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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION
On January 23, 2014, the County of Mendocino conditionally approved Coastal Development
Permit (CDP) # CDP 37-2010 for the construction of a new two-story, 26-foot-tall, 2,688-squarefoot single-family residence with a rooftop entrance, plus 850 square feet of decking; a 567square-foot detached garage; and a 21-foot-long catwalk connecting the house to the garage at
34570 North Highway One near Anchor Bay (Exhibits 1-2). The approved development also
authorizes construction of an onsite septic system sized to support four bedrooms, a well, a
4,000-gallon water tank for fire suppression, and an approximately 650-foot-long, variable-width
driveway that will meander through both the vacant parcel to the north and through the subject
parcel (page 3 of Exhibit 3).
The appellant (Commissioners Dayna Bochco and Mary Shallenberger) claims that the approved
project is inconsistent with the policies and standards of the Mendocino County certified Local
Coastal Program (LCP) relating to protection of wetlands and other environmentally sensitive
habitat areas (ESHAs). The appellant contends that the approved residential development is not
an allowable use in either wetlands or ESHA. The appellant also contends (Exhibit 9) that while
the County indicated that approval is necessary to avoid a constitutional takings, the approved
development has not been sited and designed to be the least environmentally damaging feasible
alternative. Additionally, the appellant contends that the approved project does not include all
feasible mitigation measures capable of reducing and eliminating project impacts. For example,
the approved development does not identify a feasible site to mitigate for impacts to ESHA.
Staff believes the contention does raise a substantial issue because the local record lacks factual
evidence supporting the consulting biologist’s conclusion that siting the home within maritime
chaparral is the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative. For example, the approved
house is sited near the edge of the coastal bluff with reliance on a driveway that extends 650 feet
through wetlands and Northern Bishop pine forest rather than near Highway One where it could
be served by a much shorter driveway that would displace much less ESHA. Further, the
approved development site will impact at least three kinds of ESHAs (wetlands, Northern Bishop
Pine Forest, and maritime chaparral), but possibly as many as five, including coastal bluff
morning-glory, and western dog violets that support the federally-endangered Behren’s
silverspot butterfly.
Regarding the permissibility of residential development in wetlands and other ESHAs, staff
believes the appeal raises a substantial issue because the approved development does not fully
identify and limit the extent of impermissible residential development in wetlands and other
ESHAs. Regarding the appellants’ contention that the approved project does not include all
mitigation measures capable of reducing and eliminating project impacts, staff believes the
appeal additionally raises a substantial issue of conformity of the approved project with LCP
habitat provisions that require all feasible mitigation measures capable of reducing or eliminating
project-related impacts to be implemented. Although the approved project includes requirements
for mitigating direct impacts to wetlands (2:1) and to the removed bishop pine trees (4:1), it is
not clear where and how the mitigation can be provided in a manner that compensates for the
area of EHSA displaced by the project because the record indicates that the entire site consists of
wetland and non-wetland ESHA. Additionally, staff believes the factual evidence supporting the
adequacy of mitigation measures is lacking, because neither the County’s findings nor the
biologist’s analysis identify mitigation measures necessary to compensate for direct impacts to
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ESHA beyond the physical footprint of the approved development, such as those impacts to
ESHA that will occur as a result of maintaining the required 100-foot defensible space cleared
vegetation area around structures and property lines.
The protection of wetlands and ESHAs in the coastal zone are issues of statewide concern. In
addition, the appeal will have a significant precedential effect on the review of future
development of the vacant parcels in the immediate vicinity of the subject property that are
similarly almost entirely covered by ESHA. Therefore, Commission staff recommends that the
Commission find that the appeal raises a substantial issue of conformity of the approved project
with LCP habitat requirements. The motion to find substantial issue as is recommended by staff
can be found on Page 4.
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I.

MOTION AND RESOLUTION

Motion:
I move that the Commission determine and resolve that Appeal No. A-1MEN-14-0009 does not present a substantial issue with respect to the
grounds on which the appeal has been filed under Section 30603 of the
Coastal Act regarding consistency with the Certified Local Coastal Plan
and/or the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act.
Staff recommends a NO vote on the foregoing motion. Following the staff recommendation by
voting no will result in the Commission conducting a de novo review of the application, and
adoption of the following findings. Passage of this motion via a yes vote, thereby rejecting the
staff recommendation, will result in a finding of No Substantial Issue, and the local action will
become final and effective. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of the majority of the
appointed Commissioners.
Resolution:
The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-1-MEN-14-0009 presents
a substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has
been filed under § 30603 of the Coastal Act regarding consistency with the
Certified Local Coastal Plan and/or the public access and recreation
policies of the Coastal Act.

II.

FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

A. APPEAL JURISDICTION AND PROCEDURES
Appeal Jurisdiction
Pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30603, the County’s approval is appealable to the Commission
because the approved development is located: (1) between the sea and the first public road
paralleling the sea; (2) within 100 feet of a wetland or stream; and (3) within 300 feet of the top
of the seaward face of a coastal bluff. The Commission’s Appeal Jurisdiction is further discussed
in Appendix A which is hereby incorporated by reference. The grounds for an appeal are limited
to an allegation that the approved development does not conform to the standards set forth in the
certified local coastal program and as the development is located between the first public road
and the sea, the public access policies set forth in the Coastal Act.
The Coastal Act presumes that an appeal raises a substantial issue of conformity of the approved
project with the certified LCP, unless the Commission decides to take public testimony and vote
on the question of substantial issue.
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IMPORTANT NOTE:
THE COMMISSION WILL NOT TAKE PUBLIC TESTIMONY DURING THE
SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE PHASE OF THE APPEAL HEARING UNLESS
AT LEAST THREE (3) COMMISSIONERS REQUEST IT.

Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal unless the
Commission determines that the appeal raises no substantial issue 1 of conformity of the
approved project with the certified LCP. Since the staff is recommending substantial issue,
unless three Commissioners object, it is presumed that the appeal raises a substantial issue and
the Commission may proceed to its de novo review at the same or subsequent meeting. The
Commission will not take public testimony during this phase of the appeal hearing unless three
Commissioners request it.
If the Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question,
proponents and opponents will have three minutes per side to address whether the appeal raises a
substantial issue. The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission on the substantial
issue question are the applicants, appellants, and persons who made their views known to the
local government (or their representatives). Testimony from other persons regarding substantial
issue must be submitted in writing. It takes a majority of Commissioners present to find that no
substantial issue is raised.
Unless it is determined that there is no substantial issue, the Commission will proceed to the de
novo portion of the appeal hearing and review the merits of the proposed project. Oral and
written public testimony will be taken during this de novo review which may occur at the same
or subsequent meeting.
B. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION AND FILING OF APPEAL
The Mendocino County Planning Commission approved the proposed project with special
conditions at its hearing held on January 23, 2014. The North Coast District Office received the
Notice of Final Local Action on February 5, 2014 (Exhibit 8). An appeal of the County’s
decision to grant the permit with conditions was filed in a timely manner with the Commission
within 10 working days of receipt by the Commission of the County's Notice of Final Action.
The appeal was filed by Commissioners Dayna Bochco and Mary Shallenberger (Exhibit No. 9).

1

The term “substantial issue” is not defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing regulations. In previous
decisions on appeals, the Commission has generally been guided by the following factors in making substantial issue
determinations: (a) the degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision; (b) the extent and
scope of the development as approved or denied by the local government; (c) the significance of the coastal
resources affected by the decision; (d) the precedential value of the local government's decision for future
interpretations of its LCP; and, (e) whether the appeal raises only local issues, or those of regional or statewide
significance.
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C. SITE DESCRIPTION
The subject 2.63-acre bluff-top parcel is located approximately ¼ mile north of Anchor
Bay(Exhibits 1-2), at 34570 North Highway One in Mendocino County (APN 143-161-10). The
County staff report describes the property as consisting entirely of Environmentally Sensitive
Habitat Areas (ESHAs) that include: a) Northern Bishop Pine Forest (Pinus muricata) over the
majority of the parcel; b) coastal bluff morning-glory (Calystegia purpurata ssp. saxicola)
plants; c) a wetland that spans the width of the parcel adjacent to Highway One and extends over
approximately one quarter of the parcel; d) Maritime Chaparral near the bluff edge; and e)
Coastal Terrace Prairie on a lower bluff terrace near the southwestern parcel boundary (Exhibit
5). The County staff report also describes the presence of: f) riparian vegetation along the
southern property line associated with an off-site creek that supports suitable habitat for the
federally-threatened California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii); and g) the federallyendangered Behren’s silverspot butterfly (Speyeria zerene behrensii) that has been observed on
the property. The County staff report indicates that similar ESHA features exist on the property
to the north.
A July 20, 2009 geologic report prepared by BACE Geotechnical (Appendix B) describes the
site topography of the bluff-top parcel as follows:
The topography within the property generally slopes down toward the south and
southwest, and is characterized by an upper, nearly flat area near the center of the
property. Slope gradients in the eastern and central part of the site are near-level,
approximately 30 horizontal to one vertical (30H;1V) or less. Steeper gradients on the
order of 2 to 5H:1V are present on the south- and west- facing terrace slopes adjoining
the peninsular bluff edges. The ocean bluff face is approximately 80 feet in vertical height
and is very steep, about 0.5H:1V.
The parcel is designated and zoned on the certified Coastal Plan Map and Coastal Zoning Map as
Rural Residential, Five Acre Minimum (RR-5-DL), with an alternate zoning designation of two
acre minimum (RR-2-DL). Additionally, both the land use and zoning maps depict an overlay of
Development Limitations (DL) over the portion of the property that spans from the westernmost
parcel boundary and extends landward approximately 150 feet. Approximately 3/4 of the eastern
portion of the property is not encompassed within the DL overlay. According to Mendocino
County Coastal Zoning Code Section 20.416.00, the “DL” overlay pertains to parcels or portions
of parcels that “according to available data have serious constraints that may prevent or seriously
limit development. Such constraints include slopes over 30 percent, erosion or landslide potential
or other geophysical hazards.”
E. DESCRIPTION OF APPROVED PROJECT
On January 23, 2014, the County of Mendocino conditionally approved Coastal Development
Permit (CDP) # CDP 37-2010 for the construction of a new two-story, 26-foot-tall, 2,688-squarefoot single-family residence with a rooftop entrance, plus 850 square feet of decking, a 567square-foot detached garage, and a 21-foot-long catwalk connecting the house to the garage
(page 3 of Exhibit 3). The approved development also authorizes construction of an onsite septic
system sized to support four bedrooms, a well, a 4,000-gallon water tank for fire suppression,
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and an approximately 650-foot-long, variable-width driveway that meanders through both the
vacant parcel to the north and through the subject parcel. The County staff report describes the
intent of the “shared driveway” as potentially serving an additional, future building site on the
currently undeveloped, separately-owned adjacent parcel.
The approved development has been sited on the westernmost portion of the property, on a 30%
slope located 50 feet from the edge of the ocean bluff as depicted in the geologic reports
prepared for the subject development. The County staff report indicates that the approved
driveway, which begins on the parcel to the north and continues approximately 650 feet to the
approved house and garage, will impact approximately 5,000 square feet of wetlands. In its
findings for approval, the County indicates that “there is no feasible wetland free access to the
site,” and further indicates that “In this case prohibiting development in wetland areas would
deprive the owner of all economic use of the property.” The County’s findings for approval
conclude that “The revised project as modified by the mitigated measures set forth by the
recommended MND [Mitigated Negative Declaration], minimizes the extent of development,
locates it in the least sensitive portions of the site, and incorporates all feasible mitigation
measures.”
F. APPELLANT’S APPEAL CONTENTIONS
The appellant (Commissioners Dayna Bochco and Mary Shallenberger) claims that the approved
project is inconsistent with the policies and standards of the Mendocino County certified Local
Coastal Program (LCP) relating to protection of wetlands and other environmentally sensitive
habitat areas (ESHAs). First, the appellant asserts the approved residential development is not an
allowable use in either wetlands or ESHA. The appellant also contends (Exhibit 9) that while the
County indicated that approval is necessary to avoid a constitutional takings, the approved
development sited near the edge of the coastal bluff and with reliance on a 650-foot-long
driveway that extends entirely through wetlands and Northern Bishop pine forest is not the least
environmentally damaging feasible alternative and fails to include all feasible mitigation
measures capable of reducing and eliminating project impacts.
G. ANALYSIS OF APPELLANT’S APPEAL CONTENTIONS
As set forth in Section 30603 of the Coastal Act, after certification of its local coastal program,
an appeal of a local government-issued coastal development permit is limited to allegations made
on the grounds that the approved development does not conform to the standards set forth in the
certified local coastal program or the public access policies of the Coastal Act.
The contentions raised in the appeal present valid grounds for appeal in that the contentions
allege the approved development’s inconsistency with LCP policies regarding the protection of
wetlands and ESHA (Appendix C). Coastal Zoning Code (CZC) Section 20.496.010 defines
environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA) and specifically includes wetlands, riparian
areas, and habitats of rare and endangered species. Wetlands, riparian areas, and endangered
species habitat are subject to the wetland fill, ESHA and ESHA buffer protection requirements of
Land Use Plan (LUP) Policies 3.1-4 and 3.1-7, and CZC Section 20.496.
As described above, the County staff report prepared for the January 23, 2014 Coastal Permit
Administrator (CPA) hearing indicates that the currently vacant parcel consists entirely of
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wetland and non-wetland ESHAs, and the approved development has been sited within the
maritime chaparral ESHA on the westernmost portion of the property, on a 30% slope located
approximately 50 feet from the edge of the ocean bluff. The footprint of the approved residence
and garage was not indicated in the County’s findings, but Commission staff estimates from
exhibits in the local record that the residence, garage, and parking court would displace
approximately 5,400 square feet of maritime chaparral and Northern Bishop Pine Forest. An
additional amount of Northern Bishop Pine Forest would be displaced by the approved septic
system. In addition, the County-approved development relies on construction of an
approximately 650-foot-long driveway that begins on another owner’s property to the north, and
that the County acknowledges could eventually branch to serve a future development on the
northern property (as depicted on the October 29, 2013 “Site Habitat Map”). The October 29,
2013 “Site Habitat Map” prepared by the consulting biologist shows the driveway meandering
between the northern property and the subject property, and impacting wetlands and Northern
Bishop Pine Forest on both properties. The County staff report indicates that the approved
driveway will impact approximately 5,000 square feet of wetlands. The County staff report
indicates that construction of the driveway and residence will also result in the removal of up to
26 trees, although the total amount of Northern Bishop Pine Forest to be displaced by the
driveway is not indicated.
Substantial Issue With Respect to the Extent of Impermissible Residential Development in
Wetlands and other Non-wetland ESHA
LUP Policy 3.1-4 and CZC Section 20.496.025 allow certain uses within wetlands. The nine
categories of use allowed in wetlands range from port facilities to incidental public services.
However, none of the nine categories of allowable uses in wetlands include driveways to serve
residential development. Further, reading the Mendocino County LCP policies governing rare
plant habitat areas consistent with the ESHA provisions of the Coastal Act, the LCP habitat
policies restrict development to resource dependent uses that do not significantly disrupt habitat
values. The approved residential development is also not a resource dependent use. Although
residential development is not a permissible use in either wetlands or other ESHA, the approved
development fails to fully identify and limit the extent of impermissible development in wetlands
and other ESHA.
The approved development site will impact at least three ESHAs (wetlands, Northern Bishop
Pine Forest, maritime chaparral), but possibly as many as five ESHAs (coastal bluff morningglory, and western dog violets that support the federally-endangered Behren’s silverspot
butterfly). However, the degree to which the approved development will affect rare and special
status plant species is uncertain. Commission staff possessing 16 years of botanical experience
visited the subject site on March 16, 2011 to observe maritime chaparral habitat on the site as
part of a field trip coordinated by the CA Native Plant Society (CNPS). Participants included
County planning staff, CNPS representatives, maritime chaparral specialists from San Francisco
State University, and a local biology professor and botanical consultant. During the site visit,
Commission staff and other botanists observed within the maritime chaparral habitat the
presence of both the rare coastal bluff morning-glory (Calystegia purpurata ssp. saxicola) and
western dog violet (Viola adunca), which is the host plant for the federally endangered Behren’s
silverspot butterfly. During the site visit, County planning staff acknowledged that the botanical
report prepared for the property did not depict the rare plant locations observed by the group, and
on March 24, 2011 Commission staff provided comments to the County via electronic mail
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recommending that new floristically-appropriate surveys should be conducted by a qualified
botanist to more accurately map all rare plant occurrences on the site.
Additionally, the consulting biologist for the project indicates in their March 19, 2012 addendum
that a follow-up site visit conducted on September 13, 2011 “focused on mapping plant
communities and their boundaries, identifying all plant species present, and determining the least
impactful potential building location from a biological perspective.” However, the consulting
biologist did not conduct the biological survey during the floristically-appropriate time of year
for the target species. Furthermore, while the March 2012 Biological addendum contains as
Appendix E the preliminary plant list that was prepared by participants of the March 2011 site
visit, and while the list specifies the presence of both western dog violet and coastal bluff
morning-glory within the maritime chaparral habitat, the consulting biologist’s revised site map
dated October 29, 2013 does not depict the additional locations of either species that occur
within the maritime chaparral.
The appellants assert the approved project is inconsistent with the ESHA protections policies,
including, but not limited to, LUP Policies 3.1-4 and 3.1-7, and CZC Sections 20.496 and
20.532, because the approved development is not an allowable use in wetlands or ESHA. While
the County has indicated that development must occur within wetlands and other ESHA
inconsistent with the habitat protection policies of the LCP to avoid a taking of private property,
the County must still comply with the requirements of the LCP to the maximum extent possible.
Therefore, the Commission finds that the appeal raises a substantial issue of conformity of the
approved development with the habitat protection requirements of the LCP, including but not
limited to LUP Policies 3.1-4 and 3.1-7, and CZC Sections 20.496 and 20.532, because the
approved development is not an allowable use in ESHA or ESHA buffers and fails to
demonstrate that it fully identifies and limits the extent of impermissible encroachment into
ESHA to the maximum extent feasible.
Substantial Issue With Respect to Whether Approved Project is Least Environmentally
Damaging Feasible Alternative
The appellants also contend the approved project is inconsistent with LCP provisions requiring
approval of the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative. While the County has
indicated that development must occur within wetland and other ESHA inconsistent with the
habitat protection policies of the LCP to avoid a taking of private property, the development
must still comply with the requirements of the LCP to the maximum extent possible. The
findings for approval fail to adequately demonstrate that the project as designed is the least
environmentally damaging, most feasible alternative. The County’s findings for approval
conclude that “The revised project as modified by the mitigated measures set forth by the
recommended MND, minimizes the extent of development, locates it in the least sensitive
portions of the site, and incorporates all feasible mitigation measures.” In making this
determination, the County appears to rely upon the January 2009 biological report (Exhibit 6)
and March 2012 biological addendum (page 9 of Exhibit 6). In a March 2012 biological
addendum prepared for the subject site (page 21 of Exhibit 6), the consulting biologist concludes
that:
All of the ESHAs were considered when identifying the appropriate location for the
proposed development. Avoidance of the riparian habitat and the listed morning glory
Calystegia purpurata ssp. saxicola, at the east side of the parcel, lead to the
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recommendation that the development be sited far to the west at the margin of the
Northern Bishop Pine Forest and the Maritime Chaparral habitats while allowing for
enough of a setback to avoid encroaching on the sites Coastal Terrace Prairie and bluff
face.
However, the biological evaluations the County used as the basis for its findings relative to
minimizing impacts to ESHA lack key factual information (including but not limited to the
mapped location of all ESHA features) that informs the siting of the development in the least
environmentally damaging, most feasible alternative location. First, as discussed above, the
biological evaluation and County findings do not establish the full extent of the impacts of the
approved development on ESHA. For example, the findings specify that construction of the
residence and driveway will result in the removal of up to 26 trees, but the total amount of
Northern Bishop Pine Forest habitat area that will be displaced by the driveway and residence
are not indicated. In addition, a “Reduced Tree Removal” site plan contained as Exhibit 7 of the
County staff report depicts removal of trees associated with the driveway and residence, but does
not depict the number of trees, if any, that will be impacted for construction of the septic system
and water tank located upslope of the residence.
The local record also lacks factual evidence that demonstrates how the consulting biologist’s
determination that “Avoidance of the riparian habitat and the listed morning glory Calystegia
purpurata ssp. saxicola, at the east side of the parcel, lead[s] to the recommendation that the
development be sited far to the west...” is the least environmentally damaging alternative. The
findings do not explain why avoidance of the riparian habitat and coastal morning glory habitat
at the eastern end of the parcel is less damaging than the impacts the approved development will
have on wetlands, maritime chaparral, Northern Bishop Pine Forest, and other rare plant habitat
that may exist in the approved development area. In particular it is unclear how the biologist
concluded that siting the home within maritime chaparral that occurs on less than ¼ of the
property is less environmentally damaging than siting the development within the Northern
Bishop Pine Forest that occurs on more than ¾ of the property and that will be impacted by the
driveway construction. Based on Commission staff observation, Northern Bishop Pine Forest
habitat appears to be much more abundant along the southern Mendocino coast than maritime
chaparral habitat.
The findings for the approved development also do not evaluate specific siting and design
alternatives to determine what is the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative. For
example, it appears that development could be sited closer to the highway and to the northern
parcel boundary, while avoiding the rare plant occurrence and the riparian area near the southern
parcel boundary as recommended by the applicant’s biologist, thereby reducing the length of
driveway needed to serve the residence. Although the driveway and residence would still
displace Northern Bishop Pine habitat, the total amount of ESHA that would be affected by the
development would be reduced because all of the 650-foot-long driveway that extends ¾ of the
way through the parcel from the highway to near the bluff edge would not be needed. The staff
report indicates the driveway varies in width from 10-18 feet. Even at the narrower width,
shortening the length of the driveway in half would save more than 3,000 square feet of ESHA
from the impacts of the development. A second specific siting alternative that was not addressed
is utilizing an alternative driveway alignment. An alternative driveway alignment could
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potentially minimize impacts to wetlands and Northern Bishop Pine Forest, by siting the
driveway entrance on the portion of the northern parcel that is outside of mapped wetland areas.
A third siting alternative that was not considered is locating the residence within the open grassy
area. The Site Habitat Map and Residence Site Plans also depict an “open grassy area” adjacent
to a mapped “thick understory area.” In its approved configuration, the driveway will eliminate a
portion of the thick understory area. It is not clear why the driveway was not sited to pass
through the open grassy area and avoid some of the Northern Bishop Pine Forest habitat.
Several specific design alternatives that could reduce the development footprint within ESHA
also were not evaluated. First, it appears construction of a smaller septic system and leachfield
than what has been approved may be feasible and should be evaluated. The local record contains
a December 2009 revised Site Evaluation Report (Appendix B) for an expanded septic system
that will be located upslope of the approved residential development. The revised site report
states in part that: “A Site Evaluation Report for this site was prepared and approved in
2003…This revised plan recognizes the expanded development of four total bedrooms. A threebedroom residence and a one-bedroom guest house are proposed…” In approving the
development, the County eliminated the originally proposed one-bedroom guest cottage. As a
result, the septic system and its leachfield may be larger than required to accommodate the
reduced size of the development. Reducing the size of the septic system and leachfield to the size
of the system approved in 2003 would reduce the amount of Northern Bishop Pine Forest habitat
that would be displaced by the septic system and its leachfield. Second, the overall development
footprint could be further reduced by siting the residence and garage in a different location than
on a 30% slope to enable the approved detached two-car garage to be attached to the residence.
Eliminating the walkway between the garage and house by combining the house and garage in
one structure would reduce the overall footprint of the development and reduce impacts on
ESHA.
Therefore, as the County findings fail to establish that the approved development is the least
environmentally damaging feasible alternative, the Commission finds that the appeal raises a
substantial issue of conformity of the approved project with LCP habitat requirements, including
LUP Policies 3.1-4 and 3.1-7, and CZC Sections 20.496.020(A)(4), 20.496.025(B)(1), and
20.532.100.
Substantial Issue With Respect to Implementing All Feasible Mitigation Measures
The appellants also contend the approved project is inconsistent with LCP provisions requiring
inclusion of all feasible mitigation measures capable of reducing project related impacts to have
been adopted, including CZC Section 20.532.100(A)(1)(c). The County has included
requirements for mitigating direct impacts to wetlands (2:1) and to the removed bishop pine trees
(4:1). However, the locations where the additional planting and wetland creation would be
performed were not identified in the County’s findings. Because the record indicates the entire
site is comprised of various types of ESHA, it is not clear where and how the mitigation can be
provided without adversely affecting existing ESHA and how the total amount of ESHA can be
expanded to provide the required mitigation. The County did not identify a feasible mitigation
site either on-site of off-site prior to permit approval. Additionally, as noted above, neither the
County’s findings nor the biologist’s analysis identify additional impacts to ESHA that will
occur as a result of maintaining the required 100-foot defensible space cleared vegetation area
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around structures and property lines, and thus do not evaluate mitigation measures necessary to
compensate for direct impacts to ESHA beyond the physical footprint of the approved
development. Therefore, as feasible mitigation sites have not been identified and the total
amount of habitat area that would be affected by the approved development has not been fully
established, the Commission finds that the appeal raises a substantial issue of conformity of the
approved project with the LCP mitigation requirements that all feasible mitigation measures
capable of reducing or eliminating project related impacts have been adopted.
H. CONCLUSION
The protection of ESHA in the coastal zone is an issue of statewide concern. In addition, as
noted above, the degree of factual and legal support for the County’s action is lacking, given that
the findings do not adequately evaluate or represent the full extent of habitat conditions and
threats to rare habitats in relation to the approved development do not evaluate whether feasible
less environmentally damaging alternatives exist. The appeal will have a significant precedential
effect on the review of future development of the vacant parcels in the immediate vicinity of the
subject property that are similarly almost entirely covered by ESHA. For example, in addition to
a future building site the County identified on the currently undeveloped, separately-owned
adjacent parcel to the north, the County indicates it is currently reviewing a proposed residential
development two parcels northward of the subject site that is also entirely comprised of ESHA.
Additionally, the County is currently processing another application for a residential
development on an ESHA-dominated site approximately one mile south of the subject property.
Therefore, for all of the above reasons, the Commission finds that the appeal raises a substantial
issue with respect to conformity of the County-approved development with LCP policies
regarding the protection of wetlands and other ESHAs. The Commission finds a substantial issue
exists, because residential development is not a permissible use in either wetlands or ESHA and
the approved development: (1) does not fully identify and limit the extent of impermissible
residential development in wetlands and other ESHA; (2)fails to demonstrate there is no less
environmentally damaging feasible alternative to locating the development within the ESHAs;
and (3) does not include all feasible mitigation measures capable of reducing or eliminating
project-related impacts, raising a substantial issue of conformity of the approved project with the
ESHA protection provisions of the certified LCP including, but not limited to, LUP Policies 3.14 and 3.1-7, and CZC Sections 20.496.020, 20.532.095, and 20.532.100.
I. Information Needed for De Novo Review of Application
Section 30621 of the Coastal Act instructs the Commission to provide for a de novo hearing on
all appeals where it has determined that a substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on
which an appeal has been filed. If the Commission finds substantial issue as recommended
above, staff also recommends that the Commission continue the de novo hearing to a subsequent
date. The de novo portion of the appeal hearing must be continued because the Commission does
not have sufficient information to determine what, if any, development can be approved,
consistent with the certified LCP.
Given that the project the Commission will be considering de novo has come to the Commission
after an appeal of a local government action, the Commission has not previously been in the
position to request additional information from the applicant needed to ultimately determine if
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the project can be found to be consistent with the certified LCP. Appendix D contains a
discussion of the information needed to evaluate the development.
Without the above information, the Commission cannot reach a final determination concerning
the consistency of the project with the ESHA protection policies of the LCP, and the project’s
consistency with Coastal Act Section 30010. Therefore, before the Commission can act on the
proposed project de novo, the applicant must submit all of the above-identified information.
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APPENDIX A
COMMISSION’S APPEAL JURISDICTION OVER THE PROJECT
On January 23, 2014, Mendocino County Coastal Permit Administrator conditionally approved
Coastal Development Permit (CDP) # CDP 37-2010 for the construction of a new 2,688-squarefoot, 2-story, 26-foot-tall single family residence with a rooftop entrance on a bluff-top parcel
adjacent to and west of Highway One. The approved development also includes: (1) 850 square
feet of decking; (2) a 567-square-foot detached garage; (3) a 21-foot-long catwalk connecting
the house to the garage; (4) an on-site septic system and well; (5) a 4,000 gallon fire suppression
water storage tank; (6) an approximately 650-foot-long, variable-width shared driveway; and (7)
temporary use of a travel trailer during construction activities. A portion of the approved
driveway improvements will occur on the adjacent parcel to the north, APN 143-161-09. The
approved development also includes The entire project site is comprised of environmentally
sensitive habitat areas (ESHAs), including but not limited to the presence of Northern Bishop
Pine Forest, wetlands, maritime chaparral, and coastal bluff morning-glory.
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 face of any coastal bluff, or those located in a sensitive coastal resource area.
Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be appealed if they are not designated the
“principal permitted use” under the certified LCP. Finally, developments which constitute major
public works or major energy facilities may be appealed, whether approved or denied by the city
or county. The grounds for an appeal are limited to an allegation that the development does not
conform to the standards set forth in the certified local coastal program and, if the development
is located between the first public road and the sea, the public access policies set forth in the
Coastal Act.
The subject development is appealable to the Commission pursuant to Section 30603 of the
Coastal Act because the approved development is located: (1) between the sea and the first
public road paralleling the sea; (2) within 100 feet of a wetland or stream; and (3) within 300 feet
of the top of the seaward face of a coastal bluff.
1.

Between the First Public Road and the Sea

The subject property is located between Highway One and the Pacific Ocean. The Post LCP
Certification Permit and Appeal Jurisdiction Map for the area adopted by the Commission in
May of 1992, designates Highway One as the first public road paralleling the sea. Therefore, as
the approved development is located between the first public road paralleling the sea and the sea,
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the subject development is appealable to the Commission pursuant to Section 30603(a)(1) of the
Coastal Act.
2.

Within 100 Feet of a Wetland

The County staff report indicates that the approved development relies upon construction of a
650-foot-long driveway that extends through and will fill approximately 5,000 square feet of
wetlands. As the approved development is located within 100 feet of a wetland feature, the
subject development is appealable to the Commission pursuant to Section 30603(a)(2) of the
Coastal Act.
3.

Within 300 Feet of the Top of the Seaward Face of a Coastal Bluff

The project site is a bluff-top parcel, and the approved development is located less than 300 feet
from the bluff edge. Therefore, the subject development is appealable to the Commission
pursuant to Section 30603(a)(2) of the Coastal Act.
The decision of the Coastal Permit Administrator was not appealed at the local level to the
County Board of Supervisors. The County then issued a Notice of Final Action, which was
received at the Commission’s North Coast District Office on February 5, 2014 (Exhibit No. 7).
Section 13573 of the Commission’s regulations allows for appeals of local approvals to be made
directly to the Commission by any two members of the Commission without first having to
exhaust local appeals
The appeal of the County’s decision to grant the permit with conditions was filed in a timely
manner with the Commission within 10 working days of receipt by the Commission of the
County's Notice of Final Action. The appeal was filed by Commissioners Dayna Bochco and
Mary Shallenberger (Exhibit No. 9).
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APPENDIX B
SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS

BACE Geotechnical. July 2009. Engineering Geologic Reconnaissance: Proposed McGee &
Miller Residence, 34570 South Highway One, Anchor Bay, Mendocino CA. Prepared by
Erik E. Olsborg and Sarah C. Lockwood, Santa Rosa, CA.
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (“Cal Fire”). December 2009. State Fire
Safe Regulations Application Form and Conditions of Approval, File # 336-09.
Carl Rittiman & Associates, Inc. December 2009. Site Evaluation Report for Revised Sewage
Disposal System Proposal. Prepared by Carl Rittiman, Mendocino CA.
Mendocino County Coastal Development Permit #37-2010
Mendocino County Local Coastal Program
North Coast Resource Management. January 2009. Botanical Survey and ESHA Buffer Analysis,
Located at 34570 S. Highway 1, Anchor Bay, Mendocino County, CA (APN 143-161-10).
Prepared by Estelle P. Clifton, Calpella, CA.
-----. March 2012. Biological Addendum: Mendocino County Coastal Development Permit # 372010 (APN 143-161-10). Prepared by Estelle P. Clifton, Calpella, CA.
SHN Consulting Engineers. September 2009. Geologic Hazard and Geotechnical Report:
Proposed Miller-McGee Residence, Mendocino County, Anchor Bay, California.
Prepared by David R. Bradley and Thomas E. Lion, Willits, CA.
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Appendix C
Mendocino County LCP Policies Regarding
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas
(Emphasis added)
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) are defined in Section 3.1 of the Mendocino
County Land Use Plan (LUP) 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.
Mendocino County Coastal Zoning Code (CZC) Section 20.496.010 “Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat and other Resource Areas—Purpose” states the following (emphasis added):
…Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA's) include: anadromous fish streams,
sand dunes, rookeries and marine mammal haul-out areas, wetlands, riparian areas,
areas of pygmy vegetation which contain species of rare or endangered plants and
habitats of rare and endangered plants and animals.
Wetlands are defined in Section 3.1 of the Mendocino County Land Use Plan (LUP) as follows:
Wetlands. Lands which may be covered periodically or permanently with shallow water,
including saltwater marshes, freshwater marshes, open or closed brackish water
marshes, swamps, mudflats, and fens. Wetlands are extremely fertile and productive
environments. Tidal flushing from the ocean and/or nutrient-rich freshwater runoff mix to
form a delicate balance responsible for their productivity. They function as nurseries for
many aquatic species and serve as feeding and nesting areas for waterfowl, shorebirds
and wading birds, as well as a few rare and endangered species.
The edge or upland limit of wetlands is designated by the California Coastal Commission
guidelines on wetlands as: (a) the boundary between land with predominantly
hydrophytic (adapted to wet conditions) cover and land with predominantly mesophytic
(adapted to average conditions) or xerophytic (adapted to dry conditions) cover; (b) the
boundary between soil that is predominantly hydric and soil that is predominantly
nonhydric; or, in the case of wetlands without vegetation or soils; (c) the boundary
between land that is flooded or saturated at some time during years of normal
precipitation and land that is not. Areas with drained hydric soils that are no longer
capable of supporting hydrophytes (species adapted to wet conditions) are not
considered wetlands.
Wetlands are defined in Section 13577 of the Commission Regulations as follows:
Wetland shall be defined as land where the water table is at, near, or above the land
surface long enough to promote the formation of hydric soils or to support the growth of
hydrophytes, and shall also include those types of wetlands where vegetation is lacking
and soil is poorly developed or absent as a result of frequent and drastic fluctuations of
surface water levels, wave action, water flow, turbidity or high concentrations of salts or
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other substances in the substrate. Such wetlands can be recognized by the presence of
surface water or saturated substrate at some time during each year and their location
within, or adjacent to, vegetated wetlands or deep-water habitats.
LUP Policy 3.1-4 states:
As required by the Coastal Act, development within wetland areas shall be limited to:
1. Port facility construction or expansion, Section 30233(a)(1).
2. Energy facility construction or expansion, Section 30233(a)(1).
3. Coastal-dependent industrial facilities such as commercial fishing facilities, construction
or expansion, Section 30233(a)(1).
4. Maintenance or restoration of dredged depths or previously dredged depths in:
navigational channels, turning basins, vessel berthing and mooring areas, and associated
with boat launching ramps.
5. In wetland areas, only entrance channels for new or expanded boating facilities may be
constructed, except that in a degraded wetland, other boating facilities may be permitted
under special circumstances, Section 30233(a)(3). New or expanded boating facilities
may be permitted in estuaries, Section 30233(a)(4).
6. Incidental public services purposes, including, but not limited to, burying cables and
pipes or inspection of piers and maintenance of existing intake and outfall lines.
7. Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except in environmentally
sensitive areas.
8. Nature study purposes and salmon restoration projects.
9. Aquaculture, or similar resource dependent activities excluding ocean ranching. (See
Glossary)
In any of the above instances, the diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters,
wetlands, estuaries, and lakes, shall be permitted in accordance with all other applicable
provisions of this plan. Such requirements shall include a finding that there is no feasible less
environmentally damaging alternative and shall include mitigation measures required to
minimize adverse environmental effects, in accordance with Sections 30233 and 30607, and
other provisions of the Coastal Act.
CZC Section 20.496.025 “Wetlands and Estuaries” states, in part, that:
(A) Development or activities within wetland and estuary areas shall be limited to the
following:
(1) Port facility expansion or construction.
(2) Energy facility expansion or construction.
(3) Coastal-dependent industrial facilities, such as commercial fishing facilities,
expansion or construction.
(4) Maintenance or restoration of dredged depths or previously dredged depths in
navigation channels, turning basins, vessel berthing and mooring areas, and
associated boat launching ramps.
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(5) In wetland areas, only entrance channels for new or expanded boating
facilities may be constructed, except that, in a degraded wetland, other boating
facilities may be permitted under special circumstances.
(6) New or expanded boating facilities may be permitted in estuaries.
(7) Incidental public service purposes which temporarily impact the resource
including but not limited to burying cables and pipes, or inspection of piers, and
maintenance of existing intake and outfall lines.
(8) Restoration projects which are allowable pursuant to Section 30233(a)(7) of
the Coastal Act are publicly or privately financed projects in which restoration is
the sole purpose of the project…
(9) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except in ESHA's.
(10) Nature study purposes and salmon restoration projects.
(11) Aquaculture, or similar resource dependent activities excluding ocean
ranching.
LUP Policy 3.1-7 states the following (emphasis added):
A buffer area shall be established adjacent to all environmentally sensitive habitat 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 area shall be a minimum of 100 feet, unless an
applicant can demonstrate, after consultation and agreement with the California
Department of Fish and Game, and County Planning Staff, that 100 feet is not necessary
to protect the resources of that particular habitat area and the adjacent 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 environmentally sensitive habitat areas and shall not be less than 50 feet in width.
New land division shall not be allowed which will create new parcels entirely within a
buffer area. Developments permitted within a buffer area shall generally be the same as
those uses permitted in the adjacent environmentally sensitive habitat area and must
comply at a minimum with each of the following standards:
1. It shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade
such areas;
2. It shall be compatible with the continuance of such habitat areas by maintaining their
functional capacity and their ability to be self-sustaining and to maintain natural
species diversity; and
3. Structures will be allowed within the buffer area 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.
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CZC Section 20.496.020 “Environmentally Sensitive Habitat and other Resource Areas—
Development Criteria” states in part the following (emphasis added):
(A) Buffer Areas. A buffer area shall be established adjacent to all environmentally
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
future developments and shall be compatible with the continuance of such habitat areas.
(1) Width. The width of the buffer area shall be a minimum of one hundred (100) feet,
unless an applicant can demonstrate, after consultation and agreement with the
California Department of Fish and Game, and County Planning staff, that one
hundred (100) feet is not necessary to protect the resources of that particular habitat
area from possible significant disruption caused by the proposed development. The
buffer area shall be measured from the outside edge of the Environmentally Sensitive
Habitat Areas and shall not be less than fifty (50) feet in width. New land division
shall not be allowed which will create new parcels entirely within a buffer area.
Developments permitted within a buffer area shall generally be the same as those
uses permitted in the adjacent Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area.
…
(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 vegetation or the top of the bluff).
...
(4) Permitted Development. Development permitted within the buffer area shall
comply at a minimum with the following standards:
(a)
Development shall be compatible with the continuance of the adjacent
habitat area by maintaining the functional capacity, their ability to be selfsustaining and maintain natural species diversity.
(b)
Structures will be allowed within the buffer area only if there is no other
feasible site available on the parcel.
(c)
Development shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would
degrade adjacent habitat areas. The determination of the best site shall include
consideration of drainage, access, soil type, vegetation, hydrological
characteristics, elevation, topography, and distance from natural stream
channels. The term “best site” shall be defined as the site having the least impact
on the maintenance of the biological and physical integrity of the buffer strip or
critical habitat protection area and on the maintenance of the hydrologic capacity
of these areas to pass a one hundred (100) year flood without increased damage
to the coastal zone natural environment or human systems.
(d)
Development shall be compatible with the continuance of such habitat
areas by maintaining their functional capacity and their ability to be selfsustaining and to maintain natural species diversity.

20

A-1-MEN-14-0009 (McGee)
(e)
Structures will be allowed within the buffer area 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.
(f)
Development shall minimize the following: impervious surfaces, 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 to development, such vegetation
shall be replaced at a minimum ratio of one to 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 terrestrial or aquatic, shall be
protected.
(j)
Priority 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 to convey runoff from the completed development shall
be evaluated and integrated with the drainage system whenever possible. No
structure shall interrupt the flow of groundwater within a buffer strip.
Foundations shall be situated with the long axis of interrupted impermeable
vertical surfaces oriented parallel to the groundwater flow direction. Piers may
be allowed on a case by case basis.
(k)
If findings are made that the effects of developing an ESHA buffer area
may result in significant adverse impacts to the ESHA, mitigation measures will
be required as a condition of project approval. Noise barriers, buffer areas in
permanent open space, land dedication for erosion control, and wetland
restoration, including off-site drainage improvements, may be required as
mitigation measures for developments adjacent to environmentally sensitive
habitats.
LUP Policy 3.1-18 states the following (emphasis added):
Public access to sensitive wildlife habitats such as rookeries or haulout areas shall be
regulated, to insure that public access will not significantly adversely affect the sensitive
resources being protected.
Development within buffer areas recommended by the California Department of Fish and
Game to protect rare or endangered wildlife species and their nesting or breeding areas
shall meet guidelines and management practices established by the Department of Fish
and Game, and must be consistent with other applicable policies of this plan.
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CZC Section 20.532.095 “Required Findings for all Coastal Development Permits” states, in
applicable part, the following (emphasis added):
(A) The granting or modification of any coastal development permit by the approving
authority shall be supported by findings which establish that:
(1) The proposed development is in conformity with the certified local coastal
program; and
(2) The proposed development will be provided with adequate utilities, access
roads, drainage and other necessary facilities…
CZC Section 20.532.100 states, in applicable part, the following (emphasis added):
In addition to required findings, the approving authority may approve or conditionally
approve an application for a permit or variance within the Coastal Zone only if the
following findings, as applicable, are made:
(A) Resource Protection Impact Findings.
(1) Development in Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas. No development
shall be allowed in an ESHA unless the following findings are made:
(a) The resource as identified will not be significantly degraded by the proposed
development.
(b) There is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative.
(c) All feasible mitigation measures capable of reducing or eliminating project
related impacts have been adopted.
…
Coastal Act Section 30010 addresses takings and states as follows:
The Legislature hereby finds and declares that this division is not intended, and
shall not be construed as authorizing the commission, port governing body, or
local government acting pursuant to this division to exercise their power to grant
or deny a permit in a manner which will take or damage private property for
public use, without the payment of just compensation therefore. This section is not
intended to increase or decrease the rights of any owner of property under the
Constitution of the State of California or the United States.
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APPENDIX D
INFORMATION NEEDED FOR DE NOVO REVIEW OF APPLICATION
Section 30621 of the Coastal Act instructs the Commission to provide for a de novo hearing on
all appeals where it has determined that a substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on
which an appeal has been filed. If the Commission finds substantial issue as recommended
above, staff also recommends that the Commission continue the de novo hearing to a subsequent
date. The de novo portion of the appeal hearing must be continued because the Commission does
not have sufficient information to determine what, if any, development can be approved,
consistent with the certified LCP.
Given that the project the Commission will be considering de novo has come to the Commission
after an appeal of a local government action, the Commission has not previously been in the
position to request additional information from the applicant needed to ultimately determine if
the project can be found to be consistent with the certified LCP. Following is a discussion of the
information needed to evaluate the development.
1.

Analysis and Mitigation Plan for Major Vegetation Removal

The local record and biological documents prepared for the project indicate that major vegetation
removal has occurred at the site, apparently without the benefit of a coastal development permit.
The local record contains a February 10, 2011 letter submitted by County staff to the applicant
describing “substantial removal and pilings of Manzanita and Bishop Pine on your property”
constituting major vegetation removal that required a coastal development permit. According to
the local record, the applicants acquired the subject property in July 2004, and submitted an
application to the County for the subject development on December 28, 2010. It appears from
review of aerial imagery that the major vegetation removal may have occurred subsequent to
July of 2004.
A “Site Habitat Map” contained as Exhibit 6 in the County staff report depicts that more than
half of the footprint of the approved residence is sited within the mapped “cleared” area,
however the approved development does not include after-the-fact authorization for the major
vegetation removal that occurred within ESHA. If evidence is not available that demonstrates
authorization for previous vegetation removal activities, restoration of ESHA may be necessary
to achieve compliance with coastal development permit requirements. Therefore, the applicants
must provide evidence as to whether or not previous vegetation removal was authorized. If
authorization was not obtained, the applicants shall submit either: a) a restoration plan that
specifies measures to rehabilitate cleared ESHA; or b) if the applicants demonstrate pursuant to
Item 3 (discussed below) that no feasible, less environmentally damaging alternative exists for
the siting and footprint of the proposed house, then as part of an amended project description, a
mitigation plan that includes measures for mitigating direct impacts to ESHA that occurred as a
result of major vegetation removal activities. The analysis should specify the total area of cleared
vegetation and the number of Bishop Pine trees that were removed without the benefit of
permits.
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2.

Submittal of Current Botanical and Wetland Delineation Reports

The approved house is located within the maritime chaparral habitat. Commission staff and other
botanists visited the subject site on March 16, 2011 and observed within the maritime chaparral
habitat the presence of both the rare coastal bluff morning-glory (Calystegia purpurata ssp.
saxicola) and western dog violet (Viola adunca), which is the host plant for the federally
endangered Behren’s silverspot butterfly. While the consulting biologist includes in their March
2012 Biological addendum the preliminary plant list that was prepared by participants of the
March 2011 site visit, and while the list specifies the presence of both western dog violet and
coastal bluff morning-glory within the maritime chaparral habitat, the consulting biologist’s site
maps do not depict the locations of either species that occur within the maritime chaparral.
Additionally, while the consulting biologist’s recommendation for a building site is based in part
upon avoidance of riparian habitat and an off-site creek, none of the maps provided in the
County staff report depict the location of the creek or of any riparian habitat. The extent of
Coastal Act wetlands is also unclear, because the consulting biologist’s January 21, 2009
analysis contains only three (3) wetland data points spaced between 30 and 210 feet apart, and
separately labels a section of “wetlands,” “hydrophytic vegetation,” and “riparian vegetation.”
However, the revised “Site Habitat Map” dated October 29, 2013 and included as Exhibit 6 of
the County staff report depicts a “vernal area” that extends beyond the previously mapped
“wetland” and “hydrophytic vegetation” areas in some locations, but does not contain any new
wetland data points and does not depict the previously-mapped riparian vegetation.
Therefore, to determine the full extent of all potential sensitive plant community and wetland and
riparian habitaton the subject property, a current floristically-appropriate botanical survey and
wetland delineation prepared consistent with Section 20.532.060 of the Coastal Zoning
Ordinance should be provided. The survey and delineation should be prepared by a qualified
biologist and should include, but not be limited to: (1) a map of all survey routes; (2) an updated
map documenting the location of all sensitive species occurrences and other environmentally
sensitive habitat areas (ESHA) at a legible scale (typically 1 inch = 200 feet as per CZC Section
20.532.060) that includes all proposed developments superimposed on the map; (3) a mapped
delineation of all Coastal Commission-jurisdictional wetland and riparian features at a legible
scale (typically 1 inch = 200 feet as per CZC Section 20.532.060) that includes all proposed
developments superimposed on the map; and (4) copies of all original wetland delineation data
forms completed in the field. Each environmentally sensitive habitat area identified should be
described in detail and depicted on an ESHA map prepared for the subject site at a minimum size
of 11 inches by 17 inches.
Wetland and riparian features should be delineated using the wetland delineation methodology of
the currently applicable U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) 1987 Wetland Delineation
Manual and May 2010 Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation
Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region. Documentation of wetland vegetation
indicator status should follow the most recent version of the currently recognized ACOE
National Wetland Plant List (https://wetland_plants.usace.army.mil). Jurisdictional wetland
determinations within the coastal zone should apply the Coastal Act definition of wetlands, as
further defined by Section 13577 of the Commission’s regulations. Each significant wetland area
should contain at least one set of paired sample points (spaced no more than 20 feet apart) across
the wetland boundary to demonstrate the determination of the wetland-upland boundary.
Commission staff recommend that biologists conducting wetland delineations in the coastal zone
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should have a minimum of one year of wetland delineation experience prior to conducting
independent delineations and have participated in a combination field and classroom wetland
delineation course.
3.

Building Site and Design Alternatives Analysis

If the Commission determines that to deny the project would result in an unconstitutional taking
of private property inconsistent with Section 30010 of the Coastal Act, some wetland and nonwetland ESHA impacts may need to be approved even if such developments in wetland and
other ESHAs are not allowable uses pursuant to the ESHA and wetland fill policies of the
certified LCP. In that event, the Commission would still need to find that the development is
consistent with all other policies of the certified LCP, including, but not limited to the provisions
of LUP Policy 3.1-4 and CZC Section 20.496.025 that require that no development shall be
allowed in any type of ESHA unless: no feasible, environmentally less damaging alternative
exists, and all feasible mitigation measures capable of reducing or eliminating project-related
impacts have been adopted.
The local record contains little factual evidence supporting the consulting biologist’s conclusion
that siting the home within maritime chaparral that occurs on less than ¼ of the property is less
environmentally damaging than siting the development within the Northern Bishop Pine Forest
that occurs on more than ¾ of the property and that will be impacted by the driveway
construction. Feasible, less environmentally-damaging alternatives appear to exist. For example,
it appears that development could be sited closer to the highway and to the northern parcel
boundary, while avoiding the rare plant occurrence and riparian areas near the southern parcel
boundary which would require a shorter driveway, thereby reducing the overall encroachment
into the ESHA by the area of the eliminated section of driveway. Similarly, an alternative,
shorter shared driveway alignment could potentially minimize impacts to wetlands and Northern
Bishop Pine Forest, by siting the driveway entrance on the portion of the northern parcel that is
outside of mapped wetland areas. Additionally, while the County approval eliminated the
originally-proposed guest cottage, the overall development footprint could be further reduced by
(a) attaching the currently detached two-car garage to the residence, and (b) reducing the size of
the septic system and its leachfield. The local record contains a December 2009 revised site
evaluation report for an expanded septic system. The revised site report states in part that: “A
Site Evaluation Report for this site was prepared and approved in 2003…This revised plan
recognizes the expanded development of four total bedrooms. A three-bedroom residence and a
one-bedroom guest house is proposed…”
Because there is no site available on the property where the site improvements could be
constructed outside of ESHAs, analysis of the presence of feasible less environmentally
damaging alternative designs or locations is needed as prescribed by wetland and ESHA zoning
code provisions. Therefore, an alternatives analysis must be provided that evaluates all
development alternatives to determine the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative
that is least impactful to wetland and non-wetland ESHA resources. This analysis should
consider all alternatives discussed above within the staff report analysis and encompass, at a
minimum, a review of: (1) the current proposed building site and design, primary and
replacement leachfields, and driveway under appeal; (2) alternative development locations on the
subject property; and (3) a redesign of the residential structure, access driveway, and sewage
disposal system to reduce the footprint of the development, such as a two-story structure with an
adjacent smaller septic disposal system, and using smaller and/or attached building envelopes
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(e.g., attached versus detached garage), with a site plan created for the analysis that includes the
primary and replacement leachfields and driveway.
The alternatives analysis should addresses at minimum the feasibility of each alternative in
relation to: (a) minimizing pervious surfaces; and (b) minimizing impacts to ESHAs. The
alternatives analysis shall evaluate total impacts to all environmentally sensitive habitat areas,
and should:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)

(v)

4.

Include a detailed site plan and description for each alternative;
Quantify the square footage of coverage and ground disturbance associated with
each alternative;
Specify what access improvements would be needed for each alternative (e.g.,
amount of grading, cut, and fill, type of materials to be used);
Analyze the extent of each type of wetland and non-wetland ESHA impacts
associated with each alternative (e.g., amount of trees and vegetation requiring
removal, amount of cut, fill, grading, ability to avoid each type of habitat, total
area of direct impacts, total of cleared area required to maintain defensible space
as discussed further below, etc.); and
Analyze mitigation measures proposed for each alternative (including a specified
location for implementation of mitigation measures, as discussed further below)
to minimize impacts to natural resources and sensitive habitats.

Evidence of Lot Legality

LUP Section 3.9-1 states in part the following (emphasis added):
One housing unit shall be authorized on every legal parcel existing on the date of
adoption of this plan, provided that adequate access, water, and sewage disposal
capacity exists and proposed development is consistent with all applicable policies of this
Coastal Element and is in compliance with existing codes and health standards.
Determination of service capacity shall be made prior to the issuance of a coastal
development permit.
The County’s findings are silent with regard to whether and how the subject site was determined
to be a legal parcel and when the parcel was created in its current configuration. Lot legality
information is also required as a predicate to a takings analysis. Therefore, evidence of the
legality of the parcel is needed to determine the legal development potential of the subject
property. This analysis must include, but is not limited to, the following:
A. A copy of any County-issued Certificates of Compliance and an explanation of the basis
upon which the certificate was issued by the County; and
B. An analysis of how the real property in question complies with the provisions of the
Subdivision Map Act and County Ordinances enacted pursuant thereto; and
C. The historic chain of title for the affected parcel as well as all property in common
contiguous ownership, i.e. any immediately adjacent property also owned by the
applicant.
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5.

Information Needed to Evaluate Project Consistency with Coastal Act Section 30010

While the County has indicated that development must occur within wetland, ESHA and ESHA
buffer, inconsistent with the habitat protection policies of the LCP to avoid a taking of private
property, the Commission will need to evaluate whether factual evidence supports the
determination that denial of the project would result in an unconstitutional taking of private
property for public use. In order to make that determination, the Commission will need
additional information from the applicants concerning whether any economic use can be made of
the project that would be consistent with the ESHA protection policies and concerning the
applicants’ reasonable investment-backed expectations to make such determinations prior to
holding a de novo hearing on the project as described below. Therefore, in addition to the lot
legality information identified above, please provide the following specific information for the
property that is subject to A-1-MEN-14-0009 as well as all property in common contiguous
ownership, i.e. any immediately adjacent property also owned by the applicant:
1. When the property was acquired, and from whom;
2. The purchase price paid for the property;
3. The fair market value of the property at the time it was acquired and the basis upon
which fair market value was derived;
4. Whether a general plan, zoning, or similar land use designations applicable to the
property changed since the time the property was purchased. If so, identify the
particular designation(s) and applicable change(s).
5. At the time the property was purchased, or at any subsequent time, whether the
project been subject to any development restriction(s) (e.g., restrictive covenants,
open space easements, etc.), other than the land use designations referred to in the
preceding question;
6. Whether the size or use of the property changed in any way since it was purchased. If
so, identify the nature of the change, the circumstances and the relative date(s);
7. Whether a portion of, or interest in, the property was sold or leased since the time the
applicants purchased it, and the relevant date(s), sales price(s), rent assessed, and the
nature of the portion or interest sold or leased;
8. A copy of any title report, litigation guarantee or similar document that might have
been prepared in connection with all or a portion of the property, together with a
statement of when the document was prepared and for what purpose (e.g.,
refinancing, sale, purchase, etc.);
9. The approximate date and offered price of any offers to buy all or a portion of the
property since the time the applicants purchased the property;
10. The costs associated with ownership of the property on an annualized basis for the
last five calendar years. These costs should include, but not necessarily be limited to,
the following:
•

property taxes

•

property assessments
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•

debt service, including mortgage and interest costs

•

operation and management costs;

Whether apart from any rent received from leasing all or a portion of the property (see question
#7 above), current or past use of the property generates any income. If the answer is yes, the
amount of generated income on an annualized basis for the past five calendar years and a
description of the use(s) that generates or has generated such income.
6.

Submittal of County Parcel and House Size Data for Surrounding Permitted
Developments
As discussed above, the Commission must evaluate whether the size of the proposed
development is consistent with the natural resource policies of the Mendocino County
certified LCP. As part of the analysis of impacts to natural resources, the Commission
will evaluate whether the size and location of the home are the least environmentally
damaging alternative and assess whether the applicant had a reasonable expectation to
build a house and related development at the building footprint size that is currently
proposed. While the local record contains some information about existing
developments on some of the surrounding parcels, it does not contain all of the
information to Commission needs to evaluate the proposed development.
Therefore, the applicant must submit County records (typically obtained from the
Office of the Tax Assessor and/or Planning and Building Services) that document
total house ground cover square footage and garage ground cover square footage of
other developed residential lots within the area surrounding the subject parcel that
were present at the time of purchase of the subject parcel. The data shall be provided
for all parcels with a zoning designation of RR 5 [RR-2] that are located west of
Highway One between Haven’s Neck and Fish Rock Gulch, and must include, but
shall not be limited to the following:
a. Assessor’s Parcel Number;
b. Parcel Physical Address;
c. Parcel Owner Name;
d. Whether the development is single-story or 2-story;
e. Parcel size, in acres and square feet;
f. Total house size, in square feet (including square footage of a second
story, if applicable);
g. Total garage size, in square feet (including square footage of a second
story, if applicable);
h. Total ground cover square footage (i.e., size of development footprints,
excluding lofts and/or second stories) for house, garage, and related
developments (e.g., decks, driveway, etc.); and
i. Coastal development and building permit numbers for each parcel.
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7.

Demonstration of Compliance with Fire Safe Regulations

The County staff report describes Fire Safe Regulations that Cal Fire requires as minimum
standards for approval and states “Cal-Fire has submitted recommended conditions of approval
(CDF# 336-09) for address standards, driveway standards, and defensible space standards,”
which are contained in the local record. The local record contains a copy of the Exemption
Request authorized by Cal Fire that allows construction of the house within a reduced setback
from the property line. However, the local record does not contain information demonstrating the
approved development’s compliance with other Fire Safe Regulations discussed below.
Evidence of Compliance with Driveway Standards
The County’s approval describes varying widths for the driveway design (including 10-feet-wide
as described on CPA-3, and 12-feet-wide as described on CPA-8 and –9). Additionally, the
County’s findings describe as part of Mitigation Measure 1a (which is contained as part of
Special Condition No. 7) that “The driveway width shall be reduced to 12-feet, subject to
approved waiver by Cal-Fire based on the environmental benefits of the reduced road width.”
The County’s findings for approval state in part that:
The proposed access is intended to be shared with the parcel to the north (APN 143-161009) which is currently vacant. At this time, only a single residence will be served by the
access. Constructing the access to comply with typical driveway standards (10 feet wide
with a turnout near the midpoint) is recommended. The driveway will need to be
improved to road standards (18’ wide) or receive an exception from the Fire Safe
Regulations before it is considered suitable to serve an additional residence. (Emphasis
added)
It appears from the foregoing information that Cal Fire has not yet authorized the reduced
driveway widths recommended in the County’s approval. Furthermore, the County’s findings
indicate the driveway might be required to be enlarged to 18 feet to serve an additional future
residence. It appears from the depiction of an identified house site on the adjacent parcel (as
shown in Exhibits 5 and 6 of the County staff report) that an additional residence that would rely
on the driveway construction could be developed in the reasonably foreseeable future. Therefore,
the applicant must evaluate the impacts to ESHA associated with the driveway construction at
the width that would be required to serve both residences. Additionally, the applicant must
submit evidence that Cal Fire authorizes an exception request for the reduced driveway width to
serve both the current residence and to serve a second residence.
Evidence of Compliance with Defensible Space Standards
According to the local record, the minimum standards that Cal-Fire requires as conditions of
approval (CDF# 336-09) include a requirement to maintain defensible space. The requirement
states the following:
Any person who owns, leases, or controls any property within the State Responsibility
Area, shall at all times maintain around and adjacent to such building or structure a
firebreak made by removing and clearing away, for a distance of not less than 100 feet
on each side thereof or to the property line, whichever is nearer, all flammable
vegetation or other combustible growth. This subdivision does not apply to single
specimens of trees, ornamental shrubbery, or similar plants which are used as ground
cover, if they do not form a means of rapidly transmitting fire from the native growth to
any building or structures. (Public Resources Code, Section 4291). (Emphasis added)
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It does not appear that maintenance of defensible space standards were addressed in the County’s
approval. Therefore, the applicant must submit: a) a site plan depicting the minimum defensible
space clearance area required by Cal Fire for each alternative (as described in Item 3 above) and
which identifies the trees and shrubs that must be removed; and b) evidence of any exception
request authorized by Cal Fire to reduce the minimum defensible space area.
8.

Mitigation and Monitoring Plan

If the Commission determines that to deny the project would result in an unconstitutional taking
of private property inconsistent with Section 30010 of the Coastal Act, some ESHA impacts may
need to be approved even if such developments in wetland and other ESHAs are not allowable
uses pursuant to the ESHA and wetland fill policies of the certified LCP. In that event, the
Commission would still need to find that the development is consistent with all other policies of
the certified LCP, including, but not limited to the provisions of LUP Policy 3.1-4 and CZC
Section 20.496.025 that require that any developments approved in in wetland or non-wetland
ESHAs shall include all mitigation measures capable of reducing or eliminating adverse
environmental effects
One of the adverse environmental effects of filling wetlands for a driveway would be the loss of
wetland area. A wetland mitigation plan needs to be provided that compensates for any direct
loss of wetlands and wetland values and functions associated with filling any wetlands for the
driveway and its connection to Highway One. The mitigation plan needs to provide for the
creation of new or expanded wetlands at a ratio of wetlands created or expanded to wetlands
filled at a ratio large enough to compensate for temporal loss of wetland values and functions
between the time the wetlands are filled and the full establishment of wetland values and
functions in the wetland area to be created or expanded.
Clarification of the amount of wetland fill associated with the shared driveway connection to
Highway One is also needed. Clarification is needed as to exactly how much wetland fill (both in
cubic yards of volume and square feet of coverage) is proposed for the shared driveway and its
connection to Highway One and whether it would be feasible to reduce the amount of such fill
by reducing the width and length of the proposed shared driveway and connection.
Additionally, the mitigation plan must compensate for all significant adverse environmental
resulting from direct and indirect impacts to Northern Bishop Pine Forest, coastal bluff morningglory, maritime chaparral, and any other ESHAs on site to the greatest extent feasible. The
mitigation plan must include detailed descriptions and diagrams of the site(s) proposed for
mitigating wetland and other ESHA impacts, the proposed mitigation measures, success criteria,
and monitoring proposals.
9.

Clarification of Driveway Easement and Neighbor Authorization

The approved development relies on construction of a shared driveway to serve the approved
single family residence. The approved driveway begins on the adjacent property to the north,
meanders onto the subject property, and then encroaches on the neighboring property again
before terminating on the subject parcel. The local record contains an Easement Deed that grants
a non-exclusive easement “for ingress, egress, and public utilities” provided by the two northern
property owners. However, the easement specifies in part that “All construction and maintenance
of the driveway and easement area shall be agreed upon by the two owners as well.” The local
record does not appear to contain any authorization or co-application by the adjacent landowners
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for those parts of the driveway that will serve the subject development but that will be
constructed on the adjacent parcel. Furthermore, the legal description and graphic depiction of
the easement area shown on pages 2 and 3 of the Easement Deed show a smaller easement area
than the encroachments depicted as part of Exhibit 5 (on Site Plan A1.01) in the County’s
approval.
Therefore, the applicant must provide evidence that the adjacent property owners have given
permission for the use of, and construction within, all portions of the proposed or any revised
driveway that encroaches onto their lands.. Additionally, information must be provided that
demonstrate the adjacent property owners of any land that contains the easement for ingress and
egress have been invited to join as an applicant for the development pursuant to Section 30601.5
of the Coastal Act.
10.

Submittal of Geotechnical Analyses

Clarification on Delineation of Sea Cliff/Bluff Edge
CZC Section 20.500.015(A) requires all applications for coastal development permits in areas of
known or potential geologic hazards such as shoreline and bluff top lots be reviewed to ensure
that new development will be safe from bluff erosion and cliff retreat. To this end, LUP Policy
3.4-7 and Coastal Zoning Code (CZC) Sections 20.500.010(A)(3) and 20.500.020(E) direct the
approving authority to assure that new development is sited and designed to provide adequate
setbacks from geologically hazardous areas and that restrictions of land uses be applied as
necessary to ensure that the construction of seawalls or other shoreline protective structures will
not be needed “in any way” over a full 75-year economic lifespan of the development.
Site imagery contained in the BACE geologic reconnaissance report (July 2009), and topography
depicted on the site plan for the area immediately surrounding the development show the coastal
bluff at the site consists of a very steep sea cliff that extends to the beach below. The July 20,
2009 geologic reconnaissance report prepared by BACE Geotechnical (Appendix B) describes
the site topography of the bluff-top parcel as follows:
The topography within the property generally slopes down toward the south and
southwest, and is characterized by an upper, nearly flat area near the center of the
property. Slope gradients in the eastern and central part of the site are near-level,
approximately 30 horizontal to one vertical (30H;1V) or less. Steeper gradients on the
order of 2 to 5H:1V are present on the south- and west- facing terrace slopes adjoining
the peninsular bluff edges. The ocean bluff face is approximately 80 feet in vertical height
and is very steep, about 0.5H:1V.
The BACE geologic reconnaissance report (July 2009) indicates that aerial imagery and site
reconnaissance were used to evaluate the sea cliffs and bluff edge. However, site photographs
and topography do not clearly depict the bluff edge. Furthermore, the geologic reports prepared
for the approved development (BACE 2009, SHN 2009) do not clearly demonstrate how the
edge of the sea cliff and bluff edge were determined as the basis for measuring recommended
bluff retreat/setback distances for the development. The bluff edge must be delineated pursuant
to CCR Title 14 §13577(h), which states, in relevant part, that:
In cases where the top edge of the cliff is rounded away from the face of the cliff as a
result of erosional processes related to the presence of the steep cliff face, the bluff line
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or edge shall be defined as that point nearest the cliff beyond which the downward
gradient of the surface increases more or less continuously until it reaches the general
gradient of the cliff....
Therefore, to accurately assess the sea cliff edge, a topographic survey that depicts bluff
topography along the subject parcel and adjacent (upcoast and downcoast) parcels must be
provided in addition to clarification of the determination of the delineated bluff edge.
Quantitative Slope Stability Analysis
The Commission must make findings regarding potential geologic hazards associated with new
development. LCP policies require that new development (1) minimize risks to life and property
in areas of high geologic hazard, and (2) assure stability and structural integrity, and neither
create or contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or
surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective devices that would
substantially alter natural land forms along bluffs and cliffs. Authorization of the placement of
the new development on a blufftop lot is contingent on making findings that (a) the approved
project site will be stable over the life of the project, and (b) that threats to the development from
geologic hazards will be minimized and mitigated.
The existing geologic reconnaissance and geotechnical reports (BACE, July 2009; SHN
September 2009) do not contain sufficient information with which to make these findings since
the reports do not include a quantitative slope stability analysis. Such an analysis is needed to
determine the following: (1) the static minimum factor of safety against landsliding of the bluff
in its current configuration; (2) assuming that factor of safety obtained in (1) is less than 1.5, the
location on the bluff top where a factor of safety of 1.5 is obtained; (3) the pseudostatic
minimum factor of safety of the bluff, using a horizontal seismic coefficient of 0.15g; and (4)
assuming that the factor of safety in (3) is less than 1.1, the location on the bluff top where a
factor of safety of 1.1 is obtained. Therefore, the Commission must receive a quantitative slope
stability analysis prepared according to the following guidelines:
1. The analyses should determine the factor of safety against sliding for both static and
pseudostatic conditions.
2. Slope stability analyses should be undertaken through cross-sections modeling worst case
geologic and slope gradient conditions. Analyses should include postulated failure
surfaces such that both the overall stability of the slope and the stability of the surficial
units are examined.
3. The effects of earthquakes on slope stability (seismic stability) may be addressed through
pseudostatic slope analyses assuming a horizontal seismic coefficient of 0.15g.
Alternative (displacement) methods may be useful, but should be in conformance with
the guidelines published by the American Society of Civil Engineers, Los Angeles
Section (ASCE/SCEC), “Recommended Practices for Implementation of DMS Special
Publication 117, Conditions for Analyzing and Mitigating Landslide Hazards in
California.”
4. All slope analyses should ideally be performed using shear strength parameters (friction
angle and cohesion), and unit weights determined from relatively undisturbed samples
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collected at the site. The choice of shear strength parameters should be supported by
direct shear tests, triaxial shear test, or literature references.
5. All slope stability analyses should be undertaken with water table or potentiometric
surfaces for the highest potential ground water conditions.
6. If anisotropic conditions are assumed for any geologic unit, strike and dip of weakness
planes should be provided, and shear strength parameters for each orientation should be
supported by reference to pertinent direct sheer tests, triaxial shear test, or literature
references.
7. When planes of weakness are oriented normal to the slope or dip into the slope, or when
the strength of materials is considered to be homogenous, circular failure surfaces should
be sought through a search routine to analyze the factor of safety along postulated critical
failure surfaces. In general, methods that satisfy both force and moment equilibrium (e.g.,
Spencer, Morgenstern-Price, and General Limit Equilibrium) are preferred. Methods
based on moment equilibrium alone (e.g., Bishop’s Method) also are acceptable for
circular failure models.
8. If anisotropic conditions are assumed for units containing critical failure surfaces and
when planes of weakness are inclined at angles ranging from nearly parallel to the slope
to dipping out of slope, factors of safety for translational failure along specified failure
surfaces should also be calculated, using Spencer’s, Janbu’s generalized, or MorgensternPrice methods. Janbu’s simplified method may be used for planar failures. The use of a
block failure model should be supported by geologic evidence for anisotropy in rock or
soil strength. Shear strength parameters for such weak surfaces should be supported
through direct shear tests, triaxial shear test, or literature references.

Without the above information, the Commission cannot reach a final determination concerning
the consistency of the project with the ESHA protection policies of the LCP, and the project’s
consistency with Coastal Act Section 30010. Therefore, before the Commission can act on the
proposed project de novo, the applicant must submit all of the above-identified information.
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22. Contractor shall not proceed with any work requiring additional compensation beyond the contract amount without written authorization from the architect or owner’s
representative. Failure to obtain written authorization shall invalidate any claim for additional compensation.

21. Security provisions are part of this contract. Contractor shall review work and coordination requirements prior to start of construction.

20. Upon completion, the Contractor shall leave the premises and all affected areas clean and in an orderly manner ready for move-in. This is to include cleaning of all
glass (including inside of exterior glass) and frames, both new and existing.

19. Contractor shall remove all rubbish and waste materials of all subcontractors and trades on a daily basis and shall exercise strict control over job cleaning to prevent
any dirt, debris or dust from affecting any finished areas in or outside the job site. Burning of debris on the site shall not be permitted.

18. Work areas to remain secure and lockable during construction.

17. Contractor shall protect area and new or existing materials and finishes from damage which may occur from construction, demolition, dust, water, etc. and shall
provide and maintain temporary barricades, closure walls, etc., as required to protect the public during the period of construction. Damage to new and existing materials,
finishes, structures, and the equipment shall be repaired or replaced to the satisfaction of the Owner at the expense of the General Contractor.

16. Delays resulting from failure to supply submittals and information shall be the responsibility of the General Contractor. Appropriate steps shall be taken to make up
for lost time.

15. Contractor shall notify Architect immediately of all utilities determined in the course of construction as being necessary to be removed which have not otherwise
been noted for removal. Contractor shall remove such utilities only after the consultation with the Architect and Owner. All utilities removed shall be disconnected, cut
back to source, and capped. All penetrations created by the removal of utilities shall be sealed to match adjacent construction and finishes.

14. All mounting of equipment, fixtures or accessories - including wall, floor and ceiling installation - shall be as required to meet provisions of the 2001 California
Building Code (which incorporates the 1997 Uniform Buidling Code), the requirements of all other agencies having jurisdiction, and manufacturer’s instructions. In
cases of differences contractor shall notify architect in writing. All casework shall be secured to support blocking at walls.

13. Contractor shall verify rough opening requirements with manufacturer’s unit dimensions and prevent revision of rough openings, specifics of the situation if it occurs
shall be reported in writing to the Architect.

12. Contractor shall not scale drawings. Dimensions shall govern. Drawings at a large scale shall take precedence over drawings of a small scale. Details shall
govern over plans, sections and elevations.

11. All dimensions are to finish face of masonry, face of concrete, face of framing, centerline of steel, face of millwork, or fixtures U.O.N. Dimensions are not
adjustable without Architect’s approval unless noted as "±". Verify dimensions marked "V.I.F." prior to commencement of construction and notify architect in writing of
any inconsistencies.

10. One copy of all building permits shall be submitted to the Architect.

9. Electrical, mechanical Design/Build subcontractors will be responsible for obtaining permits for their scope of work from the agencies having jurisdiction.

8. Where a structural element is removed as indicated on drawings, verify location and dimensions with structural and architectural documents. Shore and brace as
required.

7. The Contractor should visit the work site to ascertain by inspection pertinent local conditions such as location, character and accessibility of the site, availability of
the facilities, character of existing building, etc.

6. The Contractor shall examine the contract documents and shall inform himself as to the entire contents thereof before submitting his proposal. Any errors or
ambiguities noted by him during said examination should immediately be called to the attention of the Architect before submitting a bid thereto. The Architect will issue
an addendum or interpretation of the cited error or ambiguity. No subsequent claim for extra work will be allowed on account of claimed misunderstanding of the
meaning or intent of the contract documents or any portion thereof if the item occasioning the claim appeared in, or was inferable from, said documents as furnished for
bidding purposes.

5. Contractor is responsible for the thorough coordination of all trades. No claims for additional work will be awarded for work related to such coordination.

4. Details shown are typical. Similar details apply to similar conditions.

3. All dimensions, notes and details shown on a portion of a drawing shall apply typically to all opposite hand and/or similar conditions, U.O.N.

Architect

Rick McGee and Shannon Miller
823 Alvarado Road
Berkeley, CA 94705

Owners

1. All work to be in compliance with the 2007 California Building Code (which incorporates the International Buidling Code), the 2001 California Plumbing Code, 2001
California Mechanical Code, 2001 California Electrical Code, and the 2001 California Building Standards Code.

2. The documents describe intent. Contractor is responsible to provide complete, operational systems and installations. No claims for additional work will be awarded
for work which is described in these documents or which is reasonably inferable from them.

PROJECT DIRECTORY

PROJECT NOTES

Permit Set

All drawings and written material appearing herein constitute
original and unpublished work of the Architect and may not
be duplicated,used or disclosed without written consent of
the Architect.

RDH
TOL

2-1-10
2-25-10
7-9-10

Sheet Issue Date
11/16/09
11/16/09
7-9-10
7-9-10
7-9-10
7-9-10
7-9-10
7-9-10
7-9-10
7-9-10

A0.00

Cover Sheet

Cover Sheet
Survey
Site Plan
Entry Level Plan
Main Floor Plan
Lower Level Plan
Roof Plan
East/West Elevations
North/South Elevations
Sections

Drawing List
Sheet Name

Revision Schedule
Set
Issue Date

Checked By:
Scale:

Drawn By:

1
2

Revision

A0.00
A0.01
A1.01
A2.00
A2.01
A2.02
A2.03
A3.01
A3.02
A4.01

Sheet Number

DRAWING INDEX

(2 of 10)

34570 South Highway 1
Anchor Bay, CA 95445

Anchor Bay Residence

Permit Set

All drawings and written material appearing herein constitute
original and unpublished work of the Architect and may not
be duplicated,used or disclosed without written consent of
the Architect.

RDH
TOL

2-1-10
2-25-10
7-9-10

Revision Schedule
Set
Issue Date

Checked By:
Scale:

Drawn By:

1
2

Revision

A0.01

Survey

4
4
3/
"

Site Plan
1" = 30'-0"

'-

1

20' - 4 1/2"

83

PROPOSED DRIVEWAY

HAMMERHEAD TURN-AROUND

PROPOSED BURIED PROPANE TANKS

'-

PROPOSED WINDMILL

12

PROPOSED GENERATOR PAD

0"

3

8'

"

31

'-

PROPOSED
GUEST
COTTAGE
0"

1.5" PVC SCH 40 FORCE LINE

-0

0"

1,500 GALLON CONCRETE
PUMP CHAMBER (8'x5'x5')

'-

'-

"

1,500 GALLON CONCRETE
SEPTIC TANK (8'x5'x5')

24

26

PROPOSED
GARAGE 1/2"

0"

1

"

'-

"

1/4

21

27
'-

1/2

3

0"

4
1/
30

8

'-

'-

7
0"

4'

21

27' - 6 1/4"
21

10-12%

' - 0"
R 50
16' - 0"

10-12%

PROPOSED 4,000 GALLON
WATER TANK FOR FIRE
SUPPRESSION
(E) WELL

*SEE ATTACHED PROPOSALS
FOR ALL DESIGN NOTES AND
CONSTRUCTION DETAILS

AP 143-161-10

TOPOGRAPHIC MAP ON HIGHWAY 1,
NEAR ANCHOR BAY

2

4" DIA. SCH 40 PVC WATER LINE
FROM TANK TO HYDRANT

EXTENT OF TOPSOIL COVER

PRESSURIZED HIGHLINE
LEECHFIELD AS DESCRIBED

EXTENT OF TOPSOIL COVER

100% REPLACEMENT AREA

20' WIDE PROPOSED DRIVEWAY SPLITTING
INTO TWO 12' WIDE DRIVEWAYS FOR ADJACENT
PROPERTY AND PROPOSED HOUSE

30' x 10' TURNOUT WITH 25' TAPERED
APPROACHES ON EACH END

FIRE HYDRANT WITH STEEL
BOLLARDS ON BOTH SIDES

2

36' - 7 1/2"

(E)

7' - 1 1/2"

74' - 1"

2-1-10
2-25-10
7-9-10

/32"

0"

(3 of 10)

All drawings and written material appearing herein constitute
original and unpublished work of the Architect and may not
be duplicated,used or disclosed without written consent of
the Architect.

RDH
TOL
1" = 30'-0"

Permit Set

Revision Schedule
Set
Issue Date

Checked By:
Scale:

Drawn By:

1
2

Revision

17' - 1 3/4"

= SOIL PROFILE

(E)

1/4"

(E)

11' - 10

15' - 9 3/4"

34570 South Highway 1
Anchor Bay, CA 95445

Anchor Bay Residence

929' - 9 1/2"

P3

P4

30' - 0"

0"

EXISTING TOPO LINES, TYP.

"

'-

6"

PROPERTY LINE

1/2

0' - 4 1/2"

PROPOSED
FOUR-BEDROOM
RESIDENCE

4

"
-0

1/4"

20' SETBACK LINE

'-

62
'50

20' SETBACK LINE

38

'
16

PROPERTY LINE

"

R

20' - 6"

"

0' - 6 1/4"

' - 0"

21' - 5 3/4"

-0

20' - 0"
20' - 0"

'
16
- 5 7/1

0' - 2 3/4"

R 175'

20' - 3"

R 50

SETBACK
SETBACK

R 101' -

0
'-

10' - 0"

- 11 31

7' - 0"

R 103'

20' - 0"

ACCESS EASEMENTS FOR DRIVEWAY

11' - 10

(E)

A1.01

Site Plan

1

(4 of 10)

1

Entry Level Plan
1/8" = 1'-0"

ROOF OVER LIVING AREA

33' - 0"

13' - 7 1/4"
10' - 7 3/4"

L1

3' - 7"

open to below

L1

21' - 3 1/4"

5' - 2"

4' - 5"

ENTRY

L1

3' - 0"

2

L1

A4.01

L1

ROOF OVER BEDROOM

27' - 0"

concrete

GARAGE

21' - 0"

27' - 0"
3' - 0"

10' - 0 7/32"

3' - 0"

L1

PARKING COURT

59' - 3"

12' - 0"

BURIED
PROPANE
TANKS

9' - 9"

30' - 7 1/4"

34570 South Highway 1
Anchor Bay, CA 95445

8' - 0"

3' - 10 1/4"

10' - 10 1/32"

4' - 0"

L1

BATH

CLOSET

L1

30' - 0"

28' - 4"

DECK

concrete

GUEST COTTAGE
(630 SQ. FT.)

CLOSET

30' - 0"

L1

L1

2-1-10
2-25-10
7-9-10

All drawings and written material appearing herein constitute
original and unpublished work of the Architect and may not
be duplicated,used or disclosed without written consent of
the Architect.

RDH
TOL
1/8" = 1'-0"

Permit Set

Revision Schedule
Set
Issue Date

Checked By:
Scale:

Drawn By:

1
2

Revision

= EXTERIOR DOWNLIGHT

EXISTING TOPOGRAPY LINES, TYP.

A2.00

Entry Level
Plan

PROPOSED CHANGES TO TOPOGRAPHY, TYP.

PROPERTY LINE

20' SETBACK LINE

6' x 3' PAD FOR GENERATOR

SKYSTREAM 3.7 WIND TURBINE

3' - 0" 3' - 0"

19' - 8 1/2"

DRIVEWAY
permeable asphalt

Anchor Bay Residence

DECK BELOW

24' - 3"

DECK

HOT
TUB

15' - 0"

STORAGE

18' - 2 3/4"

83' - 4 3/4"

21' - 0"

L1

5' - 0"

15' - 0"
3' - 0" 3' - 0"

6' - 0"

12' - 0"
3' - 0"

1

3' - 9"
5' - 4"
4' - 3 1/4"

A4.01

24' - 0"

21' - 0"
10' - 0"

1

(5 of 10)

Main Floor Plan
1/8" = 1'-0"

L1

15' - 0"

0' - 10"

4' - 0"

9' - 0"

24' - 0"

DINING

KITCHEN
dw

27' - 1"

subzero

33' - 0"

6' - 2 1/4"

LIVING

A/V

5' - 1"

0' - 0 3/4"

1

3' - 10" 5' - 4 1/2" 3' - 7"

L1

bbq

L1

21' - 3 1/4"
4' - 11"

2

5' - 1 1/4"

27' - 0"

16' - 5 1/4"
26' - 5 3/4"

BEDROOM

STORAGE

eliptical
trainer

9' - 8 3/4"

27' - 0"
0' - 10"

10' - 0 1/2"

linens

CLOSET

11' - 4"

FOOTPRINT OF GARAGE
(ABOVE)

A4.01

24' - 0"

21' - 0"

30' - 7 1/4"

34570 South Highway 1
Anchor Bay, CA 95445

Anchor Bay Residence

wood decking

TERRACE

24' - 0"

concrete decking

19' - 1"

wood
STORAGE

23' - 4 3/4"

83' - 4 3/4"

0' - 0 3/4"

A4.01

5' - 7 3/4"
0' - 10"
7' - 4 1/4"
2' - 0"
7' - 10 1/4"

30' - 0"

FOOTPRINT OF GUEST
COTTAGE (ABOVE)

L1

2-1-10
2-25-10
7-9-10

All drawings and written material appearing herein constitute
original and unpublished work of the Architect and may not
be duplicated,used or disclosed without written consent of
the Architect.

RDH
TOL
1/8" = 1'-0"

Permit Set

Revision Schedule
Set
Issue Date

Checked By:
Scale:

Drawn By:

1
2

Revision

= EXTERIOR DOWNLIGHT

EXISTING TOPOGRAPY LINES, TYP.

A2.01

Main Floor
Plan

PROPOSED CHANGES TO TOPOGRAPHY, TYP.

PROPERTY LINE

20' SETBACK LINE

21' - 0"

1

(6 of 10)

Lower Level Plan
1/8" = 1'-0"

21' - 0"

3' - 11 1/4"

14' - 2"

1

3' - 4"

15' - 0"

D

16' - 1 3/4"

BEDROOM

CLOSET

W

LAUNDRY

10' - 0 1/4"

10' - 4"

MECHANICAL

16' - 1 3/4"

26' - 6 3/4"

27' - 0"

FOOTPRINT OF GARAGE
(ABOVE)

27' - 0"

0' - 10"

24' - 0"

21' - 0"

30' - 7 1/4"

34570 South Highway 1
Anchor Bay, CA 95445

Anchor Bay Residence

23' - 8 1/4"

L1

4' - 11"

10' - 4 1/4"

STORAGE

1' - 0"

24' - 0"

L1ABALONE CLEANING

STORAGE

12' - 2 3/4"

2
A4.01

50' - 7"

3' - 6 3/4"

A4.01

5' - 7"
7' - 2"
10' - 1"

6' - 4"
3' - 5 3/4"
3' - 6 3/4"

30' - 0"

FOOTPRINT OF GUEST
COTTAGE (ABOVE)

L1

2-1-10
2-25-10
7-9-10

All drawings and written material appearing herein constitute
original and unpublished work of the Architect and may not
be duplicated,used or disclosed without written consent of
the Architect.

RDH
TOL
1/8" = 1'-0"

Permit Set

Revision Schedule
Set
Issue Date

Checked By:
Scale:

Drawn By:

1
2

Revision

= EXTERIOR DOWNLIGHT

EXISTING TOPOGRAPY LINES, TYP.

A2.02

Lower Level
Plan

PROPOSED CHANGES TO TOPOGRAPHY, TYP.

PROPERTY LINE

20' SETBACK LINE

21' - 0"

(7 of 10)

1

Roof Plan
1/8" = 1'-0"

38' - 4 1/2"

ROOF

32' - 7"

living/planted roof

51' - 2 3/4"

A4.01

5' - 2"

tempered glass

WALKWAY
ROOF

5' - 0"

2
A4.01

26' - 1 3/4"

living/planted roof

ROOF

27' - 0"

standing seam metal
w/solar sheet

ROOF

27' - 0"

3' - 0"

PARKING COURT

6' - 0"

12' - 0"

BURIED
PROPANE
TANKS

30' - 7 1/4"

34570 South Highway 1
Anchor Bay, CA 95445

Anchor Bay Residence

83' - 4 3/4"

24' - 8"

DECK BELOW

DECK

monolithic membrane

ROOF

15' - 11 1/2"
26' - 0 1/2"
21' - 3 1/4"

DRIVEWAY

38' - 4 1/2"

1

30' - 0"

DECK

ROOF

30' - 0"

26' - 3 1/2"

2-1-10
2-25-10
7-9-10

All drawings and written material appearing herein constitute
original and unpublished work of the Architect and may not
be duplicated,used or disclosed without written consent of
the Architect.

RDH
TOL
1/8" = 1'-0"

Permit Set

Revision Schedule
Set
Issue Date

Checked By:
Scale:

Drawn By:

1
2

Revision

EXISTING TOPOGRAPY LINES, TYP.

A2.03

Roof Plan

PROPOSED CHANGES TO TOPOGRAPHY, TYP.

PROPERTY LINE

20' SETBACK LINE

6' x 3' PAD FOR GENERATOR

SKYSTREAM 3.7 WIND TURBINE

31' - 0"

6' - 1 3/4" 3' - 10 1/4"

8' - 0"

(8 of 10)

2

1

West
1/8" = 1'-0"

East
1/8" = 1'-0"

FF LOWER LEVEL
78' - 0"

FF MAIN LEVEL
88' - 0"

FF ROOF DECK
98' - 0"

TOP OF HIGHEST
ROOF
111' - 9 1/2"
TOP OF STAIR
PENTHOUSE ROOF
106' - 9 1/2"

HIGHEST POINT ON BLDG. TO LOWEST POINT ON GRADE

33' - 9 1/4"

2'

12'

STEEL-FRAMED ENTRY BRIDGE,
OPEN AIR WITH FLAT METAL ROOF

0' - 0 3/4"

12'

12' - 0"

2'

9' - 0"

L1

3' - 0"

12'

15' - 0"

9' - 0"

L1

L1

2'

7' - 1"

L1

12'

3' - 0" 3' - 0"

L1

2'
L1

KINGSPAN CENTURYWALL 36" WIDE METAL
WALL PANEL SYSTEM, 3" THICK, TYP.

METAL FRAMED INSULATED
WINDOWS AND DOORS, TYP.

STANDING SEAM METAL ROOFS, TYP.

FRAMELESS GLASS GUARD RAILS, TYP.

8' - 8"

17' - 1"

VERTICAL AXIS WINDMILL

6' - 0"

3' - 0" 3' - 0" 3' - 0" 3' - 0" 3' - 0"

10' - 0"

L1

7' - 5"

12'

12' - 0"

9' - 0" 0' - 0 3/4"

2'

3' - 0"

12'
2'

HIGHEST POINT ON BLDG. TOHIGHEST POINT ON GRADE

13' - 9 1/4"

34570 South Highway 1
Anchor Bay, CA 95445

FF LOWER LEVEL
78' - 0"

FF MAIN LEVEL
88' - 0"

FF ROOF DECK
98' - 0"

TOP OF HIGHEST
ROOF
111' - 9 1/2"
TOP OF STAIR
PENTHOUSE ROOF
106' - 9 1/2"

STANDING SEAM METAL ROOFS, TYP.

FRAMELESS GLASS GUARD RAILS, TYP.

Anchor Bay Residence

1' - 3 1/4"

5' - 0"

8' - 9 1/2"

10' - 0"

10' - 0"

6' - 1"

METAL FRAMED INSULATED WINDOWS, TYP.

8' - 11"

4' - 8 1/4"
10' - 0"

KINGSPAN CENTURYWALL 36" WIDE METAL
WALL PANEL SYSTEM, 3" THICK, TYP.

3' - 6"

L1

2-1-10
2-25-10
7-9-10

All drawings and written material appearing herein constitute
original and unpublished work of the Architect and may not
be duplicated,used or disclosed without written consent of
the Architect.

RDH
TOL
1/8" = 1'-0"

Permit Set

Revision Schedule
Set
Issue Date

Checked By:
Scale:

Drawn By:

1
2

Revision

= EXTERIOR DOWNLIGHT

A3.01

East/West
Elevations

23' - 9 1/4" CALCULATED HEIGHT

MAX ALLOWABLE HEIGHT: 28' - 0"

47' - 6 1/2" DIVIDED BY 2 =

33' - 9 1/4"
+13' - 9 1/4"
47' - 6 1/2"

HIGHEST POINT ON BLDG. TO HIGHEST POINT ON GRADE: 13' - 9 1/4"

HIGHEST POINT ON BLDG. TO LOWEST POINT ON GRADE: 33' - 9 1/4"

HEIGHT LIMIT CALCULATIONS:

FF LOWER LEVEL
78' - 0"

FF MAIN LEVEL
88' - 0"

FF ROOF DECK
98' - 0"

TOP OF HIGHEST
ROOF
111' - 9 1/2"
TOP OF STAIR
PENTHOUSE ROOF
106' - 9 1/2"

FF LOWER LEVEL
78' - 0"

FF MAIN LEVEL
88' - 0"

FF ROOF DECK
98' - 0"

2

1

South
1/8" = 1'-0"

North
1/8" = 1'-0"

KINGSPAN CENTURYWALL 36" WIDE METAL
WALL PANEL SYSTEM, 3" THICK, TYP.

24' - 0"

33' - 0"

KINGSPAN CENTURYWALL 36" WIDE METAL
WALL PANEL SYSTEM, 3" THICK, TYP.

METAL FRAMED INSULATED WINDOWS, TYP.

3' - 0" 3' - 0"

L1
L1

3' - 6"

27' - 0"

21' - 0"

L1

3' - 0"

L1

METAL AND GLASS GARAGE DOOR

TEMPERED CHANNEL GLASS, TYP.

STANDING SEAM METAL ROOFS, TYP.

34570 South Highway 1
Anchor Bay, CA 95445

L1

L1

STANDING SEAM METAL ROOFS, TYP.

FRAMELESS GLASS GUARD RAILS, TYP.

1
A4.01

2
A4.01

Anchor Bay Residence

2
A4.01

1

3' - 0"

A4.01

23' - 4 13/16"

L1

8' - 0"

METAL FRAMED INSULATED WINDOWS, TYP.

7' - 5"
5' - 6" 1' - 0"
3' - 6"

30' - 0"

L1
4' - 0"1' - 0"
3' - 6"

TOP OF HIGHEST
ROOF
111' - 9 1/2"
TOP OF STAIR
PENTHOUSE ROOF
106' - 9 1/2"

(9 of 10)

3' - 6 25/32"

2-1-10
2-25-10
7-9-10

All drawings and written material appearing herein constitute
original and unpublished work of the Architect and may not
be duplicated,used or disclosed without written consent of
the Architect.

RDH
TOL
1/8" = 1'-0"

Permit Set

A3.02

North/South
Elevations

= EXTERIOR DOWNLIGHT

Revision Schedule
Set
Issue Date

Checked By:
Scale:

Drawn By:

1
2

Revision

L1

(10 of 10)

Section Through Entry Stair Facing East
1/8" = 1'-0"

Section Through Garage Looking West
1/8" = 1'-0"

1

2

34570 South Highway 1
Anchor Bay, CA 95445

Anchor Bay Residence

2-1-10
2-25-10
7-9-10

All drawings and written material appearing herein constitute
original and unpublished work of the Architect and may not
be duplicated,used or disclosed without written consent of
the Architect.

RDH
TOL
1/8" = 1'-0"

Permit Set

Revision Schedule
Set
Issue Date

Checked By:
Scale:

Drawn By:

1
2

Revision

FF LOWER LEVEL
78' - 0"

FF MAIN LEVEL
88' - 0"

FF ROOF DECK
98' - 0"

TOP OF HIGHEST
ROOF
111' - 9 1/2"
TOP OF STAIR
PENTHOUSE ROOF
106' - 9 1/2"

FF LOWER LEVEL
78' - 0"

FF MAIN LEVEL
88' - 0"

FF ROOF DECK
98' - 0"

TOP OF HIGHEST
ROOF
111' - 9 1/2"
TOP OF STAIR
PENTHOUSE ROOF
106' - 9 1/2"

A4.01

Sections

(Excerpt from County staff report)

EXHIBIT NO. 34
Appeal No.
CDP Extension
Request
A-1-MEN-14-0009
No. 1-83-158-E25
(McGee)
(Savoca)
TREE REMOVAL
COASTAL
RECORDS
SITE
PLAN IMAGE
PROJECT
AERIAL

EXHIBIT NO. 35

(McGee)
(Savoca)

Appeal No.
CDP Extension
Request
A-1-MEN-14-0009
No. 1-83-158-E25

COASTAL RECORDS
SITE HABITAT MAP
PROJECT AERIAL IMAGE

Calystegia purpurata ssp. saxicola

Site Habitat Map
CDP # 37-2010
Rare plant
Central Maritime Chaparral
Coastal Terrace Prairie
Northern Bishop Pine Forest

Cleared
Vernal
Thick Understory

Ê

1:1,200

NCRM
October 29, 2013

Signature on File

EXHIBIT NO. 36
Appeal No.
CDP Extension
Request
A-1-MEN-14-0009
No. 1-83-158-E25
(McGee)
(Savoca)
EXCERPTS
FROM
COASTAL
RECORDS
BIOLOGICAL
REPORTS
PROJECT
AERIAL
IMAGE

(1 of 30)

(2 of 30)

(3 of 30)

(4 of 30)

(5 of 30)

(6 of 30)

(7 of 30)

(8 of 30)

(9 of 30)

(10 of 30)

(11 of 30)

(12 of 30)

(13 of 30)

(14 of 30)

(15 of 30)

(16 of 30)

(17 of 30)

(18 of 30)

(19 of 30)

(20 of 30)

Signature on File

(21 of 30)

(22 of 30)

(23 of 30)

(24 of 30)

(25 of 30)

(26 of 30)

(27 of 30)

(28 of 30)

(29 of 30)

(30 of 30)

EXHIBIT NO. 37
Appeal No.
CDP Extension
Request
A-1-MEN-14-0009
No. 1-83-158-E25
(McGee)
(Savoca)
STATE FIRE SAFE
COASTAL
RECORDS
REGULATIONS CONDITIONS
PROJECT AERIAL IMAGE
OF APPROVAL

(1 of 3)

Signature on File

(2 of 3)

(3 of 3)

Signature on File

Signature on File

Signature on File

