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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of the Geotechnical Investigation and Geologic
Reconnaissance that BACE Geotechnical (BACE), a division of Brunsing Assoclates,
Inc., performed for the planned McConnell Residence at 14820 Navarro Way. Irish
Beach, Manchester, Mendocino County, California. The property, A.P.N. 132-020-05 15
located on an ocean blufl’ on the west side of Navarro Way in the Irish Beach
Development, about 4 miles north of the community of Manchester, as shown on the
Vicinity Map, Plate 1.

Based on correspondence with Philip Roberts, Architect, we understand that the planned
residence will consist of a single-family dwelling with one-story living areas and attached
garage. ‘The planned structures will be built upon raised-wood floors, with minimal
grading (cuts and fills estimated less than 5 feet). A topographic survey by Dave Paoli
(with BACE data added), showing the planned new buildings, is presented as our Site
Plan, Plate 2. Using surveyed topography and our field data, BACE prepared a
subsurface profile, presented herein as Geologic Cross Section A-A” on Plate 3.

1.1 Previous Investigations

A Geologic Site Investigation of the subject property was performed by David Paoli,
P.E. in 1995, An updated letter report, dated September 21, 2007, was submitted by Mr.
Paoli to the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors to address certain points related to
geologic issues on the subject property. We understand that other update letters were
also written by Mr. Paoli in the interim, however we did not have an opportunity to
review them.

BACE previously performed Engineering Geologic Reconnaissance’s for two northerly
neighboring properties, 14776 and 14790 Navarro Way. The results of the study at
14776 Navarro Way were presented in a letter dated March 3, 2005. No report was
issued for the study at 14790 Navarro Way. Mr. Olsborg, the undersigned, provided
consultation during a real estate transaction for 15170 Irish Beach Drive, in 2007. During
this mvestigation, we reviewed geologic reports by J. Riley Jones, Registered Consulting
Geologist, dated October 1978, and by Kleinfelder, dated March 4, 1994, for that
property (15170 Irish Beach Drive). We are currently performing a geotechnical
investigation for a southerly neighboring property, 14870 Navarro Way.

1.2 Current Investigation

The purpose of our investigation was to evaluate the geologic conditions at the subject
property, primarily bluff stability, erosion rate, and subsurface soil and rock conditions,
in order to determine a suitable location for the planned residence, as well as foundation
recommendations for the planned new construction. This report is intended to satisfy the
Geotechnical Analysis requirements for the California Coastal Commission (CCC) de
novo review regarding the proposed construction at the subject property. To that end, we
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reviewed the CCC Staff Report Appeal #A-1-MEN-047 and its accompanying
documents, mcluding previous geologic site reviews (by others) and correspondence.

The scope of our services, as outlined in our Service Agreement dated October 4. 2007,
consisted of researching published geologic maps and BACEs previous file data on the
subject property, field reconnaissance of the property, bluff face, and bluff toc,
subsurface investigation, laboratory testing, and engincering and geologic analyses, in
order to provide conclusions and recommendations regarding:

e Potential geologic hazards (primarily slope stability):

e Documentation of aerial photograph data used in our retreat rate analysis;

e Computer slope stability analysis data and results:

e Bluff retreat (erosion) rate based on the results of our research, field exploration,
aerial photograph studies and computer analysis;

e Discussion of USGS Open File Report 2007-1133 bluff retreat rates presented for
the site vicinity;

e Classification of soil and rock types encountered;

e Suitable foundation type(s) with design criteria and estimated settlement
behavior;

e Seismic design criteria per California Building Code, 2007 edition:

e Site grading;

e Support of concrete slabs-on-grade, as appropriate;

e [ateral carth pressures and drainage requirements for retaining walls, as
appropriate;

e Site drainage;

e Geologic setback criteria based on bluff stability analysis;

e Anticipated geotechnical construction problems. if appropriate.

o Additional Geotechnical Services, as needed.

2.0 INVESTIGATION AND LABORATORY TESTING
2.1 Published Map and Reference Research

As part of our investigation, we initially reviewed the following published geologic maps
and references:

e California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG), 1983, Geology and
Geomorphic Features Related to Landshiding, Mallo Pass Creek 7.5 Minute
Quadrangle, Mendocino County, California: California Division of Mines and
Geology Open File Report (OFR) 84-13.

e CDMG with the Structural Engineers Association of California Seismology
Committee, 1998, Maps of Active Fault Near-Source Zones in California and
Adjacent Parts of Nevada: International Conference of Building Officjals.
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e  CDMG. 1960, Ukiah Sheet: California Division of Mines and Geology Geologic
Map of California.

e Hapke. C. 1., and Reid, D.. 2007, National Assessment of Shoreline Change, Part
4: Historical Coastal ClLifl" Retreat along the Califormia Coast: United States
Geological Survey (USGS), Open File Report (OFR) 2007-1133.

e Johnsson, M., 2003, Establishing Development Setback from Coastal Bluf{s:
Proceedings, California and the World Ocean “02.

o Lawson, A.C., et al, 1908, The Calhfornia Farthquake of April 18, 1906: State
Farthquake Investigation Commission, vol. T of 2.

e Merits, D, and Bull, W., 1989 Interpreting Quaternary Uplift rates at The
Mendocino Triple Junction, from Uplified Marine Terraces: Geological Society of
America, Geology, v. 17, no. 11, p. 1020-1024.

e Slosson, 1.LE., 1974, State of California Special Studies Zones: California Division
of Mines and Geology (CDMG), Mallo Pass Creek 7.5-minute Quadrangle.

2.2 Aerial Photograph Studies

Our investigation was augmented by studying vertical aerial photographs of the site dated
June 30, 1963, June 23, 1981, and April 2, 2000. The photographs were cach enlarged
from the vendors’ negatives, to an approximate scale of one inch equals 200 feet. For our
analysis, BACE determined relatively accurate photograph scales by comparing field
survey measurements between various physical features in the site vicinity (such as house
comner to house corner, and the distance between street centerline intersections) that are
also 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 results of our photograph studies are presented in Section 5.4 of
this report, Bluff Retreat. Reproductions of the aerial photographs are presented on
Plates 4, 5.and 6.

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 oblique aerial photographs of the site from 1972, 1979, 1987,
2002, and 2005. The 1972, 1987 and 2005 photographs are presented herein as our
Coastline Oblique Aerial Photographs A, B and C, on Plates 7. 8 and 9, respectively.

2.3 Field Reconnaissance

BACE’s Staff Geologist performed the field reconnaissance on July 7, 2008. Qur field
reconnaissance consisted of examination of bedrock and soil exposed on the bluff face,
and interpretation of geomorphic expressions on the entire bluff face within the property
and vicinity. Our Staff Engineer also hiked down to the beach to observe and photograph
the bluff toe within the property and vicinity. Site Photographs A through H on Plates 10
through 14, respectively, show the property, bluff face, and bluff toe near the property.

6 of 24
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2.4 Field Exploration

Our subsurface drilling exploration was conducted on July 7 through 9, 2008, and
consisted of drilling, logging, and sampling three exploratory test borings, Borings B-1
through B-3. The approximate test boring locations are shown on Plate 2. The test
borings were drilled to depths of approximately 35 to 41.5 feet below the ground surface
(bgs). The borings were advanced with a portable drill rig utilizing 4-inch diameter solid
stem flight auger equipment. The portable drilling equipment was powered from a track-
mounted engine via hydraulic hoses.

We understand from communication with the property owner that this part of the
Mendocino County Coast in general. and the subject property in specific, 1s host habitat
to a Federally-listed Endangered Species, the Point Arena Mountain Beaver (PAMDB).
The PAMB habitat area is shown on Plate 2 (west of the “sheep fence”). Our field
exploration was conducted outside of the known PAMB breeding season (December 15
to July 1). During drilling and sampling of Boring B-1, care was taken to cause as little
disturbance as possible within the habitat necessary to acquire soil and rock samples for
our slope stability analysis.

Our Staff Geologist and Staff Engineer made a descriptive log of each test boring and
obtained relatively undisturbed tube samples of the soil and rock materials encountered
for visual classification and laboratory testing. The relatively undisturbed samples were
obtained from the test borings using a 3-inch outside diameter Modified California split-
barrel sampler, or in some cases a 2.5-inch outside diameter sampler, each driven by a
140-pound drop hammer falling 30 inches per blow. The inside of the 3-inch sampler
barrel contained 2.4-inch inside diameter liners for retaining the soil materials; the 2.5-
inch sampler contained 1.9-inch inside diameter liners. Hammer blows required to drive
the 3-inch sampler were converted to Standard Penetration Test (SPT) blow counts for
correlation with empirical test data, using a conversion factor of 0.64. Blow counts for
the 2.5-inch sampler were converted using a factor of 0.79. Sampler penctration
resistance (blow counts) provides a relative measure of soil consistency and strength, and
is utilized in our engineering analyses. Selected samples were also obtained using a 2-
inch outside diameter, SPT sampler containing 1.4-inch inside diameter liners.

Graphic logs of the borings, showing the various soil types encountered and the depths of
the samples taken, are presented on Plates 15 through 17. The soils are classified in
accordance with the Unified Soil Classification System outlined on Plate 18. The various
descriptive properties used to describe the soils are listed on Plate 19, and rock
characteristics are listed on Plate 20.

2.5 Laboratory Testing
Selected samples obtained during our subsurface exploration were tested in our

subcontractor’s laboratory to determine their pertinent geotechnical —engineering
characteristics.  Laboratory testing consisted of grain-size classification, moisture
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content-dry density. and unconsolidated-undrained triaxial compression tests. The test
results arc presented opposite the samples tested on the test boring logs (sec Key 1o Test
Data on Plate 19). In addition, grain size distribution test data are presented on Plate 21,
direct shear test data are presented on Plate 22, and triaxial compression test data are
presented 1 Appendix A.

3.0 SITE CONDITIONS

The propertv is located on the west side of Navarro Way. just south of the intersection of
Navarro Way and Sea Cypress Drive. The bluff-top property occupies the edge of a near-
level, clevated marine terrace that Jocally extends from the coastline to the base of the
foothills on the cast side of Highway One. The property is bordered to the west by the
bluff face and ocean, and to the north and south by propertics occupied by existing
residences (Site Photograph A, Plate 10).

Within the property. the bluffs face generally west, and are slightly concave. The ocean
bluffs bordering the terrace at the property are approximately 280 feet in vertical height.
On the uppermost part of the lot between Navarro Way and approximately the planned
house footprint, the property slope gradient 1s about 6H:1V. Approximately 100 feet
west of Navarro Way, the gradient temporarily increases to about 3H:1V for about 30
feet, then becomes slightly less steep for about 30 feet, before reaching the steady, steep
gradient of the main bluff face in general (Site Photograph B, Plate 10).

The upper, approximately two thirds of the main bluff face have an average slope
gradient of approximately 1.5 to 1.8 horizontal to one vertical (1.5 — 1.8H:1V), with
locally steeper areas. About two-thirds of the way down the bluff face is a gently-sloping
to near-level bench approximately 180 feet wide (Site Photograph C, Plate 11). Below
the western edge of the bench, the bluff face 1s about 1.5H:1V to near-vertical. A narrow,
cobble and boulder beach borders the bluff toe. Large piles of rubble from past rock falls

are strewn along the beach (Plates 4, through 9).

An old, graded road descends the bluff face toward the bench from the south. In the 1963
aerial photograph, the road can be seen traversing across the bench and down to the beach
(Plate 4). Remmants of the road are still visible today (Plates 11 and 14). Open File
Report (OFR) 84-13 indicates that the entire bluff face in this area has been sculpted by
debris slides, which can typically produce bench-type features. Although some of the
bluff face below the bench is comprised of hard rock, there are also large areas with
boulders floating in a matrix of cobbly debris and talus (Site Photograph F, Plate 13).

No buildings exist on the subject property or on the bluff face below. However, a few
1solated piles of old lumber and a section of aluminum pipe were found scattered around
on the upper bluff. A few piles of loose soil, presumably from old test pits, were also
observed (Plate 2).
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The western face of the lower slide block 15 a talus-covered slope with no vegetation.
The bench and main part of the bluff face arc covered with thick brush. porson oak, and
other shrubs. The building arca on the property has a moderate cover of seasonal grasses,
with 1solated chapparal.

No surface water was observed on the terrace during our exploration.  Soils within the
site and on the bluff face are generally dry. Water scepage was observed on the lowest
section of bluff face within the loose soil and rock talus.

4.0 SITE GEOLOGY AND SOIL CONDITIONS
4.1 Regional Geologic and Seismic Setting

The bedrock of this part of the Mendocino County coastal area, east of the San Andreas
Fault, 1s comprised of the Tertiary-Cretaceous Coastal Belt Iranciscan Complex.
Locally, the Franciscan Complex includes well-consolidated sedimentary rocks such as
sandstone, shale, and occasional conglomerate, and 1s highly sheared in some places.

The blufftop property occupies a gently-sloping marine terrace underlain by the
Franciscan Complex bedrock. The terrace was formed during the Pleistocene Epoch,
when periods of glaciation caused sca level fluctuations, which created a series of steps,
or terraces, cut into the coastal bedrock by wave erosion. 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 {rom
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 vears ago.

The seismicity and tectonics of the Mendocino and Sonoma Counties 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 1.4 miles (2.3 kilometers [km]) southwest of the site. Future,
large magnitude earthquakes originating on this. or other nearby faults are expected to
cause strong ground shaking at the site.

4.2 Site Geology and Soils

The two mam geologic units at the site are the Tertiary-Cretaceous Period Franciscan
Complex bedrock and the Pleistocene ferrace deposits. Bedrock was encountered in the
building area between approximately 4 and 5 V2 feet below the ground surface (bgs) in
our test borings. The upper bedrock observed in our borings consists of light orange to
yellow brown sandstone that is generally crushed to intensely fractured, sheared, low to
moderate m hardness, and deeply weathered. At approximately 13 feet below ground
surface (bgs), we encountered dark gray sandstone that is generally crushed, low
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hardness 1o hard. and moderately to little weathered. Hardness generally increased, and
weathering generally decreased with depth.

We encountered intermittent, pervasively sheared zones within the bedrock that were
penerally weaker than the non-sheared intervals. In addition, in Boring B-1. downslope
of the building arca we sampled through a soft zone (4 SPT blows per foot) at about 25
feet bgs. This depth correlates with the projection of an old landslide slip plane in this
arca.

A thin layer, 4 t0 5.5 feet in thickness, of unconsolidated (well-indurated 1n some places)
Pleistocene marine terrace deposits mantle the bedrock at the site. The terrace deposits
consist of beach or shallow marine sediments that are typically comprised of sands with
some silt, gravel and clay, along with incorporated rock {ragments from the underlving
bedrock platform. The terrace deposits were deposited 1n lenses that are generally flat,
with local undulations caused by the wvariable-cnergy nature of the depositional
environment. Small outcrops of well-indurated gravels (terrace deposits) were observed
near the northwest comer of the planned building envelope, along the property line (Plate
2). These outcrops appear relatively erosion-resistant. As observed in our borings, the
marine lerrace deposits generally consist of light brown, silt-sand-gravel mixtures that
have a medium dense consistency. In some areas. the terrace deposits are covered with a
thin veneer of brown silty sand to sandy silt topsoil. The topsoil is generally porous. has
a loose/soft to medium dense/medium stiff consistency, and contains roots.

No bedrock outcrops were observed within the upper part of the property. Isolated
outcrops of the Franciscan Complex bedrock were observed on the bluff face, just below
the property, and generally consist of gray te light brown shale and sandstone that is
massive, intensely fractured, occasionally sheared, low to moderate in hardness, and
deeply weathered.

We observed a topographic horseshoe-shaped scarp near the western edge of the planned
building envelope. It appears to be at least approximately 4 feet in height, however, it is
not well-expressed on the topographic. contours, presumably due to the thick, tall,
vegetative cover in thal area. The lateral extent of the scarp feature appears 1o be
confined within the property (Plate 2). Below the scarp is a small, nearly-level area or
bench, within the bowl defined by the scarp. This type of topography is genecrally
indicative of a landslide or slump (Site Photograph E, Plate 12).

On the bluff face below the rock outcrops. most of the surface soils are obscured by thick
vegetation. However, the surface soils we observed are generally comprised of silty sand
with angular gravels derived from the bedrock below. These soils are generally loose and
form bare talus and scree slopes where not held in place by vegetation. In general. the
behavior of the surface deposits on the bluff face is that of a debris-slide slope. However,
no large cracks, scarps, or other signs of incipient, large-scale sliding were observed on
this section of the bluffs.
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The wide bencel at the toe of the bluaff face appears 1o be a large, old, dormant slide block.
No signs of cracking or incipient failure were observed on the tevel area or near the break
in slope with the steep blufl face above. However, large soil cracks and developing
scarps were observed along the western and southwestern edges of the bench (Site
Photograph D, Plate 11). As viewed from the beach. the bench 1s comprised of large
blocks of rock amid @ matrix of loose talus and sotl that 18 experiencing ongoing surficial
sloughing and scree-siides of varying intensity (Site Photograph F, Plate 13).

We observed recent, ongoing and incipient landshides and rock {alls along the edge and
face of the bluff in this area (Plates 11, 13, and 14). As noted 1n OFR’s 84-13 and 2007-
1133, the entire bluff face below Navarro Way 1s a debris slide slope, a peomorphic
feature characterized by steep. partially vegetaled slopes that have been sculpted by
numerous debris slide events. The vegetated slopes are partially distupted by shallow
slope creep deposits. The slope creep deposits are relatively shallow masses of soil and
broken, weathered rock materials up to a few feet in thickness. These deposits support
vegetation, but can also periodically move slowly or rapidly downslope, primarily during,
or shortly after periods of rain, or a strong seismic cvent.

The bluffs at Irish Beach are uplifted higher than bluffs 1o the south of Alder Creek (see
Plate 1). The upliit 1s likely a result of local compression associated with the northerly
bend of the San Andreas Fault.

No sea caves were observed in the bluff toe below the property. We did not observe
evidence of active faulting at the property. No faults are shown on or trending toward the
property on any of the published references we reviewed for this investigation. However,
because of the proximity of the site to the San Andreas Fault Zone, and the nature and
origin of the Franciscan Complex bedrock, ancient (inactive) faults within the coastal
bedrock and bluffs are very common.

5.0 DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

51 (eneral

Based on the results of our reconnaissance and subsurface exploration, we conclude that
the site 1s geologically and geotechnically suitable for the proposed residence. The main
geotechnical considerations affecting the proposed construction are loose and porous
near-surface soils, potential settlement, bluff stability, landslides, bluff erosion/retreat
rate, and strong seismic shaking from future earthquakes. These considerations and their
possible mitigation measures are discussed below.

5.2  Loosc/Porous Surface Soils
The upper approximately 4.5 to 5.5 feet of surface soils at the site contain roots and have

a weak, porous consistency. These soils are susceptible to collapse and consolidation
under light to moderate loads, and are not suitable for support of foundations or slab-on-
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grades in their current condition. Recommendations for deepening of foundations below
this weak soil zone are presented in the Section 0.0 of this report.

5.3 Settlement

Assuming foundations are designed and constructed in accordance with  our
recommendations. we estimate that the maximum post-construction settlement due to
foundation Joads will be less than 1/2 inch. We judge that post-construction differential
settlement will be less than 1/4 inch between adjacent foundations.

5.4 Bluff Retreat

5.4.1  Previous Bluff Retrear Studices

During our previously mentioned reconnaissance at 14776 Navarro Way 1 2005, BACE
estimated an average retreat rate of approximately 4 to 6 inches per year. BACE
interpreted the bluff edge to be within that subject property, west of Navarro Way, at a
prominent break in slope. The behavior of the bluff face as that of a debris slide slope,
and the presence of the dormant slide block at the base of the bluffs, were noted. In their
previously mentioned 1994 report for 15170 Irish Beach Drive, Kleinfelder noted “little
or no changes of the top of the bluff, as interpreted from aerial photographs,” and
estimated a very low retreat rate of less than one inch per year. However, the slide-prone
nature of the middle and lower bluff face was acknowledged.

5.4.2 Current Bluff Retreat Study

For our analysis, we used measurements on the 1963, 1981, and 2000 vertical acrial
photographs as well as qualitative comparisons of the 1972, 1979, 1987, 2002, and 2005
oblique aerial photographs. We also reviewed correspondence between David Paoli and
Dr. Mark Johnsson regarding the location of the bluff edge at the subject property.
According to Dr. Johnsson, per the CCC’s regulations (summarized in the above-
referenced 2003 report by Dr. Johnsson), “the bluff edge is very near the position of
Navarro Way.” We also reviewed the above-referenced USGS OFR 2007-1133, which,
for the subdivision of Irish Beach, states (emphasis added): “Measurements indicate that
the average rate of retreat here 1s over 1 m/yr [meter per year], and that the cliff top has
eroded nearly 75 m in ~ 70 years.”

We find the USGS’s description and estimate of “cliff top™ retreat to be problematic for
the following reasons. First, the position of the CCC-defined bluff edge along Navarro
Way 1s visible in the 1963 vertical aerial photograph (Plate 4). This photograph shows
the area before Navarro Way was cut and graded along the bluff edge. The 1972, 1981,
2000 and 2005 photographs show Navarro Way and subsequent construction along both
sides of the road (Plates 5, 6, 7 and 9). IEach of the residences visible in the 1972 and
1981 photograph, plus others, are also visible in the 2005 photograph.
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1. as the USGS report states. the “cliff top™ has eroded 75 meters 1 the last 70 years. i
should have, on average, eroded more than 37 meters 1n the last 37 years (approximate
span of our photograph analysis). Clearly, that 1s not the case, if we hold 10 the CCC
definition of the “blufl edge™ or “cliff top™ being sited at Navarro Way. Navarro Way
and nearby residences would have been removed by rapid bluff edge retreat, during the
37-year time frame. Furthermore, the rough-graded beach access road 1s still there
(although somewhat eroded and/or covered by vegetation), except for the lower portion
that failed (destroyed by landslides) between 1963 and 1972,

Second, at the scales of our aerial photographs, an average retreat of 37 meters between
1963 and 2000 (1 m/yr) would be evident as approximately 0.5 to (.6 inches on the
photographs. “Retreat” of the broadly rounded bluff edge below Navarro Way 1s clearly
not occurring at that scale.

It should be noted that the authors of OFR 2007-1133 used recently-developed, 1998-
2002 Length Detection and Ranging (Lidar) data to locate the cliff edge. The authors
then compared this highly accurate cliff edge data with the cliff edge shown on 1920 to
1934 NOS T-sheets. The T-sheets were rectified with datum corrections before the T-
sheets were digitized. No example of one of the used T-sheets was shown on OFR 2007-
1133. It appears to BACE that the authors were comparing good, new data with old,
questionably accurate data.

The upper bluff edge along Navarro Way has not changed at all since Navarro Way was
constructed between 1963 and 1972. Perhaps a more applicable discussion for the
Navarro Way area would be that of “bluff face erosion.” Erosion of surface soils and
toose rock 1s occurring at varying rates all along the steep slopes below the Irish Beach
subdivision. As noted in OFR’s &4-13 and 2007-1133, the entire bluff face below
Navarro Way 1s a debris shide slope, a geomorphic feature characterized by steep,
partially vegetated slopes that have been sculpted by numerous debris slide events.
Individual slide areas are periodically re-activated on the bluff face, some of which were
noted and described in Section 4.0 of this report.

The aernal photographs show that some noticeable erosion has occurred since 1963 along
the toe of the bluff below the site, on the western face of the dormant slide block. Our
site reconnaissance and quantitative review of aerial photographs indicate an average
bluff retreat (erosion) rate along the western face of the slide block 1s about 3 inches per
year (we calculated rates as high as 5.5 inches per year and as low as 2 inch per year in
this area). At this average rate, the biuff toe block could erode back approximately 18.75

feet over the next 75 years.

Sloughing, rock falls, and scree slides are expected to continue on the western face of the
dormant slide block, as 1t remains very steep, unvegetated, and has little protection from
direct wave attack at its base. However, ongoing erosion of this lower block of earth is
not anticipated to impact the stability of the upper bluffs as a whole.
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Periodic slides on the steep bluff face below the property (above the bluff-toe block) will,
over time, create steep scarps and intervening, less steep areas, as the slope approaches its
angle of repose (the maximum slope or angle at which loose material remains stable).
This process could eventually lead to instability at the uppermost part of the bluffs, along
Navarro Way, due to oversteepening. However, such dramatic reshaping of the bluff face
is likely to occur over geologic time, rather than within the economic life span of the
planned structure {considered to be 75 years by the CCC). In addition, other than the
mapped dormant shide immediately below the planned building area (described in Section
4.2 of this report). no indications of incipient, large scale slumps or shides, such as ground
{fractures or developing scarps, were observed on the steep bluf! face above the lower
bench/dormant slide block.

Our qualitative comparison of the vertical and oblique aerial photos shows no discernable
oross changes to the bluff edges at the site, such as large slumps or rockfalls. Several
bare-soil arcas and scarps that are visible on the blutf face south of the subject property in
the 1972 photograph become increasingly vegetated over the span of the photographs.
However, we observed ground fractures in the field at many of those same locations,
indicating ongoing creep along the old shide scars.

5.5 Bluff Stability Analysis

Our bluff stability analyses were performed to correspond, as a minimum, to the
guidelines by Dr. Mark J. Johnsson, Staff Geologist, California Coastal Commission,
“Establishing Development Setbacks from Coastal Bluffs”, Proceedings, California and
the World Ocean ‘02, in which he suggests a factor of safety greater than or equal to 1.5
for static conditions and 1.1 for seismic conditions, permanent displacement of less than
50mm, and horizontal seismic coefficient of 0.15¢.

Our bluff stability analyses was also performed in accordance to Special Publication 117
Guidelines for Evaluation and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California 2008, by the
California Geological Survey. This report suggest slopes that have a pseudo-static factor
of safety greater than 1.0 using a seismic coefficient derived from the screening analysis
procedure can be considered stable.

The location of Cross Section A-A’ used for our stability analysis 18 shown on attached
Plate 2. Partial cross section A-A’ is shown on Plate 3.

Six soil/rock “units”, with different density and strength parameters, were delineated
within the bluff for our stability analysis. Unit “17 is the upper, relatively thin deposit of
loose to medium dense, silty sand or gravel Pleistocene terrace deposits. Unit “27 is the
upper deeply 1o moderately weathered sandstone beneath the terrace deposits. Unit “3” is
the lower, moderately weathered, sandstone. Unit “4” is the hard to very hard and little
weathered sandstone. Unit “57 1s the upper existing Jandslide, and Unit “6” is the lower
existing landslide zone. Soil/rock properties and strengths used in our analysis are shown
in the table below.
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Table — Strength Parameters
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Unit2 1135 o0 o |
Unitd 140 . J 3200 i | 77 1
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Units 120 S0 9
| Unit 6 120 R 33 J

Our slope stability analysis indicates that the bluff 1s stable within the planned building
area, as shown in Appendix B.

5.6 Seismicity and Faulting

As is typical of the Mendocino County area, the site will be subject to strong ground
shaking during future, nearby, large magnitude earthquakes originating on the active San
Andreas Fault, or possibly other, more distant fault systems. 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 materials and
designed in accordance with current building codes are well suited to resist the effects of
ground shaking.

No evidence of recent faulting was observed by BACE or shown in the site vicinity on
the published geologic maps that we reviewed for this investigation. The presence of
ancient faults within the coastal bluffs is common. and should not impact the proposed
residence due to their inactivity. Therefore, the potential for fault rupture at the site is
considered low.

.7 Tsunami/Storm Waves

tn

As typical of the Mendocino coastal area, the bluffs below the site could be subject 1o
large storm waves or tsunami waves. In February 1960, the Point Cabrillo Light House
was damaged by an approximately 60 feet high storm wave. Since the property bluffs are
approximately 280 feet in vertical height, tsunami/storm wave inundation is not
considered a geologic hazard for this site.
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6.0 RECOMMENDATIONS
6.1 Geologic Sethack

The CCC has resolutely identified the location of the bluff edge in this area (o be at
Navarro Way. The entire subject property, mcluding the proposed building area, 1s
therefore located over the bluff edge, on the uppermost, broadly rounded, gently-sloping
bluff face. Therefore, a bluff edge setback, which is typically given for blufl-top
properties, is not applicable to this project. Instead. based on our site reconnaissance and
slope stability analyses, we have determined a geologic sctback from the headscarp of the
old landslide on the property.

In the stability analysis, incorporating the designed pier foundation (described in Section
6.2.3 below), the bluff {ace within the building arca was stable under both static and
seismic conditions, including the appropriate factors of safety. In our aerial photograph
studies, no long-term erosion was detected along the true bluff” edge, and negligible
changes were discernable along the uppermost bluff face.  Therefore, using the
methodology described in Mark Johnsson’s above-referenced report, we recommend a
geologic setback of 30 feet from the old landslide headscarp, in order to meet minimum
stope stability standards. We recommend this geologic (landslide scarp) setback for all
future improvements, including leachfields.

Some areas of the bluff may have localized failures, involving a few feet of lost material,
during an occasional, severe storm season. Care should be taken to avoid saturation of
site soi1ls due to over-watering or improper diversion of site drainage, especially near the
old landslide scarp (Plate 2). Recommendations regarding site drainage are presented
below.

6.2 Site Grading

6.2.1 _Clearing and Stripping

Areas to be graded should be cleared of existing vegetation, rubbish, and debris. After
clearing, surface soils that contain organic matter should be stripped. In general, the
depth of required stripping will be about 4 to ¢ inches; deeper stripping and grubbing
may be required to remove isolated concentrations of organic matter or roots. The
cleared materials should be removed from the site; however, strippings can be stockpiled
for Jater use i landscape areas.

6.2 2 Structural Area Preparation

As used 1n this report, "Structural Areas" refers to the foundation and slab areas and the
areas extending five feet beyond their perimeters. Within concrete slab areas, the upper
approximately 3 feet of existing weak soils should be removed. Afler the recommended
excavations, a BACE representative should observe the exposed soils. These soils should
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then be scarified to about six inches deep, moisture conditioned 1o at or near optimum
moisture content (OMC) and compacted 1o at least 90 percent relative compaction (RC)
as determined by the ASTM D 1557 test procedure. latest edition.  These moisture
conditioning and compaction procedures should be observed by BACE to determine that
the soil is properly moisture conditioned and the recommended compaction is achieved.

Fill material, cither imported or on-site, should be free of perishable matter and rocks
greater than six inches in largest dimension, and should be approved by a representative
of BACE before fill placement. We anticipate that the existing on-site soils to be
excavated, in a "cleaned" condition (i.e., less any organics and debris) are satisfactory for
reuse as compacted fill. Isolated lenses of clay, if encountered, should be thoroughly
mixed with sandy soils prior to use as fill. Imported fill for use in structural areas should
be of relatively low expansion potential (1.e., Expansion Index of 30 or less).

Low-expansive engineered fill, on-site or imported, should be placed in thin lifts (six to
eight inches depending on compaction equipment), moisture conditioned to near OMC,
and compacted to at least 90 percent RC, to achieve planned grades.

Alternatively, the underslab excavations may be backfilled with a thickened layer of
clean, free-draining gravel or crushed rock (see specifications for undersiab gravels in
“Concrete Siab Floor Support” below). Gravel backfill should be vibrated mto place in
thin lifts (six 1o eight inches). BACE should be retained to observe and probe the
compacted gravel laver for interlock prior to placement of concrete.

6.3 Foundation Support
6.3.1 General

As encountered in our test borings, most of the building area 1s underlain by
approximately & feet of weak soils and weathered bedrock. These soils are unsuitable for
foundation support in their current state. Structure foundations and concrete slabs placed
directly upon weak or porous soils could-undergo damaging differential settlement due to
porous soil collapse when loaded in a saturated condition. Foundation-supporting
elements must penetrate through these upper, weak soils, such as cast-in-place concrete
(CIPC) drilled piers. Our recommendations pertaining to drilled piers are presented
below.

6.3.2 Cast-in-Place Concrete Drilled FPiers

Support for the proposed residence and garage can be obtained using a drilled, CIPC pier
and grade beam foundation system. Piers should be a minimum of 24 inches in diameter
and spaced no closer than three pier diameters, center to center. Support for the deck,
detached {rom the residences can be obtained using CIPC piers with a minimum diameter
of 12 inches. The piers should penetrate a minimum of ten feet into supporting materials
(bedrock), as identified by BACE personnel.  The weak terrace deposits and upper,
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deeply weathered bedrock should be neglected {or support (8 feet at our test Borings B-2
and B-3). The average pier depth 1s anticipated to range from about 18 1o 20 feet below
the existing ground surface.

The drilled piers should be designed to gain support from skin friction, within supporting
material, using a valuc of 600 pounds per square foot (psf) of shaft area for dead plus live
loads. For total downward loads, including wind or scismic forces, the pier capacity can
be increased by one-third. Uplifl frictional capacity for piers should be imited to 2/3 of
the allowable downward capacity.

Resistance 1o lateral loads can be obtained using passive earth pressure of 800 psf plus
180-ps{ per oot of depth (trapezoidal distribution) within supportng bedrock. Passive
pressures can be projected over two pier diameters and should be Iimited to depths above
7 times the pier diameter, and should be neglected in porous soil zones.

When final pier depths have been achieved, as determined by BACE in the field, the
bottoms of the pier holes should be cleaned of loose material. Final clean out of the pier
holes should be observed by BACE. If necessary, pier holes should be dewatered prior to
placement of reinforcing steel and concrete. Alternatively, concrete can be tremied into
place with an adequate head to displace water or slury 1f groundwater has entered the
pier hole. Concrete should not be placed freefall in such a manner as to hit the sidewalls
of the excavation.

6.4 Seismic Design Criteria

The proposed structures should be designed and constructed to resist the effects of strong
ground shaking m accordance with current building codes. The California Building
Code, 2007 cdition, indicates that the following seismic design parameters are
appropriate for the site:

Site Class =D

Mapped Spectral Response Acceleration at 9.2 sec Ss=2.132¢g
Mapped Spectral Response Acceleration at 1.0 sec S; = 1.183g
Design Spectral Response Acceleration at 0.2 sec Spg = 1.422¢
Design Spectral Response Acceleration-at 1.0 sec Sp, = 1.183¢g
Seismic Design Category = E

6.5 Concrete Slab Floor Support

A structural concrete slab should be used (1.e., the slab is supported by and able to span
between, interconnecting foundation elements without gaining support from underlying
soil). Because the concrete slab will gain support from the pier and grade beam
foundation system, over-excavation of the near-surface weak soil zone is not required.
However, topsoils containing organics should be removed beneath the planned slab (as
much as four inches to six inches in depth below existing ground surface).
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The weal soils in their present condition are not suitable for slab support. Concrete siab-
on-grade floors not supported by foundation clements should be supported on properly
compacted fill soils placed in accordance with our recommendations previously presented
in section 6.1 Site Grading.

During foundation and utility trench construction, previously compacted subgrade
surfaces may be disturbed.  Where this 1s the case, the subgrade should be moisture
conditioned as necessary, and re-rolled to provide a firm, smooth, unylelding surface
compacted to at least 90 percent RC before construction of slabs-on-grade.

Concrete slab floors, in contact with the ground surface, including garage areas, should
be underlain by at least four inches of clean, free-draining gravel or crushed rocle, graded
in size from 1-1/2 or 3/4 inches maximum to 1/4 inches minimum, to act as a capillary
moisture break. Within traffic or vibratory loaded areas, crushed material should be used
to provide a tight interior lock for the aggregates. An underslab drain should be installed
as shown on the attached Plate 23. 1f a soil-supported slab is used, shrinkage cracks in
the sub-grade soils should be closed (by wetting) before placement of gravel or rock.
Where migration of moisture through the floor slab would be detrimental to its intended
use, the installation of a vapor retarder membrane should be considered. The membrane
should be at least 10-mils thick and should be overlapped a minimum of 2 feet between
adjoining sheets. However, construction of vapor retarders does not guarantee the
prevention of moisture moving through slabs.

6.6  Retaining Walls

Retaining and subsurface walls should be provided with permanent back drainage to
prevent buildup of hydrostatic pressure. Drainage and backfill details are presented on
Plate 24. Quality, placement and compaction requirements for backfill behind subsurface
walls are the same as previously presented for select fill. Light compacting equipment
should be used near the wall to avoid overstressing the walls.

Retaining walls should be designed to resist the lateral earth pressures presented on Plate
25. These pressures do not consider additional loads resulting from adjacent foundations,
vehicles, or other downward surcharge loads. BACE can provide consultation regarding
surcharge loads, if needed.

In addition to static loads, the retaining walls should also be designed to resist potential
seismic loads, in accordance with new California Building Code requirements.  TFor
seismic loads, a pressure increment equivalent to an inverted triangular distribution is
recommended, varymg from 0 (zero) pounds per square foot (psf) at the bottom of the
wall to 26H psf at the top of the embedded portion, where “H” is the height of the
embedded portion (resultant dynamic thrust act at 0.6H above the base of the wall). The
resultant distribution of both static and seismic pressures will thus be trapezoidal.
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6.7 Site Drainage

Because surface and/or subsurface water 1s often the cause of foundation or slope
stability problems, care should be taken to mtercept and divert concentrated surface flows
and subsurface seepage away from the building foundations and the old slide scarp arca.
Roof runoff water should be directed away from the residence and dispersed, as much as
practical, across the lot. Drainage across the Jot should be by sheet-flow. Surface grades
should maintain a recommended three percent gradient away {rom building foundations.

I a raised wood floor 1s used, the area under the floor should be graded to drain towards
an under house drain with a conduit outlet(s) through the footings/stem walls. Two-1nch
or four-inch PVC sleeves, or equivalent should be placed within the forms, at or slightly
below ground level, prior to concrete placernent.

Irrigation near the old slide area should be kept to a minimum. Saturation of these weak
soils, or excess seepage along their base, could cause sloughing and re-activation of the
slide plane. Care should be taken to avoid concentrated surface flow of runoff along the
bluff face.

7.0 ADDITIONAL SERVICES

Prior to construction, BACE should review the final grading and foundation plans, and
soll related specifications for conformance with our recommendations.  During
construction, BACE should be retained to provide periodic observations, together with
the appropriate field and laboratory testing during site preparation, subdrain installations,
and placement and compaction of fills. Foundation excavations (pier drilling) should be
reviewed by BACE while the excavation operations are being performed. Our reviews
and tests would allow us to check that the work is being performed in accordance with
project guidelines, confirm that the soil and rock conditions are as anticipated, and to
modify our recommendations, if necessary.

8.0 LIMITATIONS

This geotechnical investigation and engineering geologic reconnaissance of the ocean
bluff property were performed in accordance with the usual and current standards of the
profession, as they relate to this and similar localities. 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.

The samples taken and tested, and the observations made, are considered to be
representative of the site; however, soil and geologic conditions may vary significantly
between test borings and across the site. As in most projects, conditions revealed during
construction excavation may be at variance with preliminary findings. If this occurs, the
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changed conditions must be evaluated by BACE. and revised recommendations be
provided as required.

This report 1s 1ssued with the understanding that 1t 15 the responsibility of the Owner, or
his/her representative, to insure that the information and recommendations contained
herein are brought to the attention of all other design prolessionals for the project. and
incorporated mto the plans. and that the Contractor and Subcontractors implement such
recommendations in the ficld. The safety of others 1s the responsibility of the Contractor.
The Contractor should notify the owner and BACLE if he/she considers any of the
recommended actions presented hercin to be unsafe or otherwise impractical.

Changes 1n 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
legistation or the broadening of knowledge. Accordingly, this report may become
invalidated wholly or partially by changes outside of our control. Therefore, this report 1s
subject to review and revision as changed conditions are identified.

The recommendations contained in this report are based on certain specific project
information regarding type of construction and building location, which have been made
available to us. If conceptual changes are undertaken during final project design, we
should be allowed to review them in light of this report to determine if our
recommendations are still applicable.
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Concrete Slab

2-Inch Thick Sand Cushion
(if required by Project Structural
Engineer and/or Architect)

Vapor Retarder Membrane

4 Inches of Drain Rock (See Note 1)

4-Inch Perforated Pipe (See Note 2)
20.0 Feet O.C. Maximum Spacing Between Pipes

2 inch minimum

NOT TO SCALE

NOTES:
1. Drain rock should be clean, free-draining material graded in size between the No.4 and 3/4 or 1-1/2 inch sieves.

2. Pipe should be SDR 35 or equivalent, placed with perforations down, sloped at 1% to gravity outiet, or sump with
automatic pump.

3. A clean-out pipe with cap should be installed at the up-slope end of perforated pipe.

Job No 1213821

BACE GEOTECHNICAL UNDERSLAB DRAINAGE DETAILS PLATE
N 2 division of McCONNELL RESIDENCE
8 5runsing Associates, Inc. | 7 EEO , 14820 Navaro Way - 23
(707) 528-6108 - co/09/08 Irish Beach, Manchester, California
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4 in. Perforated Pipe
(See Note 2)

SUBSURFACE WALL DRAINAGE DETAIL
(Not to Scale)

NOTES:

(1) Drain rock should be clean, free-draining and meeting the requiremenits for Class 1, Type B, Permeable Material,
Section 68, Caltrans Standard Specifications, latest edition and should be wrapped in geotextile filter fabric (Mirafi
140 or equivalent).

(2) Pipe should be SDR 35 or equivalent, placed with perforations down, and sloped at 1% to drain 1o gravity outlet or
sump with automatic pump.

(3) A clean-out pipe with cap shouid be installed at the up-slope end of perforated pipe, and pipe elbows should be 45
degrees or less (for "snake" access).
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For walls that are free to yield slightly (See Note 2) For braced walls of substantial rigidity (See Note 2)

NOTES:

(1) The above are soii pressures only and do not include lateral loads resultings from such as traffic, fioor loads,
adjacent foundations or other vertical loads.

(2) If the wall, at surface of the backfill, cannot yield about 0.1% of its' height, the wall should be considered as a
braced wall and the at-rest soil pressures shouid be used.

{38) The above pressures assume a drained condition. See Plate 24 for drainage and backfill details.

(4) The above pressures should be used where backfill slope is flatter than 3 horizontal to 1 vertical (3H:1V). Where
backiill slope is betwesn 3H:1V and 1.5H:1V, use active pressure of 55H psf and at-rest pressure of 87H psf.

(5) For seismic pressures see Retaining Wall Section in the investigation report.
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r 7 Unincorporated Area  City of Manchester,

/Joseph Kelada also known as

FOR AVALUABLE CONSIDERATION, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, Joe Kelada, an unmarried man
hereby GRANT(S) to  William H. McConnell and Marcia E. McConnell, Trustass of the McConnell Living Trust

the following described real property in the City of Manchester, County of Mendocino, State of California:
SEE EXHIBIT "A" ATTACHED HERETO AND MADE A PART HEREOF -
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Escrow No.: 00-230100740-AP
Locate No.: CAFNT0923-0923-0001-0230100740
Title No.: 06-230100740-CT

EXHIBIT "A"

The iana referred io herein is situated in the State of California, County of Mendocino,
Unincorporated Area, and is described as follows:

Lot 34, as numbered and designated upon the Map of "Unit One, Mendocino Coast Subdivision",
filed June 1, 1965, in Map Case 2, Drawer 4, Page 23, Mendocino County Records.
APN: 132-020-05

The above described land is subject to the following described Conservation Easement and Deed
Restrictions as follows:

i

That portion of the parcel to be considered the designated Point Arena mountain beaver
(Aplodontia rufa nigra) habitat area is described as beginning at the southwest corner of said Lot
34; thence along the westerly lot line, North 4° 00’ 00" West, 46.99 feet to the northwest corner;
thence along the northerly lot line, North 73° 00’ 00" East, 167.74 feet, more or less, to a 12 inch
rebar with plastic cap stamped RCE 18341; thence leaving the northerly lot line and bearing
South 14° 30’ 37” East, 75.02, more or less to a ¥ inch rebar with plastic cap stamped RCE
18341, said point on the southerly line of Lot 34; thence along said southerly iot line and bearing
South 82° 30" 00" West, 177.43 feet, more of less, to the Point of Beginning. Within the
designated habitat area there shall be a complete prohibition on any vegetation alteration or
removal, ground disturbance, or any rodent control activities. All reasonable efforts shall be
made to exclude domestic pets from the designated habitat area. A temporary barrier between
the designated habitat area and the remainder of the parcel shall be constructed prior to, and
maintained during, all construction activities, followed by the construction of a permanent fence
or other barrier within six months after the initiation of construction activities.

The permanent fence or barrier shall be at least 18 inches tall and be constructed of rock, wood,
or other durable material. With suitable forewarning to the property owners, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service shall have access to the designated habitat area for the sole purpose of research
or monitoring of Point Arena mountain beavers,
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Arcata Fish and Wildlife Office
1655 Heindon Road

In Reply Refer To: Arcata, California, 95521
AFWO File # 8-14-TA-2000-2898 4 Phone: (707) 822-7201 FAX: (707) 822-8411

RECEIVED

SEP 2 6 L0l SEP 2 < 2p08
William McConnell CALIFORNIA
25755 Josefa Lane COASTAL COMMISSION

Los Altos Hills, CA 94022

Subject: Response to Request for Technical Assistance Regarding APN 132-020-05,
Construction of Residence, Irish Beach Subdivision, Mendocino County, California

Dear Mr. McConnell:

In correspondence dated June 7, 2006, January 3, 2007, and January 11, 2008, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service) has provided input to your proposal to-construct a residence on APN
132-020-05 located at Irish Beach Subdivision, Mendocino County, California. This lot is also
identified as Irish Beach Lot 34-1 and as 14820 Navarro Way, Manchester, California. Based on
the project description you provided, we previously determined that the proposed project would
not be likely to result in unauthorized take of Point Arena mountain beaver (Aplodontia rufa
nigra) (PAMB), and could proceed if all protective measures were implemented as proposed.
One such measure was the complete prohibition on any vegetation alteration or removal or
ground disturbance within the designated PAMB habitat area. We consider our determinations
of no take to be valid only if all aspects of the proposed project remain the same as those
reviewed and authorized by us.

The Service was notified on August 19, 2008, that recent vegetation removal and soil excavation
had occurred within the designated PAMB habitat arca on APN 132-020-05. On September 17,
2008, Mr. John Hunter of my staff visited the site and confirmed that the ground had been
disturbed and vegetation removed within the designated PAMB habitat area. Accordingly, we
have determined that your project is at risk of unauthorized take of PAMB, and that a Coastal
Development Permit should not be issued for the parcel until the damage to PAMB habitat can
be rectified. Specifically, we recommend that with our assistance and review, you develop and
implement a plan to restore the site to as close to preexisting conditions as possible. Provided
that all other aspects of the proposed project remain unchanged, we can reissue a determination
of no take for your project at some point in the future when we have determined there is a
reasonable certainty that the proposed restoration will be effective.

EXHIBIT NO. 11

APPLICATION NO.
A-1-MEN-07-047 - McCONNELL
U.S. FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE
LETTER & RESTORATION
PLAN FOR 2008 IMPACTS TO

DEED RESTRICTED PAMB
HARITAT i1 Af 121




If you have questions regarding this correspondence, please contact Mr. John Hunter of my staff

al the above letterhead address or at (707) 822-7201,

™
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l\ﬂ\
M% Michael M. Tong

= Field Supervisor

>

cc: California Coastal Commission, Eureka, CA (Atten: Bob Merrill)
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\\r\,, )

Mendocino County Department of Planning and Building Services, Fort Bragg (Atten:

Teresa Spade)
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NOV 1 & zuud

CALIFORNIA

Restoration Pl
Lestoration Flan COASTAL COMMISSION

For
William McConnell Coastal Development Permit: 76-2006, 14820 Navarro Way,
Manchester (APN) 132-020-05
October 2008

In an effort to restore the northern coastal scrub/PAMB habitat impacted during the
geotechnical analysis conducted by BACE Geotechnical, Inc., a restoration plan has been
requested by USFWS. The goal of this plan is to restore the impacted arcas back to pre-
existing topography and ecological functioning PAMB habitat.

The basic premise of this plan is to allow the site to re-grow naturally and to monitor the
process with monthly photo-documentation. Specific elements of the plan include
limited soil re-grading, invasive plant removal, monitoring, and implementation of
erosion control measures.

The Plan has been designed with input from John Hunter and Teresa Spade (Mendocino
County Planning staff); the specific elements are as follows:

1. Assist new growth
Hand-water the areas of disturbance until the on-set of the rainy season in order to assist
the natural re-growth process. Continue watering as necessary if any dry periods occur.

2. Delineate the Designated PAMB Habitat Area

A two-page conservation deed restriction was recorded with the County of Mendocino
with the dates of June 6, and June 15, 2006. Although the Designated PAMB Habitat
Area has been officially surveyed, there are no apparent stakes or markings in the field to
delineate the Designated PAMB Habitat Area from the rest of the parcel. This task must
be completed by a professional surveyor with stakes and flagging that clearly delineate
the Designated PAMB Habitat Area, in accordance with the measurements given in
Exhibit A of the deed restriction that was accepted by the USFW S per their letter of
January 3, 2007. This visual demarcation will assist in evaluating the success of the
restoration plan and serve as a guide for the placement of exclusionary fencing.

3. Monitor

The arcas of disturbance are to be photo-documented monthly using a clearly marked
yardstick or equivalent to record the rate and amount of re-growth. At each site several
photo points shall be established; at each point photos of different angles (inducing a
view directly down so % cover can be calculated directly from the photos) will be taken.
This photo-documentation and a description of the re-growth rate and percent cover of
species present shall be submitted to John Hunter of USFW S and will continue until
USFWS staff has assessed the re-vegetation process as a success.

3of12
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4. Remove invasive plants

During each photo session the areas of disturbance shall be examined for the presence of
invasive plants. All non-native plants shall be removed with minimal disturbance using
hand tools and disposed of at an appropriate off-site location. A small on-site ice plant
patch will be eradicated using hand pulling and removal of all shoot segments to prevent
re-sprouting.

5. Implement erosion control measures

If necessary, geotextile (organic and biodegradable) jute or coir roll shall be staked
downslope of each area of disturbance to prevent soil erosion into the Designated PAMB
Habitat Area.

6. Restore natural grade

Test holes shall be filled in with soil and returned to natural grade with hand tools. The
entire westernmost geo-technical test site will require re-contouring with hand tools to
restore the natural slope.

7. Success criteria

USFWS staff will evaluate the success of the Plan based upon sufficient re-growth of the
coastal scrub community with plant species that constitute suitable PAMB habitat. The
key criterion will be achievement of 95% ground cover consisting of known PAMB
forage or cover species. Qualifying plants include, but are not necessarily limited to
thimbleberry (Rubus parviflorus), western poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum),
cow parsnip (Heracleum lanatum), Douglas’s iris (Iris douglasiana), hedge nettle
(Stachys ajugoides var. rigida), angelica (Angelica hendersonii), coyote brush (Baccharis
pilularis), figwort (Scrophularia californica) and California blackberry (Rubus ursinus);
all of which were documented to occur on-site prior to the vegetation disturbance. It is
anticipated that sufficient re-growth to achieve the success criteria will occur early in the
spring growing season of 2009.

4 of 12
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Restoration Plan

Photo-documentation Summary October 2008
For
William McConnell Coastal Development Permit: 76-2006, 14820 Navarro Way,

Manchester (APN) 132-020-05
RECEIVED

NOV 1 3 2008

| o CALIFORNIA
INTRODUCTION COASTAL COMMISSION

Following an unauthorized Point Arena mountain beaver (Aplodontia rufa nigra)
(PAMB) habitat removal incident, the USFW S rescinded a No-Take Letter dated January
3, 2007, which had been issued for the William McConnell Project (CDP 76-2006)
located at 14820 Navarro Way, Manchester. The incident took place during the course of
a geotechnical analysis conducted by BACE Geotechnical, Inc. in mid July 2008.
Subsequently, the USFWS requested that a Restoration Plan be developed and
implemented to restore the site to pre-existing topography and ecological functioning
habitat for PAMB.

BioConsultant 1.L.C has submitted several previously completely reports in conjunction
with this application titled: Point Arena Mountain Beaver Survey, McConnell Project
(April 2006), Botanical Survey, William McConnell (May 2006), and Addendum to
Botanical Survey,; William McConnell April 2006 (June 2007). For further detailed
information refer to the original reports.

On October 22, 2008 BioConsultant LLC initiated the monitoring element of the Plan by
conducting the first photo-documentation session. On the same date, David Paoli staked
and flagged the PAMB Habitat Line that separates the Designated PAMB Habitat Area
from the rest of the parcel, in accordance with the measurements given in Exhibit A of
the deed restriction accepted by the USFWS in their letter of June 3, 2007.

METHODS

Kim Fitts and Derek Marshall of BioConsultant LLC examined a single test pit located
west of the PAMRB Habitat Line and within the Designated PAMB Habitat Area.
Although the test pit itself is rather small measuring approximately 3ft x 6ft., the total
area of habitat disturbance (Site of Disturbance) is approximately 10ft x 13ft. at the
widest area. Some intact vegetation encroaches into the area reducing the width at the
ends to 8ft. or 9ft. BioConsultant LLC established two photo point (PP) areas within this
generally rectangular-shaped Site of Disturbance by dividing the 13ft. length into two
6.51t. sections and placing a PP stake in the center of each section (at 3.25ft. for PP #] and
9.251t. for PP #11). Orange pin flags were placed at the four corners representing the
habitat disturbance limits of each of the PP areas.

McConnell- Photo-Documentation 5 Of 12 Octlober 2008
BioConsultant LLC .



To monitor and document the vegetation re-growth, a series of photographs were taken at
each PP. The first photo is a view of the entire PP area, the second is a close up view of
the ground surface on the west side of the PP stake, and the third is the close up view of
the ground surface on the cast side of the PP stake. A view of the Site of Disturbance
from the north and one from the south were also taken. This serics will constitute the
standard for the remaining photo-documentation sessions.

At each PP, all plant species were listed with an estimation of total % re-growth cover,
and representative plants were measured to obtain a mean height of the re-growth.

Following the sampling, a shovel was used to fill in the test pit and return the site to its
pre-existing grade. A large ice plant patch in the southeast section of the parcel was
flagged for removal according to the Plan. The 2-person site visit duration totaled 4
hours.

RESULTS

Examination of the Site of Disturbance showed that while the test pit itsel{ was dug down
to a depth of 9” at the lowest point and was completely devoid of any vegetation, the
majority of the Site of Disturbance was more or less trampled and perhaps scraped of
vegetation. What remained was a fairly thick layer of thatch consisting of broken and
bent thimbleberry stalks, de-leafed blackberry vines, and dried grasses. This debris was
not removed as it seemed to provide some protection for the seedlings.

Within the Site of Disturbance three plant species represented the re-growth:
thimbleberry (Rubus parviflorus), hedge nettle (Stachys ajugoides var. rigida), and
California blackberry (Rubus ursinus). All three are known PAMB habitat components.
The total % of re-growth was estimated to be 1-2% cover.

Measurements of representative re-growing plants ranged from >0.05” to 5.5” (Photos 1
and 2). The mean plant height was 2”.

No invasive plants were observed.

The following photographs represent the October photo-documentation:

McConnell- Photo-Documentation Octlober 2008
BioConsultant LLC 6 of 12



oo

;o

“on

p
. N
‘ - A
d . B
.
. '
.
b
i
N ! N 1
GO T s o 107
(AN g
- 5
-
Ny
o7 [
R .
.
‘ .
eof : | e
¢
a-



Sve

"
"
v
v
v
e
! .

Gy N Lt

T )
- o
Voo
- .
I¥) .
“ .
- .
~
S
i
~
3
".A"
'I' N
-~
.
dovoos L
v
3
\
|
]
i
- 1 - 1
. > ) \
14 - DTS




BERERS

. -
2 .
A N
- L
O '
N
. W
<
i ) S i . IETANeY) ' 1
Suflie v oo n S
a
il M s} IR
“ i 4
. 5 ..
v ’
i
AN "
. , . Lo “n
' . - bt - - -
.
.4
v .
! i
¢ . , )
« 1 ( N ! o ! .~ ! (3™ ¢ 1 o i




W

Nt

RIS

)

i



Wb SR (YRR VR SRR < E (R ‘
ST i’ S I LEARE T
T Ll tor g oyt et

~

eri o0 U thore-] ingneee Sty L saall Loack

N T Tyt e ive o y vt

o

A e ) T S

..
A\ (R IR R O G N B A BTl

o o e hatt e el e e cedor

4OWE

el LN COLr O e o

i

Le o

Ose i T

e

~

I

Ly

g P Nl = ~1 (“ v '1-\"'& “ng)
200 T T o e AT e
N SRR I U S S At
{ ~ ~) N ‘{.”
ok )
) 1 -
oo U VRATE SO RIS TR o) s[4 RN TN FORORA SO
RO N i

AW - R T . BN I ’
). b < -t ld
T I [AVED S B vovy e 7 cC Cr v o,

! - ut ot tion

7

4 Uy
-

1
o

(S
i

1
(G
[ it
Ocu



-

U Photwe

ot hhe

o

S ey
~
S
(1
/-
]
I's
)
7
-
) :
7
l
1

p oL B 5 . ) f
A .
- I
al
A - . \
! - A y
1
W
il
5 v v ) '
B i
71
N :
'
~ X | . o
- i 1}
r O
L. .
i
‘ :
.\
RN N
A
4
.
kY
i . - o
tveon CRoST Yy ow u "t P
|
i
.
!
o r
[}
L
A
i
.
- !
.
. .
.
o v
,,,,,,, on ok~ L crpy et ‘ I

Lenew s oowthol . ot

1: )12



BlIEEGns aliamt

Envivonrmenial Consulting

William & Marcia McConnell
25755 Josefa Lane
Los Altos Hills, CA 94022

Dear Mr. McConnell,

January 17,2008
RECEIVED
FER % 12008

CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION

This letter report provides a habitat analysis as requested by the California Coastal
Commission for Appeal No. A-1-MEN-07-047 for the William McConnell Coastal
Development Permit: 76-2006, at 14820 Navarro Way, Manchester (APN) 132-020-05.

In conjunction with the coastal development permit, BioConsultant LLC has submitted
three earlier reports titled: Point Arena Mountain Beaver Survey, McConnell Project
(April 2006), Botanical Survey; William McConnell (May 2006), and Addendum to
Botanical Survey, William McConnell-April 2006 (June 2007).

These reports describe the subject parcel as supporting Point Arena mountain beaver
(PAMB) in the high quality northern coastal scrub habitat contained in the western
portion of the parcel, and that the eastern portion of the parcel had received some mowing
and shrub removal that modified the habitat from a coastal scrub community with
characteristic scattered grassy openings to introduced grassland interspersed with coastal
scrub remnants. A single inactive burrow was discovered in the area of shrub removal;
the burrow was located 48ft. west of the edge of Navarro Way.

The Coastal Commission has requested: EXHIBIT NO. 12
APPLICATION NO.
“...adelineation and description of the area on the eastern end of the A-1-MEN-07-047
parcel that constituted the extent of the PAMB habitat before modification McCONNELL
of the habitat, "ljhe delmejatlon and hab1tat.descr1pt10n shou%d quan‘ufy the DELINEATION & DESCRIPTION
amount of previously suitable PAMB habitat that was modified and include OF MODIFIED PAMB ESHA
an assessment of the habitat value of the area prior to its modification.” (10f8)

A quantitative analysis of the amount and quality of the altered habitat prior to
BioConsultant LLC’s first site visit in April 2006 is not possible; therefore, the following
evaluation will use personal knowledge of PAMB habitat preferences and requirements,
field notes, and an examination of a series of photographs spanning 30 years.

The attached color aerial photos of the coastline (www.californiacoastline.org) dating
from 1972 show that significant and ongoing habitat alterations have occurred at the Irish
Beach Subdivision for several decades. Close examination of the subject parcel over
time confirms that considerably more coastal scrub habitat was present in the past.

122 Calisiogs Road #360 e Sanig R

1

osa, California 95400 e Ph/Fx (707) 530-4488
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Eivironmental Consulting

it is apparent that a significant number of shrubs in the eastern section of the parcel were
removed sometime between 2002 and 2005. However, the current issue is the amount of
vegetation alteration that occurred in the 6-month period between October 2005 and April
2006. When a photo taken by BioConsultant LLC in April 2006 is compared to the
October 2005 photo, it is evident that the more recent modification was less significant in
terms of numbers of shrubs removed.

In both of the close up aerial photos (2002 and 2005) a grassy region can be seen
extending from Navarro Way to the east edge of the coastal scrub; this grass area would
not be considered suitable habitat.

As reported in the Point Arena Mountain Beaver report (April 2006), the subject parcel
had been recently mowed and a quantity of coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis) was either
removed or cut and left in place. The eastern area still contained an assemblage of
preferred forage plants including cow parsnip (Heracleum lanatum), angelica (Angelica
hendersonii), coast manroot (Marah oreganus), California blackberry (Rubus ursinus),
hedge nettle (Stachys ajugoides var. rigida), and Douglas iris (Iris douglasiana). A few
moderately sized coyote brush and lupine (Lupinus arboreus) shrubs also remained. All
of these plants are documented important components of good quality PAMB habitat
(USFWS 1998, Fitts 2002).

Therefore, prior to the removal of shrubs that would have provided the necessary
protective cover over the herbaceous understory, it should be assumed that the area was
suitable habitat for PAMB. Indeed, the presence of the burrow confirms that PAMB
were utilizing the area. Moreover, the coastal scrub habitat would have been essentially
contiguous with the coastal bluff of Irish Beach where PAMB have been documented
since 1981 (USFWS 1998).

Using this information, a fairly accurate delineation of the lost suitable habitat could be
approximated by extending a line positioned 3ft. east of the single burrow location (at
48ft.) across the parcel and calculating the area between the line at 45ft. and the current
suitable habitat line at 110ft. (Figure 1). This provides an approximate area of 6,000sf of
modified suitable PAMB habitat.

Although dense mesic northern coastal scrub is the preferred habitat type of the PAMB,
slope, aspect, the amount and composition of herbaceous and shrub cover species
influences the quality of the habitat (Fitts 2002). Prior to the development of the Irish
Beach Subdivision, the whole western bluff area, include the subject parcel, was likely to
contain good to excellent quality PAMB habitat. Taking this in to account, the large
amount of shrub removal that took place between 2002 and 2005 resulted in the most
significant reduction of habitat quantity and quality. The single burrow was most fikely
created and used during this time period (2002-2005) and abandoned after the shrub

removal occurred.
LAY

122 Calistoga Road #3650 e Santa Fosa, Calfiomnia 95405 e Ph/Fx (707) 530-4488
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Emvivorunental Consulring

The quality of the altered habitat during the time in question (October 2005 10 April
2006) was likely to have been marginally suitable or low quality, due largely to the lack
of protective shrub cover, nominal slope, and the behavior of PAMB, which utilize the
edges of suitable habitat less frequently than the center.

In summary, my assessment is that the 6,000sf of lost suitable habitat was of low quality
and unlikely to have been occupied by PAMB after the significant vegetation removal
that occurred between 2002 and 2005.

[ hope this information was helpful and if you require additional information or have any
comments, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Kim Hitts

Kim Fitts
BioConsultant LLC
Wildlife Specialist

REFERENCES

Fitts, K., S. Flowers, R. Jackson, D. Marshall, R. Meetenmeyer and P. Northern. 2002,
Point Arena mountain beaver habitat protection and restoration plan for Manchester
State Park. California Department of Parks and Recreation, Mendocino, CA.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 1998. Recovery Plan for the Point Arena
Mountain Beaver Aplodontia ruff nigra (Rafinesque). Portland, Oregon.

. 2001. Draft Point Arena Mountain Beaver Standard Protection Measures for No-
take Determinations. Unpublished document on file at the Arcata Fish and Wildlife
Office, Arcata, California.

2002. Draft Guidelines for Project-Related Habitat Assessments and Surveys for
Point Arena Mountain Beaver (Aplodontia ruff nigra). Unpublished document on file
at the Arcata Fish and Wildlife Office, Arcata, California.
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DMC CONSULTING SERVICES
P.O. BOX 247
WILLITS, CA. 95437

Walw
(707) 459-5831 REMEWED

March 14,2008 MAK 2 12008

CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION

Bill & Marcia McConnell
25755 Joseta Lane
Los Altos Hills, Ca. 94022

Re: 14820 Navarro Way. Manchester ~ AP# 132-020-05

In response to your request, I visited this site on February 29, 2008 in company with Dave Jensen
REHS County of Mendocino Environmental Health to evaluate CDP Alternative Layout
of the house and septic system locations.

Samples taken from the designated leach field area on that plan consisted of conglomerate rock
of gravels and coarse sands that are cemented to the degree that prevents slaking and presumably
leach effluent from properly being absorbed. A 24 hour slake test was performed on five random
samples. All five samples failed.

Based on my observations to date, 1 can not justify placement of a leach field in this area.

Sigcerely, o

David Miller

¢: Dave Jensen MCEH B EXHIBIT NO. 13
APPLICATION NO.
A-1-MEN-07-047 - McCONNELL
EVALUATION OF SOIL
SUITABILITY FOR SEPTIC

SYSTEM AT ALTERNATE
LEACH FIELD LOCATION




TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

DATE:

INTLEROMIICE MEMORANDUM

CALIFORNTA COASTAL CONMMISSTON
ANN MOWA T BRAGO PBS
MCCONRNELL NOTICE OF FINAL ACTTON

10/17/ 2007

SECENEU
ot 4% 2007

CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMM\SS\DN

Linclosed please find the Notice of Final Acuon, action sheet and agenda summuary for the

following item:

CDP #76-20006 (McConnell)

This 1rem was heard on June 28, 2007 aud was densed by the Coastal Pernut Administator. The

owners appealed the denal o the Mendocno County Board of Supervisors. A1 the October 2, 2007

BOS meeting, the Supervisors overturned the CPA’s denial and approved the pernut with conditons.

CEXHIBITNO. 14
APPLICATION NO.
A-1-MEN-07-047

McCONNELL

NOTICE OF FINAL LOCAL
ACTION AND COUNTY STAFF
REPORT (1 of 31)




Menpocino Col v BOARD OF SUPERV!SORS ARD AGENDA # /' :

A GENDA SUMMARY i

Agenda Summaries must be submitted no later than noon Munday, la daysprior to the meeting date

o

4{/ jr n
b"./ A J

‘TQ: » Board of Supervisors il QA171LD11)C1 122007
e -

y TROM: _ Planning and Bujlding Services D,.A FE' October 2, 2007
DEPARTMENT Frank Lynch PrONE: 463-4281 An—4781 Present M On Call [ ]
RESOURCI/CONTACT:

Consent || Regular Agenda M Est. Time for Ttem: 1 hour Urgent || Routine ¥

B PREVIOUS BOARD OR BOARD COMMITTEE ACTIONS: None

B SUMMARY: On June 28, 2007, the Coastal Permit Administrator denied Coastal Development Permit
76-2006 to construct a 1,336 sq. foot single-story single-family residence with a maximum average
height of 20+ feet above finished grade, with 327+ sq. feet of decks and 85+ sq. feet of covered poxch
and a detached 305+ sq. foot garage with a maximum average height of 13% feet above finished grade.
Associated development includes 1,200+ sqg. feet of concrete driveway, installation of an underground
propane tank, a 24+ sq. foot trash enclosure, on-site septic and connect to utilities and community

water. Located at 14820 Navarro Way, in the Irish Beach Subdivision (APN 132-020-05).

Major issues with the project include a failure to meet safety standards set forth in the Hazards section
of the Coastal Zoning Code, and failure to adequately protect a Federally Endangered animal species
habitat according to Coastal Actrequirements.

According to the Coastal Cormission definition of a bluff edge, the bluff edge is located approximately
in the vicinity of Navarro Way relative to the project, therefore the proposed project would be located
entirely over the bluff edge. This fails to comply with Section 20.500.020(B) of the Mendocino County
Coastal Zoning Code (Section 20.500.020(B)(1)) which states that “New 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 projec;t also fails to meet the minimum 50 foot buffer to the Federally Endangered species
(Aplodontia rifa nigra - the Point Avena Mountain Beaver) Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area as
required by Chapter 20.496 of the Mendocino County Coastal Zoning Code. Of note, one of the stated
reasons for placing the structure in its proposed location is that it would comply with local CC&Rs for
protection of private views, While acceptable inits location for that purpose, the building envelop
conflicts with other planning policies as cited above, therefore less envir omema " . magmg

alternatives exist, and all feasible mitigation measures capable of reducing or eli e oty
impacts have not been adopted. i «Ilﬁ %/ [ / ]
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IVIENDOCINDO COU ¥ BOARD OF SUPERVISORS b RD AGENDA #
AGENDA SUMMARY :

® ALTERNATIVES: The DBoard may uphold the decision made by the Coastal Permit Administrator and
deny the project, approve the project as conditioned, or approve the project with alternate and/ or new

conditions. B
® WILL PROPOSAL REQUIRE ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL? Yes* [ | Number No
*If yes, has this been through the Personnel Process? — Yes L] No [ ]
o FISCAL IMPACT:
hourcc of Funding ‘ Current F/Y Cost l Annual Recurring Cost L Budgeted in Current ¥/Y
— - . —
N/A TN/A | N/A | Yes [ ] No [ ]

E CEQ REVIEW (NAME). \/{ mf&_\ » PHONE: 463-444]
A
RECOMMENDATION: Agrge E Disagree || No Opinion [ | Alternate [ | Staff Report Attached ||
i
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June 15, 2007 QQP\SH\“
PUBLIC NOTICE OF PENDING ACTION
STANDARD COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

The Mendocino County Ceastal Permit Administrator, al a regular meeting to be held Thursday, Jime 28, 2007 in
the Planning and Building Services Conference Room, 790 South Franklin Street, Fort Brage, at 10:00 a.m. or as
soon thereafler as the ilem may be heard, will hear the below described project that is located in the Coastal Zone.
CASE #: CDP #76-2006
DATE FILED: 12/14/2006
OWNER: William & Marcia McConnell
AGENT: Philllip H. Roberts
REQUEST: Construct a 1,336 sg. foot single-story single-family residence with a maximum average height

of 20+ feet above finished grade. The residence would have 327+ sq. feet of decks and 854 sq.
feet of covered porch. Build a detached 3054 sq. foot garage with a maximuimn average height of
13 feet above finished grade. Associated development includes 1,200+ sq. feet of concrete
driveway, installation of an underground propane tank:. = 24+ sq. foot trash enclosure, on-site
septic and connect to utilities and community water.

LOCATION:  Inthe Coastal Zone, in the Irish Beach Subdivision, 4= miles north of the town of Manchester, on
the south side of Navarro Way (CR 553), 250+ feet soutiiwest of its interscction with Highway 1,
at 14820 Navarro Way (APN 132-020-05).

PROJECT COORDINATOR: Teresa Beddoc

As you are an adjacent property owner and/or interested party, you are invited to appear at the hearing, or to direct
written comments to this office at the above address, If you would like to be notified of the Coastal Permit
Admmistrator’s action, please submit a written request to this office. All correspondence should contain reference

to the above noted casc number.

The decision of the Coastal Permit Administrator shall be final unless a written appeal is submitted 1o the Board of
Supervisors with a filing fee within 10 calendar days thereafter, If appealed, the decision of the Board of
Supervisors to approve the project shall be final unless appealed to the Coastal Commission n writing within 10
working days foliowing Coastal Commission receipt of a Notice of Final Action on this project

If you challenge the above case in court, you may be limied 1o raising only those issues described in this notice or
that you or someone else raised at the public hearing, or in written correspondence delivered to the Loastal Permit

Administrator at or prior to, the public hearing.

Additional information regarding the above noted case may be obtained by calling the Planning and Building
Services Department at 964-5379, Monday through Friday.

Raymond Hall, Coastal Perimit Administrator
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STAFT REPORT FOR COASTAL DEVELOPMENT

STANDARD PERMIT

OWNERS/APPLICANTS:

AGENT:

RIEQUEST:

LOCATION:

APPEALAELE ARFEA:
PERMIT TYPE:
TOTAL ACREAGE:
GENERAL PLAN:
ZONING:

EXISTING USES:

ADJACENT ZONING:

SURROUNDING LAND USES:

SUPERVISORJAL DISTRICT:

CA COASTAL RECORDS PROJECT:

CDP# 76-2006 (McConnell)
June 28, 2007
CPA-]

Willlam & Marcia McConnell
25755 Joseta Lance
Los Altos Flills. CA 94022

Philiip H. Roberis
P.O. Box 1588
Gualala, CA 95445

Construct a 1,336 sq. foot single-story single-family
residence with & maximum average height of 20+ feet
above fiished grade. The residence would have 327+
sq. feel of decks and 8§54 sq. feet of covered porch. Build
a detached 3054 sq. foot garage with a maximum
average height of 134+ feet above finished grade.
Associated development includes 1,200+ sq. feet of
concrete driveway, installation of an underground
propane tank, a 24+ sq. foot trash enclosure, on-site
septic and connect to utilities and community water.

In the Coastal Zone, in the Irish Beach Subdivision, 44
miles north of the town of Manchester, on the south side
of Navarro Way (CR 553), 2504 feet southwest of its
infersection with Fighway 1, at 14820 Navarro Way
(APN 132-020-05).

Yes — Blufftop L»

Standard

21,050+ Sq. Feet

RR-5-PD [SR-12,000-PD]

RR: L-5-PD [SR: [.-12,000-PD]

Undeveloped

North, East & South:  RR: L-5-PD [SR: 1-12,000-PD]
West:  Open Space

North, East & South:  Residential
West:  Bluff Face

Image 200503792
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STATF REPORT FOR COAS1 AL DEVELOPMENT COP#H 76-2000 (MceConnell)

STANDARD PERMIT Junc 28, 2007
CPA-2

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION:  Based on Staff Recommendation: Statutory Exemption
per  Section 152700 (a) - (Projects  which  are
Disapproved).

Alternative Motion: The project is categorically exempt
from CEQA, Class 3{a)

OTHER RELATED APPLICATIONS/DOCUMENTS:

Deed Restriction 2006-11795 recorded for Map of “Unit One. Mendocino Coast Subdivision,” in Map
Case 2, Drawer 4, Page 23, Mendocine County Records. Lixhibit A outlines a conservation casement and
deed restriction as follows (pertinent part):

Within the designated habitat area there shall be a complete prohibition on any vegetation alteration or
removal, ground disturbance, or any rodent control activities. All reasonable efforts shall be made to
exclude domestic pets from the designated habitat area. A temporary barrier between the designated habitat
area and the remainder of the parcel shall be constructed prior to, and mamtained during, all construction
activities, followed by the construction of a permanent fence or other barrier within six months after the
lnitiation of construction activities. The permanent fence or barrier shall be at least 18 inches tall and be
constructed or rock, wood or other durable matenal. With suitable forewarning to the property owners, the
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service shall have access to the designated habitat arca for the sole purpose of
research or n\monitoring of Point Arena mountain beavers.

Septic Permit application ST 22861

PROJECT HISTORY: While the subject parcel is on a west facing slope near the ocean, the parcel ic
not actually a blufftop lot, as a lot Aesignated as Open Space exists between the subject lot and the ocea; ™
According to the CC&R variance request the applicants submitied to the Irish Beach Architectural Design
Committee, the applicants “call for a relatively small house to be used primarily as a vacation retreat
(Roberts & Associates 2006).”> The parcel increasingly slopes westward, from a gentle slope near the
adjacent road, to a 70% slope for the majority of the westward half of the parcel. Approximately half of
the parcel, the westward half, is Point Arena mountain beaver (Aplodontic rufa nigra) habitat. In 1991,
the Point Arena mountain beaver was listed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as endangered under
the Endangered Species Act of 1973. Just prior to the Coastal Development Permit process, that portion
of the parcel was put into a deed restricted conservation easement by the property owners in an agreement
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; this agreement was made outside any County process. The
applicants have indicated that “the desire to visually connect with the westerly ocean views is paramount
(Roberts & Associates 2006).” To that effect, prior to the Coastal Development Permit process, the
applicants requested and received the following five CC&R variances from the Irish Beach Architectural
Design Comimittee:

Helght variance of 2’4" above the 16 foot lumit.
North side yard setback variance.

No stepped foundation or a steeply sloped lot.
Roof pitch of 3:12 instead of 4:12.

Single car garage instead of two car garage.

:Jl.bu.)[\)y-x

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The applicants request 1o construct a 1,336+ sq. foot single-story single-
family residence with a maximum average height of 20+ feet above finished grade. The residence would
have 3274 sq. feet of decks and 85+ sq. feet of covered porch. The residence would be lfocated on the
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STAFIF REPORT FOR COASTAL DEVELOPMENT CDP#76-2006 (McC ()nndl)

STAND A,R].) PLERMIT June 28, 2007
CPA-3

steepest and most westerly po“iion of the parcel that s outside the Point Arena mountain beaver decd
restricted habitat area, and would be set back from Lhm habitat area approximately 15 feet. The applicants
request to build a detached 3052 sq. foot single car garage with & maximum average height of 134 feet
above finished grade. The garage would be located approximately five feet upsiope from the residence,
and a wallkway would connecl the residence to the garage. A concrete driveway would extend along the
north property line westward (downhill) approximately 80 feet, and would then crossect the parcel 1w o
southward direction, extending to the garage, located just southeast of the center of the portion of the lot
outside the PAmb habitat. A 3 foor high retaining wall would be located along the perimeter of much of
the driveway area. There would be approximately 1200+ sq. feet of concrete driveway, which appears
sufficient 1o allow parking for at least one additional vehicle (in addition to the pme\Ld one-car garage).
The septic leach fields would be located on the flatiest, casternmost portion ol the parcel, adjacent i«
Navarro Way. The septic pumps and tanks would be located approxiniately 88 fect west (downhill) from
the proposed leach area, approximately 5 feet from the Point Arcna mountain beaver habitat area. The
applicants would install an underground propane tank approximately 17 feet west (downhill) from the
leach Tields, install a 242 sq. fool trash enclosure, and connect to utilities and community water.

LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM CONSISTENCY RECOMMENDATION: The proposed project is
not consistent with the applicable goals and policies of the Local Coastal Program as described below.
Staff therefore recommends denia} of the project as proposed. Special Conditions have been ineluded in
this report in the event that the Coastal Permit Admiuistrator approves the project.

Land Use

The parcel is classified on the Coastal Plan Map as Rural Residential Five Acres Minimum with an
ahel nate zoning of Suburban Residential 12,000 s2. foot minimum. The parcel is similarly zoned; RR:L-

5 [SR: L-12,000]. The Suburban Residential zoning designation applies, as the parcel is under an acre in
size and located within the Irish Beach Water District. The proposed single family residence and
assoclated development are permitted uses within the Suburban Residential Zoning District, and are
consistent with the Suburban Residential land use classification. :

The required yard setbacks for a parcel in an SR zone are 20 feet from front and rear property lines, and 6
feet from side property lines. A corridor preservation setback of 25 feet applies along Navarro Way.,
resulting in a front yvard setback of either 45 feet from the road corridor centerline or 20 feet from the
property line, whichever is greater. As shown on the Site Plan, the structures comply with setbacks
required by the County Zouing Code,

The site 1s not within a designated Highly Scenic Area, therefore the height limit is 28 feet above average
finished grade. The proposed 20 foot height of the residence and 134 foot height of the garage comply
with the height limit.

Maximum lot coverage in an SR zone is 50%. Lot coverage is the percentage of the gross lot area
covered by structures, including reads. The fot is approximately 0.48 acre, or 21,050 square feet. The
Site Plan shows approximately 3,050 square feet of coverage, or 17%. The project complies with lot
coverage limits,

The parcel is located n a Planned Unit Development Combining District (PD). The mtent of the PD is
outlined 1n Section 20.428.005 of the Mendocine County Coastal Zoning Code (MCCZC) as {ollows:
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STAFT REPORT FOR COA>S. AL DEVELOPMENT COPHT6-2000 (MceConnell)

STANDARD PERMI'T June 28, 2007
CPA-4

The Planned Unit Development Combining District (01 fs initended (o require sensicive development of
selected sites yhere standard resicential and commercial and industrial design would be inappropricte (o
the unigue or highly visible nawre of the site, and to encowrage Imaginative development incorporating
cluster development and the maximization and preservation of open space and views jrom public roads.
Development on parcels entively within areas of pygmy vegelation shall be reviewed for mitigation
measures 1o prevent impacts 1o this resource consistent with all applicable policies of the land use plan
and development standards of this Division. (Ord. No. 3785 (part), adopted 1991)

Dwelling units in the Planned Unit Combining District are to be specifically reviewed to best preserve
open space, protect views from public roads, and provide for resource protection. The projeet is
inconsistent with Scetion 20.428.005 of the Mendocino County Coastal Zoning Code in that the
proposed project does not adequately provide for resource protection. The project fails to meet
even the minimum required County ESHA setback to Point Arena mountain beaver habitat present

on the property.
Public Access

The project site is located west of Highway I, but is not designated as a potential public access trail
location on the LUP maps. There is no evidence of prescriptive access on the developed site. The project
would have no effect on public access to the coast.

Hazards

Geologic Backeround

The applicant requests the construction o - single-family residence on a lot which slopes steeply toward
the ocean’. A lot exists between the subjewt Jot and the ocean, whicli is shown on iand use maps as zoned
Open Space. The Open Space zoned lot appears to be located such that it 1s inaccessible to the public due
to steep slopes and lack of an access trail (see Exhibit B and the online California Coastal Records Project
image indicated on page CPA-2). When the applicant submitted for the project, included was an updated
geotechnical report for the subject parcel dated March 24, 2006 by David Paoli of Paoli Engineering and
Surveying. The update states that an earlier update occurred in 1995 by David Paoli, who did his {irst
evaluation of the project area in 1983, in cooperation with Wessley Paulsen, Registered Geologist and
Consulting Engineer. The March 24, 2006 update concludes:

The building site is still stable, the new construction should not push further west than the two existing
houses are sited, the foundation should still be based on bedrock or on a concrete piet/grade beam
foundation that cxtends into bedrock, roof runoff should be directed away from the building site, graded
areas should be replanted with native vegetation, driveway should be paved (Paoli 2006).

None of the provided reports indicate the location of the bluff cdge or the 75 year erosion and cliff retreat.
Staff requested this information from the agent, and additionally requested assistance from the Coastal
Commission staff geologist Dr. Mark Johnsson. David Paoli responded in a letter to staff dated March 5,
2007 that the bluff edge is Jocated west of the subject parcel, and that the proposed development is
approximately 350 feet cast of the 75-year setback line. The letter includes a profile of the subject lot and
lot 1o the west, and assigns the bluff top edge near the westernmost edge of the western lot. Staff

"n a letter from the Architect Phillip Roberts to dated March 6, 2007, Mr. Roberts indicates that the slope in the
vicinity of the proposed residence is 20 percent for approximately 100 feet, and then transitions to a 40 percent slope
for approximately 30 feet.
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STAFE REPORT FOR COA:. . AL DEVELOPMENT O 76-2006 (MeConnell)

STANDARD PERMI'T June 28, 2007
CPA-5

continued to have concerns because the refatively flat lower arca shown to span approximately 350 feet
on Mr. Paoli’s profile (LExhibit C) is not at all apparent on the California Couastal Records Project image
(http:/www . califomiacoastline.ore/egi-hin/captionlist.cgi?searchsy=200503792) Additionally, the

location of the bluff edge differs for the residence adjacent to the north (APN 132-020-04), which wag
. . 12 Sy . . . .
approved by the Coastal Commission in 19917 (see Figure 1.). The site plan for the adjacent residence

shows the blufl edge as located approximately 57 feet south of the existing residence.

Staff received an email response from Dr. Mark Johnsson, (Appendix A), Staff Geologist Tor the Coastal
Commission on April 23, 2007, Dr. Johnsson reviewed the reports provided by Mr. Paoli and visited the
site on January 312007, and summarized i his emai! as Tollows:

It is my opinion that the coastal bluff af this site is approximately 300 feet high, is broadly rounded near the
top, and levels ofl very nearly at the location of Navarro Way. Applying the definition from section 13577
of the Commission’s regulation, the entire lot would thus be on the bluff face, and the bluff edge Is very
near the position of Navarro Way.

Given the opinion of Dr. Johnsson, the entire lot is over the bluff edge, therefore it is not possible to
designate a place for a proposed residence that would assure safety from bluff erosion and cliff retreat as
outlined in Section 20.500.020(B)(1) of the Mendocino County Coastal Zoning Code.

Mr. Paoli responded to Dr. Johnsson’s opinion on May 25, 2007 by providing the County with a summary
of a slope survey from Navarro Way along the northern property boundary extending through the subject
and westerly parcel to the ocean (see Exhibit E). Mr. Paoli summarizes:

W on § compare this profile with the one I included with the March 5, 2007 letrzr to you, 1 see a very close
cot >spondence, except the height of the flat on Lot 28 is about 100 feet above " ocean instead of the 60
fc ~ show on the 1983 profile. However my basic conclusion is still the same " wre is a substantial bench
on wot 28 that separates the ocean bluff and its 1ssues of bluffiop erosion from the McConnell ot

The May 25, 2007 summary report by Mr., Paoli was sent to Dr. Johnsson at the California Coastal
Commission for response. Dr. Johnsson responded by stating that his opinion remains the same; the bluff
edge is located very near the position of Navarro Way.

The proposed residence placement is in line with existing residences to the immediate north and south of
the parcel. According to assessor’s records, the residence to the immediate south (APN 132-020-06) has
been in existence since 1972, predating the Coastal Act. The residence to the immediate north (APN 132-
020-04) was approved by the Coastal Commission in 1991 (permit 1-91-55). The project was approved
with a 50 foot geological setback requirement. The residence was to be set back approximately 57 feet
from the bluff edge, which was determined at that time to be approximately 176 feet south of Navarro
way on the property line adjacent to the subject parcel (see Figure 1).
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STAFF REPORT FOR COAL. AL DEVELOPMIENT COPH 76-2000 (McConnell)
STANDARD PERMIT June 28, 2007
CPA-0
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Relative to the subject project, this bluff line would be located approx. 50 feet from the proposed
residence (see Figure 2.). '
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Figure 2. Map modified by staff showing a—];proximate location of bluff edge as approved by CC 1-91-
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STAFYV REPORT FOR COAS. AL DEVELOPMENT COPE T6-2006 (MceConnell)

STANDARD PERMIT ‘ June 28, 2007
CPA-7

Stafl spoke with Dr. Johnsson regarding the nconsistency betweer the blufl fine approved by the Coastal
Conmmission i 1997 for the adjacent parcel and his agsertion thal the bluff line is closer to Navarro Way.
Dr. Johnsson explained that his determmation regarding the blufl hine location s based on application to
the specilic parcel of the Coastal Commission definition from the California Code of Regulations, Title
14, Section 13577

(h) Coastal Bluffs. Measure 300 feet both landward and seaward from the bluff lime or edge. Coastal
Dluff shatl mean:

(/) those blufis, the ioe of which is now or was historically (generally weithin the last 200
years) subject to marine erosion; and

(2 those bluffs, the toe of which is not now or was nol historically subject to marine erosion,
hut the toe of which lies within an area otherwise identified in Public Resources Code
Section 30603(a)(1) or (a)(2).

Bluff line or edge shall be defined as the upper termination of a bluff, cliff, or scacliff. In
cases where the top edge of the cliff is rounded away from the fuce of the cliff as a resulr
of erosional processes related (o the presence of the steep cliff face, the bluff line or edge
shall be defined as thar point nearest the cliff beyond which the dovnward gradient of the
surface increases more or less continuously wntil it reaches the general gradient of the
cliff. In a case where there 1s a sieplike feature at the top of the cliff face, the landward
edae of the topmost riser shall be taken to be the cliff edge. The termini of the bluff line,
or edge along the seaward face of the bluff, shall be defined as a noint reached by
biscting the angle formed by a line coinciding with the general trend . [ the bluff line
al w7 the seaward face of the bluff, and « line coinciding with the ger -« al trend of the
bi, 7 line along the mland fucing portion of ihe bluff. Five hundred j.zt shall be the
minimum length of bluff line or edge to be used in making these determinat ons.

Staff observes the bluff edge determination as provided by Dr. Johnsson because protection of public
welfare is assured by taking the most conservative approach, and because the determination appears to be
based on the application of an appropriate definition.

Geologic Hazards

Taults —

There are no known active faults on or in the near vicinity of the project site. The closest active Tault, the
San Andreas Fault, 1s located off shore approximately one mile southwest as shown on Land Use Maps.
Seismic safety issues are addressed as part of the Building Permit process. Standard Condition Number 5
is included to require that the Coastal Permit be subject to acquisition of the Building Permit.

Bluffs -

The purpose of Chapter 20.500 of the Mendocino County Coastal Zoning Code (MCCZC), Hazard Areas,
is outlined in Section 20.500.010 as follows:

(4) The purpose of this section 1s (o insure that development in Mendocino County's Coastal Zone shall:
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STAFF REPORT FOR CO/...TAL DEVELOPMENT CDP#76-2006 (McConnell)

STANDARD PERMI'T June 28, 2007
CPA-8

(1) Minimize risk to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood and fire huzard;
9 dusure siruciural infeering and stabitity: and
(2) Asswre strucrural infegriny andd SLabLity, ang

(3) Neither create nor contribute significantly (o erosion, geologic instability or destruction of the site
or surrounding areas, nor in any way require the construction of protective devices that woutldd
substantially alter natwral landforms along bluffs and cliffs. (Ord. No. 3785 (part), adopted 1991)

Section 20.500.015(2) reguires a geologic investigation and report as follows:

In arcas of knovwn or potential geologic hazards such as shoreline and bluffrop lots and creas delincated
on the hazard maps, « geologic investigation and report, prior to development capproval, shall be
reguired. The report shall be prepared by a licensed engineering geologist or registered civil engineer
pursuant 1o the site imvestigation requirements in Chapter 20.532,

Regarding geologic hazard requirements for bluffs, the MCCZC states in Section 20.500.020(B) as
follows:

(1) New structures shall be setback o sufficient distance from the edges of bhuffs to ensure their safery
Sfrom bluff erosion and cliff retreat during their economic life spans (seventy-five (75) years). New
development shall be setback from the edge of biuffs a distance determined from information derived from
the required geologic investigation and the setback formula as follows. .

Setback (meters) = structure life (75 years) x refreat rate (meters/year)

Note: The retreat rate shall be determined from hisic:. ~al observaiion (aerial photos) and/or from a
complete geotechnical investigation.

(2) Drought tolerant vegetation shall be reguired within the bluffrop setbact.

(3) Construction landward of the setback shall not contribute to erosion of the bluff jace or to
instability of the bluff.

(4) No new development shall be allowed on the bluff fuce except such developments that would
substantially further the public welfare including siaircase accessways (o beaches and pipelines to serve
coastal-dependent industry. These developments shall only be allowed as conditional uses, following a
Jull envirommental, geologic and engineering review and upon «a finding that no jeasible, less
environmentally damaging alternative is available. Mitigation measures shall be required to minimize all
adverse environmental effects.

Section 20.500.020(B)(4) of the MCCZC states that no new development be allowed on the biuff face
except developments substantially furthering the public welfare including staircase accessways to beaches
and pipelines to serve coastal dependant industry. Therefore the proposed development Is not allowed in
the proposed location. The intent of the hazards chapter of the MCCZC, as outlined above (Section
20.500.010), is to minimize risk to life and property, assure structural integrity and stability, and neither
create nor coniribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability or destruction of the site or surrounding
areas, nor in any way require the construction of profective devices that would substantially alter natural
Jandforms along bluffs and cliffs.
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STAFE REPORT FOR COAsTAL DEVELOPMENT CDP# 76-20006 (McConnell)

STANDARD PERMIT June 28, 2007
CPA-9

The project is inconsistent with hazard policies relative to coastal blufls as outlined in Section
20.500.020(B)(4) of the Mendocino County Coastal Zoning Code which states (emphasis added):
“no development be allowed on the blutl face except developments substantially furthering public
welfare including staircase accessways to beaches and pipelines to serve coastal dependant industry.
The projeet is also inconsistent with Seetion 20.500.020(B)(1) of the Mendocino County Coastal
Zoning Code which requives (emphasis added):  “New structures shall be setback a sufficient
distance from the edges of bluffs to ensure their safety [rom bluffl erosion and cliff retreat during
their cconomic life spans (seventy-five (75) years).

Tsunami -

The proposed development s not located 1 a tsunami inundation zone as shown on the Mendocino
County General Plan Geotechnical Hazard Zones map. The project area is located approximately 250 feet
above sea level and 1s therefore relatively safe from tsunami threats.

Landslides —

David Paoli, California Registered Civil Engineer of Paoli Engineering & Surveying, stated mn his March
24, 2006 report that two slides occurred during the winter of 2005/2006 approximately 100 feet west of
the project site. Mr. Paoli states that the sliding “is far enough away from the building site that it is not a
threat,” however, he recommends “planting native grasses and shrubs on and near the slides in an attempt
to stabilized them and minimize erosion.” He recommends that a professional landscaper be consulted.
The slide area Mr. Paoli describes is located within the designated Point Arena mountain beaver habitat
area and the deed restriction (2006-11795 recorded on June 15, 2006 i Mendocino County) completely
prohibits “vegetation alteration, removal, ground disturbance, or any rodent control activities™ within
these ‘areas. Special Con ¢ on Number 1 1s recommended, should the project be approved, = ensure
compliance with Mr. Paoir s recommendations within the deed restriction allowance.

Erosion —

Regarding erosion hazards, Section 20.500.020(E) of the Mendocino County Coastal Zoning Code
requires as follows (applicable part):

(1) Seawalls, brealnwaters, revetments, groins, harbor channels and other structures altering natural
shoreline processes or retaining walls shall not be permitted wnless judged necessary for the protection of
existing development, public beaches or coastal dependent vses. Environmental geologic and engineering
review shall include site-specific information pertaining to seasonal storms, tidal surges, tsunami runups,
littoral drifi, sand accretion and beach end bluff face erosion. In cach case, a determination shall be

made that no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative is available and thar the structure heas
been designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts upon local shoreline sand supply and 1o minimize
other significant acdverse environmental effects.

(2) The design and construction of allowed protective structures shall respect natural landforms, shall
provide for lateral heach access and shall minimize visual impacts through all available means.

(3) All gracding specifications and technigues will follow the recommendations cited in the Uniform
Building Code or the engineer's repori and Chapter 20.492 of this Division.
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It 1s the policy of the Coastal Commission and the County to require recordation of & deed restriction as a
condition of development on blufftop parcels, prohibiting the construction of seawalls and requiring that
permitted improvements be removed from the property if threatened by bluff retreat. The resiriction also
requires that the landowner be responsible for any clean up associated with portions of the development
that might fall onto a beach. Special Condition Number 2 is recommended to address this 1ssue, should

the development be approved,
Fire Hazards
The property Is in an aree that has a “moderate” fire hazard severity rating as determined by the California

Department of Forestry and Fire Prevention. The project site 1s less than one acre in size and 1is exempt
from CDF’s fire safety vegulations. Fire safety issues are addressed as part of the building permit process.

Flood Hazards

As shown.on Land Use Maps, the parcel is not located in 2 100-Year Flood Zone.

Grading, Erosion and Runoff

Grading
Section 20.492.010(B) of the Mendocino County Coastal Zoning Code requires as {follows:

Development shall be planmed to fit the topography, soils, geology, hydrology, and other conditions
existing on the site so the grading is kept tr an absolute mininum.

The applicant proposes to place the residence on the steepest and most westward portion of the parcel
outside of the deed restricted habitat area. The maximum slope in the proposed residential location is
approximately 41.5 percent for approximately 15 feet, as field checked by staff (see memoranduin dated
June 11, 2007 in the project flle). Additionally, a steep driveway which includes a three foot retaining
wall on its the east side is proposed to provide access to a detached garage. The septic leach field is to be
located on the flattest portion of the parcel, near the road. The development has not been designed to best
fit the topography and soils. Grading would be greatly reduced if the residential and garage structures
were 1o be located near the road, and the leach field were to be located west of the structures. In speaking
with David Jensen of the Division of Environmental Health, he agreed that the project appeared to be
designed “backwards,” and that it appeared as though the design would work better if the septic system
were located downhill (west) of the structures. He expressed additional concerns regarding the proposed
three foot high retaining wall, to be located approximately 22 feet downslope of the leach fields, and the
proposed underground propane tauk, to be located approximately 18 feet downslope of the proposed leach
fields. Mr. Jensen explained that the design Jooked troublesonie, and that DEH generally likes to see at
least 50 feet between leachfields and downslope cuts,

The project application indicates that grading 1s planned, however an estimate in cubic yards has not been
provided. The proposed driveway would be approximately 125 feet in length and approximately 12 feet in
width. A retaining wall is indicated on the uphill side of the proposed driveway. Elevations of the
residential structures indicate that the applicant plans to follow existing ground contours when building
the residence and garage, and little grading is indicated relative to these structures. Although staff is not
recommending approval of the project at this time, Special Condition Number 3 is included to require that
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the applicant submit @ grading plap prior to approval ol the Coastal Development Pernat, should the
Coastal Permit Adminsirator approve the project.

The project is inconsistent with grading policies as outlined in Section 20.492.010(B) of the
Mendocino County Coastal Zoning Code which states that (emphasis added): “Development shall
be planned to {it the topography, soils, geology, hydrology, and other conditions existing on the site
so the grading is kept to an absolutc minimum.”

Erosion Control

Regarding erosion control, Section 20.492.015 of the MCCZC states in pertinent part:
(4) The crosion rate shall not exceed the natural or existing level before development.

(B) Existing vegetation shall be maintained on the construction site to the maximum extent feasible. Trees
shall be protected from damage by proper grading technigues.

(C) Areas of disturbed soil shall be reseeded and covered with vegetation as soon as possible after
disturbance, but no less than one hundred (100) percent coverage in ninety (90) davs after seeding,
mulches may be used 1o cover ground areas temporarily,

(E) To comirol erosion, development shall not be allowed on slopes over thirty (30) percent wunless
adeguate evidence from a registered civil engineer or recognized authority is given that no increase in
erosion wiil occur. '

The applicaut proposes development on slopes over 30%. According to informaiion mitially supplied by
the applicant, and as fleld checked by staff, 40% siopes are present in the vicinity of the proposed
residence for a distance of approximately 15 length feet.

On June 11, 2007, Mr. Paoli submitted an erosion control plan, requested by staff to achieve compliance
with Section 20.492.015(E) of the Mendocino County Coastal Zoning Code as outlined above. Mr. Paoli
provided his own slope estimates for ground slope in the vicinity of the proposed residence and detached
garage. While Mr. Paoli’s methods and estimates differ from those of staff, Mr. Paoli nonetheless finds
slopes in the vicinity of both the proposed residence and garage to exceed 30%. Therefore compliance
with Section 20.492.015(E) of the Mendocino County Coastal Zoning Code is needed.

Mr. Paoli lists the following nine points In his comprehensive erosion control plan which he states are
“largely a recapitulation of recommendations found in earlier reports and letters that are meant to
minimize and control erosion.” His points are outlined as follows with staff comments following:

1. Conerete pler and grade beam foundations are to be used, which will eliminate soils creep and erosion
within the building envelope. ,

2. The septic system is located on the least steep part of the lot. Shallow leach lines that emit low

volumes of effiuent will be used and replanting with hardy native vegetation will be done,

All cut and fill slopes will be replanted with erosion-controlling vegetation. Present practice is to

hydro-seed with a mixture approved by Mendocino County Transportation Department. A professional

landscaper should be consulted for the exact planting design.

4. The driveway will be paved with concrete to eliminate erosion on the roadway surface.

(S8
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5. Runoff from the driveway and roofs will be collected in a storm drain and disposed of in a leaching
trench west of the house. This is an arca of very rapid leaching, as discussed in previous reports, All
waler will rapidly percolate downward,

6. During construction, sili fences need to be placed Lo prevent loose soils from moving west of the
construction site. The fences should be placed no farther than 3 feet from the cut or fill,

7. Any excavated material that is not to be used as backliil or as topsoil must be removed from the lot.
This materla) must be surrounded by a silt fence until it 18 removed. Temporary storage on sile 1s eas!
of the garage.

8§ No earthworl should take place on rainy days. Stockpiled malerial should be covered with tarps.

‘The restrictions on access, disturbance and construction time periods related Lo nearby Point Arena

Mountain Beaver Habitat will tend to mintmize human activity and human induced erosion on this lot.

\

Special Condition Number 3 1s mcluded, with added seasonal constraints, should the Coastal Permit
Admmuistrator {ind the submitted comprehensive erosion control plan adequate and approve the

development.
Stormwater Runoff

The project proposes a decrease in permeable surfaces and an increase in stormwater runoff due to
propesed roof and impermeable paved areas. Water flows would therefore be in excess of natural flows.

Regarding stormwater runoff, Section 20.492.025 of the MCCZC states in pertinent part:
(A) Weer flows in excess of natwral flows resulting from project development shall be mitigated.

(C) The acceptability of alternative methods of storm water retention shall be based on appropriate
engineering studies. Control methods o regulaie the rate of siorm water discharge that may be
acceptable include retention of water on level surfaces, the use of grass areas, underground storage, and
oversized storm drains with restricted outlets or energy dissipaters.

(D) Retention jacilities and drainage structures shall, where possible, use natural topography and neatural
vegetation. In other situations, planted irees and vegetation such as shrubs and permanent ground cover

shall be maimtained by the owner.

(&) Provisions shall be made to infiltrate and/or safely conduct surface water 1o storm drains or suitable
watercourses and to prevent surface runoff from damaging faces of cut and fill slopes.

The comprehensive site plan provided by Roberts and Associates (Exhibit C) shows a drainage plan
indicating that stormwater runoff would be directed from driveway roof runoff areas and would be

collected in a stormwater leach trench. The project complies with stormwater runoff requirements.

Visual Resources

The project site is located in the Iversen Beach Subdivision, a moderately built out subdivision which is
not located within a designated Highly Scenic Area. Therefore it is not subject to the policies within the
Coastal Element relating to visual resources, except for Policy 3.5-1, which applies to all parcels within
the Coastal Zone:

The scenic and visual qualities of Mendocino County coastal areas shall be considered and protected as
a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to
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and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, o minimize the alteration of natural land forms, (o be
visuclly compatibic with the character of surrownding areas and, where feasible, to restore and enhance
visual quality in visually degradecd areas. New developiment n higily scenic areas designated by the
County of Mencocino Coasial Llement shall be subordinate (o the character of its setting.

The proposed structures wonld be single-story. The proposed residence would have an average maxinim
height of 20 feet above grade, and the proposed detached garage would have an average maximum height
of 13 fect above grade. The project proposes three skylights, cach approximately two by four feet in size,
to adorn the east facing residential roofl. The skylights are proposed as “Model FS” skylights, shown on
the submitted information sheets as flat surface skylights. The proposed residence and accessory structure
would be clad in the following exterior materials and colors:

Table 1. Proposed exterior maicrials and colors.

Material Color
Siding Cedar Sherwin Williams - Chestnut
Trim Cedar Sherwin Wiliiams - Chestnut
Chimney Copper Copper
Roofing Composition Shingles Sablewood
Window Frames /Doors Metal Clad Wood Tuscany Brown (Dark)
[Fencing/Retaining Walls| Cedar Sherwin Williams - Chestnut

As proposed, exterior materials and colors would be visually compatible with surrounding development
and the surrounding environment.

Section 20.504.035 of the Coastal Zoning 7 ’ade (Exterior Lighting Regulations) states:

4) Essentiol criteria for the development of night lighting for wany purpose shall take into
consideration the impact of light intrusion upon the sparsely developed region of the highly
scenic coastal zone.

(2) Where possible, all lights, whether installed for security, safety, or landscape design
purposes, shall be shielded or shall be positioned in a manner that will not shine light or
allow light glare to exceed the boundaries of the parcel on which it is placed.

(3) No lights shall be installed so that they distract motorists.

Exterior lighting is proposed as wall mounted fixtures and “soffit” lighting. Although Staff is not
recommending approval, Special Condition Number 4 is recommended in the event that the Coastal
Permit Administrator approves the project to allow the Coastal Permil Administrator 1o review the
exterior light choices for conformance with downcast and shielded requirements. As conditioned, the
project would not adversely impact visual resources.

Natural Resources

The subject parcel is roughly %2 acre in size and located on a hillside in a moderately built out residential
subdivision, west of the westernmost local road, and overlooking the ocean. Residentially developed
parcels are focated directly adjacent to the north and south, and a steeply sloping parcel zoned Open
Space is located 1o the west, approximately 250 feet down a predominantly 70% slope - the Open Space
parcel is situated between the subject parcel and the ocean. The westernmost half of the subject parcel is

17 of 31



STAFE REPORT FFOR COASTAL DEVELOPMENT CDP# 7620006 (McConnell)

STANDARD PERMIT June 28, 2007
CPA-14

very steep endangered animal species habitat, reserved from development and disturbance by deed
restriction for the Tederally endangered Point Arena mountain beaver {Aplodontia ruje nigra). Slopes in
the easternmost portion of the parcel range from 20 to 40 percent.

Biological and botanical surveys were conducted i April and May of 2006 respectively, by
BioConsultant LLC, and survey reports were provided with the application. According 1o BioConsultant
reports, plant communities present include Introduced Grassland, composed primarily of non-native
grasses and located in the upper portion of the parcel, and Northern Coastal Scrub”, covering the 20 to 40
degree slopes of the lower two thirds of the parcel. In the vicinity of the proposed residence, the plant
profile transitions from the Introduced Grassland” to the Nortiern Coastal Scrub. BioConsultant notes that
native Coastal Terrace Prairie” indicators such as yarrow (Achillea millefolium) and California poppy
(Ischscholzia californica) are present within the Introduced Grassiand.

The County of Mendocine Coastal Element describes an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA)

as follows:

Any areas in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of
their special nature or role in an ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by human

activities and developments.

The Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area found onsite during BioConsultant surveys is occupied Point
Arena mountain beaver habitat. The Point Arena mountain beaver is a Federally endangered species
protected by the Endangered Species Act and overseen by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service has been consulte: regarding potential impacts of the proposed
project on the Point Arena mountain beaver, and mitigation measures have been designed to avoid
incidental take of Point Arena mountain beavers. Measures include the recordation of a deed restriction
protecting the habitat area from vegetation removal or alteration, ground disturbance, and rodent control
activities. The deed restriction requires a temporary barrier to be erected prior to construction, between
the designated habitat area and the remainder of the parcel, to remain in place during all construction
activities. A permanent fence or other barrier is to be constructed within six months after initiation of
construction activities. The permanent fence or barrier is to be at least thirty six (36) inches tall and
constructed of rock, wood, or other durable material. With prior notice, the U. S, Fish & Wildlife Service
is to have access to the habitat area for research and monitoring. An additional requirement set forth by
the U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service is that all construction on the parcel would be conducted outside the
Point Arena mountain beaver breeding season. Should the Coastal Permit Administrator approve the
project, Special Condition Number 5 1s mcluded to ensure the Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area is
protected in perpetuity, and to require the measures outlined in the recorded habitat area deed restriction
as well as recommendations by the biologist.

Chapter 20.496 and Section 20.532.060, et. seq. of the MCCZC contain specific requirements for
protection of ESHAs and development within the buffer area of an ESHA. A sufficient buffer arca is

? California Natural Diversity Database element code CTT31100CA, rarity ranking status - Jmperiled: At high risk
of extinction due to a very restricted range, very few populations (ofien 20 or fewer), steep declines, or other factors.
* California Natural Diversity Database element code CTT42200CA, rarity ranking status - Apparently secure;
uncommaon but not rare.

* California Natural Diversity Databasc element code CTT41100CA, rarity ranking status - Imperiled: At high risk
of extinction due to a very restricted range, very few populations (often 20 or fewer), steep declines, or other factors.
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required to be established and maintained to protect ESHAs from disturbances related to proposed

development. Section 20.496.02004)(1) of the MCCZC states:

The width of the buffer arca shall be a minimum of  once hunared (100) feet, unless an applicant can
demonstrate, after consultation and agreement with the California Department of Fish and Game, and
County Planning siaff, thar one huncred (100) feet is not necessary 1o protect the resowrces of that
particular habitar arec from possible significant disruption caused by the proposed development.  The
buffer urea shall be measured from the outside edge of the Lnvirommentally Sensitive Habitat Areas andd
shall noi be less than fifiy (50) feet in width,

The applicant proposes a five foot setback from the nearest development (septic tanks) to the
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area. As the EFISA buffer shall be a minimum of 100 feet, and shall
not be less than 50 feet in width if’ California Department of Fish and Game and Planning Staff concur,
development, including at minimum nearly the entire residence, would be Jocated within the ESHA
buffer. Consequently, a reduced buffer analysis was requested by staff in order to mest requirements set
forth in Section 20.496.020 of the Mendocino County Coastal Zoning Code. The reduced buffer analysis
was provided by BioConsultant and 1s included as Appendix B. The reduced buffer analysis is designed
as a matrix to be used to establish the appropriate setback from development to Environmentally Sensitive
Habitat Areas (Section 20.496.020( A1 )(a-g). Staff notes that the biologist appears to consider feasibility
of development in establishing the appropriate buffer width. Feasibility of development 1s not one of the
listed criteria for buffer reduction, and should not be included as a consideration. The biologist suggests
that a 5 foot buffer to septic holding tanks, and a 15.5 foot buffer to the residential structure, as proposed,
is appropriate. As the Mendocine County Coastal Zoning Code allows 50 feet as the minimum buffer
size, and that is allowed oply with agreement from Planning and DFG staff, a 50 foot buffer has been
considered by Planning and DFG staff and has been found sufficient (see email dated Jjune 15, . 907, to
Tracie Nelson, located in the project file). Therefore the buffer size is 50 feet, the minimum size atlowed,
and substantial developments, including the bulk of the residence, are proposed within the buffer area.
Section 20.496.020(A)(4)(a-]) of the Mendocino County Coastal Zoning Code outlines a matrix to be
used to analyze proposed development within the buffer area. Staff does not agree with biologist analysis
specific to 20.496.020(A)(4)(b,c,e and f) of this section. The biologist writes that “The narrow
configuration of the parcel plus the PAmb ESHA that accupies the steep western portion of the parcel
offers no other site for the proposed house site.” Staff finds that there is in fact a feasible site available on
the parce] for structures. Staff finds that structures can and should be limited to the flatter, casternmost
portion of the parcel, and that the septic system should be located downslope from the structures, thus
reducing the need for driveway areas and the extensive leachfield setback area. The leachfield could be
closer to the structures, and a 50 foot setback between the leachfield area and the ESIHA would then be
possible. The biologist writes that “Due to the fossorial habits of the PAMB and the porosity of the soil,
the placement of the leach fields furthest away from the PAMDB habitat is the best design to prevent
degradation of the PAMB IESHA.” In speaking to David Jensen of the Division of Environmental Health,
he explained that a leachfield area 50 feet from the Point Arena mountain beaver habitat area would have
no impact on the habital area; that the materials would percolate downward into the soil, and would not
come anywhere near the habitat area. In addition to Mr. Jensen’s comments, as shown on Exhibit 4 of CC
1-91-55 (located 1n the project file), on the adjacent northerly parcel, the leach field is located west of the
residence, and within 50 fect of PAmb habitat. Staff finds that placement of the leach field approximately
50 fect away from PAmb habitat would not impact PAmb. Staff finds the proposed development fails to
minimize impervious surfaces, and fails to minimize the alteration of natural landforms. If redesigned
with the structures in the flattest and most easterly part of the Jot, the applicant could significantly
minimize impervious surfaces by omitting a large portion of the proposed driveway, and could minimize
alterations of landforms by greatly J‘Educing the amount of needed grading.
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Therefore staff finds that the proposed project is inconsistent with Sections 20.496.020(A)(4)(b,c,e,
and f) of the Mendocino County Coastal Zoning Code in that the structures are located within the
buffer arca, and a feasible alternative exists.

Archaeological/Cultural Resources

The project was reviewed by the Northwest Information Center of the California Historical Resources
Inventory at Sonoma State University, The Information Center responded that the project area has the
possibility of containing unrecorded archaeological sites and recommended a study. The application was
reviewed by the Mendocino County Archaeological Commission on April 11, 2007, which determined
that no survey was necessary. Standard Condition Number § 1s recommended, advising the applicant of
the requirements of the County’s Archaeological Ordinance (Chapter 22.12 of the Mendocino County
Code) i the event that archaeological or cultural materials are unearthed during site preparation or

construction activities.

Groundwater Resources

The site is located within an area designated as a Marginal Water Resources area (MWR) as shown in the
1982 Coastal Groundwater Study prepared by the Department of Water Resources. The applicant
indicates that domestic water would be supplied by the community water system. The Irish Beach Water
District was notified regarding the application and did not respond with comments. Although staff is not
recommending approval of the project at this time, Special Condition Number 6 1s included to require a
letter from the Irish Beach Water District stating ability and willingness to serve the project, prior to
issuance of the building permit, should the Coastal Permit Admini frator approve the project.

The application proposes a new on-site sewage disposal system. The project was referred to the Division
of Environmental Health (DEH). Crailg Rivera of DEH commented that the project appears 1o be
consistent with the revised septic design (ST-2286), which is sized for a two bedroom single-family
residence, Mr. Rivera additionally commented that because the leach fieids are to be located upslope from
the proposed residence construction, no equipment is to be driven over the leach field areas, and no
grading cut of over three feet or foundation French drain is to be located within 50 feet down slope of the
leach fields. The proposed underground propane tank, to be located approxmmately 18 feet west
(downslope) of the leach fields, would thercfore not be acceptable in that location. Although staff is not
recomumending approval of the project at this time, Special Condition Number 7 is included 1o assure
compliance with DEH recommendations, should the Coastal Permit Administrator approve the project.

As conditioned, no adverse impacts to groundwater resources are anticipated.

Transportation/Cireculation

The project proposes a new cicroachment onto Navarro Way (CR 553). The application was referred to
the Mendocino County Department of Transportation for comment. DoT found the plans acceptable and
submitted a recommended condition of approval for encroachment improvements to be constructed within
the County road right-of-way. The Department’s recommended condition is included as Special

Condition Number §.
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The project will contribute merementally to tralfic volumes on local and regional roadways, however
such incremental increases were considered when the Local Coastal Plan land use designations were

assiened to the sile,

Zonine Requirements

The project as proposed does not comply with the zoning requirements for the Rural Residential District
set Torth 1t Division 1T of Title 20 of the Mendocine County Caode as set fortl i the discussions above.

RECOMMENDED MOTION; Pursuant to the provisions ol Chapter 20.532 and Chapter 20.536 of the
Mendocino County Code, stafl recommends that the Coastal Permit Administrator deny the proposed
project, based on the following findings:

FINDINGS IFOR DENTAL: The project as proposed fails to comply with the intent of the Planned Unit
Development Combining District of the Mendocino County Coastal Zoning Code (Section 20.428.005),
in that the proposed project does not adequately provide for resource protection; the project as proposed
fails to comply with requirements set forth in the Geologic Hazards — Siting and Land Use Restrictions,
Bluffs section of the Mendocino County Coastal Zoning Code (Section 20.500.020(B)(4)) which states
that “no development be allowed on the blufl face except developments substantially furthering public
welfare including staircase accessways to beaches and pipelines to serve coastal dependant industry..”;
the project as proposed fails to comply with requirements set forth in the Geologic Hazards — Siting and
Land Use Restrictions, Bluffs section of the Mendocino County Coastal Zoning Code (Section
20.500.020(B)(1)) which requires that “New 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 project is inconsistent with grading policies as outlined in Section
20.492.010(B) of the Mendocino County Coastal Zoning.~ "ode which states that “Development shall be
planned to fit the topography, soils, geology, hydrology, «nd other conditions existing on the site so the
grading is kept to an absolute minimum”; the project fail- to comply with natural resources protection
policies as outlined in Sections 20.496.020(A)(4)(b,c,e, and T) of the Mendocino County Coastal Zoning
Code in that the project fails to adequately protect natural resources and alternatives exist. Therefore, the

following findings can be made:

1. The proposed development is not in conformity with the certified Local Coastal Program;
and
2. The proposed development is imconsistent with the purpose and intent of the applicable

zoning district, as well as all other provisions of Division 11, and preserves the integrity of
the zoning district; and

3 The structures are proposed within the ESHA buffer; and
4, There is a feasible less environmentally damaging alternative; and
5. All feasible mitigation measures capable of reducing or elimination project related

impzacts to natural resources have not been adopted.
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ALTERNATIVE MOTION: Should the Coastal Permil Admunistrator choose to approve the proposed
project, Lthe following findings and conditions are required. and the following special condilions are

recommended:

FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL OF COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT:

L The proposed development is in conformity with the certificd Local Coastal Program:
and
2. The proposed development will be provided with adequate utilitics, access roads,

drainage and other necessary facilities; and

[s)

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

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

()

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

0. Other public services, including but not limited to, solid waste and r.ublic roadway
ca = ity have been considered and are adequate to serve the proposed de = opment.

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

STANDARD CONDITIONS:

1. This action shall become final on the 11" day Tollowing the decision unless an appeal is
filed pursuant to Section 20.544.015 of the Mendocino County Code. The permit shall
become effective after the ten working day appeal period 1o the Coastal Commission has
expired and no appeal has been filed with the Coastal Commission. The permit shall
expire and become null and void at the expiration of two years after the effective date
except where construction and use of the property in reliance on such permit has been
initiated prior to its expiration,

2. The use and occupancy of the premises shall be established and maintained in
conformance with the provisions of Division 1I of Title 20 of the Mendocino County
Code.

3. The application, along with supplemental exhibits and related material, shall be

considered elements of this permit, and that compliance therewith is mandatory, unless an
amendment has been approved by the Coastal Permit Administrator,
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4, This permit shall be subject to the sceuring of all necessary penmits for the proposed

development from County, State and Federal agencies having jurisdiction.,

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

0. This permit shall be subject to revocation or modification upon a finding of any one or

more of the foliowing:

a. The permit was obtained or extended by fraud.

b. One or more of the conditions upon which the permit was granted have been
violated.

c. The use for which the permit was granted is conducted so as to be detrimental to

the public health, welfare or safety, or to be a nuisance.

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

7. This permit is issued without a legal determination having been made upon the number,
size or shape of parcels encompassed within the permit described boundaries. Should, at
any time, a legal determination be made that the number, size or shape of parcels within
the permit described boundaries are diffe - :t than that which 1s legally required by this
permit, this permit shall become null and void.

8. If any archaeological sites or artifacts are discovered during site excavation or
construction activities, the applicant shall cease and desist from all further excavation and
disturbances within one hundred (100) feet of the discovery, and male notification of the
discovery to the Director of the Department of Planning and Building Services. The
Director will coordinate further actions for the protection of the archacological resources
in accordance with Section 22.12.090 of the Mendocino County Code.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

[ Prior to issuance of the building permit, a landscape plan, designed by a California
licensed landscape - architect, shall be submitted for approval by the Coastal Permit
Administrator. In compliance with the Point Arena mountain beaver deed restriction, the
landscape plan shall assure thal no existing vegetation is altered or removed, and in
compliance with the recommendations of the consulting engineer, planting shall consist
of local native grasses and shrubs known to the Northern Coastal Scrub plant community.
The intent of the planfing is to help stabilize the ground in the vicinity of recent slides, in
order to minimize erosion. This plan shall be reviewed and approved by the engineer of
record prior to submission to the County. Prior to final clearance of the building permit,
planting shall be mnstalled.

2. Prior to the issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant as Jandowner shall
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execute and record a deed restriction, w4 form and content acceptable 1o the Coastal
Permit Administrator which shall provide that:

a) The landowner understands that the site may be subject to extraordinary geologic
and erosion hazards and the landowner assumes the risk from such hazards:

by The landowner agrees to indemnify anc hold harmiess the County of Mendocino,
it successors In interest, advisors, officers, agents and employces against any and
demands, damages, costs, and expenses of Hability (ncluding without

the suit) arising out of the design,

>

all clauns

limitation attorneys’ fees and costs of
construction, operation, maintenance, existence or failure of the permitied
project. Including, without limitation, all claims made by any individual or entity
or arising out of any work performed 1 connection with the permitted project;

¢) The landowner agrees that any adverse impacts to the property caused by the
permitted project shall be fully the responsibility of the applicant;

d) The fandowner shall not construct any bluff or shoreline protective devices to
protect the subject single-family residence, garage, septic system, or other
improvements in the event that these structures are subject to damage, or other
erosional hazards in the future;

¢) The landowner shall remove the house and its foundation when biluff retreat
reaches the point where the structure is threatened. In the event that portions of
the house, garage, foundations, leach field, septic tank, or oth=r improvements
associated with the residence Tall to the beach before they car .= removed from
the blufftop, the landowner shall remove all recoverable deb; .z assoclated with
these structures from the beach and ocean and lawfully dispose of the material in
an approved disposal site. The landowners shall bear all costs associated with
such removal;

f) The document shall run with the land, bind all successors and assigns, and shall
be recorded free of all prior liens and encumbrances, except for tax liens.

Prior to the issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit for
the approval of the Coastal Permit Administrator, a grading plan approved by a California
licensed architect or engineer, which clarifies the total amounts and locations of proposed
cut and fill, and erosion confrol measures proposed in association with grading.
Development shall strictly adhere to the erosion control measures outlined in the Erosion
Control Plan by David Paoli dated June 11, 2007, located in the project file and outlined
on page CPA-9, The grading plan shall specify the Jocation of the approved fill-disposal
area. All ground disturbing activities shall occur between July | and October 31,

Prior to issuance of the building permit, the applicant shall submit an exterior lighting
plan and design details or manufacturer’s specifications for all the exterior lighting
fixtures. Exterior lighting shall be kept to the minimum necessary for safety and security
purposes and shall be downcast and shielded in compliance with Section 20.504.035 of
the MCCZC. '
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The Point Arena mountain beaver (PAmo) habitat area 15 hereby o designated
Environmentaliy Sensitive Habitat Arca (ESHA), and shall be prowected in perpetuity
from development and disturbance. Additionaliy, no development or disturbance, other
than that approved by the County, shall occur i the 50 foot butler arca Lo the designated
ESHA . All construction on the parce!l shall oceur outside of the PAmb breeding scason
(the PAmMD breeding season 1s from December 15 to June 30); non-ground disturbing
construction shall occur only between July | and December 14, Ground disturbing
construction shall be Himited to between July | and October 31 No vepetation alteration
or removal, cround disturbance, or rodent conmrol activities shall ocenr within the BESHAL
All reasonable efforts shall be made to exclude domestic pets from the designated habital
arca. With suitable forewarning to property owners, the U.S. I'ish and Wildlife Service
shall have access to the designated habitat area for the sole purpose of research or
monitoring of the PAmb population. Prior 1o issuance of the building permit, a temporary
barrier shall be placed between the designated habitat ares and the remainder of the
parcel, and shall remain in place during all construction activities. The purpose of the
temporary fence shall be to ensure construction activities and materials remain outside
the ESHA habitat area. A permanent fence or barrier at least thirty six (36) inches tall
shall be constructed within six months after the initiation of constructjion activities, and
shall be maintained in perpetuity. Prior to fal clearance of the_building permit, the

permanent fence shall be inspected 1o ensure compliance with this condition. 1
developments are delayed until after October 2008, PAmb surveys i the identified
suitable habitats shall be repeated. If new surveys indicate an expansion of occupied
habitat such that the proposed development would directly or indirectly impact PAmb
habitat, this permit shall require modification to ensure protection of PAmb and PAmb
habitats. )

Prior 1o issuance of the building permun, the applicant shall submit to the Planning and
Building Services Department a lefter from the Irish Beach Water District stating an
ability and willingness 1o serve the project.

Prior to issuance of the building permit, the applicant shall install temporary fencing
around the leach field areas. The intent is to prevent construction equipment from driving
over the leach field areas. No grading cut of over three (3) feet, and no foundation French
drain shall be located within fifty (50) feet downslope of the leach fields. Prior to
issuance of the building permit, the applicant shall submit a revised site plan, showing
relocation of the proposed underground propanc tank to comply with this requirement.

Prior to commencement of construction activitics for the residence, applicant shall obtain
an encroachment permit from the Mendocmo County Department of Transportation and
construct appropriate improvemments to protect the County road during the construction
phase of the project.  Prior to final occupancy, applicant shall complete, to the
satisfaction ol the Department of Transportation, two standard private driveway
approaches onto Navarro Way (CR 553), each to a mimimum width of ten (10) feet, area
to be improved fifteen (15) feet from the edge of the County road, to be surfaced with
surfacing comparable to that on the County road,

A copy of the staff report and coastal permit for CDP 76-2006 must be provided to the
contractor and all sub-contractors conducting the work, and must be in their possession at
the work site. This requirement is intended to ensure that the project construction is done
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apphication and all other supplemental

in o manner consistent with the submittee
information centained i the stafl report.

Staff Report Prepared Dy
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Attachments:  bBxhibit A Location Map
bixhibit B Zoning Display Map
Exhibit C Profile of Lot
Exhibit D Rarefind Map
Exhibit E Site Plan
Exhibit F Comprehensive Site Plan
Exhibit G Floor Plans
Exhibit 1 Elevations — West & South
Exhibit H  Elevations — North & Last

Appendix A Determination of Bluff Edge, Dr. Johnsson
Appendix B Reduced Buffer Analysis

Appeal Period: Ten calendar days for the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors, followed by ten
woriing days for the California Coastal Commission following the Commission’s receipt
of .- Notice of Final Action from the County.

Appeal Fee: $79% (For an appeal to the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors.)

SUMMARY OF REFERRAL AGENCY COMMENTS:

Planning — Ukiah No comment.

Department of Transporiation Need encroachment permil and 1o construct a standard private
driveway.

Environmental Health — Fort Bragg Consistent with septic design (ST 2286). No equipment to be

driven over leach field areas — no grading/cut/foundation/French
drain within 50 feet downslope of leach fields,

Building Inspeetion — Fort Bragg Cahf. Licensed Architect or Engineer may be required for this
project.

Assessor No response.

Friends of Schooner Gule No response,

Department of Fish & Cmme No response.

Coastal Commission Has project applicant provided a biological assessment of project
impacts/mitigations on PAmb habitat?

Coustal Commission (staff geologist)  Project area is located on bluff face.

Dept. of Parks & Recreation No response.

Irish Beach Water District No response.

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service No response

SsU ! Ar chacolomccd study needed.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA -- THE RESOURCES AGENCY . - o ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govertior

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
NORTH COAST DISTRICT OFFICE

P10 E STREET, SUITL 200

EUREKA, GA 95501

VOIGE {707) 446-7833  FAX (707) 445-7877

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form.

SECTION 1. Appellant(s)

Name:  See Attachment A

Mailing Address

City: Zip Code: Phone
SECTIONII. Decision Being Appealed / i

NOV § & 2007
1. Name of local/port government: CALFORNIA

COASTAL COMMISSION

Mendocino County

2. Bnefdescription of development being appealed:

Coastal Development Permit #76-2006 for construction of a 1,336-square-foot single-story single family residence
with a maximum average height of 20 feet above finished grade; 327 square feet of decks; 85 square feet of covered
porch; a 305-square-foot detached garage with a maximum average height of 13 feet above finished grade; 1,200
square feet of concrete driveway; installation of an underground propane tank, 24-square-foot (rash enclosure, and an
on-site septic system; and connection to utilities and community water.

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.):

In the Irish Beach Subdivision, approximately four miles north of the town of Manchester, on the south side of
Navarro Way (CR 553), approximately 250 feet southwest of its intersection with State Highway 1, on a west-lacing
slope near the ocean, at 14820 Navarro Way (APN 132-020-05).

EXHIBIT NO. 15

4. Description of decision being appealed (check one.): APPLICATION NO.
A-1-MEN-07-D47
[ ] Approval; no special conditions MCCONNELL

Approval with special conditions: APPEAL (1 of 19)

[ ] Denial

Note:  For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be
appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial
decisions by port governments are not appealable.
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

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

Planning Director/Zoning Administrator

I City Council/Board of Supervisors

(] Planning Commission

[ Other
0. Date of local government's decision: October 2, 2007
7. Local governmen?’s file number (if any):  CDP 76-2000

SECTION II1. Identification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use additional paper as necessary.)
a.  Name and mailing address of permit applicant:
William & Marcia McConnell

25755 Josefa Lane
Los Altos Hills, CA 94022

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

(1) Phillip H. Roberts
P.O. Box 1588
Gualala, CA 95445

)
3)

(4)

DY



APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMIENT (Page 3)

SECTION TV. Reasons Supporting This Appcal

PLEASE NOTE:

o Appeals of local government coasta! permit decisions are Hmited by w variety of factors und requirements of the Coastal
Acl. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance i completing this seetion.

o Slate briefly your reasons for this appeal. include a summary description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan,
or Port Masler Plan policies and requirements. in which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the
decision warrants & new hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

e This need not be a complele or exhaustive statement of vour rcasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient
discussion for staff to determine thal the appeal is allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent Lo filing the appeal, may
submil additional information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request.

See Attachment B
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Page 4

State briefly vour reasons Tor thie appeal. Include & summary desenption of Local

Coastal Program, Lanc Use Plan, or Port Master Plar
AN i e

you believe the project i meonsistent and the reasony the decision warmants ¢ new

holicies and requirements m which
g nar

hearing. (Use addimonal paper as necessary.

See Attachment L

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your
reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient discussion Tor staff to determine that
the appeal 1s allowed by law. The appellant, subseguent to Iiling the appeal, may submit
additional information to the st2ff and/or Commission to support the appeal request.
SECTION V. Certification

The nformation and facty s/;ated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge.

. |
Signed: | Signature on File

Appellar B ~

Date: 11/6/07

Agent Authorization: I designate the above identified person(s) 10 act as my agent in all

[Ayeqss

matters pertaiming to this appeal.

Signed:

(Documeni2)

DY
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Include 2 summary descnpiion of Docal

State briefly vour regsons for this appeal.
Plan, or Port Masier Plap policies anc reguirements 1 which

i

Coastal Program, _and Use
vou believe the project 1o nconsistent and the reasons the declsion Wammants a new
hearmne. (Use addiiional paper as necessary.

See Attachment [

Note: The above description nesd not be a complets or exhaustive staiement of your
reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient discussion for staff to determine that
the appeal 1s allowed by law. The appellant, subssquent to filing the appeal, may submit
additiona! information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request.

SECTION V. Certification

The infomatiox;ér/d facts stated\above 7%) correct to the best of my/our knowledge.

Signed:( Signature on File Do

Appe/llm’t\& g /

Date: 11/6/07

Agent Authorization: I designate the above identified person(s) to act as my agent in all
matters pertaining to this appeal.

Signed;

Date:

(Docwmnent?)
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ATTACHMENT A

SECTION I Appeliant(s)

1. Patrick Kruer
The Monarch Group
7727 Herschel Avenue
Ladolla, CA 82037

Phone: (858)551-43590
2. Sara J. Wan
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105

FPhone: (415) 904-5201

RS



ATTACHMENT B

APPEALABLE PROJECT: /

After certification of Local Coastal Programs (LCPs), the Coastal Act provides for limited
appeals to the Coastal Commission of certain local government actions on coastal development
permits (Coastal Act Section 30603). Section 30603 states that an action taken by a local
government on a coastal development permit application may be appealed to the Commission for
certain kinds of developments, including developments located within certain geographic appeal
areas, such as those located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea, or
within 300 feet of the inland extent of any beach, or of the mean high tide line of the sea where
there is no beach, or within 100 feet of any wetland or stream. or within 300 feet of the top of the
seaward Tace of any coastal bluff, or those located in a sensitive coastal resource area.
Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be appealed 1f they are not designated the
“principal permitied use” under the certified LCP. Finally, developments which constitute major
public works or major encrgy facilities may be appealed, whether approved or denied by the city
or county. The grounds for an appeal are limited to an allegation that the development does not
conform to the standards set forth in the certified local coastal program and, if the development
1s located between the first public road and the sea. the public access policies set forth in the
Coastal Act.

The subject development 1s appealable to the Commission pursuant to Section 30603 of the
Coastal Act because the approved development 1s located (1) between the sea and the first public
road paralleling the sea, and (2) within 300 feet of the top of the seaward face of a coastal bluff,

REASONS FOR APPFAL:

The County of Mendocino approved Coastal Development Permit #76-2006 for construction of a
1,336-square-foot single-story single family residence with a maximum average height of 20 feet
above finished grade; 327 square feet of decks; 85 square feet of covered porch; a 305-square-
foot detached garage with a maximum average height of 13 feet above finished grade; 1,200
square feet of concrete driveway; installation of an underground propane tank, 24-square-foot
{rash enclosure, and an on-site septic system; and connection to utilities and community water.

The approved development is located in the Irish Beach Subdivision, approximately four miles
north of the town of Manchester, on the south side of Navarro Way (CR 553), approximately 250
feet southwest of 11s intersection with State Highway 1., on a west-facing slope near the ocean, at
14820 Navarro Way (APN 132-020-05).

The approval of CDP #76-2006 by Mendocino County is inconsistent with the policies and
standards of the certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) including, but not limited to, policies and
standards regarding (1) environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA), (2) geologic hazards,
and (3) grading, crosion, and runoff.

%s\\o\



WILLIAM & MARCIA MCCONNELL
Appeal: Attachment B
PAGE 2

1. 1,CP Policies on nvironmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas:

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Arcas (ESHA) are defined in Section 3.1 of the Mendocino
County Land Use Plan (ILUP) as foliows:

Any areas in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable
because of their special nature or role in an ecosysiem and which could be casily disturbed or
degraded by human activities and developments.

Coastal Zoning Code (CZC) Section 20.496.010 “Lnvironmenially Sensitive Habitat and other
Resource Areas—DPurpose” states the following (emphasis added):

... Environmenially Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA's) include. anadromous fish streams, sand
dunes, rookeries and marine mammal havl-out areas, wetlands, riparian areas, areas of pygmy
vegetation which contain species of rare or endangered planis and habitats _of rare _and
endangered plants and animals.

LUP Policy 3.1-7 states the following (emphasis added):

A buffer area shall be established adjacent to all envirommentally sensitive habital areas. The
purpose of this buffer area shall be to provide for a sufficient area to protect the environmentally
sensitive habitat from significant degradation resulting from future developments. The width of
the buffer arca shall be a minimum of 100 jeet, uniess an applicant can demonsirate, gfter
consullation and agreement with the California Department of Fish and Game, and County
Planning Staff, that 100 feet is not necessary to proiect the resources of that particular habitat
area and the adjacen! upland transitional habitat function of the buffer from possible significant
disruption caused by the proposed development. The buffer area shall be measured from the
outside edge of the environmenltally sensitive habitat areas and shall not be less than 50 feel in
width. New land division shall not be allowed which will create new parcels entirely within a
buffer area. Developments permitied within a buffer area shall generally be_the same as those
uses permitted in the adiacent environmentally sensitive _habital area and must comply al o
minimum with each of the following standards.

1. 1t shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade such
aredas;

2. It shall be compatible with the continuance of such habilat areas by maintaining their
Junctional capacity and their ability (o be self-sustaining and to maintain natural species
diversily; and

3. Structures will be allowed within the buffer arca only if there is no other feasible site
available on the parcel Mitigation measures, such as planting riparian vegetation, shall be
required to replace the protective values of the buffer area on the parcel, at a minimum ratio
of 1.1, which are lost as a result of development under this solution.

LUP Policy 3.1-18 states the following (emphasis added):

4w
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Public access to sensitive wildlife habilats such ws rookeries or haulowi areas shall be regulaied,
1o insure that public access will not significantly acdversely affect the sensitive resources being

protecied.

Development within buffer areas recommended by the California Department of Fish ang Game

guidelines and management practices established by the Department of Fish and Game,_cnd nist

CZC Section 20.496.020 “Environmenially Sensitive Habitat and other Kesource Areas—-
Development Criteria” states the following (emphasis added):

(A) Buffer Areas. A buffer arca shall be_established adjacent to all envirommentally sensitive
habitat_areas. The purpose of this buffer area shall be to provide for a sufficient area to protect
the environmentally sensitive habitat from degradation resulting from fulure developments and
shall be compatible with the continuance of such habitar areas.

(1) Width, The width of the buffer arca shall be o minimum of one hundred (100) feel, unless
an_applicant _can_demonstrate, _after _consultation _and agreement with the California
Department of Fish and Game,_and County Planning staff, that one_ umdred (100) feet is not
necessary 10 protect the resources of that particular habital area from possible sienificant
disruption caused by the proposed development. The buffer area shall be measured from the
outside edge of the Environmentally Sensitive Habital 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 arca. Developments permitted within_a buffer area shall generally be
the same as those uses permitted in the adiacent Environmentally Sensitive Habital Area,

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

(&) Biological Significance of Adjacent Lands. Lands adjacent to a wetland, stream, or
riparian habital area vary mn the degree to which they are functionally related 1o these
habital areas. Functional relationships may exis! if species associated with such areas
spend a significant portion of their life cycle on adjacent lands. The degree of
significance depends upon the habitar requirements of the species in the habital area
(e.g., nesting, feeding, breeding, or resting).

Where a significant functional relationship exists, the land supporting this relationship
shall also be considered to be part of the LSHA, and the buffer zone shall be measured
Jrom the edge of these lands and be sufficiently wide 1o protect these functional
relationships. Where no significant functional relationships exist, the buffer shall be
measured from the edge of the wetland, stream, or riparian habital that is adjacent (o the
proposed development.

(b) Sensitivity of Species to Disturbance. The width of the buffer zone shall be based, .in
part, on the distance necessary o ensure that the most sensitive species of plants and
animals will not be disturbed significantly by the permitied development. Such a
determination shall be based on the following after consultation with the Department of
Fish and Game or others with similar expertise;

1D 8 1\9
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(1) Nesting, feeding, brecding, resting, or other habital requirements of hoth resident
and migratory fish and wildlife species;

(ii) An assessment of the shori-term and long-term adaptability of various species o

human disturbance;

(iii)  An assessment of the impact and activity levels of the proposcd development on
the resource.

(c) Susceptibility of Parcel to Erosion. The width of the buffer zone shall be based, in
parl, on an assessment of the slope, soils, impervious surface  coverage, rimoff
characteristics, and vegetative cover of the parcel and 1o what degree the development
will change the potential for erosion. A sufficient byffer (o allow for the interception of
any additional material eroded as a resull of the proposed development should be
provided.

(d) Use of Natural Topographic Features to Locate Development. Hills and bluffs
adjacent 1o ESHA's shall be used, where feasible, [o buffer habitar areas. Where
otherwise permitled, development should be located on the sides of hills away from
ESHA's. Smmilarly, bluff faces should not be developed, but shall be included in the buffer
zone.

(e} Use of Existing Cultural Features to Locate Buffer Zones. Culiural features (e.g.,
roads and dikes) shall be used, where feasible, to buffer habitat arcas. Where jeasible,
development shall be located on the side of voads, dikes, irrigation canals, flood control
channels, elc., away from the ESHA.

(f) Lot Configuration and Location of Lxisting Development. Where an existing
subdivision or other development is largely built-out and the buildings are a uniform
distance from a habitat area, at least that same distance shall be required as a buffer
zone Jor any new development permitied. However, if that distance is less than one
hundred (100) feet, additional mitigation measures (e.g., planting of native vegetaiion)
shall be provided to ensure additional protection. Where development is proposed in an
area that is largely undeveloped, the widest and most protective buffer zone feasible shall
be required.

(g) Type and Scale of Development Proposed. The type and scale of the proposed
development will, to « large degree, determine the size of the buffer 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 tvpe of development already existing in the area...

(2) Configuration. The buffer area shall be measured from the nearest outside edge of the
ESHA (e.g., for a wetland from the landward edge of the wetland; for a stream from the
landward edge of riparian vegelation or the (op of the bluff).

(3) Land Division. New subdivisions or boundary line adjusiments shall nol be allowed
which will create or provide for new parcels entirely within a buffer area.
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(4) Permitted Development. Development permitted ywithin the buffer arca shall comply at a

mintmmun with the following standards.

(a) Development shall be compatible witl the continuance of the adjacent habitat area by
maintaining the functional capacity, their ability 1o be self~sustaining and meiniain

natural species diversity.

(b) Structures will be atlowed within the buffer area only if there is no other feasible site

R

available on the parcel.

(¢) Development shall be sited and designed to prevent impuacts which would degrade
adjucent habiiar areas. The determination of the best site shall include consideration of
drainage, _access,  soil _type,  vegetation,_hvdrological — characierisiics, elevation
topoeraphyv, and distance from natural stream channels.  The term "best site” shall be
defined as the vite having the least impact on the maintenance of the biological and
physical integrity_of the buffer strip_or critical habital proiection area and on the
maintenance of the hydrologic capacity of these areas to pass a one hundred (100) year
flood without increased damage 1o the coastal zone natural environment or human

Systems.

(d) Development shall be compatible with the continuance of such habitar arcas by
maintaining their functional capacity and their ability Lo be self-sustaining and to
maintain natural species diversity.

(e) Structures will be allowed within the buffer area only if there is no other feasible site
available on the parcel. Mitigation measwres, such as planting riparian vegetation, shall
be required to replace the protective values of the buffer area on the parcel, at a
minimum ratio of 1.1, which are lost as a result of development under this solution.

() Develpopment shall _minimize the following: _impervious swrfaces, removal of
vegetation, amount of bare soil_noise, dust, artificial light, nutrient runoff, air pollution,
and human intrusion into the wetland and minimize alteration of natural landforms.

(g) Where riparian vegetation is lost due 1o development, such vegetation shall be
replaced at a minimum ratio of one (o one (1:1) to restore the protective values of the

buffer area.

(h) Aboveground structures shall allow peak surface water flows from a one hundred
(100) year flood to pass with no significant impediment.

(i) Hydraulic capacity, subsurface flow patterns, biological diversity, and/or biological
or hydrological processes, either terresirial or aquatic, shall be protected.

() Priovity for drainage conveyance from a development site shall be through the natural
stream environment zones, If any exist, in the development area. In the drainage system
design report or development plan, the capacity of natural stream environment zones 1o
conmvey runoff from the completed development shall be evaluated and integrated with the
drainage system wherever possible. No struciure shall interrupt the flow of groundwaler
within a buffer strip. Foundations shall be situated with the long axis of interrupted
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impermeable vertical surjaces orienied parallel 1o the groundwaler flow direction. Piers
mery be allowed on a case by case basis.

(k) If findings are made that the cffects of developing an ESHA buffer area mey: result in
significant adverse impacts to the ESIA, mitigation measures will be required as o
condition of project approval. Noise barriers, buffer areas in permanent open space, lund
dedication for erosion control, and wetland restoration, ncluding off-site drainage
improvements, may be required as mitigation measures for developments adjacent to

2

environmentally sensitive habitats. (Ord. No. 3785 (part), adopied 1991)

Discussion:

The approximately western half of the 0.48-acre subject parcel is designated Point Arena
mountain beaver (Aplodontia rufa nigra) habitat. Point Arena mountain beaver (PAMB) 18 a
federally-listed endangered species. The County staff report notes that a deed-restricted
conservation easement was established over the PAMB habitat on the property in an agreement
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in 2006. The deed restriction prohibits certain activities
within the PAMB habitat on the parcel, including vegetation alteration or removal, ground
disturbance, and rodent control. The deed restriction also requires that a barrier be established
between the designated habitat arca and the remainder of the parcel to prevent domestic pets and
other disturbance {rom impacting the PAMB habitat.

According to the applicant’s biological report, the eastern half of the parcel at the site of the
approved development consists of Introduced Grassland, Northern Coastal [Bluff] Scrub, and
potentially Coastal Terrace Prairie habitats. Northern Coastal Bluff’ Scrub and Coastal Terrace
Prairie meet the definition of “environmentally sensitive habitat area™ (ESHA) per LUP Section
3.1 and CZC Section 20.496.010. Both are ranked by the California Department of Fish and
Game’s (CDFG) California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) as “imperiled”™ at both the
global and state levels.

As cited 1n the policies above, CZC Section 20.496.010 defines environmentally sensitive habitat
areas (ESHA) and includes habitats of rare and endangered species. Therefore, as ESHA,
endangered species habitat 1s subject to the ESHA buffer requirements of LUP Policy 3.1-7 and
CZC Section 20.496.020. According to these policies. a buffer area of a minimum of 100 feet
shall be established adjacent to all ESHAs, unless an applicant can demonstrate, after
consultations and agreement with the CDFG that 100 feet is not necessary to protect the
resources of that particular habitat area from possible significant disruption caused by the
proposed development. The policies state that in that event, the buffer shall not be less than 50
feet in width. CZC Section 20.496.020 states that the standards for determining the appropriate
width of the buffer arca are the seven standards of subsections (a) through (g) of subsection
(A)(1) of that section, including (a) the biological significance of adjacent lands, (b) sensitivity
of species to disturbance, (c) susceptibility of parcel to crosion, (d) use of natural topographic
features to locate development, (e) use of existing cultural features to locate buffer zones, (f) lot
configuration and location of existing development, and (g) the type and scale of the
development proposed. LUP Policy 3.1-7 and CZC Section 20.496.020(A)(4)(b) further require
that development permitted within an ESHA buffer area shall generally be the same as those uses
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permitted in the adjacent ESHA, and that structures are allowable within the buffer area only iff
there is no other feasible site available on the parcel. LUP Policy 3.1-18 slates, in applicable
part, that development within buffer areas recommended by the CDFG to protect rare or
endangered wildlife species and thelr nesting and breeding areas shall meet guidelines and
management practices established by the Department, and must be consistent with other

applicable policies of this plan.

The approval of the subject development 1s inconsistent with the ESHA policies of the certified
LCP including, but not limited to, LUP Policies 3.1-7, 3.1-18 and CZC Section 20.496.020,
because (a) the development would be constructed adjacent to (within S feet of) endangered
species ESHA (PAMB habitat) without maintaining a minimum 50-{oot buffer, (b) the County
did not consider feasible alternative sites or configurations for the development that would avoid
locating development within the ESHA buffer, and (¢) the County has not demonstrated that the
approved development complies with any guidelines and management practices eslablished by
the CDFG for the protection of the endangered PAMB. The County’s approval 1s based on the
attachment of Special Condition No. 5, which states in part that “no development or disturbance,
other than that approved by the County, shall occur in the 50 foot bufler area to the designated
ESHA” (emphasis added). Yet in its findings for approval of the project, the County fails to
address the consistency of the project with the ESHA buffer requirements of LUP Policies 3.1-7
and 3.1-18 and CZC Section 20.496.020, including how a buffer less than the minimum of 50
feet required by LUP Policy 3.1-7 and CZC Section 20.496.020(A)(1) 1s allowable under the
LCP and conforms with CDFG requirements.

LUP Policy 3.1-7 and CZC Section 20.496.020({A)(1) allow for development to be permitted
within a buffer area if the development is for a use that is the same as those uses permitted in the
adjacent environmentally sensitive habitat area, and if the development complies with specified
standards as described in subsections (1)-(3) of LUP Policy 3.1-7 and 4(a)-(k) of Section
20.496.020. The LCP sets forth uses permitted in wetland and riparian ESHAS, but is silent with
regard to allowable uses within rare plant ESHA, and thus allowable uses within the endangered

species buffer.

Nonetheless, even if a single family home was considered an allowable development in an
endangered species buffer, LUP Policy 3.1-7 and CZC Section 20.496.020(A)(4) require
permitted development within an ESHA buffer to comply with several standards. These
standards include that structures be allowed within a buffer area only if there 1s ho other feasible
site available on the parcel, and that the development be sited and designed 1o prevent impacts
that would significantly degrade the ESHA. The County’s findings do not analyze alternative
sites or project designs or demonstrate that the project as approved was sited and designed on the
parcel in a manner that would best protect the ESHA. Furthermore, the findings do not address
what CDFG guidelines and management practices apply to protect the PAMB ESHA and how
the approved project conforms with these guidelines and practices. as required by LUP Policy
3.1-18

Thus, because (1) ESHA buffers are not allowed to be reduced to less than 50 feet, (2)

development is allowed within a buffer area only if it 1s demonstrated that there is no other
feasible site available on the parcel, and (3) the development has not been demonstrated to
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conform with CDIG guidelines and practices for the protection of endangered PAMB habitat,
the project, as approved by the County, is inconsistent with the ESHA protection provisions of
the certified LCP including, but not limited to, LUP Policics 3.1-7 and 3.1-18 and CZC Section
20.496.020.

2. LCP Policies on Hazards:

LUP Policy 3.4-7 states the following (emphasis added):

The County shall require that new structures be set back a sufficien! distance from the edves of
bluffs to ensure their safety from bluff erosion and cliff retrear during their economic life spans
(75 vears) Sethacks shall be of sufficient distance 1o eliminate the need for shoreline prote
works. Adequate setback distances will be determined from information derived from the requir ed
seologic investigation and from the following setback formula:

Setback (meters) = Structure life (years) x Retreat rate (meiers/year)

The retreat rate shall be determined from historical observation (e.g., aerial photographs) and/or
from a complete geotechnical investigation.

All grading specifications and 1echnigues will follow the recommendations ciled in the Uniform
Building Code or the engineering geologists report.

LUP Pohcv .4-10 states the following (emphasis added):

No development shall be permitied on the bluff face because of the fragilitv of this environment
and_the potential for resultant increase in_ bluff and beach e¢rosion due to _poorly-sited
development. However, where they would substantially further the public welfare, developments
such as staircase accessways to beaches or pipelines (o serve coastal-dependent industry may be
allowed as conditional uses, following a full environmental, geologic and engineering review and
upon the determinations that no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative is available
and that feasible mitigation measures have been provided to minimize all adverse environmental

effects.

CZC Section 20.500.010 states the following (emphasis added):

(A) The purpose of this section is to_insure that development in Mendocino County's Coastal Zone
shall.

(1) Minimize risk to life and property in arcas of high geologic, flood and fire hazard,;

(2) Assure structural integrity and stability; and

(3) Neither create _nor contribute significantly to erosion, _geologic instability or
destruction of the site or surrounding areas._nor in any way require the construction

of protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along ML

and cliffs. (Ord. No. 3785 (pary), adopted 1991)
CZ.C Section 20.500.020 states the following (emphasis added):

(B) Bluffs.
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) New structures shall be sethack a sufficien! distance from the edges of blufiy (o cnsure
their safety 7/()/7) bl erosion _and ¢ /ij/ retreal dwring //1/'17 eCONOmIc ////J _spans
[seventy-five (75) vears]. New development shall be setbuact jrom the ()c/g() of blufls a
distunce determined  from information derived from  the required  geologic
investigation and the setback Jormula as jollows:

Setback (meters) = structure life (75 years) x retreat rate (melers/year)

Note: The retreat rate shall be determined from historical observation (aerial photos)
and/or from a complete geotechnical investigation.
(2) Drought tolerant vegetation shall be required within the biuffiop setback.

(3) Construction landward of the setback shall not contribute to erosion of the bluff face
or 1o nstability of the bluff.

(4) No new development shall be allowed on the bluff face except such developments that
would substantially_further the public welfare including staircase accessways 1o
beaches and pipelines 1o serve coasial-dependent industry. These developments shall
only be allowed as conditional uses, following a full environmental, geologic and
engineering review and upon a finding that no feasible, less environmentally
damaging alternative is available. Mitigation measures shall be required to minimize
all adverse environmenial effects.

Discussion:

The development approved by the County would be located on a bluff face, on the seaward side
of the bluff edge, according to the bluff-edge determinations of both Dr. Mark Johnsson, the
Coastal Commission’s staff geologist, and County planning staff. Approval of development on a
bluff face 1s mconsistent with LUP Policy 3.4-10 and CZC Section 20.500.020(B)(4), which
prohibit development on bluff faces, except for developments that would substantially further the
public welfare such as staircase accessways to beaches or pipelines to serve coastal-dependent
industry. Furthermore, LUP Policy 3.4-7 and CZC Section 20.500.020 require that new
structures 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 (75 years). According to Dr.
Johnson and County planning staff, the bluff edge on the subject property is located very near the
position of Navarro Way near the eastern property boundary. This bluff edge determination is
based on the definition of bluff edge found in Section 13577(h) of the Commission’s regulations,
which states the following, in applicable part (emphasis added):

(h) Coastal Bluffs. Measure 300 feet borh landward and seaward from the bluff line
or edpe. Coastal bluff shall mean:

(1) those bluffs, the toe of which is nol or was historicaily (generally within the
last 200 years) subject to marine crosion, and
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(2) those bluffs, the (oe of which iy nor now or was not historically subject (o
marine erosion, but the toc of which lies within an area otherwise identified in
Public Resources Code Section 30603 (a) (1) or (a)(2).

Bluff line or edge shall be defined as the upper termination of a bluff, cliff, or
seacliff. In cases where the top edge of the cliff is rounded away from the face of
the cliff as a resull of erosional processes related 1o the presence of the sieep cliff
Jace, the blufi line or edge shall be defined as that point nearest the cliff bevond
which the downward gradient of the surjace increases more or less continuousty
until it reaches the gencral oradieni of the cliff  In a case where there is a
steplilke feature at the top of the cliff face, the landward edge of the topmost riser
shall be taken to be the cliff edge. The termini of the bluff line, or edoc along the
seaward face of the bluff, shall be defined as a point reached by biseciing the
angle formed by a line coinciding with the general trend of the bluff line along the
inland facing portion of the bluff. Five hundred feet shall be the minimum length
of bluff line or edge to be used in making these determinations.

Dr. Johnson concluded that because the coastal bluff at the subject site 1s broadly rounded near
the top and levels off very nearly at the location of Navarro Way, applying the definition of
Section 13577(h). the entire lot is on the bluff face.

The County’s approval is presumably based on the attachment of Special Condition No. 2, which
requires that prior to permit issuance the applicant execute and record a deed restriction for the
subject property. The deed restriction shall provide that, among other things, the landowner agree
not to construct any bluff or shoreline protective device to protect the approved development in
the event that the development 1s subject to damage or other erosional hazards in the future, and
the landowner shall remove the house and its foundation when bluff retreat reaches the point
where the structure is threatened. Yet in its findings for approval of the project, the County fails
to address the project’s consistency with both (1) LUP Policy 3.4-7 and CZC Section
20.500.020(B)(1), as the approved building site does not assure safety from bluff erosion and
cliff retreat for the economic lifespan of the approved development, as well as (2) LUP Policy
3.4-10 and CZC Section 20.500.020(B)(4), as the approved development is located on the bluff
face and is not a type of development that would substantially further the public welfare such as
staircase accessways 10 beaches or pipelines to serve coastal-dependent industry. The project as
approved includes development seaward of the bluff edge and is therefore inconsistent with LCP
policies regarding geologic hazards including, but not limited to, LUP Policies 3.4-7 and 3.4-10
and CZC Sections 20.500.010 and 20.500.020.

3. LCP Policies on Grading, Erosion, & Runoff:

CZC Section 20.492.010(B) states the following:

(B) Development shall be planned (o fit the topography, soils, geology, hydrology, and other
conditions existing on the site so that grading is kept to an absolute minimum.
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Discussion:

The approved development is inconsistent with CZC Section 20.492.010(B), as the development
has not been designed to best fit the topography. soils, and other conditions of the site. Rather
than locating the development on the least steeply sloping portions of the site where grading
would be minimized and development would betier {it the topography, the approved residence
will be located on the steepest and most westward portion of the parcel outside of the deed-
restricted PAMB habitat arca.  According to County planning staff, the maximum slope in the
approved development area is over 41 percent for approximately 15 feet.  The approved
driveway 1o access the detached garage will be sieep and will include a 3-foot retaining wall on
its east side. The approved septic fields will be located on the flattest portion of the parcel, near
the road. As discussed in the County staff report, the County Division of Environmental Health
(DEH) expressed concern that the retaining wall and propane tank would be located 22 feet and
18 feet, respectively, downslope of the leach fields, as DEH generally recommends at least 50
feet between leach fields and downslope cuts. Furthermore, the amount of necessary grading
would be greatly reduced if the residential and garage structures were to be located near the road
and the leach fields were to be located west of the structures, as the approved driveway will be
approximately 125 feet long and 12 feet wide and will necessitate a retaining wall on its uphill

side.

The County’s approval of the project is based on the attachment of Special Condition No. 3,
which requires, among other things, that prior to permit issuance the applicant submit a grading
plan approved by a licensed architect or engineer, which clarifies the tota] amounts and locations
of cut and fill. The condition also requires that development adhere to the erosion control
measures outlined in the erosion control plan prepared by the applicant’s consultant David Paoli.
Although providing the information required by Special Condition No. 3 and adhering to the
erosion control plan as required by the condition would provide helpful information and help
reduce erosion from the approved development, satistying the requirements of Special Condition
No. 3 does nothing to ensure the project’s consistency with CZC Section 20.492.010(B), which
requires that development be planned to fit the topography, soils, geology, hydrology, and other
conditions existing on the site so that grading 1s kept to an absolute minimum. Therefore, the
project, as approved, is inconsistent with the LCP policies and standards regarding grading,
erosion, and runoff including, but not limited to, CZC Section 20.492.010(B).

CONCLUSION:

The project, as approved by Mendocino County, is inconsistent with the policies of the certified
LCP including, but not hmited to, the following:

o LUP Policies 3.1-7 and 3.1-18 and CZC Section 20.496.020, which require that a buffer
area of a minimum width of 50 feet be established around environmentally sensitive
habitat arcas, that development permitted within an ESHA buffer arca shall gencrally be
the same as those uses permitted in the adjacent ESHA, that structures are allowable
within the buffer area only if there is no other feasible site available on the parcel, and
that development conform with Department of Fish and Game guidelines and practices
for the protection of endangered wildlife habitat;
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LUP Policy 3.4-7 and CZC Section 20.500.020(B)(1), which require that new structures

be setback a sufficient distance from the edges of bluffs to ensure their safety from blufl
eroston and cliff retreat during their economie hife spans (75 years);

LUP Policy 3.4-10 and CZC Section 20.500.020(B)(4), which prohibit development on
the blufl face. except for developments that would substantially further the public welfare
such as staircase accessways to beaches or pipelines to serve coastal-dependent industry;

and
CZC Section 20.492.010(B), which requires that development be planned to fit the

topography, soils, geology, hydrology. and other conditions cxisting on the site so that
grading 1$ kept to a minimun.
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