generally lower than for terrace deposit or
“composite” wells (i.e., wells penetrating both terrace deposits and bedrock). The proposed supply
well for the project is a composite well, drawing from the sandstone bedrock, as well as from the
terrace deposits, which are generally composed of clays and gravels according to the drilling logs.
The average specific yield of the terrace deposits in this sub-unit is estimated to be about 0.09
(DWR, 1982). The aquifer is generally unconfined and, therefore, its upper limit is defined by the
water table, although hardpan and clay layers may cause local confinement. According to the DWR,
the marine terrace has an average thickness of about 30 feet, and the change in the water table from
spring to fall ranges from 8.0 to 15.5 feet below ground surface.

WELL DESCRIPTION

On October 24™ and 25", 1994, two test wells (TW and MW) were drilled by Kelly Pump and
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Drilling, on the project site (APN 015-070-51); they are located as shown in Figure 2. The well
construction details for each of the wells are summarized in Table 1. A copy of the Well
Completion Report (i.e., Driller’s Log) for each well is provided in Appendix A. As indicated, both
wells have a 5-inch diameter casing and a 20-foot annular seal. The proposed supply well (TW) 1s
60-feet deep; and Well MW, the observation well, is 100-feet deep. The drilling logs indicate similar
subsurface conditions at the two wells; the main difference is a greater thickness of terrace materials
at Well TW (40 feet) as compared with Well MW (31 feet). Of particular note is the difference in
the gray gravel layer, which is 18-feet thick (22 to 40 feet) at Well TW, and is only 5-feet thick (26 to
31 feet) at Well MW. This appears to be the primary water-bearing layer; and the difference in
thickness likely explains the higher yield for TW. At the time of installation the well driller reported
a yield of approximately 5 gpm at TW, and only 2 gpm at MW. In his 1994 study, Clark conducted a
72-hour pumping test of Well TW and documented a yield of better than 6 gpm. Well MW was used
as an observation well during his test. For the present study, a repeat testing of Well TW was
conducted to verify the current well yield, again using MW as an observation well.

Table 1. Onsite Well Construction Details

2 ) : 2
SR i St e

R e e s i bR
Well Completion Report No. 419974 419973
Date Installed 10/26/2004 10/24/2004
Type of Well (8?18350\;31) (Moi?t?x?r(zl{;’ell)
Total Depth (ft) 60 99
Casing Diameter (in) 5 5
Annular Seal Depth (ft) 20 20
Screened Interval 20’ to 60° 20’ to 99’
Depth to Water at Time of Drilling (ft) 20 15
Depth to Bedrock (ft) 40 31
Saturated Thickness of Terrace Deposits (ft)* 20 16

* At time of drilling

PUMPING TEST PROCEDURES

Car] Rittiman and Associates conducted a 72-hour pumping test for Well TW during the period of
October 9-12, 2007. During the pumping of Well TW, Well MW served as an observation well. -
The pumping test was conducted to determine the sustained yield and drawdown characteristics of
Well TW and the local aquifer according to-the following testing procedures.

* Pumping Equipment. A pump was installed in Well TW, approximately 8 feet from the
bottom of the well. A valve was installed on the discharge line to adjust the flow rate from the

119
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well. The flow from the well was discharged approximately 200 feet downslope of Well TW
into a drainageway, outside the immediate well recharge area.

» Flow Metering. Flow metering was done manually at periodic intervals throughout the
pumping test. A bucket and stop watch were used to determine the instantaneous flow rate.
Typically, measurements were made every five minutes during the first 20 minutes of
pumping, then every 10 minutes for about 80 minutes, then every 20 minutes for 80 minutes,
then every 30 minutes for 180 minutes, then every 60 minutes for 8 hours, and then every 120
minutes for the duration of the 72 hours.

» Drawdown Measurements. Drawdown measurements were taken at both wells throughout
the duration of the test at the same time intervals as the flow metering. While Well TW was
being pumped, the water levels in Well MW were monitored. Measurements of the water
levels were made with a water level probe, referenced to the wellhead.

= Pumping Rate. Well TW was tested at a constant pumping rate of approximately 6.3 gpm for
the full duration of the 72-hour test.

* Recovery. At the conclusion of pumping, periodic readings of water level recovery in
pumping Well TW were made for 28 hours, during which time Well TW recovered 96% of
the entire drawdown depth experienced during pumping. Recovery was also monitored at
Well MW for a 28-hour period following pumping, during which time it recovered 92% of the
entire drawdown experience during pumping.

» Monitoring of Neighboring Wells. Notice of the pumping test was provided to neighboring
property owners (see Appendix A). However, the nearest neighboring wells are more than Y-
mile south of Well TW, far beyond the expected zone of influence of the test well. Therefore,
no neighboring wells were monitored during the pumping test. Also, no neighbors reported
any apparent effects on their wells at the time of the pumping test.

PUMPING TEST ANALYSIS
Pumping Data

The data recorded from the pumping tests are provided in Appendix B. The pertinent data from the
test are shown in Table 2.

L1
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Table 2. Pumping Test Data

Well Depth (feet) 60 99
Total Pumping Duration (minutes) 4,320 -
Total Volume Pumped (gallons) 27,041 -
Average Pumping Rate (gpm) 6.3 -
Initial Depth to Water (feet) 22.58 12.0
Water Level at End of Test (feet) 37.71 13.73
Maximum Drawdown Achieved (feet) 15.13 1.73
Total Saturated Thickness of Aquifer (feet)* 37.42 37.0

* At time of pumping test

Well and Aquifer Characteristics

* Drawdown and Recovery. The time-drawdown and recovery plots for pumping Well TW
are shown in Figures 3 and 4. The time-drawdown and recovery plots for observation Well
MW are shown in Figures 5 and 6. A review of the time-drawdown data for the test wells
follows. ‘

1. Pumping Well TW. Time-drawdown data for Well TW (Figure 3) reveal that at the
beginning of the pump test, the pumping rate was approximately 6.63 gpm for the first 5
minutes, before it was adjusted to a little less than 6.3 gpm, which was maintained for the
remainder of the test. The average pumping rate over the entire duration of the test was
6.26 gpm. At this pumping rate, the water level drawdown in the pumping well
stabilized over the last 22 hours of the test at approximately 15 feet below the initial
static level; the final drawdown measurement was 15.13 feet. '

Recovery of Well TW (plotted in Figure 4) was monitored immediately following the
end of pumping. The well recovered 96 percent of the drawdown (15.13 feet) within 28
hours after pumping ended.

2. Monitoring Well MW. The time-drawdown and recovery plots for observation Well
MW are shown in Figure 5 and 6, respectively. Maximum drawdown achieved near the
end of the test was measured to be 1.73 feet.

Recovery of Well MW (plotted in Figure 6) was monitored immediately following the

end of pumping. The well recovered 92 percent of the drawdown (1.73 feet) within 28
hours after pumping ended.

Q s\
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» Transmissivity. Transmissivity of the aquifer, in the immediate area of the pumping well,
can be calculated from the time-drawdown and recovery data according to the following

formula:
T=2640
As
Where:

T = Transmissivity (gpd/ft)
Q = Constant pumping rate (gpm)
As = Drawdown or recovery in the pumping well for one log cycle (feet)

Using the steepest slope of the drawdown curve over one log cycle, between 100 and 1,000
minutes, the value As was determined graphically to be 1.5 feet, and the transmissivity was
calculated to be approximately 1,109 gpd/ft as follows (see Appendix C):

T = (264)(6.3 gpm) = 1,109 gpd/ft
1.5 1t

In his 1994 study Clark reported a transmissivity value of 1,300 gpd/ft for Well TW, which
compares closely to the current test results. Both results are indicative of permeable
conditions and a productive aquifer at the location of Well TW.

» Aquifer Storage. The DWR Groundwater Study (1982) estimated the average specific yield
of the terrace deposits in the Westport Subunit, to be approximately 9.0% (0.09), and
substantially less in the Franciscan bedrock.

For site-specific validation, the Theis non-equilibrium equation was used to estimate the
storativity from the observed drawdown of Well MW during the 72-hour pumping test of
Well TW. By trial-and-error, we determined that a storativity of 0.2% (0.002) yields the best
match between the predicted drawdown and observed drawdown at Well MW (1.73 ft.)
during the 72 hours of pumping. Supporting calculations are provided in Appendix C. In
his 1994 study, Clark determined a lower aquifer storativity of 0.00132. Both of these results
for storativity are substantially lower than the average value (0.09) estimated by DWR for the
terrace materials. The lower values reflect conditions influenced by bedrock geology and
possible partial confinement of the aquifer.

The total volume (V) of water in aquifer storage within the limits of the property can be
estimated using: (1) the storativity value of 0.2% determined above; (2) an estimated
saturated aquifer thickness of 62 feet (based on the average between Well TW and MW); and
(3) the 148-acre parcel size. The calculation is given below:

V = (148 acres)[(62 11)(0.002)](325,851 gallons/acre-feet)
V = (18.35 acre-feet)(325,851 gallons/acre-feet)
V =5,979,365 gallons

\%@»\11
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The above calculation gives only a very rough approximation of the amount of groundwater
in storage on the property, since it is based solely on conditions found at the pumping and
monitoring well location. Also, not all of this water is necessarily available for extraction
from pumping Well TW, since the well cannot realistically draw water from the entire 148-
acre parcel. By inspection of the topography we estimate groundwater occurring within
about 25% of the property (approximately 37 acres) supplies water to the area of Well TW.
Accordingly, the effective volume of groundwater in storage and available for extraction (at
the end of the dry season) is on the order of about 1.5 million gallons (0.25 x 5.98 million
gallons = 1.5 million gallons).

» Sustained Yield. Equilibrium conditions were achieved for Well TW during the 72-hour
pumping test and, thus, the sustained long-term yield of the well is approximated by the final,
stabilized pumping rate of 6.26 gpm. The stabilized pumping rate of 6.26 gpm equates to a
daily yield of about 9,000 gpd, or roughly 2.4 times the projected maximum daily water use
of 3,800 gpd for the project. In his 1994 study, Clark estimated the yield for Well TW to be
about 6 gpm, which is consistent with the results of the current updated testing of the well.

» Specific Capacity. The specific capacity (Q/d), the discharge per unit of water table
drawdown, is calculated from the stabilized pumping rate or discharge (Q) and the total
drawdown (d) for the pumping well at the end of the test as follows:

Q/d = 6.26 gpm/15.13 ft
Q/d =0.41 gpm/ft

For the projected peak water demand of 2.64 gpm, the resulting drawdown in supply Well
TW would be approximately 6.4 feet (2.64 gpm/0.41 gpm/ft = 6.4 ft).

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Well Yield

The pumping test demonstrated a stabilized yield of 6.26 gpm for Well TW over a sustained 72-hour
pumping period at the end of a below average rainfall year. This pumping rate corresponds to a daily
pumping volume of 9,014 gallons per day. The well is planned to supply a 10-unit inn and caretaker
residence, which are expected to have maximum daily water supply needs of about 3,800 gpd. The
long-term or average water demand would be less than this amount, due to fluctuations in occupancy.
An annual average occupancy of 80 percent would translate to an average daily water demand of
approximately 3,000 gpd. The pumping tests results are similar to those documented by Clark in
1994, showing that the proposed supply Well TW has more than ample capacity to meet the water
demands for the project, considering both average and peak usage.

Water Table Drawdown Effects

Since there are no existing neighboring wells within about ¥2-mile of the proposed supply Well TW,
no monitoring of water table drawdown at neighboring properties was conducted during the pumping
test. Instead, water table drawdown was monitored at observation Well MW, located about 190 feet
from the test well. The drawdown data from Well MW were then used to calculate the theoretical

(e Y
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drawdown effects for different (longer) pumping periods and for different rates of pumping. The
calculations are provided in Appendix D. The following assumptions and approach were used in

this analysis.

e Pumping Rates and Duration. Drawdown calculations were made assuming pumping of
Well TW at various pumping rates of 2.0, 3.0 and 4.0 gpm, for a duration of 90 days and 180
days during the dry (fall) period. This provides projected drawdown impacts for a range of
potential conditions pumping conditions.

o Distances. Calculations of drawdown effects were made for distances of 190 feet and 400
feet from Well TW to estimate the effects, respectively, at Well MW and at the westerly
property line of parcel 015-070-51 (the well parcel).

¢ Transmissivity. The transmissivity value of 1,109 gpd/ft., as determined from the time-
drawdown data for pumping Well TW was used for the calculations.

o Storativity. The storativity value of 0.002 determined (as previously described) from the
pumping test observation well data was used 1n the calculations.

The calculated drawdown influences are summarized in Table 3 for the different pumping
scenarios. In the last column, the percent drawdown is shown, which indicates the relative
amount as a function of the available saturated thickness of the aquifer. The saturated thickness

Table 3. Summary of Calculated Drawdown Effects From Pumping of Supply Well TW

Property Line .
MW 190 5.0
Property Line 400 3.8
MW 190 6.7
Property Line 400 5.0
MW 190 3.7
Property Line 400 2.9
MW 190 5.6
Property Line 400 4.3
MW 190 4.0 74
Property Line 400 40 5.8

* Based on available saturated thlckness 0f3‘7 4 per hydrogeologlc condltlons at Well ™wW
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of the aquifer at Well TW, determined at the time of pumping to be 37.4 feet, was used for all of
the percentage drawdown calculations to be conservative (safe). The results show the drawdown
effect to be in the range of 2.5 to 6.7 percent of the available drawdown across the range of
pumping conditions considered in these calculations. This amount of projected drawdown
impact falls within the 10-percent drawdown criterion contained in the Mendocino County
Coastal Groundwater Development Guidelines. Since drawdown effects decrease exponentially
at distance from the pumping well, the projected impacts on the water table at the nearest
neighboring wells, more than Y-mile from Well TW, would be negligible and much smaller than
the results shown in Table 3 for locations near the well.

Regional Aquifer Impact

The effects on the local groundwater aquifer due to the proposed addition are determined to be
negligible. This is based on the following considerations.

* Adequate Well Yield. Based on the stabilized rate achieved during the pumping test, Well
TW shows a sustained yield of 6.26 gpm, respectively. Since the projected peak water useis
3,800 gpd (2.64 gpm), there is a sufficient supply from the well to meet the needs of the
project. Other supplemental sources will not be needed.

* Percentage of Groundwater Replenishment. The proposed supply well draws groundwater
from both the deeper Franciscan formation and the shallow terrace deposits. The source of
groundwater replenishment includes principally on-site percolation of rainwater, plus some
amount of lateral groundwater inflow from the watershed area to the east. Based on an
average year-round occupancy of 80 percent, the annual extraction of groundwater for the
project is estimated to be as follows:

(365 days)(3,000 gpd) = 1,095,000 gallons per year

The annual replenishment of the aquifer solely from on-site percolation of rainfall over the
approximately 37-acre groundwater recharge area for Well TW is estimated to be:

(37 acres)(43,560 ft*/acre)(1.0 ft/yr recharge)(7.48 gal/ft3) = 12,055,665 gallons

This calculation assumes an available recharge area of 37 acres (as previously discussed),
and an annual onsite deep percolation (i.e, recharge) of 12 inches of rainfall, which is a
reasonable assumption for the gently sloping terrain, permeable terrace deposits and rainfall
conditions at the site. The Fort Bragg area has an average annual rainfall of about 40 inches.

The average rate of groundwater extraction (1,095,000 gal/yr.) is, therefore, estimated to be
about 9.1 percent of the annual replenishment of the aquifer from on-site rainfall percolation.
This demonstrates that the extraction of groundwater for the proposed project is safely within
the estimated average annual amount of on-site recharge to groundwater within the portion of
the property tributary to the supply well.

» Percentage of Groundwater in Storage. The annual groundwater pumpage for the proposed
10-unit inn and caretaker residence (1,095,000 gal/yr.) is estimated to equal about 73 percent

\ﬂ/ v QO
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of the minimum amount of water in aquifer storage (estimated to be about 1.5 million
gallons) at the end of the dry season. This considers only the groundwater within the
approximately 37-acre aquifer area surrounding the proposed supply well (TW); it does not
include groundwater in storage throughout the remainder of the 148-acre parcel on which the
well 15 located.

‘Water Quality

A water sample was obtained from the proposed supply Well TW on November 7, 2007 by Carl
Rittiman and Associates. The water sample was tested for standard mineral analysis by Alpha
Analytical Laboratories, Inc. The laboratory results are provided in Appendix E. The results for all
constituents tested fall safely within the primary and secondary drinking water standards, except for
iron, manganese and hardness, which were found at levels above the recommended consumer
acceptance concentrations. The turbidity reading was also high; this was likely a result of the
sampling process (bailer method). The water quality test results indicate the groundwater to be
suitable for domestic uses and typical of conditions along the Mendocino Coast; however a treatment
system for iron and manganese will likely be needed to reduce the staining effects normally caused
by these constituents at concentrations above the consumer acceptance limits.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

In 1991 and 1992, Gordon McBride conducted botanical studies on APN 015-380-05 near
Westport, Mendocino County, California. The studies included rare plant surveys. Redwood Coast
Associates (RCA) conducted additional surveys of the Study Area during 2007 and 2008 in order to
verify the locations of Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Arcas (ESHAs) and perform a wetland
delineation based on (California Coastal Act) CCA/(Local Coastal Program) LCP definitions. This
report presents the updated ESHA delineation, an evaluation of potential impacts to ESHAs due to
construction of the proposed project elements, mitigation measutes, and an analysis of ESHA
buffers as required by the CCA and LCP for the planned Inn at Newport Ranch, 31502 North
Highway One, Westport, California.

2.0 STUDY AREA DESCRIPTION

The Study Area is geo-referenced to the Inglenook quadrangle (USGS 7.5 minute), and is located in
the southern half of section(s) 17 &20, T20N, R17W (MDBM), four miles south of the town of
Westport and 10 miles north of Fort Bragg, CA. The Study Area is approximately 18 acres and is
located on Jackson-Grube APN 015-38-05, situated between Highway One and the Pacific Ocean
(Figure 1). The land slopes gently to the west with an average elevation of approximately 175 feet
above mean sea level. The vegetation is largely nonnative grassland terminating at the bluff edge. A
drainage channel defines the southern extent of the Study Area. ESHA surveys were focused to the
area within 100 feet of the proposed development footprint.

The Study Area has a long and varied land use history. During the 1870s a site near the bluff and
the existing structures was used as a staging area to load cut timber onto waiting boats using a large
chute to transport the wood down from the cliffs. The town of Newport once occupied a majority
of the Study Area. The Jackson-Grube parcels and adjacent lands (including Stady Area) supported a
variety of agriculturally related uses including a pea farm, dairy, and sheep grazing. The land is
currently used to graze cattle as it has been for the last several decades. As a result the majority of
the native plant communities are substantially degraded, as the impacts from grazing create a
landscape dominated by non-native and often invasive species, which are now prolific throughout
the entire Study Area. Ruderal grasses and forbes comprise the majority of vegetation within the
Study Area. An ephemeral stream channel and several degraded wetland areas also occur within the
Study Area.

2.1 Vegetation

Four vegetation types were observed within the Study Area and include:
e California annual grassland (Sawyer Keeler-Wolf, 1995),
e introduced perennial grassland (Sawyer Keeler-Wolf, 1995),

¢ Northern coastal bluff scrub (Holland, 1986), and

e several mesic areas including an ephemeral stream channel and several freshwater marsh
areas.

The majority of the Study Area is comprised of California annual grassland with restricted
elements of introduced perennial grassland vegetation interspersed. Chatacteristic species
include: sweet vernal grass (Awnthoxanthum odoratuns), common velvet grass ([Holus lanatus), wild oat
and common oat (Awena barbata, A. fatua), wild radish (Raphanus sativus), Italian and perennial
ryegrass (Lolinn multiflorum, L perenne), bent grass (Agrostis pallens), soft chess (Bromus hordeacens),
English daisy (Belis perennis), English plantain (Plantago lanceolata), dove foot geranium (Geraniunz
molle), tescue (Vuipia bromoides, V" myuros), Bermuda grass (Cynodan dactylon), hairy cat’s-ear and
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smooth cat’s-eat (Hypochaeris radicata, H. glabra), Western blue flax (Iinum bienne), and common sow
thistle (Sonchus oleracens). A faint distinction in species composition is evident within the ungrazed
(fenced) portion around the existing structures. This area is mowed several times a year and supports
a greater percentage of wild radish and invasive grasses, such as Italian rye grass and soft chess.
Numerous ornamental species were noted surrounding the existing structures including calla lily,
hydrangea, narcissis, periwinkle and brambles.

Degraded wetland and riparian vegetation persist in the mesic areas, which include a stream channel,
created by an ephemeral streamn, and three freshwater marsh areas. These features are substantially
degraded as the impacts from grazing pressures are to the point that most of the native vegetation
has been displaced by weedy species. Native wetland and riparian vegetation, typically associated
with coastal wetland and stream habitats, is intermittent and often heavily impacted from grazing.
However, sections of the stream channel do support a moderate amount of native diversity, relative
to the wetland areas, which tend to be dominated by nonnative grasses and fotbes.

Stream channel vegetation is somewhat similar throughout its length, (Figure 5) with the
exception of the western third where the channel widens and deepens near the bluff edge. No
ripatian vegetation was observed in the channel. Himalayan blackberry and a variety of ornamental
rose occur as a dense thicket in a small secion of the channel. Other wise, characteristic herbaceous
species include: Pacific silverweed (Potentilia anserina ssp. pacifica), hedge nettle (Stachys ajugoides var.
rigida), tall mannagrass (Ghyeria elata), California blackberry (Rubus urcinus), sword fern (Polystichum
munitumi), commmon rush (Juncus effusus), creeping spike-rush (Eleocharis macrostachya), common velvet
grass, sweet vernal grass, and northern willow hetb (Epilobium ciliatum).

Characteristic species occurring in the freshwater matsh areas consist of: Mexican rush (J#ncus
mexicanus), common velvet grass, Italian rye grass, hairy cats ear, English plantain, coyote thistle
(Erynginum armatum), white clover (Trifolium repens), spreading rush (Juncus patens), birdfoot trefoil (Lozus
corniculatus), and creeping buttercup (Ranunculus repens). Species composition is relatively similar in
the wetland areas.

The Northern coastal bluff scrub habitat is generally restricted to the bluff face but extends up

+ and onto the bluff top sporadically. Characteristic species include: seaside woolly sunflower
(Erwophyllum staechadifolium), dudleya (Dudleya farinosa), Henderson’s angelica (Angelica hendersoniz),
California polypody (Polypodium californicum), seaside daisy (Erigeron glaucus), coast buckwheat
(Eriogonum latifolium), plantain (Plantago maritima), gam plant (Grindelia stricta), Douglas iris (Iris
donglasiana), sea-pink (America maritima ssp. californica), soft chess, Italian rye grass, California brome
(Bromus carinatus), lupine (Lupinus littoralis), common yartow (Achillea millefolium), beach strawberry
(Fragaria chiloensis), and western bracken fern (Preridium aquilinum var. pabescens). Patches of California
hair-grass (Deschampsia caespitosa ssp. holeiformeis) occur along sections of the bluff, which have partially
slumped away from the cliff restricting the cattle.

2.2 Soils

The Study Area is located on the first marine terrace that 1s comprised of sedimentary rocks of the
Franciscan Complex. The Soil Survey of Mendocino County, Western Part (USDA, 1988) indicates
that the Study Area is undetlain primarily by one soil mapping unit, the Windyhollow loam, but
inclusions of another unit, the Flumeville clay loam, are mapped within the Study Area.

225  Windyhollow loam




This very deep, somewhat pootly drained soil s on marine terraces. It formed in alluvium derived
from mixed rock sources. The vegetation 1s mainly perennial grasses and forbes. Elevation ranges
from 80 to 900 feet. The average annual precipitation 1s 35 to 45 inches, the average annual air
temperatute is about 53 degrees F, and the average frost-free period 1s 250 to 330 days.

Typically, the surface layer is brown loam about 16 inches thick. The upper part of the subsoil is
light yellowish brown clay loam about 8 inches thick. The next 19 inches 1s very pale brown gravelly
clay loam that has brownish yellow mottles. The lower 18 inches of the subsoil is white clay loam
that has brownish yellow mottles.

Included with this soil in mapping are small areas of Flumeville, Mallopass, and Biaggi soils. Also
included are small areas that have slopes of more than 5 percent. Included areas make up about 15
percent of the total acreage of the unit. The percentage varies from one area to another.

Permeability is moderately slow in the Windyhollow soil. Available water capacity 1s high. The soil is
saturated with water for brief or long periods following episodes of heavy rain from December
through April. The saturated zone starts between the depths of 30 and 48 inches and extends to a
depth of more than 60 inches. The saturated soil conditions limit the rooting depth of many plant
species.

144 Flumeville clay loam

This very deep, pootly drained soil is on marine terraces. 1t formed in alluvium derived from mixed
rock sources. The vegetation is mainly perennial grasses and forbes. Elevation ranges from 10 to
1,200 feet. The average annual precipitation is 35 to 45 inches, the average annual air temperature is
about 53 degrees F, and the average frost-free period is 250 to 330 days.

Typically, the surface layeris dark gray clay loam about 11 inches thick. The upper 15 inches of the
subsoil is grayish brown clay loam and clay that have reddish brown and strong brown mottles. The
lower 36 inches 1s light gray and white clay that has strong brown mottles. In some areas the surface
layer is loam.

Included with this soil in mapping are small areas of Windyhollow and Cabrillo soils and
Tropaquepts. Also included are small areas that have slopes of 5 to 9 percent. Included areas make
up about 15 percent of the total acreage of the unit. The percentage varies from one area to another.

Permeability is very slow in the Flumeville soil. Available water capacity is high. The effective
rooting depth is limited by saturation for long periods following episodes of heavy rain from
December through April. The saturated zone starts between the depths of 12 and 30 inches and
extends to a depth of more than 60 inches. Surface runoff 1s very slow or slow, and the hazard of
water erosion is slight if the surface is left bare.

3.0 ESHA DEFINITIONS
The CCA and Mendocino County LCP define an ESHA as follows:
“Environmentally sensitive habitat area" neans any area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare

or especially valuable becanse of their special nature or role in an ecosystent and which could be easily disturbed or
degraded by buman activities and developments.”



The LCP and California Coastal Commission (CCC) Guidelines contain definitions for specific types
of ESHAs, including: wetlands, estuaries, streams and tivers, lakes, open coastal waters and coastal
waters, riparian habitats, other resource areas, and special status species and their habitats. For the
purposes of this report, RCA has taken into consideration any areas that may meet the definition of
any ESHA defined by the CCA, CCC guidelines, or the LCP.

31 Wetlands

"Wetland means land within the coastal one which may be covered periodically or permanently with shallow water
and includes saltwater marshes, freshwater marshes, gpen or closed brackish water marshes, swamps, mudflats, and

Jens".

3.2 Estuaries

“An estuary is a coastal water body usnally semi-enclosed by land, but which has open, partially obstructed, or
intermittent exchange with the ocean and in which ocean water is at least occasionally diluted by fresh water runoff
Jrom the land. The salinity may be periodically increased above the open ocean by evaporation. In general, the boundary
between wetland and estuary is the line of extreme low water.”

3.3 Streams and Rivers

“A stream or a river is a natural waterconrse as designated by a solid line or dash and three dots symbol shown on the
United States Geological Survey map most recently published, or any well-defined channel with distinguishable bed and
bank that shows evidence of having contained flowing water as indicated by scour or deposit of rock, sand, gravel, soil,
or debris.”

3.4  Open Coastal Waters and Coastal Watets

“The terms open coastal waters or coastal waters refer to the open ocean overlying the continental shelf and its
associated coastline. Salinities exceed 30 parts per thousand with little or no dilution except opposite mouths of
estuaries.”

3.5  Riparian Habitats

“A riparian habitat is an area of riparian vegetation. This vegetation is an association of plant species which grows
adjacent 1o freshwater waterconrses, including perennial and intermittent streams, lakes, and other bodies of
Jreshwater.”

3.6 Sand Dunes

“Sand Dunes means naturally occurring accumulations of sand in ridges or mounds on the beach as well as landward
of the beach.”

3.7  Pygmy Forests

“Pygmy Forests means a stunted forest, with mature vegelation the majority of which is approximately two (2) to
twelve (12) feet in beight occurring on souls with conditions which severely limit the growth of vegetation such as
Blacklock soils and characterized by Mendocino cypresses, Fort Bragg Manzanitia, Bolander pines, and pygny
Mendocino bishop pines.”



3.8 Other Resource Areas

“Other designated resource areas include: State parks and reserves, underwater parks and reserves, areas of special
biolgical significance, natural areas, special treatment arecas, fishing access poinis, areas of special biological
importance, significant Caltfornia ccosystens, and coastal marine ecosysiems.”’

4.0 CCA/LCP WETLANDS REGULATORY BACKGROUND

The LCP and CCA Guidelines contain definitions for specific types of “environmentally sensitive
habitat areas” (EESHAS), including: wetlands, estuaries, streams and rivers, lakes, open coastal waters,
riparian habitats, other resource areas, and special status species habitats. Only regulatory definitions
for wetland ESHA’s are discussed below, as no other aquatic resources that would fall under Corps
or CCA/LCP jurisdiction were identified within the Study Area.

The CCA (Public Resources Code Section 30121) and LCP define wetlands as:

"Wetland means lands within the Coastal Zone which may be covered periodically or permanently with
shallow water and include saltwater marshes, fresbwater marshes, open or closed brackish water marshes,
swamps, mudflats, and fens.”

CCC Administrative Regulations (Section 13577 (b)) provide a more explicit definition:

"Wetlands are lands where the water table is at, near, or above the land surface long enough fo promote the
Jormation of hydric soils or to support the growth of hydrophytes, and shall also include those types of wetlands
where vegetation 15 lacking and soil is poorly developed or absent as a result of frequent or drastic fluctuations
of surface water levels, wave action, water flow, turbidity or bigh concentrations of salt or other substance in
the substrate. Such wetlands can be recognized by the presence of surface water or saturated substrate at some
time during each year and their location within, or adjacent to, vegetated wetlands or deepwater habitats."”

The CCC considers this definition as requiring the observation of one diagnostic feature of a
wetland such as wetland hydrology, dominance by wetland vegetation (hydrophytes), or presence of
hydtic soils as a basts for asserting jurisdiction under the CCA.

In addition to the above deftnition, the Statewrde Interpretive Guidelines for Identifying and Mapping
Wetlands and Other Wet Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (CCC 1981) provide technical critetia for
use in identifying and delineating wetlands and other ESHA’s within the Coastal Zone. The
technical criteria presented in the guidelines are based on the CCA definition and indicate that
wetland hydrology ts the most important parameter for determining a wetland, recognizing that:

" .. the single feature that most wetlands share is soil or substrata that is at least periodically saturated with
or covered by water, and this is the feature used to describe wetlands in the Coastal Act. 'The water creates
severe physiological problems for all plants and animals except those that are adapted fJor life in water or in
saturated soil, and therefore only plants adapted to these wet conditions (bydrophytes) could thrive in these wet
(hydric) souls. Thus, the presence or absence of hydrophytes and hydric soils make excellent physical
parameters npon which to judge the existence of wetland habitat areas for the purposes of the Coastal Act,
but they are not the sole criteria."”

The Technical Criteria requires that saturation of soil in a wetland must be at or near the surface
continuously for a period of time. The meaning of "at or near the sutface” generally is considered to
be approximately one-foot from the surface or less (the root zone), and the saturation must be
continuously present for a period of time (generally more than two weeks) in order to create the



necessary soil reduction (anaerobic) processes that create wetland conditions. For example, water
from rain during a storm that causes saturation near the surface but then evaporates or infiltrates to
18 inches or deeper below the surface shortly after the storm does not meet the generally accepted
criteria for wetland hydrology.

The presence of wetland classified plants or the presence of hydric soils (generally referred to as the
"one parameter approach") can be used to identify an area as being a wetland in the Coastal Zone.
There is correlation between the presence of wetland plants, wetland hydrology, and/or hydric soils
occurring together, especially in natural undisturbed areas, and 1 many cases where one of these
parameters 1s found (e.g., wetland plants) the other parameters will also occut. But there are
situations which can result in the presence of wetland classified plants without there being wetland
conditions, and these areas are not wetlands. Where these situations occut, the delineation study
must carefully scrutinize whether the wetland classified plants that are present are growing there as
hydrophytes in reducing (anaerobic) conditions caused by the presence of wetland hydrology or are
there for some other (non-wetland) reason. Examples may include wetland-classified plants which
are also salt-tolerant (e.g., alkali heath [Frankenia salina]) and may be responding to either wetland
conditions or saline soil conditions, but not necessarily both, and deep-rooted trees (e.g., willows)
which are able to tap into deep groundwater sources and can grow in dry sutface soils, but are also
found in wetland conditions where surface water is present.

Hydtic soils can also occur in upland areas especially in areas where historic distutbances may have
exposed substratum or in densely vegetated grasslands (Mollisols). Similarly, the delineation must
determine if the hydric soil indicators are a result of frequent anaerobic conditions or a result of
non-wetland conditions.

5.0 SCOPING
5.1  Special Status Plants

The California Department of Fish & Games (DFG) California Natural Diversity Database’s Rare Find 3
and the California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS) Elctronic Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of
California (CNDDB; CNPS 2008) were quetied to determine all special status plant species® known
from coastal Mendocino County. In addition, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Arcata
Field Office website was queried for sensitive plant species in Mendocino County. The target taxa
scoping list (Appendix A, Table 1) was generated by cross-referencing the vegetation series (Sawyer
and Keeler-Wolf 1995 & Holland 1986) observed within the study area and the correlating CNPS
and/or Holland (CNPS 2008, Holland 1986) habitat type and include: Costal Prairie, Coastal Scrub,
Coastal Bluff Scrub, Marshes and swamps, and Riparian scrub.

5.2 Special Status Plant Communities

Sensitive plant communities are communities that are especially diverse, regionally uncommon, or of
special concetn to local, state, and federal agencies. The California Department of Fish & Games
California Natural Diversity Database’s Rare Find 3 (CNDDB 2008) was queried to determine which
special status plant communities have the potential to occur in the project area (Appendix A, Table
2).

2 Those species, which in most cases meet listing eligibility criteria set forth in the California Endangered Species Act and which, must
be fully considered when preparing environmental documents relating to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Specics
not recorded for a given area may nonetheless be present, especially where favorable conditions occur (CNPS 2008).

6



5.3 Special Status Wildlife

Database searches for known occurrences of special status species included a 2008 California
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) search of the Inglenook, Westpott, Hales Grove, Fort Bragg,
Mendocino and Albion 7.5 minute USGS quadrangles and the USFWS Species List for Mendocino
County. Special status animal species with documented occurrences in the vicinity of the Study Area
are listed in Appendix A, Table 3.

6.0 METHODS
6.1 Special Status Plants and Plant Communities

The botanical sutvey was conducted according to the Guidelines for Assessing the Effects of Proposed
Projects on Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Plants and Natural Communities (Department of Fish and
Game 2000). Redwood Coast Associates biologists conducted field surveys on September 1 2007,
February 26, April 3, May 6, June 2, and July 10 2008. Surveys were floristic, seasonally-appropriate,
and intuitively controlled. Searches were staged and timed to take place when target taxa were
evident and identifiable, particularly during periods of active blooming (CINPS 2008). Local
reference populations were used in conjunction with blooming windows presented in the CNPS’s
Electronic Inventory to confirm the seasonal appropriateness of surveys. '

High-intensity (90-100% coverage) surveys were conducted in areas likely to be impacted by
proposed developments. All vascular plants encountered in the field were identified to the
taxonomic level necessaty to determine sensitivity status. A list of all plants encountered during the
surveys is provided in Appendix A. Botanical nomenclature follows the Jepson Manual/ Higher Plants
of California (Hickman 1993). Vegetation types were classified to the series level according to A4
Mannal of Caltfornia Vegetation (Sawyer & Keeler-Wolfe 1995) by considering the dominant species in
each strata (tree, shrub and herb layers). A general description of the Study Area, including land use
and plant communities, was generated during these and several additional site visits for the wildlife
assessment.

6.2 Wetlands

A delineation of CCA/LCP potential jurisdictional wetlands in the Study Area was petformed on
April 3, 24, May 6, and July 10, 2008 by Matt Richmond, Kyle Weas, and Tim Degraff (PWS)
utilizing the methodology described below.

The CCC uses a broad wetland definition in which the presence of any one of the wetland
parameters may indicate presence of a wetland. The CCC presumes that the area is 2 wetland if one
of the wetland criteria 1s met. However, there may be exceptions to this presumption if there is
strong positive evidence of upland conditions, as opposed to negative evidence of wetland
conditions. Positive evidence of upland hydrology might be the observation that a given area
saturates only ephemerally following significant rainfall, that the soil is very permeable with no
confining layer, or that the land 1s steep and drains rapidly. Positive evidence of upland conditions
should be obtained during the wet season. Based on these facts, this delineation study identified
areas within the Study Area that had wetland plants, hydric soils, or wetland hydrology indicators.
Areas that contained at least one of the wetland parameters but contained positive evidence of
upland conditions were not identified as wetlands.

The methodology for identifying wetland indicators followed that described in the Draft Interim
Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Regional Supplement (Corps 2007). This document uses



several new wetland hydrology indicators not specified in the 1987 Corps Manual. Any new
hydrology indicators utilized during the wetland delineation were noted on data sheets (Appendix
C), although they were not deemed to alter the results of the dehneation due to the CCA
requirement that a wetland meet only one of the three wetland criteria.

Sample points were examined along transects perpendicular to the boundaries of previously mapped
wetlands, to identify the boundaty of CCA/LCP wetlands meeting one or more wetland criteria.
Additional sample points were examined throughout the Study Area to confirm upland conditions,
particularly where hydrophytic species were dominant. Sample points and potential jurisdictional
wetland boundaries were recorded using submeter-accuracy GPS equipment. Potential jurisdictional
wetland acreage was measured digitally using ArcGIS software. The methodology for evaluating
each of the four wetlands criteria 1s described below.

Vegetation

Plant species within potential wetlands were assigned a wetland status according to the USFWS list
of plant species that occur in wetlands (USFWS 1996). This wetland plant classification system is
based on the expected frequency of occurrence of each species in wetlands. The classification
system has the following categories which determine the frequency with which plants occur in
wetlands:

OBL Obligate, almost always found in wetlands > 99% frequency
FACW Facultative wetland, usually found in wetlands 67-99%

FAC Facultative, equal in wetland or non-wetlands 34-66%

FACU Facultative upland, usually found in non-wetlands ~ 1-33%

UPL/NL Not found in local wetlands <1%

NI Wetland preference unknown

Species with OBL, FACW, and FAC classifications are considered hydrophytic vegetation. If more
than 50 percent of the dominant plant species are hydrophytic, the area meets the wetland
vegetation criterion and is presumed to be a jurisdictional wetland under the CCA.

Hydrology

The Study Area was sutveyed for indicators of wetland hydrology. Positive indicators of wetland
hydrology can include direct evidence (primary indicators), such as visible inundation or saturation,
surface sediment deposits, oxidized root channels, and drift lines, or indirect indicators (secondary
indicators) such as algal mats, shallow restrictive layers in the soil, or vegetation meeting the FAC-
neutral test. Depressions, seeps, and topographic low areas were examined for these hydrological
indicators.

Soils

Soils in the Study Area were examined for hydric soil indicators according to Natural Resources
Conservation Service guidelines (USDA 2006). Soils formed under wetland (anaerobic) conditions
generally have a low chroma mattix color, designated 0, 1, or 2, and contain mottles or other
redoximorphic features. Soil profiles were characterized by horizon depths, color, redoximorphic
features, and texture. Soil color and chroma was determined using a Munsell soil color chart
(GretagMacbeth 2000) to determine if the soils in a particular area could be considered hydric



6.3 Riparian Habitats
The Statewide Interpretive Guidelines (CCC 1981) state:

“For the purpose of interpreting Coastal Act policies, another important distinction is between
"wetland"" and "riparian babitat.” While the Service's classification sysiem includes riparian areas
as a kind of wetland, the intent of the Coastal Act was o distinguish these two areas. ""Riparian
habitat" in the Coastal Act refers to riparian vegetation and the animal species that require or
utilize these plants. The geographic extent of a riparian habilat would be lhe extent of the riparian
vegelation.

<. Unfortunately, a complete and universally acceptable definition of riparian wegetation has not yet
been developed, so deterniining the geographic exient of such vegetation is rather difficult. The special
case of determining consistent houndaries of riparian wegetation along watercourses throughout
Califorma is particularly difficult. In Southern Caltfornia these houndaries are usually obvious; the
riparian vegetation grows immediately adjacent to watercourses and only exctends a short distance
away from the watercourse. . .

. .. For the purposes of this guideline, riparian vegetation is defined as that association of plant
species which grows adjacent 1o freshwater watercourses, including perennial and intermittent streams,
lakes, and other freshwater bodies. Riparian plant species and wetland plant species either require or
tolerate a bigher level of sotl moisture than dryer upland vegetation, and are therefore generally
considered bydrophytic. However, riparian vegetation may be distinguished from wetland vegetation
by the different kinds of plant spectes. . .

The guidelines include a list of representative riparian plants which are meant to help distinguish
wetland areas from ripatian areas. The list includes many common riparian trees and shrubs such as

- willows, cottonwood, alders, and sycamores. Therefore, under the Coastal Act, riparian areas do not
have to be wetlands, and are determined based primarily on vegetation and that vegetation's ability
to provide habitat to animal species.

6.4 Streams and Rivers
The CCC define a stream as:

“A stream or a river is a natural watercourse as designated by a solid line or dash and
three dots symbol shown on the United States Geological Survey map most recently
published, or any well-defined channel with distinguishable bed and bank that shows
evidence of having contained flowing water as indicated by scour or deposit of rock,
sand, gravel, soil, or debris.”

Soils, hydrology, and vegetation wete examined on April 3, 24, May 6, and July 10, 2008 at locations
within the Study Area that had the potential to meet the Coastal Act's wetland definition. Sample
points were taken along transects perpendicular to the aquatic habitat within the Study Area. Once
an area was determined to be a potential jurisdictional wetland, riparian habitat ot stream, its
boundaries were delineated using GPS equipment and overlain on a topo map.



7.0 FINDINGS

The Study Area contains four types of potential ESHAs: two special status plant species, one special
status plant community, four wetlands, and one ephemeral stream (Figure5). No other ESHAs were
determined to be present within the Study Area. Photographs representative of the Study Area are
included in Appendix C. The following sections contain a description of ESHAs documented within
the Study Area.

7.1 Special Status Plants

7.1.1  Mendocino coast Indian paintbrush

‘Mendocino coast Indian paintbrush (Castillgja mendocinensisy (CAME) was observed in the coastal
bluff scrub along the westetn and northern portion of the prominent northwest-facing peninsula. On
May 6 and June 2, 2008 approximately 160 individual plants were detected growing across a significant
portion of the peninsula bluff face and the terminal edge of the terrace (Figure 5).

Mendocino coast Indian paintbrush is a hemiparasitic perennial herb that is associated with the
coastline between Mendocino county and Oregon. This taxon is known from 45 occurrences
(CNDDB, 2008). The Mendocino coast Indian paintbrush is a list 1B species, but has no federal or
state listing status. Coastal development, recreation, non-native plants, and habitat fragmentation
threaten Mendocino coast Indian paintbrush.

7.1.2  Short-leaved evax

Short-leaved evax (Hesperevax sparsiflora var. brevifolia) (HESPBR) was discovered in the coastal bluff
scrub near the western end of the peninsula. On February 26, 2008 approximately 250 individual
plants were observed in two separate locations (Figure 5) at the western end of the peninsula. Short-
leaved evax is an annual herb associated with Coastal bluff scrub and Coastal dune habitats. Short-
leaved evax is a list 1B species, but has no federal or state listing status. This taxon is known from 30
occurrences (CNDDB, 2008). Logging, development, competition with non-native plants, foot traffic,
and recreational activities threaten short leaved evax. Potential threats include trail construction as well.

7.2 Special Status Plant Communities

7.2.1  Northern Coastal Bluff Serub (NCBS)

NCBS was observed growing along portions of the bluff face and is restricted to within 10 feet of the
bluff edge (Figure 5). NCBS is a CDFG G2, S2.2 listed plant community. The G2, S2.2 ranking
means that this plant community type is “at high risk of extinction due to very restricted range, very
few populations (often 20 or fewer), steep declines, or other factors (CNDDB 2008). There are no
reported occurrences in the CNDDB for NCBS. The ocean bluffs within the Study Area are
approximately 80-120 feet high and form a prominent northwest-facing peninsula. The majority of the
bluffs are shear to the ocean with no beach or terrestrial vegetation present. Along sections of the
bluff face within the upper 10-25 feet, where the bluff edge restricts the cattle, patches of woody and
herbaceous vegetation persist in the form of relatively intact Northern coastal bluff scrub (Holland
1986) habitat. This plant community was determined to be a potential ESHA.
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7.3  CCC/LCP Jurisdiction Wetlands

One CCC/LCP Stream and four areas meeting the CCC/LCP wetland definition were delineated
within the Study Area (Figure 4). Two of the four wetland delineations (southwest and southeast
wetlands) are associated with the CCC/LCP stream that defines the southern extent of the Study Area.
A third wetland area (northwest wetland) is located near the existing development. The fourth wetland
(northeast wetland) defines the northern edge of the Study Area and is associated with a drainage
channel to the north.

7.3.1  Potential CCC Wetlands

Sample points scattered throughout the grassy portions of the Study Area indicate that most of these
areas are uplands, lacking wetland hydrology, dominant hydrophytic vegetation, or hydric soils (Figure
4). Four CCA wetlands were mapped by RCA, two at the south end (southwest and southeast) of the
Study Area and two near the north end (northwest and northeast). The two southern wetlands were
associated with an un-named CCA/LCP ephemeral stream. The northwest wetland is located near the
existing structures. The northeast wetland is located near the new proposed driveway. Additional
details on the wetland features observed are provided in the CCA Wetland Data Sheets (Appendix C),
and are summarized below.

The northwest wetland, measuring 0.67 acres, is located in the general area of the existing structures.
This wetland was primarily defined by a shallow basin and hydric soils. This wetland exhibited hydric
soils with a low chroma and five percent or greater prominent mottling. This area also exhibited a
primary wetland hydrology indicator. The boundary was placed at the transition from hydric soils,
wetland hydrology and dominant facultative vegetation to a location in a slightly higher topographic
position with upland soils and dominant facultative upland vegetation. (Data Points 11, 24, and 25).

The two southern wetlands (southeast and southwest) 1 the Study Area (Figure 4) are adjacent to and
associated with the CCC/LCP stream. Both of these wetlands are located in slightly lower topographic
position than the surrounding landscape and appear to be partially formed by the presence of an what
appears to be an old road, which show compacted soil conditions. Data points (21, 26, 27, 29 and 31)
gathered at these sites exhibited no hydric soil or wetland hydrology indicators. Therefore, these two
wetlands were delineated with the boundary placed at the transition from hydric soils, wetland
hydrology and hydrophytic vegetation to upland soils and facultative upland vegetation.

The northeast wetland was partially delineated in order to ensure that the upland edge of the wetland
was identified relative to the proposed driveway entrance. This wetland exhibited hydric soils with a
low chroma and five percent or greater prominent mottling. The boundary was placed at the transition
from hydric soils, wetland hydrology and dominant facultative vegetation to a location upslope near
the base of a small knoll with a higher topographic position, upland soils and dominant facultative
upland vegetation. Data Points 40, 42, and 44 exhibited no hydric soil or wetland hydrology indicators
and were dominated by facultative upland species.

7.4  CCC/LCP Jurisdiction Stream
One CCC/LCP Stream was delineated within the Study. Area and is also shown in Figure 4.

Topographically this feature has a defined bed and bank and a distinguishable channel, which gains in
width and depth as the topography transitions from a slight to moderate slope as it continues west.
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The drainage channel has hydrologic connectivity to a broader drainage, which extends east and
upslope outside of the Study Area. A culvert under Highway One connects the drainage feature and is
the primary source of hydrology. Secondary sources of hydrology are also expected from surface
runoff and groundwater contributions. The start of the channel within the Study Area is just inside the
existing fence line near the culvert outlet. At this point, a cattle trail has severely eroded a small section
of the channel bank. Downstream or west of the cattle crossing, the channel ranges in width from 3-20
(bank to bank) feet wide and in depth from 2-10 feet deep from bottom of channel to the top of bank
(TOB). The stream was classified as ephemeral due to the observed lack of flow during the summers
of 2007 and 2008. '

Hydrophytic vegetation occupies the bottom of the channel where impacts from cattle are minimal.
This feature meets the CCC/LCP stream definition critetia. Only the north side of the channel was
delineated. The CCC/LCP stream boundaty is defined by the top of the channel bank. The stream
does not presently support native riparian vegetation. Wetland vegetation associated with the stream is
restricted to the channe] with the exception of the two southern associated wetland lobes.

8.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The applicant proposes to build a 10 unit and in two phases. Phase 1 is to consist of the demolition
and reconstruction of the former Otca Inn into a main unit of 2,961 ft.2. The north end of the
structure would include an upstairs unit of 1,089 ft.2 and a downstairs unit of 833 ft.2. In addition, a
1,276 ft.? two floored managers unit; 1269 ft.2 equipment barn; 648 square-foot maintenance shop; and
a 240 ft.? generator/pump shed are proposed as part of the first phase. Phase II will consist of seven
units with three added to the main building in two storied units of 954 ft.%; 951 ft.2; and 820 ft.%; two
units with the detached bunkhouse of 531 ft.? and 757 ft.?; and two separate cottages of 835 ft.Z and
915 ft.2, respectively. A 778 square-foot foot spa, well, septic system, roads, and underground utilities
are also proposed within the approximate 3.7 acre area of development.

9.0 DISSCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The proposed development and all associated structures and construction impacts will be located a
minimum of 50 feet from the nearest ESHAs, namely the north wetland and the southeast wetland
(Figure 4). A minimum 100-foot buffer from new development and associated construction impacts
will protect all other streams, wetlands, and special status plant/community ESHAs.

Construction of the project will necessitate temporary impacts outside of the planned development
footprint and is proposed to include the demolition of three existing structures with in the 100 foot
buffer. Best management practices will ensure that potential impacts to existing grades and to ESHAs
are minimized. At a minimum, construction and silt fencing will be installed along the ESHA buffer
boundaries. Permanent fencing or living fence will help to protect the northwest wetland from post

" construction activities that may be associated with the regular functions of the inn.

9.1 Special Status Plants and Plant/Natural Communities
Special status plant species and plant/natural communities are restricted to the ocean bluff in areas

greater than 250 feet from the proposed project. No potential impacts to special status plants and
plant/natural communities exist.
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9.2  Special Status Wildlife Species

9.2.1  Birds

Breeding bird surveys should be conducted in order to determine the presence or absence of special or
non-special status breeding birds on the site. The Study Area provides suitable nesting habitat for some
common bird species in the adjacent grasslands, tree and unoccupied buildings. The Migratory Bird
Treaty Act prohibits the destruction or disturbance of the nest of any songbird, raptor, or other
migratory species. Impacts to these nests are also considered significant under the California

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

It is recommended that all construction take place outside of the breeding season (September-January),
or that pre-construction nest surveys be conducted in order to avoid potentially significant impacts to
special and non-special status breeding birds. Surveys for active nests should be completed within 14
days prior to the onset of any construction activities, building removal or vegetation removal, if these
activities are to occur from February through August. If nests are found, a buffer should be
established in consultation with CDFG. The width of the buffer depends on the sensitivity of the
species in quesﬂon Most common passerine birds are afforded a 50-100 foot buffer while more
sensitive species, if observed durtng the pre- construction survey, may require up to 500 feet. The bluff
face in the Project Area may provide suitable breeding habitat for common species, such as Pelagic
Cormorant (Phalacrocorax pelagicus). This bluff face, however, provides a natural acoustic and visual
buffer from potential activities in the Project Area. No impacts are expected to occur if construction
activities remain within the proposed project footprint and during nonbreeding season.

9.22 Bas

Disturbance of buildings in the Project Area may impact bat roosts. As with birds, bat roost sites can
change from year to year, so pre-construction surveys are usually necessary to determine the presence
or absence of bat roost sites in a given area. Pre-construction bat surveys do not need to be performed
if work 1s conducted between September 1 and October 31, after young have matured and prior to the
bat hibernation period. However, if it is necessary to dlsturb potential bat roost sites between
November 1 and August 31, pre-construction surveys should be conducted. Pre-construction bat
surveys involve sutveying trees, rock outcrops, and buildings subject to removal or demolition for
evidence of bat use (guano accumulation, or acoustic or visual detections). If bats roosts are detected,
a 50-foot buffer exclusion zone should be established around each occupied roost site until the
maternity or hibernating roosting period has ended.

9.2.3  Herpetofanna

Though no sensitive herpetofauna are expected to occur in the Study Atea, the stream in the southern
portion of the property may provide suitable habitat for common reptiles and amphibians. The
proposed ESHA buffers of 50 and 100 feet would be sufficient to protect herpetofauna potentially
inhabiting this feature.

9.3 Stream and Wetland Resources

The stream will be protected by a minimum 100 foot buffer from all development. No impacts are
expected.
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The northwest and southeast wetlands will be protected by a minimum 50-foot buffer. A 50 foot
buffer and mitigation measures as set forth and further described in Section 11 are expected to be
sufficient to protect the wetlands from significant impacts related to development.

10.0 ESHA IMPACT ANALYSIS

Projects that propose construction with a buffer of less than 100 feet from an ESHA must provide
information that indicates a lesser buffer distance will not have a significant adverse impact on the
habitat. Structures will be allowed within the buffer area only if there 1s no other feasible site available

on the parcel. The buffer zone analysis utilizing Mendocino LCP Zoning Code, Section
20.496.020 (A) [(1) through (4)(G)] 1s described below.
An analysis of the proposed project utilizing the Mendocino County LCP ordinance section

20.496.020 (a) through (g).

Development Criteria

(1) Width. The width of the buffer area shall be a
minimum of one hundred (100) feet, unless an
applicant can demonstrate, after consultation and
agreement with the California Department of Fish
and Game, and County Planning staff; that one
hundred (100) feet is not necessaty to protect the
resources of that particular habitat area from possible
significant disruption caused by the proposed
development. The buffer area shall be measured from
the outside edge of the Environmentally Sensitive
Habitat Areas and shall not be less than fifty (50) feet
in width. New land division shall not be allowed
which will create new parcels entirely within a buffer
area. Developments permitted within a buffer area
shall generally be the same as those uses permitted in
the adjacent Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area.

Standards for determining the appropriate width of
the buffer area are as follows:

Analysis of Proposed Project

All ESHASs in and near the Project Area will be
protected by a 100-foot buffer, with the
exception of two wetland areas, the northwest
and southeast wetlands. A minimum 50-foot
buffer will be maintained around these habitats,
and only a portion of the 100-foot buffer area
will be impacted, leaving intact most of the
adjacent upland habitat surrounding the
wetlands. A subdtvision of the parcel is not
proposed. An area with existing development,
relatively flat topography and weedy vegetation,
as well as a long land use history, will be utilized
for the Project Area. A 50 foot buffer and the
mitigation measures described in Section 11.0 are
sufficient to protect the two areas with a reduced
buffer. The southeast wetland buffer will benefit
by the location of the existing fence and will
maintain 2 minimum 70 foot buffer.

(2) Biological Significance of Adjacent Lands.
Lands adjacent to a wetland, stream, or riparian
habitat area vary in the degree to which they are
functionally related to these habitat ateas. Functional
relationships may exist if species associated with such
areas spend a significant portion of their life cycle on
adjacent lands. The degree of significance depends
upon the habitat requirements of the species in the
habitat area (e.g., nesting, feeding, breeding, or
resting). Where a significant functional relationship
exists, the Jand supporting this relationship shall also
be consideted to be part of the ESHA, and the buffer
zone shall be measured from the edge of these lands
and be sufficiently wide to protect these functional
relationships. Whete no significant functional
relationships exist, the buffer shall be measured from
the edge of the wetland, stream, or riparian habitat
that is adjacent to the proposed development.

The lands adjacent to the wetlands with a
reduced buffer do not appear to be functionally
related. The upland lands within the buffer are
heavily impacted by cattle and past land use
activities.
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(b) Sensitivity of Species to Disturbance. The
width of the buffer zone shall be based, in part, on
the distance necessaty to ensure that the most
sensitive species of plants and ammals will not be
disturbed significantly by the permitted development.
Such a determination shall be based on the following
after consultation with the Department of Fish and
Game or others with similar expertise:

See below.

71) Nesting, feeding, breeding, resting, or other habitat
requitements of both resident and migratory fish and
wildlife species;

It is expected that common species of avian
wildlife, other small mammals, will frequently
utlize the site. Special status wildlife species
would be most likely to occur in the stream
habitat. No tree removal s proposed.

Mitigation measures include pre-construction
and pre demolition surveys and avoidance
measures for breeding birds, and erosion control
measures to prevent sediment transport into the
wetlands and to protect water quality both onsite
and downstream,

(i) An assessment of the short-term and long-term
adaptability of various species to human disturbance;

The use of the Project Area for a relatively small
inn is consistent with surrounding parcels. The
project is not expected to create a significant new
disturbance to wetlands, if the pre-construction
surveys and protective buffers recommended and
tnitigation measures are implemented.

(ifi) An assessment of the impact and activity levels of
the proposed development on the resource.

The proposed development will cause minimal
indirect impacts to the existing conditions of the
wetlands if the mitigation measures within this
report are followed. The proposed development
utilizes an area with existing structures.

No direct impacts to ESHAs will occur, and
mitigation measures within this report are
designed to prevent disturbance by foot or
vehicle traffic.

c) Susceptibility of Parcel to Erosion. The width of
the buffer zone shall be based, in part, on an
assessment of the slope, soils, impervious surface
coverage, runoff characteristics, and vegetative cover
of the parcel and to what degtee the development will
change the potential for erosion. A sufficient buffer to
allow for the interception of any additional material
eroded as a result of the proposed development
should be provided.

The proposed construction impact area is
relatively flat, in an area with existing
development, and covers only a small portion of
the landscape surrounding the proposed 10 unit
mnn. The increase in impervious surfaces will be
minimal, provided the continued use of petvious
material for the road and driveway and parking

area.

Construction best management practices will also
be implemented as described in Section

11.0 to reduce potential impacts to ESHAs.

This includes the installation of temporary silt
fencing and construction fencing surrounding
disturbed areas to protect the ESHAs from
eroded sediments or contaminants.

(d) Use of Natural Topographic Features to

Development is proposed on a relatively flat ar@
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Locate Development. Hills and bluffs adjacent to wherte existing structures occut.
ESHA's shall be used, where feasible, to buffer
habirat areas. Where otherwise permitted,
development should be located on the sides of hills
away from ESHA's. Similarly, bluff faces should not
be developed, but shall be included in the buffer zone.

(e) Use of Existing Cultural Features to Locate Development is proposed only on existing
Buffer Zones. Cultural features (e.g., roads and dikes) | disturbed areas, with access by an existing road.
shall be used, where feasible, to buffer habitat areas. No other relevant cultural features are present on
Where feasible, development shall be located on the the site. .

side of roads, dikes, irrigation canals, flood control

channels, etc., away from the ESHA. ‘

f) Lot Configuration and Location of Existing Existing development and the existing road
Development. Where an existing subdivision or onsite are located within 100 feet of ESHAs,
other development is largely built-out and the including two wetlands. The proposed project

buildings are a uniform distance from a habitat area, : . . ;
at least that same distance shall be required as a buffer Wlu not dnecdy %mpa'ct any ESHAs a){ld will

; utilize only existing disturbed areas with a 50-
zone for any new development permitted. However, foot ESHA buffer (with additional mitieati
if that distance is less than one hundred (100) feet, oot u el (with a tl.ona. Inmga.non
additional mitigation measures (e.g., planting of native measurf:s).. Additional protection is provl.d.ed to
vegetation) shall be provided to ensure additional areas within 100 feet of ESHAs by the mitigation
protection. Where development is proposed in an measures outlined in Section 11.0.
area that is largely undeveloped, the widest and most
protective buffer zone feasible shall be required.

(g) Type and Scale of Development Proposed. The proposed development a relatively low-
The type and scale of th(=j propos§d development will, density project similar to the type and scale of
to a large degree, determine the size of the buffer sutrounding development. The development will

zone necessary to protect the ESHA. Such
evaluations shall be made on a case-by-case basis
depending upon the resources involved, the degree to
which adjacent lands are already developed, and the
type of development already existing in the area.

impact only a small portion of the 100-foot
buffers surrounding the nearest wetland habitats.
The remaining buffer is adequate to protect the
wetlands.

(2) Configuration. The buffer area shall be measured | The proposed buffer areas are measured from
from the nearest outside edge of the ESHA (e.g., fora | the delineated outermost extent of the stream
wetland from the landward edge of the wetland; fora | ;nd the outside edges of wetlands and special
stream from the landward edge of nparian vegetation status species locations. The delineation was
or the top of the bluff). conducted following definitions and
methodology contained in the Coastal Act and
the Mendocino County LCP.

(3) Land Division. New subdivisions or boundary No subdivision or boundary line adjustment is
line adjustments shall not be allowed which will create proposed.

or provide for new patcels entitely within a buffer
area.

11.0 MITIGATION MEASURES

The Study Area contains an ephemeral stream, wetlands, and special status plant and plant community
ESHAs. All but two ESHAs will have a minimum 100-foot buffer area, and the remaining ESHAs
generally have additional buffer beyond the 100-foot buffer area. An existing disturbed area with
existing structures is proposed to be developed in two phases with a 10 unit inn.

One of the proposed structures (main unit) is partially located within 100 feet of the northwest wetland

ESHA. In addition, the demolition of four existing structutes, three of which are currently within the
100 foot buffer is planned during Phase 1.
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The proposed driveway location, where it connects with the existing driveway, encroaches on the 100
foot buffer of the southeast wetland. An existing fence provides a physical barrier to the wetland at

approximately 80 feet.

Therefore, these wetland habitats are proposed to have a minimum reduced buffer of 50 feet with
some additional buffer protection beyond 50 feet. Mitigation measures are required to ensure
compensation for the reduced buffer size and to prevent impacts to all ESHAs in the vicanity. The
current value of the buffer area to be impacted (between 50 and 100 feet from the wetland edges) is
minimal due to the current state of the ESHAs and the surrounding landscape which has been subject
to a land use history which is long and varied and has resulted mn disturbed upland soils, weedy
vegetation and soil erosion impacts fromdecades of grazing. Nevertheless, an increase in activity, soil
disturbance and erosion, and landscape maintenance changes could have indirect impacts on nearby
ESHAs. Potential indirect impacts to ESHAs in the Study Area and mitigation measures recommended
to reduce these impacts to a less than significant level are discussed below.

11.1 - Potential Impact1

The proposed development and planned demolitions with less than 100-foot buffers near the
northwest wetland may adversely affect the ESHA through construction and demolition impacts.
Potential construction and demolition impacts include release of sediment, debris, or other harmful
materials, accidental placement of fill or grading of the drainage and surrounding topography, and
trampling and compaction due to construction crews or equipment.

11.1.1 Mitigation Measure 1a: WORK WINDOWS.

All activities that require substantial ground disturbance shall take place duting the summer months
(generally April 15 through October 31) to minimize potential erosion and sedimentation. Activities
that do not require construction vehicles to access the site or ground disturbance other than planting
~ can take place outside of this window assuming implementation of all other relevant mitigation
measutes.

11.1.2  Mitigation Measure 1b: LIMITS OF CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS.

Preceding construction, combination silt fence and construction fence shall be installed around the
designated construction impact areas, as well as along the road wherever it crosses ESHA buffers. The
installation of flagging or construction fence should also be inspected by a qualified biologist around all
100-foot ESHAs, wherever construction activities or materials storage will occur. The locations of
flagging and construction fencing shall be determined by a qualified biologist. No grading, placement
of fill material, or other ground or vegetation disturbance may occur beyond the construction fence, or
within ESHASs or their designated buffer areas. The fencing may only be removed once all construction
activities are completed.

11.1.3  Mitigation Measure 1c: MATERIALS STORAGE.

Solid materials, including wood, masonry/rock, glass, paper, or other materials may not be stored
within the ESHAs or buffer areas either during or following construction. Solid waste materials should
be properly disposed of offsite. Fluid materials, including concrete, wash water, fuels, lubricants, or
other fluid materials used during or following construction should not be disposed of onsite and
should be stored or confined as necessary to prevent spillage into natural habitats including the onsite
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HESHAs. If a spill of such materials occurs, the area should be cleaned immediately and contaminated
materials disposed of propetly. The affected area should be restored to its natural condition.

11.1.4  Mitzgation Measure 1d: STAFF EDUCATION.

Prior to construction, the project contractors shall be informed of the sensitive resources within the
Project Area. ESHAs near all construction activities or roads will be flagged or fenced by a qualified
biologist. The significance of the limits of construction impacts, fencing, and flagging shall be clearly
explained to all parties working within the Study Area both during and following construction.

11.2  Potential Impact 2

Demolition of the four existing structures with in the 100-foot buffer area has the potential to impact
bteeding birds duting the nesting season as well as special status bats. Impacts to breeding birds are
prohibited by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. No tree removal is proposed, but demolition of existing
structures are proposed as well as grading. Demolition and vegetation disturbance associated with
grading is normally recommended outside of the breeding bird season in order to avoid impacts to
nesting birds that may inhabit the existing structures or nesting in grasslands. The recommended
demolition and vegetation removal work window is approximately from September through January
and is dependent on the bird species and habitat type.

11.2.1 Mitigation Measure 2: PRE-CONSTRUCTION SURVEYS

If vegetation removal or construction/demolition activities will occur between February and August,
pre-construction breeding bird surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 2 maximum of two
weeks prior to construction. If a nest is detected, a temporary buffer from construction activities of at
least 100 feet would be recommended around the nest; the exact buffer size recommended is
dependent on the species and vegetation present in the buffer. This buffer would be in place until all
young have fledged, or left the nest. A biologist should monitor the nest site weekly during the
breeding season to ensure the buffer is sufficient to protect the nest site from potential disturbances.
Breeding bird surveys usually expire after thirty days, at which point an area may need to be re-
sutveyed.

Work done in or near potential bat roost habitat (existing structures), including proposed demolition,
should be done in September and October, when bats are neither hibernating nor in a maternity roost.
If disturbance to potential roost sites outside of this work window is necessary, a pre-construction bat
survey may be requited to detect evidence of bat use (guano accumulation, acoustic or visual
detections). If evidence is found, a buffer may be necessary in order to avoid potential impacts (usually
50 feet) or demolition postponed until all young have left the roost. No surveys would be necessary if
removal of or work near potential bat roost habitat is done in September and October.

11.3  Potential Impact 3

The presence of broader site development within the 100-foot ESHA buffer may adversely affect the
northwest wetland through human intrusion and adjacent activities. Also, increased use of the property
by residents and guests may adversely impact this wetland. Potential impacts following construction
include ditect or indirect impacts from landscaping and landscape maintenance, regular foot traffic or
vehicle parking in sensitive ateas, impacts to hydrology and water quality due to runoff from
impervious sutfaces, and small scale disturbance of vegetation or placement of fill in ESHAs.
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11.3.1 Matigation Measure 3a: PERMANENT FENCING

Permanent exclusionary fencing shall be installed along the upland edge of the 50-foot wetland buffer
area and the construction impact atea, to prevent disturbance of the ESHAs following construction.
Post and cable or other similar fencing should be of a type adequate to prevent activities such as
regular foot traffic or mowing. Native shrubs may be planted at approximately eight-foot spacing along
this buffer boundaty instead of fencing if an adequate natural barrier can be created within
approximately five years.

11.3.2 Mitipation Measure 3b: VEGETATION REMOV.AL
Damage or removal of vegetation shall not be allowed in ESHAs or established buffer areas with the
exception of invasive species removal for native plant restoration.

11.3.3 Mitigation Measure 3c: LANDSCAPING

Areas of disturbed soil shall be mulched, seeded, or planted and covered with vegetation as soon as
possible. Both during and following development of the site, no exotic plants shall be planted in the
ESHAs or buffer areas. Plant species listed as invasive (High, Moderate, or Limited) on the California
Invasive Plant Inventory (Cal-IPC 2006) shall not be installed anywhere in the Project Area as they
would pose a risk to the rare plant communities. The use of locally-native plants is also encouraged for
landscaping outside of the ESHAs and buffer areas. All reasonable efforts should be made to control
and remove existing or newly established populations of exotic species that may threaten onsite
ESHAs. Some examples of invasive plants likely to be found that should be monitored and controlled
are English ivy (Hedera belix), Himalayan blackberry (Raubus discolor), French broom (Genista
monspessulana), pampas grass (Cortaderia spp.), and forget-me-not (Myosotis latifolia).

11.3.4 Mitigation Measure 3d: REVEGETATION.

All distutbed ground remaining after installation of the septic tanks and leachfields, and any other
construction within 100 feet of ESHAs, shall be replanted with locally native species approptiate to
native coastal grasslands (see Appendix A for a list of plants present in the Study Area). The septic
fields shall be planted with native perennial grasses and herbaceous species. Planting should occur in
the winter months to reduce the need for irrigation, and irrigation near ESHA buffers should not be
continued once the native species are established (typically after 1 to 2 years).

11.4  Potential Impact 4

Indirect impacts to water quality from increased sediment loads may occur to southeast wetland due to
grading during construction of proposed driveway

11.4.1 Mitigation Measure 4b: MINIMIZATION OF GRADING.

The natural topography within the construction impact area shall be left intact as much as is feasible,
so that runoff to the surrounding landscape is not altered significantly. A grading permit and the
incotporation of construction best management practices will also be required from the County if
more than two cubic yards of earth are moved, or if construction includes two feet or more of cut or
one foot or more of fill.

11.4.2 Mitigation Measure 4c: PERMEABIE PAVING.
The proposed driveway will be constructed with only permeable materials.

19



11.4.3 Mitigation Measure 4d: ULTILIZATION OF EXISTING ROAD AND FENCE

The existing driveway and associated fence, which is currently within the 100-foot buffer of the
southeast wetland, shall remain intact. No heavy equipment or vehicles shall be allowed to utilize the
buffer area on the south side of the existing fence.

120 CONCLUSION

The 18 acre Study Area supports four types of ESHAs, mcluding an ephemeral stream, four wetlands,
two species of special status plants and a special status plant community. Non- ESHA portions of the
Study Area are generally grassy and impacted from cattle grazing and previous land uses.

The property owner proposes to utilize a majority of the existing development footprint to construct a
10-unit 1nn and associated structures, which include a ranch managers unit, an equipment barn,
maintenance shop, generator/pump shed, as well as a spa and several cottages. Additionally the
applicant has relocated several buildings (spa and cottages) and the septic system from the previous site
plan to presetve the applicable setback from all on site ESHAs.

The proposed project would maintain a 100-foot buffer around all ESHA’s except for two wetland
habitats, the northwestern and southeastern wetlands, which would have a minimum 50-foot buffer
over a portion of their reach. Potential impacts of the proposed project include construction impacts,
addition of impervious sutfaces, and low-level long-term disturbance due to planned operations at the
10-unit inn and associated structures.

However, these impacts will occur only on a small portion of the Study Area, and activities are
proposed primarily in an area where existing structures are located. The proposed development area
between 50 and 100 feet from the ESHA boundary is significantly impacted by exotic species and
disturbed soils as the pressures from past land use activities and decades of grazing are evident
throughout. Therefore, a 50-foot buffer; in these locations, would allow for utilization of the disturbed
area and is expected to be adequate to prevent significant impacts to the ESHA if the recommended
mitigation measures are implemented.

No direct impacts to ESHAs are proposed, and construction and permanent exclusionary fencing will
limit intrusion and impacts to sensitive habitats near the proposed development. The mitigation
measures included in Section 11.0 were developed based upon review of the proposed project, and
should minimize impacts both during and following construction.
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EXHIBIT NO. 18
APPEAL NO.
A-1-MEN-07-028 D @EBW \ w-trans
JACKSON-GRUBE FAMILY i
TRAFFIC STUDY (1 0f 7) R
JAN 2 4: ZUU% Whitlocic & Weinberger
Transportation, Inc.
anuary 14, 2008 CALIFORMNIA 490 Mendocine Av
Janwary SASTAL COMMISSION Gute 2010 e
Mr Bud Kamb ‘Jf:RTH COAST AREA Santa Rosa, CA 9540
P.O. Box 323 e T
Little River, CA 95456-0323 web  www.w-trans.com

Traffic Study for the Jackson-Grube Family Inn in the County of Mendocino

Dear Mr. Kamb;

As requested, Whitlock & Weinberger Transportation, Inc. (W-Trans) has completed a traffic analysis for
the proposed inn at 31502 North Highway One in the County of Mendocino. The focus of this traffic
analysis was on the potential impacts of the project on State Route | on motorists as well as bicyclists.

Project Description

The project site is located on the west side of State Route (SR) | approximately four miles south of
Westport. There are currently several residential buildings and related out buildings on the 400+ acre site.

The proposed project consists of a 1 0-unit inn to be built in phases. Phase | consists of demolition and
reconstruction of the former Orca Inn into a main unit with two guest units and a manager’s unit, an
equipment barn, 2 maintenance shop, and a generator/pump shed. Phase Il consists of seven guest units,
including three in the main building, two with a detached bunkhouse and two separate cottages. A small
spa building is also proposed within the approximate 3.7-acre area of development.

Existing Traffic Conditions

SR 1 in this rural area is a 2-lane undivided highway, with two |0-foot travel lanes and a gently rolling
topography, including occasional vertical and horizontal curves. It has a posted speed limit of 55 mph.
There are very few street intersections, no street lighting, and no pedestrian or bicycle facilities.

The existing project access is on the west side of SR | and is currently gated approximately 40 feet west
of the edge of pavement with a split rail fence installed within the driveway approach areas. The approach
is more than 40 feet wide at the edge of pavement which provides ample width for 2-way traffic into and

out of the site. The main entry drive leads to a parking area.

Existing traffic volumes on SR are published by Caltrans. Based upon available information it is estimated
that in the area near the project site (Post Mile 72.32) SR | carries approximately 2,360 vehicles per day,
including 420 trips in the weekday p.m. peak hour. Methodologies for analyzing roadway capacity are
contained in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), Transportation Research Board, 2000. This reference
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manual notes that the ideal capacity of a two-lane highway is 3,200 passenger cars per hour (pc/h), and
1,700 pc/h for each direction. SR | in this area is not estimated to be carrying this volume of traffic in a day,
and therefore it is reasonably assumed that the existing highway facilities adequately accommodate existing

traffic volumes.

Collision History

The collision history for the area was reviewed to determine any trends or patterns that may indicate a
safety issue. Collision rates were calculated based on records for 2002 through 2004 obtained from the
California Highway Patrol and published in their SWITRS reports. There were three reported collisions
during this time period along SR | within one-half mile in either direction of the project site, translating to
a calculated collision rate for this segment of 0.80 collisions per million vehicle miles driven (c/mvm). The
average collision rate for similar facilities statewide, as indicated in 2002 Accident Data on California State
Highways, California Department of Transportation, is 0.80 c/mvm. The collision rate is identical to the
average rate for similar types of roadway segments. This indicates that the roadway is experiencing
collisions at a rate that is consistent with similar facilities, and coupled with the low number of collisions,
it can be concluded that there are no identifiable safety issues onthis road segment.

Project Traffic Conditions

Trip Generation

The anticipated trip generation for the proposed project was estimated using standard rates published by
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) in Trip Generation, 7" Edition. The trip generation potential
of the project as planned was developed using the published standard rates for Resort Hotel (Land Use
#330) as the description most closely matches the currently proposed project. The Resort Hotel land use

is described by ITE as:

...similar to hotels in that they provide sleeping accommodations, restaurants, cocktail lounges, retail shops
and guest services. The primary difference is that resort hotels cater to the tourist and vacation industry,
often providing a wide variety of recreational facilities/programs (golf courses, tennis courts, beach access,
or other amenities) rather than convention and meeting business. Resort hotels are normally located in
suburban or outlying locations on larger sites than conventional hotels. -

It should be noted that another closely matching description for this project is the ITE Land Use #31 |, All
Suites Hotel. The description for this land use by ITE notes:

All suites hotels are places of lodging that provide sleeping accommodations, a small restaurant and lounge
and a small amount of meeting space. Each suite includes a sitting room and separate bedroom; often,
limited kitchen facilities are provided within the suite. These hotels are located primarily in suburban areas.

While this also closely aligns with the project description, though the project is not located in a suburban

area, the trip generation rate is slightly lower for the “All Suites Hotel” land use than for a Resort Hotel.
To be conservative, the higher rate trip generation category, Resort Hotel, was used.

N
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The ITE rates for Resort Hotels are based on a variety of parameters, including the total number of rooms.
Based on the application of this variable, the proposed project is expected to generate an average of 70
daily trips, including four trip ends during the a.m. peak hour and four trip ends during the p.m. peak hour.
These results are summarized in Table 1.

Table |
Trip Generation Summary

Land Use Units Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Rate Trips | Rate Trips In Out|Rate Trips In Out

Resort Hotel {0 rooms 7.0 70 0.41 4 3 I 0.42 4 2 2

Trip Distribution

The pattern used to distribute new project trips to the street network was determined by reviewing
existing traffic volumes on SR | near the site’s existing entrance based as published by Caltrans. Based on
current volume patterns it was assumed that 75 percent of the project trips would approach to/from the
south (toward Fort Bragg) and 25 percent to/from the north (toward Westport). Specifically, in the a.m.
peak hour, of the four project trips generated, two trips would be expected to arrive from the south and
one from the north, and one trip would be expected to depart the site heading south on Route |. Similarly,
in the p.m. peak hour, the two inbound trips and the two outbound trips would be expected to arrive and

depart from/to the south.
Future Traffic Conditions

The future traffic volumes for this study were developed based on the Caltrans District | growth factors
for State Highways in the district. Caltrans District | has developed growth factors for all of the State
Highways in the District based on population projections. The last update was in May 2002. For Highway
I, Caltrans has determined that traffic volumes would be expected to increase by a factor of 1.10 over the
next 20-year period, or one-half percent annually. This factor was therefore applied to the extstmg traffic
volumes in order to obtain projected future.

Using this approach, it is estimated that the daily volume on site SR near the project site is expected to
increase to approximately 2,600 daily trips and 470 weekday p.m. peak hour trips by 2027. As note above,
the ideal capacity of a two-fane highway is noted in the HCM as 3,200 passenger cars per hour (pc/h), and
1,700 pc/h for each direction. Highway One in this area is not estimated to be carrying this volume of traffic
in a day. It can reasonably be assumed, therefore, that Highway | will continue to operate acceptably within
the existing highway lane configuration under these future traffic volumes, with no widening or additional

capacity needed.

Sight Distance

Sight distance is the continuous length of highway visible to the driver. Minimum corner sight distance
criteria are contained in the Caltrans Highway Design Manual. Corner sight distance for private road

X
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intersections should equal the stopping sight distance, which is the criterion applied, and is described as
follows:

The minimum stopping sight distance is the distance required by the driver of a vehicle, traveling at a given
speed, to bring the vehicle to a stop after an object on the road becomes visible. Stopping sight distance is
measured from the driver's eyes, which are assumed to be 3/ feet above the pavement surface, to an
object ¥z-foot high on the road.

The minimum corner sight distance needed for a road with a design speed of 55 mph is 500 feet. Using the
original site plan, sight distance was measured at the existing driveway. Sight distance from the existing
driveway to the south was measured at more than |,100 feet. At the driveway looking north, drivers have
approximately 450 feet sight distance, which is less than the minimum suggested. In order to gain adequate
minimum sight distance, the project driveway would have to be relocated farther south.

Under the current plan, the project access driveway is proposed to be located approximately 100 feet south
of the existing driveway, per a site plan entitled Encroachment Approach (Concept Sketch) for Inn at Newport
Ranch and dated January 10, 2008. A line of sight from the proposed location to the north is noted on the
plans as “+/- 530 feet sight distance.” This is consistent with field measurements completed as part of this
study, and would exceed the minimum sight distance requirements. Additionally, given the excellent sight
distance to the south, such a driveway approach relocation will not affect the adequacy of sight distance in
that direction.

The proposed driveway concept also includes eliminating the existing driveway access, with configuration
of the new driveway shown in a curvilinear nature in order to tie into the existing driveway location
approximately |00 feet from the roadway (west). This design would ensure eliminating any possible use
of the sight-restricted access location.

Need for Left-Turn Lane or Right-Turn Lane

The need for left-turn or right-turn channelization on SR | at the project driveway was evaluated based on
criteria contained in the Intersection Channelization Design Guide, National Cooperative Highway Research
Program (NCHRP) Report No. 279, Transportation Research Board, 1985, as well as a more recent update
of the left-turn channelization methodology developed by the Woashington State Department of
Transportation. The NCHRP report references a methodology developed by M. D. Harmelink that includes
equations that can be applied to expected or actual traffic volumes in order to determine the need for a
turn pocket based on safety issues. Based on our research and discussions with Calitrans staff, this
methodology is consistent with the “Guidelines for Reconstruction of Intersections,” August 1985, which
is referenced in Section 405.2, Left-turn Channelization, of the Caltrans Highway Design Manual.

Using the future peak hour traffic volumes noted above together with anticipated traffic associated with the
project of two left-turning trips inbound at the project driveway during the evening peak period, a
northbound left-turn pocket on SR [ is not warranted. To be conservative, the two inbound trips were
also assumed to be arriving from the north, so turning right into the site. Based on the analysis performed,
a southbound right-turn pocket is also not warranted. Since neither the left-turn or right-turn pockets is

sy
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warranted, installation is not recommended. Copies of the worksheets used for these left-turn lane and
right-turn lane warrant analyses are enclosed for reference.

Bicycle Facilities

Bike facilities, if installed, should occur within the context of a larger project to provide connectivity to
other bicycle or pedestrian facilities. However, no such facilities are recommended for installation as part
of this project, as providing such facilities along this project highway frontage at this time would serve no
helpful purpose. If the right-of-way width is currently insufficient to accommodate future widening for bike

facilities, adequate width should be dedicated.
Conclusions and Recommendations

+  The segment of SR | near the project site currently carries approximately 2,360 vehicle trips per day,
and is operating acceptably based on a review of both volumes and the collision history.

+ The proposed project is expected to generate an average of four new trips during the a.m. and p.m.
peak hours on weekdays.

+  Adequate corner sight distance is available from both the existing and proposed project access points
to the south. While sight distance is inadequate for traffic approaching from the north at the existing
driveway, the proposed relocated access will increase the sight distance to 530 feet. The proposed
location would exceed the minimum sight distance requirements for both approaches for the 55 mph
speed of traffic on SR |, providing a safer access than currently exists.

« The existing driveway should be removed at the time the proposed driveway is constructed, to prevent
continued use.

+ Based on the estimated volume of northbound left-turning vehicles during the p.m. peak hour a left-turn
pocket is not warranted on SR | at the project driveway; one is therefore not recommended. Likewise,
a right-turn lane is neither warranted nor recommended.

« Bicycle facilities are not present on SR | at this time, and should be installed as part of a larger project
that would provide continuous facilities along the highway. Adequate right-of-way should be dedicated
by the project, if appropriate.

We hope this information adequately addresses the project’s potential impacts. Please call me if you have
any questions regarding this analysis.

N
Sincerely, /\QV
=l TR 2054

\\*\ . 6-30-08

Gl S
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Enclosures: Left-Turn Lane and Right- Turn Lane Warrants

6**\

Mary Jo Yung, P.E, P

Associate MJY/mjy/MEX067.L1.wpd
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LEFT TURN LANE
WARRANT ANALYSIS

Study Intersection

Study Scenario

N. Highway One/Driveway at 31502

Future + Project (weekday p.m. peak)

threshold
INPUT
Advancing Volume Va 354
Opposing Volume Vo 120
Left Turn Volume VI 2
Speed SP 55 MPH
Two-Lane Undivided Highway
Percentage Left Turns %It 0.6 %
Advancing Volume Threshold AV 1258

If AV<Va then warrant is met

1000
900 -
800 -
700 |
800 -
500 -
400 -

Opposing Volume (Vo)

300 -

200
100 : »

0 200 400
Advancing Volume (Va)

= Turn lane warranted if point falls to right of warrant threshold J

T

800 1000

m— \Narrant Threshold for
4 Study Intersection

0.6%

left turns and speed of 55

L Left Turn Lane Warranted

NO |

Methodology based on Washington State Transporntation Center Research Report Method For Prioritizing
Intersection Improvements, January 1997. The left turn lane anaiysis is based on work conducted by M.D.

Harmelink in 1967, and modified by Kikuchi and Chakroborty in 1991.

L\

W-Trans

1/14/2008



RIGHT TURN LANE
WARRANT ANALYSIS

Study Intersection Main Street N, Highway One
Side Street by eway at 31502
Study Scenario Scenario Fut.+ Proj.(wkdy pm peak)
INPUT
Advancing Volume Va 120
Right Turn Volume Var 2
Speed SP 55 MPH
Two-Lane Undivided Highway

RIGHT TURN LANE WARRANTS

1. Check for right turn volume criteria NOT WARRANTED
Less than 40 vehicles

2. Check advance volume threshold criteria for turn lane
Advancing Volume Threshold AV -
If AV<Va then warrant is met -

1 Right Turn Lane Warranted NO ]

RIGHT TURN TAPER WARRANTS
(evaluate if right turn lane is unwarranted)

1. Check taper volume criteria NOT WARRANTED
Less than 20 vehicles

2. Check advance volume threshold criteria for taper
Advancing Volume Threshold AV = -
If AV>Va then warrant is met -

| Right Turn Taper Warranted NO ]

Methodology based on Washington State Transportation Center Research Report Method For Prioritizing Intersection
Improvements, January 1887. The right turn lane and taper analysis is based on work conducted by Cottrell in 1981,

| ——\ 6% /] 1/14/2008

W-Trans
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. WHEN RECORDED, PLEASE MAIL

COPY TO: MENDOCINO COUNTY @
PLANNING & BUILDING SERVICES COMNFORMED COFY
DEPARTMENT Copy of Document Recorded

_ on 04/05/1993 as 00004721
WHEN RECORDED, PLEASE MATL _in RBook 2844 Page 287
THIS INSTRUMENT TO: Mendocing County Recocrder

ACKSON GRUBE FAMILY, INC. .
= ’ EXHIBIT NO. 20
3300 SOUTH OCEAN BLVD APPEAL NO.
A-1-MEN-07-028
PALM BEACH FL 33482 é’/() JACKSON-GRUBE FAMILY, INC.
CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE ((‘;Eg'I;)FICATE OF COMPLIANCE

(66499.35(a) OF THE GOVERNMENT CODE)

Notice is hereby given that the County of Mendocino has reviewed the status
surrounding the creation of the land parcel presently owned by:

JACKSON-GRUBE FAMILY, INC.

AS DESCRIBED IN Book 1571 , Page _487 of the official records of said County
and hereby declares this X[ 2! day of _ March 1995, pursuant to Section

66499.35(a) of the Goverrment Code of the State of California, that said parcel has
not been created in violation of State law or County Ordinance.

CC App. # 39-90

Sv #
MS # RAYMOND HALL

A/p #15-070-45, 15-070-49X, 15-070-51X, Planning & Building Services Deparﬁrient
15-330-05, 15-330-13, 15-330-26, ,15-070-47X, Mendocino County

15-070-52X, 15-330-19X, 15-380-03, 15-380-04,
15-380-05. As one legal parcel as -
described in attached Exhibit "aA." YH#N %\

See also Exhibit "B" attached. " Frank Lynch, Supervisirg—Plammer.

NOTE: A CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE DOES NOT GUARANTEE THE ISSUANCE OF SUBSEQUENT
BUILDING PERMITS NOR DOES IT MAKE ANY REFERENCE AS TO THE LEGALITY OF THE USE OR
STRUCTURE ON THE PARCEL. . THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE (1) PUBLIC HEALTH DEPARIMENT, (2)
BUILDING INSPECTION DEPARTMENT, AND (3) COUNTY ZONING REGULATIONS MUST BE COMPLIED
WITH PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF ANY BUILDING PERMITS. ‘

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
County of Mendocino

On the f[l_ﬂ’ day of .JQ'QRII r 1995, before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public in
and for said State, personally appeared Frank Lynch, Supervising Planner of the
Planning and Building Services Department, County of Mendocino, personally known to me
(or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the person whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same
in his authorized capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument the person, or
the entity upon behalf of which the person acted, executed the instrument.

OFFICIAL SEAL - 1005233
ELLA CASTIAUX

COUNTY OF MENDOCINO

My Comm. Exp. Oct. 3, 1987 Z

VITNESS my d and official seal.

Z
0
P




Exhibit "A"

All that real property situated in Mendocino County, State of
California, more particularly described as follows:

The bearings used in this description are in
terms of the California State Grid, Zone 2.

Commencing at the corner to Sections 20, 21, 28 and 29, T20N
R17W, M.D.M. as shown on a map filed in Map Case 2, Drawer 44,
Page 85, Mendocino County Records; thence South 87°08'11" East,
1,290.37 feet to the southeast corner of the Southwest Quarter

of the Southwest Quarter Section 21, being the POINT OF BEGINNING
of this description; thence Northerly along the east line of

the said Southwest Quarter 1,355 feet, more or less, to the
northeast corner thereof; thence Westerly along the north line
of the said Southwest Quarter 1,293 feet, more or less, to the
northwest corner thereof; thence North 01°19'23" Fast 2,669.9
feet, more or less, to the north line of the parcel of land

shown on the above mentioned map; thence North 88°53'09" West,
along the said north line 1,523.5 feet, more or less, to a fence
corner on the Easterly side line of State Highway No. 1; thence
North 68°24'58" West, 81.17 feet to a point in the Westerly

side line of said highway described as the point of beginning

in that certain deed to James J. Lindsey et al recorded June

4, 1980 in Book 1261 of Official Records, Page 168, Mendocino
County Records; thence leaving said hiughway side line South
47°17'00" West, 108.24 feet; thence North 43°08'00" West, 110.22
feet to the center of a small creek or waterway; thence along
the center line of said creek following its meanders, as follows:
South 47°53'26" West(record North 47°53'26" West), 36.84 feet;
thence South 74°25'54" West, 107.97 feet; thence South 57°11'15"
West, 158.38 feet; thence North 75°03'01" West, 63.96 feet;
‘thence North 62°07'03" West, 94.87 feet; thence North 75°06'04"
West, 121.31 feet; thence South 74°01'07" West, 56.83 feet;
thence North 82°35'18"West, 176.08 feet; thence South 80°26'14"
West, 132.25 feet; thence South 72°10'53" West, 99.40 feet;
thence South 79°48'26" West, 199.69 feet; thence South 65°58'44"
West, 210.45 feet; thence South 59°14'20" West, 131.29 feet;
thence South 40°00'00" West, 100 feet, more or less, to the

Mean High Tide Line of the Pacific Ocean; thence leaving the
said center line of the said creek and along the said Mean High
Tide Line in a general Southerly direction to a point that bears
West, 80 feet, more or less, from a one inch diameter rebar
survey monument tagged "LS 3184" as said monument is shown and
delineated upon the above mentioned survey map; thence leaving
the said Mean High Tide Line, East, 80 feet, more or less, to

the said rebar monument; thence continuing East, 453.30 feet

to a one inch diameter survey monument tagged "LS 3184" as shown
on the said map; thence continuing East, 673.91 feet, to a

one inch diameter survey monument tagged "LS 3184" in the
Westerly side line of the aforementioned State Highway 1 as

shown upon the said map; thence leaving the Westerly side line
of the said highway and continuing East, 40.30 feet to a point

(e
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in the Easterly side line of said highway; thence along the
Easterly side line of the said highway as follows: South
07°02'00" East, 650.14 feet; thence South 06°36'40" East, 279.90
feet; thence North 83°12'48" East, 35.00 feet; thence South
06°47'12" East, 667.34 feet; thence South 17°12'44" East, 29.42
feet; thence leaving the said highway side line South 87°57'30"
East, 671.12 feet; thence North 04°19'00" West, 60.37 feet;
thence South 87°48'50" East and running parallel with the
FEast-West + section line of Section 28, a distance of 1,290
feet, more or less, to a point in the east line of the West

Half of the Northwest Quarter of Section 28; thence Northerly
along the said east line 1,823 feet, more or less, to the Point

Of Beginning.
Together with the following described parcel of land:

Commencing at Point "A" as described in the deed from James

J. Lindsey et ux to Jackson—-Grube Family, Inc. as recorded in
Book 1571, Official Records,Page 487, Mendocino County Records;
thence North 87°57'30" West, 35.05 feet; thence South 07°02'00"
East, 43.47 feet; thence West, 149.00 feet to a point in the
Westerly side line of State Highway No. 1 and being the POINT
OF BEGINNING of this description; thence along the -said
Westerly side line of said Highway as follows: South 11°20'30"
East, 98.41 feet; thence South 28°56'30" East, 172.14 feet;
thence South 10°43'30" East, 349.96 feet; thence South 28°43'
30" East, 89.86 feet to a point on the East-West %+ section line
of Section 29, that bears North 87°57'30" West, 1,018.28 feet
from the 4+ section corner common to Sections 28 and 29, as .said
corner is shown on a map filed in Map Case 2, Drawer 10, Page
22, Mendocino County Records; thence leaving the said Highway
side line and running North 87°57'30" West along the said %
section line, 110 feet, more or less, to the Mean High Tide
Line of the Pacific Ocean; thence leaving the said legal
subdivision line and running in a general Northerly direction
along the said Mean High Tide Line, to a point that bears West
from the point of beginnig; thence leaving the said Mean High
Tide Line and running East, 81 feet, more or less, to the Point

Of Beginning.




SAVING AND EXCEPTING FROM THE ABOVE PARCELS OF LAND, THE FOLLOWING:

lst: STARTING from the meander post ou the qeean bluff on sectlon
line .between Sections 20 and 29, Township 20 North, Range 17 West,
Mount Diablo Meridian; thence North 46° West 147 feet; thence
North 84° East 247 feet; thence North 20° East 218 feel; thence
North 61° West, 240 feel, to the Point of Beginning; thence North
58° West 181 feet; thence South 83° West 161 feet; thence North .
45° West 100 feet; thence North 21° West 96 feet; thence North 57
30' West 210 feet; thence North 3° West 50 feet; thence South

72° East 612 feet; thence North 19° East 270 feet; thence South .
45° East 60 feet; thence South 44° West 58 feet;. thence South 48
30' East 248 feet; thence South 48°30' West 103 feet; thepce
South 40° West 207 feet to the point of beginning, and being
known as the Newport Chute property.

2nd: A strip of land 40 feet in uniform width now being the

location of State Highway No. 1 (a portion of which being conveyed:
to the County of Mendocino on September 6, 1919 in a deed recorded

in Book 156 of Deeds, Page 173, Mendocino County Reocords), the center
line of said 40 foot wide strip being described as follows:

Beginning at a point that bears East, 20.15 feet fram the Northeast
‘corner of that certain parcel of land shown as 15 acres on the
hereinabove described Record of Survey Map filed in Map Case 2,
Drawexr 10, Page 22, Mendocino County Records; thence along the

center line of said highway as follows:

Nbrth 06°59'48" West, 1200.30 feet; thence along a tangent curve to
the réght, having a radius of 270.00 feet, through a central angle
of 41°00'03", for an arc length of 193.21 feet; thence

North 34°00'14" East, 298.98 feet; thanace along a tangent curve to.
thS left, having a radius of 450.00 feet, through a central angle of
31744'25", for an arc length of 249.29 feet; thence

North 02°15'49" East, 902.41 feet; thence along a tangent curve to
the let, having a radius of 9000.00 feet, through a central angle
of 02 58545"; for an arc length of 467.98 feet; thence

North 00742'56" West, 543.26 feet; thence along a tangent curve

to theleft,ohaving a radius of 500.00 feet, through a central

angle ofo32 57'14", for an arc length of 287.58 feet; thence

North 33740'10" West, 294.41 feet to the terminous of this highway
strip of land, that bears South 68°24'58" East, 32.55 feet from the
point hereinabove described .as being called the point of beginning of -
that certain deed to James J. Lindsey et al recorded in Book 1261
of Official Records, Page 168, Mendocino County Records. :

1




15-07-45, a portion of 15-07-49 and 51, 15-33-05, 13, 26,
a portion of 15-07-47 and 52, and a portion of 15-33-19.
I5-38D~ 03,4,5

ThlS real property descrlptlon has been prepared by me in

APN

“"th the Pro f/fal Land Surveyors' Act.
7 l [2- T T
4 cher‘ Date
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EXHIBIT ”B”

In reference to Certificate of Compliance #CC

I HEREBY WAIVE MY RIGHT TO NOTICE OF MERGER HEARING and any provisions of
Mendocino County Code Section 17-108 and Article 1.5 of Chapter 3 of Division

—MW,%M
Signed:
. O~
W_ /\ ) o &9 -
ROPERTY GWNER/AGENT

3/8 95

2 of the Government Code (Subdivision Map Act).

DATE
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EXHIBIT NO. 22
JACKSON-GRUBE FAMILY, INC
VISUAL IMPACT STUDY

APPEAL NO.
A-1-MEN-07-028

-<

: e a5

g Pl

=
2
=
in
m
m
e §
m
a
a
(]
a
a
7o ]
m
i
-~
o
b |
(=]
£
m
7]
cT
o
(=]
(=]
3

6002 ‘L8 fen
s1031yoJy Auedwon) 9 sJ3||8g

Apnag 10edw| |ensIA




S193LHIYY IHL 40 INISNOD NILUHA 3HL LNOHLUAA 03HVdIHd N338 3AVH AZHL HOIHM HOH 133r0Hd Oi133dS 3HL H04 NVHL d3H10 YHOM ANV HLIM NOILIINNOID NI
0351 1O 'SHIHLO 0L g3S0T13SIA 'G3d00 38 TIVHS 303H3HL 1HVd ON SLOAUIHOHVANYAWAD OGNV SHITTES 40 ALY3d0Hd 3HL 34V SNAISTA ANV ‘SYI0! SINIMVHT A0V FHL

S103LIHIYY ANVAIWGI ANV SH3ITIES 6002 @ 1HOMKAJGD

7/9G0 1A 'NIHHYAN
882 X049 Od
S1031IHOHY ANVdINOD ANV SH3ITIAS

adojanuz Buiping .




,, \v,w
-~ .
I g
Sa AR o
N
wy” 5 -
I o
b 4
I
1
\ s
{ rii il
_n )
= S
; { 3
//, ) I3 LY
yd '
pa
pod e 7
03] 7y
3 o
53 L
@ .‘
5 : PR
@ - Pl R
i S T
H.._. L4 fi A
M | LN
</ ‘
- ,//~ o
coT ey <
\ ,
: B
|
X \
\ -
;
\ i 0N
s Y
. i
i .
./ ~

YV MaTR

3

a maip

e g abed

g MaIAn
¢ g-g abed

Mmalp
¢ 8-,/ abed

e O L-5 abed

3 MmalA
e 2|-| | abed

MaIp |eldaY
Z-1 abed

?oa\\rg

Xapuj




B3y

-

. e ¥

1 i 5] .,.vddnr.:.ﬂ..&w;r.....w_e.d..
o L g

LAS T

Buigsix3

Rl




pasodold




Bumsix3

{ adojanug Buipjing |

'4oueJ 83 JO PUS UJBYINOS BU] OIS 1SaMYIIou BunjooT]

Y M3IA




| edoaauz Buiping |

1S8M SPU0IBS £ 'Q2 ‘SeINuUIW gy ‘'sasJbap gz | -epninet
* 410U SpU00as /°gg ‘sainuiu g 'seaubap gg -epmibuat

Pl e S 2

g~ R | el e

pasodoud




adojanug Buipjing

Buinsixg

‘A Buysdoyg wody youed Je 1sam anp Bupjoo’

d MalIp

D R\@




9 g man

{ adojanug Buippng —UGWOQOLH_

15aM SpUOJ3s g'2g 'sanuiw gy, ‘'saadfiap £z | -apniie
- YaJI0U SpU0Jas g/ ‘'salnuiw ¢ ‘saalbap gg -epnubua]



Buiasixg

| adojsaug Buipiing |

"YouEd BY3 JO B[PPILL BY] LWOJ) 1S3MyIN0s Bunioo

J M3IA

>3




1S8M SpU0JaS 'O ‘SemnuIl gy ‘saadfiap g2 | -spnuet
- 43JOU Spuooas g2'Gy ‘sainuiwl 77 ‘'seadBsp gg -epnubuat

| edojarul Buipiing |

pasododd




Bl 0an 6|

adojaaug Buping Bunsixg
_ _ sl

"YOuBd 8Y1 JO PU3 Y3Jou Wwody 1samyanas BupjooT

a msip

\’)\e\l\’o



(=]
-
)
?é
=

y

]

"o ~
. kS s
o=l o M
Sl PR B
el T, 4 &
e
£ 0
oo
c 3
[©)]
< 3 x
cC c N
o]
Q 0
Q0
w n
0
o D Ll
12 e
) pea
¢ g B
5 5 -
2 2 |
£ c L i
E £ w‘:fl
< © T‘.__‘.
M < -l
[ frg2
[o] 8 r.-"r,.
L o [
é’ (C_D i;J'I
QO o
- o P
am - -
M
e
=R
273
oD
)
o @©
-1 _1

Building Envelope

Proposed

\’bo—\\\’o

A = ."_2.ﬂ:‘--‘---‘.-‘.--.---ﬁﬂﬂ-.-‘.............i




IMaIn LI

adojanuz Buipjing mc_pw_xm_

"yaued JO pus udayinos ayj woJj 1samytiou Bumoo

34 Malp



el JMalp

, A oag

1S8M SPUDJAS £'EE 'S8INUIL gty 'saadbap g2 1 -epnuien

- yJOU SpUDJas ()'gl ‘salnuilwl ge ‘saadbap g -apnubua

adojanug Buiping

pasodoud



— - EXHIBIT NO. 23
- ' @ APPEAL NO.
z / A-1-MEN-07-028

JACKSON-GRUBE FAMILY, INC
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Brent Anderson

Geaeral Contractor

P.O. Box 53
Fort Bragg, California 95437
Contractor License # 486160
July 31, 2007
Editor
Advocate News
P.O.Box 1188

Fort Bragg, California 95437

This is in response to Ms. Vidaver's caunments in the Community Forum cn July 26%, in
which she vehemently objects to the Inn st Newnort Ranch project

This project has been in the planning stages for many years. It has seen numerous
revisions, changes and modifications to bring it to its present condition. Through
comprormnise and negotiation with the various agencies involved, a design has been agreed
upon and approved by the County Planning Commission. It is not the ‘massive in scale’
project depicted in the recent Community Forum asticle.

I will begin by addressing some of the issucs in Ms. Vidaver's letter:

Ms. Vidaver states that there is o commercial development in the area. [ guess the
popular Pacific Star Winery directly north of the project doesn't count.

Alsc, the aren is nearly free of any developrpent. 1 can count seven homes in the
immediate area, with another one being built at this very moment.

Then, the building facade is 275 feet long, Wow! If you added up all the facades of all the
buildings visible from route one they might total 275 feet. However that’s a speck on the
1660-ocre ranch with one and a guarter miles of oceanfront biuffs, The panoramic views
will remain and bo enhanced, in my opinion, by the attractive new buildings replacing the
exieting onos, which are falling down.
Next, therg will be ten upits. Well, no. Although the tand is zoned for a ten-umit inm,
There wilf only be seven units. At the most recent hearing, the owner agrced 1o reduce the
" size from ten units to seven, three of which are consolidated within the main structure.
Finally, th¢ ranch manager’s honse will not be ogoupiod, and there will L uy impuinlble
party on the property. Well, the ranch manager already lives on the property, already
manages the property, and the owners would like to upgrede his living arrz.agernents. i
think the mangger would take offense to saying there is no responsible party present.
1 also love the description of the ‘coastal terrace with a lone cypress to sofien its
irnpact...." What about the dilapidated fuin house, collapsing barus, rotting outbuildings,
utility poles and fences? Did you miss seeing them in your idyllic painting of a pristine
sotting?
Yes, the owners live out of this area, hut they hive owned the ranch for over Lwenty years
and are heavily invested and respected in our community. They are willing tn spend

EXHIBIT NO. 24
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several millions of dollars to improve what ix row a very run down ranch compiex on the
verge of collapsing. They are not some ruthless developers trying w build a high rise
hotel amongst the pristine beauty of our coss:,

This project has heen tastefully designed oy a group of outstanding architects. The
grading plan lowers the visual impact of the structures, and the materials chosen for use
have been sclested t blend in with the surroundings.

Ms. Vidaver would have you believe that Cal-Trans would need w build a cloverleaf
intersection to handle the hundreds of cars and thousands of people flocking 1o this mega-
resort, spewing tons of ‘carbon emissions’ into our sky. The image boggles my mind!
Then there isThe sentence ‘As o highsemd vixtor service facility it conflicts with the

Comutal Man mandaic o provide!” affordable” fumlities for vikitors®. Well it may interest
you to know thnt il s less expensive for fomiliee vacatinning together 1 rent a vacation
fasility, aomplete with those objectinriable kitchens, thag it is to stay at motels and eat in
restuurants.

The plirases ‘massive scale’, ‘unlimited size’, ‘dangervus provedent’, ' pregious pristine
weks’ Lsed in 1he seticle sure does zvoke & feeling nf dread, One Jook at the plans gives
an ¢entirely different picture. .

[ have been associuted with the owners for over twenty years in this community.
Recently, | have remodeled their persona) home (desigoed by the same architects) fust
south of the inn - 8 home that biends in with {13 surmundings ausd viwually disappears
from view {om the highway. The owners are, indeed, commitied to this coastal area,
We no longer have a lumber industry in this area. The commercial fishing business is all
but non-exisient. We only have tourists and a building trade that issues frorn those zsme
wurists and retirees that docide this would be a nice place 10 live. People like Ms.
Vidaver have already ciased off the film industry with their *head in the sand’ sttitude
about development of any nature. I’ ve lived here for thiny years and watched those who
would like no development, to those who svant to build their dream homes on the ocean's
edge. Chenge is inevitable. Insiead of saying no 1o these changes, make suggestions 1o
impruve the situation. Stop trying to turn back the cfock o 1967, It was a had year,

Me, Vidaver is wrong. This is 2 worthwhile and attractive project that will bring much
needed mouetary resources to our locel struggiing econoray.

Ves, | have a personal irterest in this project, just as Ms. Vidaver has her interest in
keeping any davelopment away from her back yard. | have a set of plans that show me a
very different picture than the one painted in the erticle. They are here at my home for
anyone to view, if they so desire. And yes, | would also {ike to build this project, in the
process employing many local tradesmen, subcontractors and building suppliers.

Brent Anderson

Member
Friends for 3 Healthier Local Economy

(707) 964-1832
Fax — (707) 961-1504
anderson@myn.org
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24800 Ponderosa Drive
westporl, CA 95488
707 964-3070
Facsimile; 707 964-4390
harvalan@men,org

Harvey Alan Hoechstetter

8/2/2007

RECEIVED

California Coastal Commission

North Coast District Office AUG © 6 2007
Attn: Bob Merrill

710-F Street, Suite 200 CALIFORNIA
Eureka, CA 95501 . © COASTAL COMMISSION

Dear Mr. Merrill,

| have enclosed a paper with my opinion on a project that was recently decided by the
Mendocino County Planning Commission. Please add this letter to an appropriate file
related to the Inn at Newport Ranch projéct.

| have also submitted this opinion to for the Community Forum in the Fort Bragg
Advocate local newspaper.

| am supporting the CCC’s decision and Will Jackson’s plan for a B&B on his lands along
the coastline south of Westport.

CnrAs-"
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A Practical Approach to Preventing Further Development

By Harvey Hoechstetter

As much as I respect Judith Vidivar's opinions and admire her hard work to keep our north
coast unspoiled, 1 strongly disagree with her regarding the proposed Inn at the site of the
old town of Newport. 1 do agree with the Mendocino County Planning Commission
decision that the project, called the Inn at Newport Ranch should go forward. The property
owner has owned this land for 20 years. He has not logged or developed his property. He
keeps the fire roads open and leases grazing rights to a neighboring rancher. He's actively
protected those 1600 hundred acres from development, logging, and subdivision. His
purpose and goal in building a small Inn on 4 of his acres 1s to create just enough income
to pay the taxes and upkeep for all the acreage, so that his heirs will not fee] pressured to
log the redwood forests or sell off the lands to developers. Thoughts of preserving this
land as a whole for the future are on his mind.

The reason that he's designed multi-roomed units is that he wants to create a family-
friendly place for folks to share the joys and beauty of these unspoiled lands he's protecting
for all of us to enjoy seeing in perpetuity. Even though the County planners approved
“unlimited events with up to 99 people”, the owner’s intent is much thore limited in
number and size, primarily for smaller groups such as family occasions like weddings and
reunions. No rock and roll concerts!

The mile and a quarter of road frontage on both sides of Hwy 1 will be kept undeveloped
as cattle grazing lands, with views over the Pacific unblocked except for in the area which
traditionally has had many more buildings than exist there today. As a matter of fact, the
building envelope is only 335 feet wide north to south, out of the mile and quarter (almost
7000 feet) of water frontage views. Landscaping will not be manicured, with only
approximately 60 x 40 feet of irrigated lawn, and mowed trails through the natural

fields. The town of Newport once housed over 5000 people. Gradually everything either
burned or rotten down, except the four buildings left. The footprint of the Inn at Newport
Ranch project will occupy just a miniscule part of the old settlement. This is a practical
way to prevent this beautiful section of highway from Abalobadia Gulch to the rental
properties just south of Pacific Star Winery from ever being developed. The many rental
houses and the winery do constitute other low impact, environmentally sensitive
"commercial” uses of land between Inglenook and Westport.

If you'd like an idea of the owner’s low impact aesthetics of design, you should look at his
own house, which is due south of the old Orca Inn homestead. I'll bet you never noticed it
and might not even be able to find it if you look! It's built to be practically invisible, uses
re-cycled and natural local materials, and literally melts into the landscape. I've seen the
designs for his cozy Inn at Newport Ranch, and think it will fit in nicely. In truth, if the
owner were to put in a camp ground, or log his lands, or sell off the various parcels
separately to numbers of other families, these options would create much more damaging
or even dangerous traffic on our Highway 1, and change our local environment to a much
greater degree. My hope is that this family is able to complete their small dream project
without any further delays, so that their many hundreds of acres of lands remain unspoiled
for years 1o come.

Harvey Hoechstetter is a Westport resident and a member of Friends of the Ten Mile

Y



PETER T. PARKER 1929 MEADOWBROOK ROAD ALTADENA, CA 91001

November 20, 2007

Robert Merrill, North Coast District Manager

California Coastal Commission

PO Box 4908

Eureka, CA 95502-4908

RE: Appeal # A-1-MEN-07-028, Jackson-Grube Family, Inc.

Dear Mr. Mertill:

I am writing this letter in support of the Willard Jackson Inn Project at the old Orca Inn,
Newport site. As a landowner on the north coast and a senior citizen, I am very aware of
the challenges existing to keeping private land open, financially vigble and within family
ownership. Today in California there are great pressures to sell off and subdivide larger
land parcels, seriously compromising wild life habitat and light agricultural use. The inn
project on this property, to which Mr. Jackson has added acreage over the years, is an
effort on his family’s part to counter this trend.

The 1,650 acre property is a combination of forested and open grazing land upon which
he proposes to develop only 3.5 acres. The developed area will be 383 feet from north to
south out of a total of 7000 feet of coastline measured “as the crow flies.” The inn will, I
understand, be behind a fence.

In the late nineteen eighties, our family spent several weekends at the old Orca Inn.

While the setting was magnificent, the inn itself was very old and in need of major
repairs. Indeed, the building we stayed in was beyond repair in my opinion, and is one of
the six buildings to be removed.

I urge the commission to look favorably upon this project which can give Mr. Jackson
and his children income necessary to maintain the 1,646.5 undeveloped acres in their
pristine, beautifully natural and undivided condition. I hope that you and the commission
will recommend approval of this inn project.

Signature on File -

Sincerely,

" Peter T. Parker
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Dec. 7, 2007 el 1 0 2007
CALIFORN
TO: Robert Merrill, North Coast District Manager CQAS\'EAL COMN\\SS\ON

FR: Hal and Nancy Matthewson
RE:  Appeal # A-1-Men-07-028, Jackson-Grube Family, Inc.

Nancy and I have lived at 32501 N. Hwy. One which is in full view of the Orca Inn (proposed
site, Will Jackson property) for the last 15 years. We have also known Will Jackson, our
neighbor, for the same 15 years.

We are familiar with the proposed project and are in support of it for the following reasons:

1) Based on our past experience with Will Jackson we believe that his intention to replace the
current dilapidated buildings means that they will be replaced with quality structures that
blend in with the natural surroundings and create a minimal visual impact. Although we
currently enjoy our southern view which includes the old Orca Inn, Will Jackson will
create improvements that will enhance the views.

2) Also based on our experience we believe Will and Carolyn have a deep admiration and
respect for the property, the coastal environment in which they live, and land that we all
share. From our discussions with them, we believe they are intent on preserving this
unique treasure of which they are the current stewards.

Please consider our support of Will’s proposed project. .

V4 :
Signature on File %
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Subject: Regarding Will Jackson's Inn at Newport Ranch

From: Lari Shea <larishea@horse-vacation.com>

Date: Mon, 18 May 2009 14:12:39 -0700

To: feedback@westportca.org

CC: Sally Grigg <lostcst@mcn.org™>,howardcreekranch@mcn.org, Doreen Tepper
<dorine(@mcn.org>

Letter to the Westport village Society
Dear friends,

As much as we respect the opinions and admire the hard work of those who struggle to
keep our coast unspoiled, we strongly disagree with those who oppose Willard
Jackson's proposed Inn at the site of the old town of Newport. We think that The Inn
at Newport Ranch project should go forward. Will bought this land nearly 25 years
ago. Although he certainly could have, he has not logged it at all. Other
individuals and companies over the years have attempted to buy all or part of it from
him, to log and/or to develop in various ways. Will leases grazing rights to a
neighboring rancher whose family has been in the cattle business for generations. He
keeps the fire roads open, protecting neighboring land owners.

In short, our good neighbor, Will Jackson, has actively protected those 1600 hundred
acres from development, logging, and subdivision. His purpose and goal in building
a small Inn on 4 of his acres is to create just enough income to pay the taxes and
upkeep for the entire acreage, so that his heirs will not feel pressured to log the
redwood forests or sell off the lands to developers. He wants to preserve this land
as a whole for the future.

In 1986, Will telephoned, inviting me to share the natural beauty of his lands with
guests on horseback. He himself rode my old stallion, Nature's Ballet, to inspect
the ridge tops forests and creek-head portions of his property which were
inaccessible by vehicle. For the past quarter century, I have seen huge sections of
Will's forest revert back towards big trees. During the same 23 year period, I've
seen vast portions of Jackson State Forest, the old Hardell Ranch in Albion, and both
the Ten Mile and Campbell Creek watersheds be heavily logged, even clear cut.

Will could have chosen to do the same. Instead, he hasn't logged at all. He wants
to put in a small lodge.

The reason that he's designed multi-roomed units is that he wants to create a
family-friendly place for folks to share the joys and beauty of these unspoiled lands
he's protecting for all of us to enjoy seeing in perpetuity. Even though the County
planners originally approved "unlimited events with up to 99 people”, Will and his
wife Carolyn never had that intent, and have reapplied for a much more limited
project in number and size. It's primarily for smaller family groups such as
reunions. No rock and roll concerts!

The 1 % mile of road frontage on both sides of Hwy 1 will be kept undeveloped as
cattle grazing lands, with views over the Pacific unblocked except for the area which
traditionally has had many more buildings than exist there today. As a matter of
fact, the building envelope is only 335 feet wide north to south, out of the almost

7000 feet of water overviews. Landscaping will not be manicured, with only
approximately 60 x 40 feet of irrigated lawn, and mowed trails through the natural
fields. The town of Newport once housed thousands of people. Gradually everything

burned or rotted, except the four buildings left. The footprint of the Inn at
Newport Ranch will occupy just a minuscule part of the old settlement. This is a
practical way to prevent this beautiful section of highway from Abalobadia Gulch to
the rental properties just south of Pacific Star Winery from ever being further
developed. By the way, the nearby rental houses and winery do constitute other low
impact, environmentally sensitive "commercial” uses of land between Inglenook and
Westport.

If you'd like an idea of the owners' aesthetics of design, you should look at their

\\ ‘)% \ Cé 571972009 10:30 AM
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own home, which is due south of the old Orca Inn homestead. 1I'll bet you never
noticed it and might not even be able to find it if you look! It's built to be
practically invisible, uses re-cycled and natural local materials, and literally
melts into the landscape. We've seen the designs for his cozy Inn at Newport Ranch,
and think it will also fit in nicely.

In local rumor, we've heard Will's integrity and honesty challenged. Harvey and 1
whole heartedly vouch for this sensitive and intelligent nature-loving neighbor.

In truth, if Will and Carolyn were to log their lands, put in a camp ground, or sell
off the various parcels separately to numbers of other families, these and other
options would create much more damaging or even dangerous traffic on our Highway 1,
and change our local environment to a much greater degree. Our hope 1s that this
family 1s able to complete their ecologically sound project without any further
delays, so that their many hundreds of acres of lands remain unspoiled for years to

come.
lari Shea & Harvey Hoechstetter

Lari Shea has lived in Mendocino since 1967, 1s a part time Westport resident and a

member of Friends of Ten Mile.
Harvey Hoechstetter is a Westport resident since 1994 and a member of Friends of Ten

Mile

Vg
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Letter to the Westport Village Society May 18, 2009

Dear friends,

As much as we respect the opinions and admire the hard work of those who struggle to
keep our coast unspoiled, we strongly disagree with those who oppose Willard Jackson’s
proposed Inn at the site of the old town of Newport. We think that The Inn at Newport
Ranch project should go forward. Will bought this land more than 20 years ago. Although
he certainly could have, he has not logged it at all. Other individuals and companies over
the years have attempted to buy all or part of it from him, to log and/or to develop in
various ways. Will leases grazing rights to a neighboring rancher whose family has been
in the cattle business for generations. He keeps the fire roads open, protecting
neighboring land owners.

In short, our good neighbor, Will Jackson, has actively protected those 1600 hundred
acres from development, logging, and subdivision. His purpose and goal in building a
small Inn on 4 of his acres is to create just enough income to pay the taxes and upkeep for
the entire acreage, so that his heirs will not feel pressured to log the redwood forests or
sell off the lands to developers. He wants to preserve this land as a whole for the future.

In 1986, Will telephoned, inviting me to share the natural beauty of his lands with guests
on horseback. He himself rode my old stallion, Natures Ballet, to inspect the ridge tops
forests and creek-head portions of his property which were inaccessible by vehicle. For
the past quarter century, I have seen huge sections of Wills forest revert back towards big
trees. During the same 23 year period, I’ve seen vast portions of Jackson State Forest,
the old Hardell Ranch in Albion, and both the Ten Mile and Campbell Creek watersheds
be heavily logged, even clear cut.

Will could have chosen to do the same. Instead, he hasn't logged at all. He wants to put
in a small lodge.

The reason that he's designed multi-roomed units is that he wants to create a family-
friendly place for folks to share the joys and beauty of these unspoiled lands he's
protecting for all of us to enjoy seeing in perpetuity. Even though the County planners
originally approved unlimited events with up to 99 people, Will and his wife Carolyn
never had that intent, and have reapplied for a much more limited project in number and
size. Its primarily for smaller family groups such as reunions. No rock and roll concerts!

\H g



To whom it may concemn,

| am writing in regards to the Jackson Grube project. | have known Will Jackson for over
fifteen years as a personal friend and business associate. [ would like to say that during
the time [ have known Will he has always acted as a responsible steward of his properties
especially in regard to the esthetics and use of the lands natural resources.

| have been able to review the proposed plans for the Inn and it is my interpretation that
the view of the horizon (ocean view) will not be affected by new construction as building
will only be to the east of an existing home and outbuildings. Also, the design of the
proposed addition is complimentary to existing buildings and the properties natural
surroundings. ' o

Will has gone through great expense and time to reassure his neighbors and interested
parties that his project will have minimal impact on already existing visual and
environmental resources. As a small business owner, | understand the many issues that

have to be resolved in order to begin a new project and I feel that Will has fulfilled all his
obligations and should be granted permitting without further delay.

Sincerely,

Ronelle McMahon

g
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May 23, 2007

RECEIVED

Robert Merrill, North Coast District Manager

California Coastal Commission MAY 2 ¢ 2009
710 E Street, Suite 200
Eureka, CA 95501-1865 CALIFORNIA

: COASTAL COMM!SSION

Re: Appeal A-1-MEN-07-028 (Jackson-Grube Family, Inc.)
Dear Mr. Mermili and Members of the Coastal Commission:

I am writing as an expert in archaeological and historical resources to express concern about the
inadequacy of the consideration given to impacts of this proposed development on
archaeological and other historical resources. The Commission found substantial issues with the
project approved by the County of Mendocino on appeal and is now engaged in de novo review.
In that role, the Commission is charged with determining the adequacy of efforts to comply with
the California Coast Act, its implementing regulations, and Mendocino County's approved Local
Coastal Program. I will explain the basis for my concerns and offer informal advice on typical
mitigation measures employed to mitigate impacts to such resources.

Public Resources Code (PRC) 30244, an implementing guideline for the Coastal Act, specifies
"where development would adversely impact archaeological or paleontological resources as
identified by the State Historic Preservation Officer, reasonable mitigation measures shall be
required." The SHPO has established that archaeological resources are part of a broader group
of "historical resources" that require protection under State law. The SHPO's implementing
guidelines (PRC 5020-5029) do not separately define archaeological resources because all types
of historical require protection by State agencies and commissions. In addition, the California
Environmental Quality Act (Sections 21084.2-21084.3) require consideration of impacts to
archaeological and historical resources.

The term historical resource "includes, but is not limited to, any object, building, structure, site,
area, place, record, or manuscript which is historically or archaeologically significant, or is
significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational,
social, political, military, or cultural annals of California" according to PRC 5021(j). A resource
qualifies as a historical resource if it meets the criteria established in PRC 5024.1.

The Negalive Declaration (ND) prepared by the County of Mendocino 1o support approval of
this proposed undertaking is seriously flawed with regard to the evaluation of historical and
archaeological resources as they are deflined by the SHPO. An investigation by Jay Flaherty
(1990) used to support Mendocino County's findings failed to complete these analyses:

1.) The surviving historic buildings were neither recorded or evaluated by a professional

architectural historian or historian to determine if they qualify as historical resources as
defined by the SHPO, and impacts to them have not been assessed.

\Sa\
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Letter to Robert Merrill May 23, 2009
California Coastal Commission : page 2

2) Archaeological remains of the historic town of Newport, its shipping chute, and the
historic farm were neither recorded or evaluated to determine if they qualify as historical
resources as defined by the SHPO, nor have impacts to this site been assessed.

Archaeologists are well aware that the presence of a nineteenth century town and later use as a
tarm strongly imply the presence of buried archaeological deposits and features, even when
surface indications are scarce. That expectation is clearly set forth in SHPO guidance prepared
cooperatively with Caltrans for agricultural sites (http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/?page 1d=24544).
Despite that widely accepted fact, Flaherty's report fails to recommend any reasonable follow up
measures to verify whether or not any qualifying buried archaeological resources are present.

With no characterization or evaluation of the historic buildings and the associated archaeological
resource, there are no grounds for assessing the significant adverse impacts this project is likely
to cause. It is reasonable to observe that the scope of the proposed development will radically
alter the historical setting, rendering the historic buildings unrecognizable. It will also create a
great deal of ground disturbance that can irreparably destroy the fragile and non-renewable
archaeological deposits and features likely to be present under the ground surface.

The presence of historical and archaeological resources cannot be left to speculation. Instead,
the issue must be competently evaluated by trained professionals in architectural history and
historical archaeology. Only then can issues of impact and mitigation be satisfactorily addressed
under the Coastal Act to provide a solid foundation for either approving or denying a coastal
development use permit. 1 therefore strongly urge you and the Coastal Commission to postpone
approval of the project until that evaluation has taken place to inform your decision.

If eligible historical resources are present and will be impacted, suitable mitigation measures
should be enforced as a condition of project approval. Typical mitigation for historic buildings
might include historical research, architectural renderings, and photography. Mitigation for
buried archasological resources is normally accomplished with a scientific investigation carried
out by a professional historical archaeologist under the terms of an approved treatment plan
prepared and implemented prior to any demolition or other soil disturbance.

Because this matter 1s scheduled for a hearing in Marina del Rey, I am unable to personally
appear to express my concerns. I request that this matter be continued until suitable
nvestigations have been completed and respectfully ask that it be rescheduled for a hearing in
northern California where it may be more practical for concerned local citizens and appellants to
attend. If I can clarify any matters raised in this letter, please do not hesitate to contact me at
(707) 964-7272. Thank you for considering my views.

Sincerely,

Signature on File  22e—_

Imad M. Van Bueren. M.A.
Registered Professional Archaeologist
P.O. Box 326

Westport, CA 95488 : \ \_o 0\ \%
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North Coast District Office

710 E St. Suite #200 MAY 2 6 2008
Eureka, CA. 95501 CALIFORNIA

COASTAL COMMISSION
May 19,2009

Re: Jackson - Grube Family inn Project A-1-MEN-07-028

Dear Mr. Merrill;

On May18, | received a call from Thad Van Buren - the monthly meeting of the
WESTPORT MAC (Municipal Advisory Committee) was scheduled and Thad did not
have my Email address, but wanted to notify me of the Meeting. | went with 3 others
from Ocean Meadows. We were amazed when pulling up in front of the very small
church where the meetings are held to find a scarcity of parking. The room was
crowded with about 20 — 25 people — the Jackson Group had banded together. (There
are seldom more than 7 to 10 folks at these meetings.)

There were no members of Mr. Jackson's family there — just those who could/would
directly benefit from the building of this project, those who currently are in debt to Mr.
Jackson or paid by him such as: Mattson Building Suppiy/owner; Brent
Anderson/contractor; Lari Shea & husband/horsewoman & trail boss; Michael
Thomas/replacing Bud Kamb as project mgr; the particularly voracious and bombastic,
Gary Quentin a resident of the area; and several others living in many of the older
homes on Jackson's properties. They plan to pass a petition in favor of the project all
extolling the philanthropy and goodwill of Mr. Jackson, who is now in his 80's. All of the
proponents stated repeatedly, that Mr. Jackson wants to perpetuate the “open space
and forest lands” — yet he has declined to place these in the Nature Conservancy or
other such agency, thus assuring such future use. Who knows what will occur in later
years? The property in question is now owned by Mr. Jackson’s heirs ~ his children and
their respective spouses, each taking their place on their “Board of Directors” — none
living locally, with the majority in the East Coast. It will not be a family operated facility.

Mr. Thomas brought forth large scale maps, photos, and diagrams indicating and stating
that the project has been scaled down considerably from that which the County had
approved originally. In questioning both Michael Thomas & Brent Anderson, they
indicated the “foot-print” of the area to be deveioped was indeed much smaller, the
number of buildings fewer and less expansive. | asked specifically just how many
“BEDROOMS” were planned. Anderson said 9... 7?7 Is that in Phase 1 with more to
come later? They are still referring to “UNITS" here, so We stili do not know.
Presumably, the number of kitchens & baths has been decreased as well, yet it is
impossible to tell from the reduced size of the drawings & elevations presented, what
may have been actually been revised. The County originally approved parties &
gatherings of up to 99 people, with no additional notice or permits, yet | find no mention
of this in either the Hydrology Report or the very brief Traffic Report, nor was there any
mention that this sort of activity would NOT be occurring there. Surely an increase of
numbers in such magnitude must enter into the calculations and evaluations given in
both of these reports. They are not. | am still greatly concerned over the water issues in
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this Critical Water Area, and feel that if the project has indeed been changed, we should
certainly have been informed officially by Coastal.

Although Gary Quentin was aggressively antagonizing, trying to pick a fight with anyone
who opposed his viewpoint, the MAC Board responded very civilly and explained that it
was not their place to propose anything to Coastal Com. in the way of opinions nor
advice, as this matter has gone beyond the Mendocino Board of Supervisors and
Planning Departments. The MAC only serves to advise their locally appointed officials.

Guess it all boils down to this: If the project has been reduced in size greatly, as
indicated just last night by those representing Mr. Jackson, thus somewhat
lessening the demand on respurces, and there are no expansion plans lurking
arounq the corner, we should have been made aware of this officially. in past
statements, references have been made to Phase 1 and Phase 2 of this project.
Therefore, please give us a definite answer concerning the exact number/s of;

- BEDROOMS, BATHS, & KITCHENS including the Caretaker’s House which are
officially included in the current plan as submitted to Coastal? Also, we need a
translation of “UNIT” and what that means? This amhjguous term has been used
and abused substantially by both the Developer and Mendocino County. If 3
Bedrooms/ 3baths/ and a kitchen having one outside door comprises “ONE UNIT”,
then why not 6 or 10?7 (A single “UNIT” was 3600 Square feet - much larger than
many homes in this area! Is this still the case?)

We have been given very short notice of this important meeting of the Coastal
Committee with little time to evaluate the Reports just received (although these were
requested in writing months ago). Marina Del Rey is more than 600 miles away from
here, making transportation lengthy and costly for us. | ask that this item be removed
from the Agenda of the June 10 -12" Meeting and calendared at a later date - preferably
in Northern Calif. which is far more accessible for us, also giving time to resoive the
issues defined above. Any revisions, alterations, or additions to the original pians
should have been Noticed for Public comment as an un-informed public cannot make
thorough decisions without being fully appraised of all facts. Only with these facts plainly
stated and truthfully defined, can this issue be evaluated and dealt with fairly.

Please send your reply to me with Copy to attorney, Jared Carter, of Carter & Momsen
in Ukiah. Thanking you for your time and consideration,

Yours Truly,
< Signature on File %

—————

Judith G. Whltlng
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