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From: Merrill,  Bob@Coastal
To: Gedik, Tamara@Coastal
Subject: FW: Town of Mendocino Plan Th9f
Date: Tuesday, June 06, 2017 11:40:41 AM
Attachments: 17 06 06 CCC.rtf

-----Original Message-----
From: Norman de Vall [mailto:ndevall@mcn.org]
Sent: Tuesday, June 06, 2017 10:40 AM
To: Merrill, Bob@Coastal
Subject: Town of Mendocino Plan Th9f

Bob,
        Good Morning…
Please share with the Commissioners,
Norman
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Norman L. de Vall10780 Cummings LaneMendocino, California 95460(707) 877-1142  357.5555ndevall@mcn.orgJune 6, 2017Honorable Chair and MembersCalifornia Coastal CommissionArcata					re: 	Mendocino Town Plan Update Amendment 						LCPA 1-MEN-14-0840Dear Chair and Members,	I write as the former member of the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors representing the Town of Mendocino from 1979 to 1995 and asa member of the community since 1962.	My suggestion is that the remaining issues be returned to the communityfor public hearings and resolve.  The issues are many:  Water deliveries could be a matter of public record, hydrological studies could be required if use or change of use increases demand, off-street parking could be reconsidered to encourage improved percolation. 	And without protection there will be fewer and fewer residents living withinthe Town.	Please return the proposed plan to the community.Sincerely,/s/  Norman L. de Vall							



 
Norman L. de Vall 

10780 Cummings Lane 
Mendocino, California 95460 
(707) 877-1142  357.5555 

ndevall@mcn.org 
 
 

June 6, 2017 
 
 

Honorable Chair and Members 
California Coastal Commission 
Arcata 
 
     re:  Mendocino Town Plan Update Amendment  
      LCPA 1-MEN-14-0840 
 
Dear Chair and Members, 
 
 I write as the former member of the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors 
representing the Town of Mendocino from 1979 to 1995 and as 
a member of the community since 1962. 
 
 My suggestion is that the remaining issues be returned to the community 
for public hearings and resolve.  The issues are many:  Water deliveries could be a 
matter of public record, hydrological studies could be required if use or change of use 
increases demand, off-street parking could be reconsidered to encourage improved 
percolation.  
 
 And without protection there will be fewer and fewer residents living within 
the Town. 
 
 Please return the proposed plan to the community. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
/s/  Norman L. de Vall 
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Gedik, Tamara@Coastal

From: Kathleen Cameron <kcameron@mcn.org>
Sent: Monday, June 05, 2017 12:48 PM
To: Gedik, Tamara@Coastal
Subject: Mendocino LCP Amendment
Attachments: Mendocino LCP Amendment .doc

Ms. Gedik,  
 
I am unable to attend the CCC meeting when the County of Mendocino LCP Amendment is addressed. 
Please distribute my comments to the Commissioners in my stead. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Kathleen Cameron 
 



Kathleen Cameron 
PO Box 438 
Mendocino, CA  95460 
June 1, 2017 
 
 
California Coastal Commission 
County of Mendocino LCP Amendment 
 
 
 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
 
Disappointedly, the 1992 Mendocino Town Plan has morphed from a people friendly, easy-to-read 
document into an overly complicated, pro development Plan that falls short of representing citizens' 
wishes.  
 
 
The March 3, 2017 Memorandum from Mendocino County Planners and the Supervisors' Ad Hoc 
Committee represents an effort to preserve this historical residential community.  
 
 
CCC Staff modifications diminish the intent of the original Town Plan. 
 
 
When deciding on this important Amendment, please keep in mind the concept of Balance and how a 
town of less than 900 people is able to co-exist with 237 visitor serving units. 
 
 
Please reject the imposed suggestions made by the CCC Staff and support recommendations found in 
the County Memorandum.  (Especially : GM-2 “Mendocino is a historical residential community, with 
limited commercial services that are important to the daily life of the Mendocino Coast.”) 
 
 
 
Thank you, 
 
Kathleen Cameron   (town resident since 1984) 
 



From: Bill Kinser
To: Merrill,  Bob@Coastal
Cc: Gedik, Tamara@Coastal
Subject: Rotary Letter
Date: Friday, June 02, 2017 3:39:52 PM
Attachments: rotary letter.pdf

Bob,
Attached is the letter I received from the Mendocino Rotary Foundation. 

Bill Kinser, AICP
Senior Planner
County of Mendocino
Planning & Building Services
120 W. Fir Street
Fort Bragg, CA 95437
707-964-5379
http://www.co.mendocino.ca.us/planning/

mailto:kinserb@mendocinocounty.org
mailto:Bob.Merrill@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:Tamara.Gedik@coastal.ca.gov
http://www.co.mendocino.ca.us/planning/
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From: Merrill,  Bob@Coastal
To: Gedik, Tamara@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on MTP
Date: Friday, June 02, 2017 5:57:50 PM

 
 

From: Wendy Roberts [mailto:wendy@mcn.org] 
Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2017 4:14 PM
To: Merrill, Bob@Coastal
Cc: Bill Kinser; Dan Hamburg; Carre Brown; Juliana Cherry
Subject: Public Comment on MTP
 
To Whom it May Concern:
 
As a home owner with a licensed Single Unit Rental in the Historic District since 1991, I
have followed Mendocino Town Plan politics closely for a couple of decades and very
closely since the failed 1999 attempt to update the MTP. Prior to October 2016, I had
attended nearly every MTP- related meeting over the past 10 years and contributed many
pages of public comment on a fairly wide range of issues that are important to the Town. My
perspective on the Town and its issues has been broadened by serving for two years on the
Mendocino County Grand Jury, for six years on the Mendocino Historical Review Board, and
on the Tourism BID Advisory Board for the past three. 
 
These personal experiences allow me to say with some certainty that a number of the
modifications to the Mendocino Town Plan that are being recommended by CCC staff
do not reflect  a clear understanding either of local conditions or community input
gleaned from numerous public meetings and opportunities for document review. Nor do
most of them appear related to the goal of achieving consistency with the Coastal Act.
To the contrary!
 
It is extremely discouraging to see the extensive modifications recommended in the
October CCC staff report and the time and expense required of Mendocino County
staff and officials in order to defend key aspects of what is meant to be a Local Coastal
Plan for the Town of Mendocino.
 
Here are just a few of my observations on which I base my heartfelt encouragement to
CCC Staff to constrain your role in this process and support the Plan produced by
community members, County staff and our elected representatives.  
 
1) Zoning disagreements:
 
The MCCSD and Mendocino Fire Department parcels are needed for infrastructure to ensure
maintenance of our sewer system and to enhance the capacity to fight fires.  Zoning them as
Public Facilities will accurately describe this use. The time to address potential environmental
impacts is when specific projects are being developed and during the permit application
process.  Community consensus is not in conflict with the Coastal Act. It should be respected.
 
Likewise, it is abundantly clear that the ‘Williams House,” aka the “Yellow House” occupies
a parcel that is commercial in every sense except for the split zoning that runs through the
living room. It is on an island, surrounded by a market parking lot, a cemetery, and three of

mailto:/O=MMS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=MERRILL, BOB@COASTA3EE4B8D8-FCC8-49A6-9804-1D8C139E40967FB
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the busiest streets in Town. The owners have every right to zoning that reflects this reality
and granting commercial zoning appears to have no local opposition.  
 
2) Regarding water:  Mendocino is unlikely ever to have a water system. Around 1987, the
State granted groundwater management authority to MCCSD. Groundwater has been
measured and mapped and is reasonably well understood. Quotas are assigned that are widely
respected. MCCSD has this one covered about as well can be done without a large influx of
public funds. For CCC staff to add Draconian water requirements to permit processes will not
add a drop to our aquifers. It carries the taint of the old arguments against having a water
system “because it would lead to development.” Mendocino does not need redundant
regulations imposed by CCC staff that have no basis in the Coastal Act. The Town would
benefit from having more storage…above the Fire Station, possibly on MCCSD land, and in
private, preferably buried tanks. Please leave MCCSD to its State appointed job.
 
3. Visitor Lodging: After endless local discussions, the County’s MTP Draft reflects a
locally negotiated “solution” to providing visitors with lodging in the Town of Mendocino.
That “solution” retains the purely arbitrary cap on the total number of lodging “units” to be
licensed. Subject to various conditions, Inns are to be allowed to add rooms up to this quota
that are made available by reducing the number of allowed Vacation Home Rental (VHR)
licenses to 10 and eliminating them, by attrition, from Residential Zoning. The number of
Single Unit Rental licenses is to be reduced from 23 to 20 subject to obtaining a Use Permit,
but without zoning restrictions. 
 
I have accepted this local visitor lodging “solution” reluctantly for reasons addressed
below. I strongly disagree with CCC Staff modifications that support concentrating and
increasing visitor lodging in Commercial Zones. This does not reflect the desires of local
residents and the wisdom of local planners who recommend adding rooms to existing VSF
sites, as is specifically supported by the Coastal Act. The CCC Staff modification actually
conflicts with the Coastal Act which specifically states that visitor services should be
distributed throughout, rather than being concentrated in one part of town. 
 
In the Town of Mendocino, concentrating Inn/Hotel rooms, VHRs and SURs into
Commercial Zones would negatively impact the Historic Main Street that is called out among
the historic resources that earned the Town its designation as a Historic District on the
National Register. Local activists determined to rid Residential neighborhoods of visitor
lodging have already caused conversion of several small work/live affordable rentals on Main
Street into SURs. These units now command high prices because of the Bay Views. Further
conversion to lodging will eliminate commercial space that would be better used for other
types of business. Overnight guests will fill parking places that are currently used by both
residents and visitors in order to shop or have access to walking trails on the Headlands State
Park. This is, in short, a terrible idea that would impact the Town in multiple ways. 
 
In my opinion, Mendocino would benefit by revising the proposed management plan for
visitor lodging as follows:  1) Revise the arbitrary caps and allow the addition of any and all
Inn/Hotel rooms at existing and currently operating sites to the extent that they can be
accommodated under existing roofs or through MHRB and County approved additions, and
subject to adequate parking and MCCSD confirmation of adequate water; and 2) Restore the
caps of 23 VHR and 23 SUR licenses subject to obtaining a Use Permit and Business License
and demonstrating through regular collection and payment of TOT and BID fees that these
properties are, in fact being provided to ensure public access. Use Permits should recognize



VHRs and SURs as an alternative residential use and clearly address owner responsibility to
ensure that guests are informed of behavioral expectations and that the property is supervised
and maintained to avoid negative impacts. (This should also be true of long-term leases!) Use
Permits should not require MCCSD approval as residential water allotments would, if
anything, be under-used due to part-time occupancy. Nor should off street parking
requirements differ from those currently applied to full-time residents, many of whom park
multiple vehicles on the street.
 
Having stated my arguments for this approach repeatedly, I do so one last time as a matter of
principle.  I strongly believe that property owners should have the ability to manage their
property in ways that meet their needs. I also believe that this special place should be
available to families and others who cannot be accommodated in a B&B. Staying in Fort
Bragg offers a significantly different experience.  
 
I have no problem with placing a reasonable cap on the number of VHRs and SURs, as was
done in 1992, but virtually eliminating local lodging for families conflicts with the Coastal
Act and deprives visitors of the economical option of preparing meals instead of depending
on high cost restaurant dining. For any party of more than two bed-sharing adults, a VHR or
SUR is almost certainly the lowest cost alternative available to enjoy the Mendocino
experience.
 
I do not disagree with those who would like to have more permanent neighbors. In fact,
Mendocino does have a lot of “second homes.” It is a beautiful place that people like to visit
with their families and where many of us have retired on earnings acquired in places with
better paying jobs. The high cost of living and lack of good jobs make it a difficult place for
young families to support themselves here. 
 
A further reduction in VHRs will do little to change this reality. It will simply leave more
houses under-used and under-cared-for. In contrast, allowing suitable properties to be
licensed as VHRs allows owners to use them and visitors to enjoy them. It expands the circle
of people who know and care about the Town and supports the local economy. When pinned
down, locals are hard-pressed to report incidents where visitors created negative impacts in
excess of those occasionally presented by long-term occupants. Noise ordinances are in place
should such problems arise, regardless of the residential status of the perpetrators.
 
It is ironic that further curtailing VHRs will also close a recognized path to full-time
residency by people who can afford a second home for varying periods of time by offering it
as a part-time rental and then occupying it as retirees. In my opinion, the local decision to
sharply reduce the cap on VHR licenses and eliminate them in Residential zones is mis-
guided for this reason alone.  I also believe that it conflicts with the Coastal Act by limiting
public access. It is every bit as selfish and self-serving as Newport Beach McMansion owners
who don’t want the public using “their” beaches.
 
Mendocino is, indeed, a “Special Community.” It deserves this designation because of its
spectacular setting, nationally recognized historic resources, and the investment of
California Tax Payers in the surrounding State Park. The Coastal Act is meant to
protect public access to such special places. Mendocino’s small residential community is
part of what keeps the Town special. As such, it deserves reasonable protections. But
those of us who choose and are lucky enough to live here also have an obligation to act
as stewards of the coastal resources we enjoy on a daily basis and to make them



available to others.  Nothing in the Coastal Act gives us the right to pull up the draw
bridge. Nothing in the Coastal Act grants CCC Staff the authority to support policies
designed to do so.
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
WR
 
Wendy A. Roberts
Donald F. Roberts
45121 Little Lake Street
P.O. Box 666
Mendocino, CA 95460-0666
 
707 937-4702
707 684-9695 (cell)
wendy@mcn.org
 
http://www.mendocinotower.com
 
Like Mendocino Tower on Facebook
 
 

 

mailto:wendy@mcn.org
http://www.mendocinotower.com/
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Gedik, Tamara@Coastal

From: Misty Meadlin <svbp.thpo@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 21, 2017 11:04 AM
To: Gedik, Tamara@Coastal
Cc: External, TFitzgerral@DOT
Subject: Mendocino Town Plan (MTP) Update

Good Morning Tamara, 

As the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) and representative for the Sherwood Valley Band of Pomo 
(Tribe) my recommendation is to have the Coastal Commission draft up initial language and definitions in 
regards to the archaeological and cultural resources section of the MTP for the Tribe to review.  In the mean 
time I will also research internal documents for additional language that we may want to have included in the 
archaeological and cultural resources section of the MTP.   

I look forward to working further with you on this plan.  Please contact me if you have any questions.  Thank 
you.

Respectfully, 

Misty Meadlin, THPO 
Sherwood Valley Band of Pomo 
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Gedik, Tamara@Coastal

From: Harold Hauck <hhauck@mcn.org>
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2016 1:23 AM
To: Gedik, Tamara@Coastal; Merrill, Bob@Coastal
Subject: Comments re. Mendocino Town Plan Update
Attachments: Mendo CCC Comments.pdf

Please find attached my comments re. the Mendocino Town Plan update that is on the agenda for the October 5th Coastal
Commissioner’s Meeting. Please distribute the attached letter to all of the commissioners.
Thank You,
Harold Hauck
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October 2, 2016 

Commissioners, 
California Coastal Commission 

Reference: Mendocino County LCP Amendment LCP-1-MEN-14-0840-1(Mendocino 
Town LCP Update) 

I am writing to express my concern about the review and process for approval of the 
above referenced Mendocino Town Plan Update.  

From the process prospective, I am concerned that there is insufficient time for the 
public, and specifically the residents of the community of Mendocino to intelligently and 
effectively review the many changes that Coastal Commission Staff have imposed upon 
the Mendocino Board of Supervisor’s approved Mendocino Town Plan. Providing only 
eleven days for public review of such a complex document is an unfair use of the public 
review requirements, and I am afraid may lead to adoption of a Mendocino Town Plan 
that will not benefit either the residents of the town or the visitors who enjoy our 
community. The Mendocino Town Plan has been undergoing an update and review 
process for approximately five years so there is no need to rush to final approval of this 
document. I am requesting that in the interest of allowing sufficient time for public review 
of your staff’s extensive changes to the LUP that you defer consideration of this agenda 
item until your next regularly scheduled meeting. 

With time for only a cursory examination of the Commission’s Staff’s changes as written 
in Appendix A (Proposed LUP Amendments with Suggested Modifications), of the 
previously mentioned Mendocino County Board of Supervisor’s approved Mendocino 
Town Plan, I have the following observations and objections. 

1. There appears to be an effort on the part of Commission Staff to diminish and 
subvert the importance of the historic nature, designation, and residential 
character of Mendocino Town. I base this observation on: 

a. Page 1 paragraph 1.1, deletion of the words “historical residential”. Adding 
“point for recreational uses” to this sentence Page 8, 1st only emphasizes 
the strategy of trying to shift the emphasis of the document from being a 
town plan for the community residences to that of a playground for the 
transient visitor. I believe this introductory paragraph should remain as 
originally written and the staff changes denied. 

b. Page 8, 1st. paragraph: Staff’s addition, “visitor serving facilities that is to 
be generally maintained.” Is added as a quoted statement from the original 
submitted document. This is not acceptable as making changes within a 
quoted statement that alters the original content and meaning of a quoted 
sentence is misleading the reader of the document. Also, adding the 
phrase, “The Town’s character is attributed to the balance of these 
residential, commercial, visitor serving,” add an element, “visitor serving” 
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that was not intended to be part of the original meaning and is not in the 
best interests of the town residences. I request that staff changes to this 
paragraph be denied. 

c. Page 8 paragraph 1.2: I think the repeated insertion to the term “visitor 
serving” is an attempt by staff to minimize the residential character of the 
town. By definition, a visitor serving facility is a commercial facility. The 
town balance has historically been the balance between “residential, 
commercial, and open space” I request that staff’s attempt to change the 
definition of the town’s character balance through the insertion of words 
like “visitor serving” be denied.

d. Page 10, 3rd paragraph last sentence: The staff deletion of, “balanced 
residential, commercial, visitor serving” is another example of staff’s 
attempt to diminish the residential importance to the balance of the town 
character. I request that staff changes to this sentence be denied. 

e. Page 11, 3rd.  paragraph 1st sentence: Staff deletion, “to maintain the 
essential residential character of the historical Town,”  is yet another 
example of the trend to diminish the importance of both the residential and 
historical import of the town. Please deny this deletion. 

f. Page 12, 1st. paragraph, The deletion of this paragraph “Given that issue 
identification during preparation of the updated Mendocino Town Plan 
identified continuing LCP implementation conflicts between or among 
Coastal Act Chapter 3 policies that must be locally applied to meet the 
State goals set forth in Public Resources Code Section 30001.5, the 
Mendocino Town Plan also incorporates and applies the conflict resolution 
procedure provided by Public Resources Code Section 30007.5 to, on 
balance, continue to protect the most significant coastal resources that 
make the Town a special historical residential community which, because 
of these unique characteristics, is a popular visitor-recreational 
destination.” Appears to significantly diminish both the protections and 
importance of the towns historic character and the right of town residences 
to redress grievances. Please deny staff’s deletion of this paragraph.

g. Page 15, 1st paragraph: Staff deletion, “provide for balance to” again 
weakens to residential populations influence in this document. Please 
deny this change. 

h. Page 20 paragraph 3, Staff’s insertion, “(a) the amendment will not lessen 
or avoid the intended effect of the terms or conditions of the underlying 
permit, unless there is newly discovered information which, with 
reasonable diligence, could not have been discovered or produced prior to 
permit approval; and (b)” weakens local government’s permit review and 
amendment authority. Please deny this insertion. 

i. Page 21 paragraph 4: Staff deletion, “has been determined by the 
Planning and Building Services Director to be complete and filed. (b) A 
person, partnership, organization, corporation, or federal, state or local 
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government agency whose application to the Mendocino Historical Review 
Board for review and approval of activities or work pursuant to the [\]
Mendocino Historical Preservation District Ordinance has been 
determined by the Director to be complete and filed.” Weakens the 
authority of local agencies particularly the Mendocino Historical Review 
Board which plays an essential role in the maintenance of the town’s 
historical character. Please deny this deletion. 

There are 172 total pages of deletions, insertions, modifications, and changes that 
comprise what will eventually become the Coastal Commission approved Mendocino 
Town Plan. Given the relatively short review period, I have only been able to examine 
and comment on the first 21 pages. Based on the staff changes identified above, I have 
very serious concerns that the remaining majority of the proposed plan update will 
contain many more changes that are potentially detrimental to the people who live 
within the town of Mendocino.  

Prior to acceptance by the Commission, I suggest that Commission Staff meet with 
interested community members to review their suggested changes and gain community 
understanding and agreement with their proposals. Following such meeting(s) and 
community discussions, I hope to be able to support and endorse the Coastal 
Commission’s approval of the Revised Mendocino Town Plan. However, at this time I 
cannot support staff’s recommendations and request that they be rejected and that Staff 
be instructed to obtain additional community input.  

Sincerely, 

Harold Hauck 
PO Box 1048 
44771 Crestwood Dr. 
Mendocino, CA 95460 
707 684-6643 
hhauck@mcn.org 
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Gedik, Tamara@Coastal

From: Rod <rodjones@mcn.org>
Sent: Saturday, September 24, 2016 6:19 PM
To: Merrill, Bob@Coastal; Gedik, Tamara@Coastal
Cc: Lee Edmundson
Subject: Mendocino Town Plan
Attachments: DallLtr.pdf

Dear Bob & Tamara, 
  
I am quite unable to attend the upcoming meeting in Ukiah on the MTP due to pre-existing events 
here on the coast during the same time frame, not to mention the travel-time inconvenience of 
meeting in Ukiah after already investing many hours on this “voluntary” project.   
  
I have, however, included in those many hours, some extensive time talking with Lee Edmundson 
about the remaining problems with the MTP.  Candidly, I was utterly appalled when the BOS saw fit 
to hire at a cost of $100,000 the Dall & Associates duo from Sacramento.  (Please see attached letter 
I sent the BOS if it did not get to the main file, which I’m sure it did not.) 
  
VHFs are certainly a clear and present danger, at least to those of us unlike the Dalls and Reeds, who 
would like to see the town retain some minor level of true residency.  I believe Lee has had his finger 
correctly on the pulse of things over the many years he has worked tirelessly and without any 
remuneration to try to save our little berg from turning into Disneyland.  I support his views 
wholeheartedly and hope they will get the Commission’s ear. 
  
Please also insure this message and attachment reach the packets for Commissioners.  Thank You. 
  
Rod Jones 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Rodney R. Jones 
P.O. Box 189 
Mendocino, CA 95460 
707.937.0549 
 
«~~~» 

¿  
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COUNTY OF MENDOCINO
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING SERVICES
860 NORTH BUSH STREET UKIAH CALIFORNIA 95482
120 WEST FIR STREET FORT BRAGG CALIFORNIA 95437

MEMORANDUM

DATE: March 3, 2017

TO: California Coastal Commissioners and Interested Persons
Alison Dettmer, Deputy Director
Bob Merrill, District Manager
Tamara Gedik, Coastal Program Analyst

FROM: Mendocino County Planning and Building Services
Bill Kinser, Senior Planner
Juliana Cherry, Planner III

SUBJECT: Mendocino Town Plan Ad Hoc Committee Comments on the California 
Coastal Commission Staff’s Preliminary Recommended Suggested 
Modifications to the Mendocino Town LCP Amendment LCPA-1-MEN-14-
0840

______________________________________________________________________________

The Mendocino County Board of Supervisor’s Mendocino Town Plan (MTP) Ad Hoc 
Committee Members, Supervisors Dan Hamburg and Carre Brown, provided comments to 
Planning and Building Services Staff about the California Coastal Commission Staff’s 
preliminary recommended suggested modifications to the Mendocino Town LCP Amendment
LCPA-1-MEN-14-0840. The MTP Ad Hoc Committee, acting on behalf of the Board of 
Supervisors, held three meetings with Planning and Building Services Staff to review the twenty-
nine suggested modifications thus far. Planning and Building Services notes that the list of 
suggested modifications is incomplete, as noted on page 12 "Additional Information" of Alison 
Dettmer's September 23, 2016 report. This memo summarizes the MTP Ad Hoc Committee’s 
comments.

It is the MTP Ad Hoc Committee’s opinion that the preliminary recommended suggested 
modifications go beyond what is necessary to reconcile the proposed LCP amendment’s 
consistencies with the Coastal Act (and in some instances, the preliminary recommended 
suggested modifications would have the effect of establishing policies that have not been locally 
supported). This memorandum summarizes the MTP Ad Hoc Committee’s comments on the five 
identified primary topics included in their September 23, 2016 report, appendices, and 
attachments and general comments on the Mendocino Town LCP Amendment.1

California Coastal Commission Staff’s Five Primary Topic Areas include:
Visitor Serving Facilities

1 Mendocino County LCP Amendment LCP-1-MEN-14-0840-1 (Mendocino Town LCP Update). Memorandum to 
the Coastal Commissioners and Interested Parties and from Alison Dettmer, Bob Merrill, and Tamara Gedik.
September 23, 2016.
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