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16 November 2006

Technical Memorandum 

To: Mike Kelley, Mendocino City Community Services District 

From: Michael Maley 

Subject: Mendocino Drought Scenarios 
 K/J Project No. 0664003     

Kennedy/Jenks Consultants is pleased to submit this technical memorandum documenting the 
work performed to develop drought scenarios of the Mendocino Headlands using the numerical 
groundwater model developed for the earlier Groundwater Modeling Study (Questa and ETIC 
2004). 

The objective of this task is to update the existing numerical groundwater model and use this 
model to perform simulations for the purpose of developing a Drought Contingency Plan for the 
Town of Mendocino.  This work is based on an approved AB303 grant by the California 
Department of Water Resources (DWR) to the Mendocino City Community Services District 
(MCCSD).  This scope-of-work applies to the portion of Task 7 “Develop a Drought Contingency 
Plan” under Exhibit A - Project Work Plan of the 2005 DWR AB303 grant application that applies 
to groundwater modeling.   

BACKGROUND 
The Town of Mendocino is located on the Mendocino Headlands along the Pacific Coast in 
Mendocino County, California (Figure 1).  The Mendocino Headlands form a broad peninsula 
bounded by sea cliffs that range from in height from 40 to 100 feet.  Elevations increase to 360 
feet along the eastern margin of the Study Area. The land slopes westward with a broad gentle 
ridgeline roughly bisecting the peninsula.  Hill slopes are generally steeper east of town.  

The climate is maritime Mediterranean and is characterized by cool, foggy summers and cool, 
rainy winters. The average annual precipitation is 40.3 inches, but has historically ranged from 
80 inches in 1983 to 16 inches in 1976.  Rain mostly falls from November through March.
Precipitation typically declines during the late season and becomes minimal during the summer.   

The Mendocino Headlands are underlain by the Tertiary Franciscan Complex Coastal Belt 
(DWR 1985).  Overlying the bedrock are four separate sets of marine terrace deposits that 
represent former beach deposits (Figure 2).  The terraces form an essentially flat surface.  
Where the terraces have been eroded, the bedrock forms a rough and uneven surface. The 
terraces are also overlain by a 1 to 4-foot thick sandy organic soil horizon as seen in the dark 
colored material near the top surface (Figure 3).

Groundwater production in Mendocino is primarily from individual privately-owned wells 
completed in fractured Tertiary Franciscan Complex rocks (Figure 4). Well depths typically 
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range between 40 to 200 feet, with most new wells in the range of 100 to 150 feet.  Flow rates 
to wells are quite variable, but typically range from less than 1 gpm to over 25 gpm.  

The terrace deposits act as a holding reservoir by storing water that recharges the underlying 
fractured bedrock (Figure 4). The distribution of the areas of saturated terrace deposits plays a 
key role in maintaining groundwater levels in the Mendocino Headlands aquifer. The distribution 
of the saturated terrace deposits plays a key role in sustaining groundwater levels in the 
Mendocino Headlands aquifer.  

The physical setting is a key factor that influences groundwater flow. Groundwater flows from 
the highland areas east of Mendocino towards the sea cliffs that surround the town where it 
discharges to the Pacific Ocean via springs (Figure 5). Spring flow is also highly seasonal with 
the highest flow rates observed in the late winter and spring following significant rainfall. Unlike 
most California basins, the major portion of the annual inflow discharges out of the cliffs through 
springs rather than remaining in storage.  

Mendocino’s physical setting presents a challenge in evaluating the groundwater resources.  
Unlike many other California groundwater basins, the Mendocino Headlands aquifer is an open 
system that is surrounded by cliffs.  A major portion of the annual inflow discharges every year 
through springs located along these cliffs.  Limited groundwater resources in the Mendocino
Headlands have led to severe water shortages during the dry summer months for residents with 
marginal wells.  In the past 25 years, two significant droughts have impacted the area.  These 
occurred in 1976 to 1977 and 1986 to 1994.  

Because of these low yields, most properties employ storage tanks and, through the MCCSD, 
the community has implemented significant water conservation measures.  Even so, some wells 
run dry in the late fall months, especially in drier than normal years, and water is trucked in to 
replenish storage tanks at several properties on a regular basis in the Fall.  This practice 
becomes more widespread during periods of drought.  

 NUMERICAL GROUNDWATER MODEL 
A numerical groundwater was constructed for the Mendocino Headlands for the Groundwater 
Modeling Study by Questa and ETIC (2004).  This study was conducted for the Mendocino City 
Community Services District (MCCSD) and funded as part of a Local Groundwater Assistance 
Grant from the California Department of Water Resources (DWR).  The model was constructed 
using numerical groundwater modeling code MODFLOW 2000 (Harbaugh and others 2000).

The entire two-layer model contains a total of 200,000 model grid cells using 20-foot uniform 
grid spacing. The active model domain covers 678 acres of the Mendocino Headlands 
(Figure 6). The 12-month-long model simulations are divided into twelve one-month-long stress 
periods.  Boundary conditions represent precipitation recharge, groundwater pumpage, 
subsurface inflow and outflow, discharge to utility trenches, and evapotranspiration.  Estimation 
of aquifer properties are based on aquifer tests, geologic descriptions, and model calibration. 

The annual recharge ranged from 886 acre-feet in the 2000-01 water year to 1,604 acre-feet in 
the 1997-98 water year. Percolation of precipitation was the major recharge component, 
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contributing about 98.4 percent of the total aquifer recharge (Table 1). Springs along the cliffs 
account for about 40 percent of the total groundwater discharge, followed by Groundwater 
pumping (21 percent), discharge to surface drainages (16 percent), evapotranspiration (20 
percent), and outflow to utility trenches (3 percent). 

Table 1: Model-based hydrologic budget summary (in acre-feet per year) from previous model 
calibration (Questa and ETIC 2004).   

INFLOW (acre-ft) OUTFLOW (acre-ft)

Year Perco-
lation

Ground 
water 
Inflow

Total
Inflow

Cliff 
Springs Stream Utility

Evapo-
transpir

ation
Pumping 

Wells
Total

Outflow
Change 

in 
Storage

1984-85 886 21 908 443 165 18 162 251 1038 -130
1997-98 1588 15 1604 553 253 70 348 251 1476 128
1998-99 1395 17 1412 520 221 43 285 251 1320 92
1999-00 1164 19 1184 481 187 23 217 251 1158 26

2000-01 863 23 886 421 143 9 150 251 974 -88
2001-02 1083 19 1103 477 196 34 202 264 1174 -71
2002-03 1370 18 1388 512 215 43 280 234 1283 105

TOTAL 8350 133 8484 3407 1379 240 1644 1752 8423 62
7-year 

Average 1193 19 1212 487 197 34 235 250 1203 9

Percent of 
Total 98.4% 1.6% 40.4% 16.4% 2.8% 19.5% 20.8%

The Mendocino Groundwater Model was calibrated to 552 measured groundwater elevations 
from 24 wells collected during the 2002-2003 water year. The model was calibrated to 
groundwater elevation maps, statistical analysis, and hydrographs.  The statistical analysis 
showed a strong correlation of measured to simulated groundwater elevations. Hydrograph 
comparisons of model results versus observed data show that the general trend and magnitude 
of groundwater change is effectively simulated.  A comparison of measured to simulated 
groundwater levels from 1998 to 2003 is provided in Figure 7. 

The simulated 2003 groundwater elevation map shows that the general groundwater flow 
pattern is accurately simulated (Figure 5).  The contour locations show some variability; 
however, the overall contour patterns compare favorably between model and hand-drawn maps.  
In the bedrock, groundwater flow is more continuous.  The highest groundwater elevations are 
observed in the upland area to the east.  A groundwater ridge exists down the center of the 
peninsula.  Groundwater flow originates from this ridge and flows towards the cliffs.  This 
calibration demonstrates that the groundwater flow field generated by the model is reasonable.  

Groundwater recharge is strongly dependent on precipitation.  Model calibration provided insight 
regarding the groundwater recharge process.  A portion of the precipitation recharge is delayed 
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in reaching the groundwater based on the measured hydrograph data from monitor wells.  
Recharge zones were defined by surface geology. Recharge was defined as a large percentage 
of the monthly rainfall plus a declining percentage of the previous month’s rainfall. These 
percentages varied over the year with the response becoming progressively more delayed 
through the year (Figure 8). 

DROUGHT SCENARIO APPROACH 
The groundwater model provides a mechanism to simulate the impact of drought conditions for 
the Mendocino Headlands.  For this analysis, a series of model scenarios were developed to 
evaluate the water supply during drought periods.  The different drought scenarios were 
developed to provide a range of potential conditions that represent the type of drought 
conditions that have been observed in Mendocino.    

Baseline Scenario – apply average monthly precipitation. 

Basic Drought Scenarios – reduce rainfall percolation by a uniform percentage from 
the average monthly precipitation. 

Seasonally Variable Drought Scenarios – vary distribution of basic drought scenarios 
by shifting majority of rain to either the fall or the spring. 

Two-Year Drought Scenarios – rerun basic drought conditions using lower initial 
groundwater levels from basic drought scenario.   

For the groundwater model, the input necessary to develop these scenarios consists of three 
water balance components prescribed by the model.  These include: 

 Recharge from percolation of precipitation 

 Groundwater pumping 

 Groundwater inflow along portions of the eastern model boundary. 

The definition of a drought is derived primarily from precipitation data.  For this analysis, 
precipitation data were obtained from two sources that include: 

 MCCSD rain gauge that has annual precipitation records from 1901 to 2006 and monthly 
records from 1991 to 2006.   

 Western Regional Climate Center has annual and monthly precipitation records from 
1949 to 2006 for Fort Bragg.   

The historical precipitation data from the MCCSD rain gauge from 1901 to 2006 is presented on 
Figure 9. This historical pattern shows that most dry years are typically isolated events that are 
followed by near average to above-average precipitation years.  The most extended dry period 
was from 1929 to 1932 with four consecutive years of rainfall 25% or more below normal.  The 
average annual rainfall based on this data set is 40.4 inches per year whereas the median 
annual rainfall is 38.5 inches per year.  This 5% variation between the average and the median 
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rainfall indicates that the average value is influenced by a few years of extreme rainfall.  The 
maximum annual rainfall occurred in the 1982-1983 water year with 80.1 inches.  The minimum, 
or historic drought, occurred in the 1976-1977 water year with 16.14 inches.   

To develop the drought scenarios, the rainfall was evaluated probabilistically.  Figure 10 
presents a probability plot based on the 106 year precipitation history from MCCSD.  From this 
plot, we determined the following relationships.   

 25% below average annual precipitation, or 30.3 inches per year has a probability of 
rainfall of this level or lower is 20%, which represents an occurrence of once in every 5 
years.  

 40% below average annual precipitation, or 24.2 inches per year has a probability of 
rainfall of this level or lower is about 7%, which represents an occurrence of once in 
every 15 years. 

 60% below average annual precipitation or 16.2 inches per year represents the historical 
drought year of 1977 which therefore has a probability of about 1%, which represents an 
occurrence of once in every 100 years. 

Monthly precipitation data from the MCCSD rain gauge is limited so average monthly 
precipitation was developed by normalizing monthly averages from Fort Bragg (Table 2).  Based 
on the available data from MCCSD and Fort Bragg, average annual precipitation are essentially 
equal with annual precipitation varying by about 2% on a year-to-year basis.   

Table 2: Monthly precipitation data for Fort Bragg (Western Regional Climate Center).   

Precipitation (inches per month)
Scenario Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep

Fort Bragg 
Average 2.43 5.44 7.41 7.52 6.27 5.65 2.96 1.33 0.47 0.10 0.32 0.55

Maximum 7.4 13.6 21.6 21.5 19.5 14.4 11.6 9.5 3.5 0.85 3.00 3.09

Minimum 0 0.08 0.32 0.55 0.79 0.94 0.24 0 0 0 0 0

Percolation from precipitation recharge is applied according to a methodology developed for the 
Questa and ETIC (2004) report.  It contains an algorithm that varies the recharge based on the 
underlying geology, amount of monthly rainfall and distribution of cumulative rainfall.  This 
algorithm was based during calibration of the original groundwater model to measured 
groundwater elevation data (Questa and ETIC 2004).  For the geology, a higher recharge rate 
was applied to the terrace gravels over the bedrock recharge (Figure 8).  A high proportion of 
the precipitation was applied to that month and the remainder was distributed over the next 
several months to account for delayed portions of the recharge.  The initial 16 inches of 
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precipitation was applied as recharge at a higher monthly rate than the remainder after the initial 
16 inches.  Later season recharge is distributed over a longer period of time.  The specifics of 
this algorithm are detailed in the Questa and ETIC (2004) report. 

Pumping rates were based on the Estimated Town of Mendocino Water Demand provided by 
MCCSD for the Questa and ETIC (2004) report.  Groundwater usage was estimated based on 
35 different usage categories.  Pumping locations are represented in the model based on
pumping well and parcel-specific water usage information provided by the MCCSD.  The 
procedure for the scenarios was the same used for the original model developed.  More details 
of this procedure are documented in Questa and ETIC (2004) report to MCCSD.   

To determine the water demand for the drought scenarios, a linear regression analysis was 
performed to evaluate the potential for a relationship between the estimated water demand from 
MCCSD and the measured precipitation data.  Figure 11 presents the results of this analysis.  A 
comparison of the annual precipitation to the estimated water demand showed a correlation with 
an R-factor of about 0.52.  The analysis was extended to evaluate a relationship between the 
seasonal rainfall and the water demand.  A relatively strong correlation factor of 0.77 was found 
between the spring precipitation and the water demand, whereas no correlation was found 
between either fall or summer precipitation and water demand.  The correlation between spring 
precipitation and water demand makes conceptual sense in that during a wet spring, less water 
would be used for outdoor uses where as during a dry spring, more outdoor water would be 
expected.  Therefore, the water demand for the drought scenarios was based on the linear 
regression equation for the spring precipitation of: 

Water demand = -0.0023 * (February through May Rainfall) + 81.737 

The pumping rates for the drought scenarios were developed by applying the linear regression 
estimate of water demand and proportionalizing the rate to the pumping locations specified in 
the model from the Questa and ETIC (2004) report.   

Groundwater inflow represents less the 2% of the total inflow in the Mendocino Headlands and
represents a minor amount of inflow from areas to the east of the model domain.  In the earlier 
model (Questa and ETIC 2004) this was specified as a constant head boundary.  However, for 
the drought scenarios, this was modified to a constant flux boundary.  The reason for this the 
lower groundwater levels during the drought scenarios would cause an increasing groundwater 
inflow through the constant head boundary.  However, this is counter-intuitive since 
groundwater inflow should decrease proportional to the rainfall.  Therefore, the groundwater 
inflow during average conditions was developed.  The groundwater inflow was reduced by half 
of the percentage of the decrease in rainfall.  This is because groundwater inflow would be 
influenced by the previous years recharge as well as the current year.  This is considered as a 
reasonable approximation for a minor component to the hydrologic budget.   

The remaining components to the hydrologic budget include the groundwater outflow 
components of cliff springs, streams, utility trenches and evapotranspiration.  These 
components are defined in the model as elevation dependent boundaries. This means that the 
outflow is not specified in the model, but rather elevation and conductance terms are applied, 
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and the model calculates the outflow.  Because of this type of model boundary, no modification 
to these boundaries is required for the drought scenarios. 

BASIC DROUGHT SCENARIOS 
The basic drought scenarios were primarily based on varying the monthly precipitation by a 
uniform percentage.  The precipitation data used to develop the Basic Drought Scenarios is 
provided in Table 3.  Based on this five different cases were developed that include: 

 A baseline case that was based on the average monthly precipitation. 

 A 25% below average precipitation year case that was based on using 75% of the 
average monthly precipitation. 

 A 40% below average precipitation year case that was based on using 60% of the 
average monthly precipitation. 

 A historic drought that used the average annual precipitation for the 1977 drought that 
was about 40% of the average precipitation. 

 A no-rain case were applied no precipitation to the model.   

Table 3: Monthly precipitation rates used to develop Basic Drought Scenarios.   

Precipitation (inches)
Scenario Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Avg

Mendocino 
Baseline 2.41 5.30 7.35 7.51 6.22 5.70 2.92 1.34 0.49 0.10 0.32 0.59 40.3

25% below 
Baseline 1.81 3.98 5.51 5.64 4.66 4.28 2.19 1.00 0.37 0.07 0.24 0.45 30.2

40% below 
Baseline 1.44 3.18 4.41 4.51 3.73 3.42 1.75 0.80 0.29 0.06 0.19 0.36 24.2

Historic 
Drought 0.97 2.13 2.95 3.01 2.49 2.29 1.17 0.54 0.20 0.04 0.13 0.24 16.2

No Rain 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

The model input data for pumping wells and groundwater inflow were derived from the monthly 
data using the procedures described in the Approach section.  Using this procedure, the water 
demand for each case is as follows. 

 A baseline case water demand is 28,504 cubic feet per day (ft3/d)  

 A 25% below average case water demand is 30,262 ft3/d

 A 40% below average case water demand is 31,317 ft3/d
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 A historic drought water demand is 32,717 ft3/d

 A no-rain case were water demand is 35,538 ft3/d

Table 4 provides the hydrologic budget summary for the Basic Drought Scenarios.  This shows 
that as the groundwater inflow primarily from precipitation decreases the total groundwater 
outflow also decreases.  Groundwater outflow to surface features such as streams, utility 
trenches and evapotranspiration to plants decreases as recharge is decreased.  The lower 
groundwater levels result in less near surface groundwater that can be discharged through 
these mechanisms.   

  

Table 4: Model-based hydrologic budget summary (in acre-feet per year) for the Basic Drought 
Scenarios.   

INFLOW (acre-ft) OUTFLOW (acre-ft)

Scenario Perco-
lation

Ground 
water 
Inflow

Total
Inflow

Cliff 
Springs Stream Utility

Evapo-
transpir

ation
Pumping 

Wells
Total

Outflow
Change 

in 
Storage

Baseline 1188 18 1207 548 161 8 250 239 1206 1
25% Below 
Average 902 16 918 479 123 3 169 254 1028 -110

40% Below 
Average 712 15 727 432 99 2 126 262 920 -194

64% Below 
Average 430 14 444 370 60 1 76 265 773 -324

100% Below 
Average 0 9 9 264 10 1 35 247 557 -546

The hydrographs of the drought scenarios for the 6 key monitor wells shown on Figure 6 are 
presented on Figure 12.  These show that the groundwater elevation declines for each drought 
scenario for all 5 cases.  The results show: 

 groundwater elevation declines for the 25% below average case range from 2 to 5 feet 
below the baseline levels 

 groundwater elevation declines for the 40% below average case range from 2 to 5 feet 
below the baseline levels 

 groundwater elevation declines for the historic drought case range from 5 to 20 feet 
below the baseline levels 

 groundwater elevation declines for the no-rain case range from 20 to 50 feet below the 
baseline levels 

Figure 13 presents the change in groundwater levels in relation to the baseline condition for the 
end of the water year representing the maximum change in groundwater levels for the year.  
These maps show that the decline in groundwater levels is not uniform but concentrated in 
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specific areas primarily associated with levels of groundwater pumping.  The highest declines in 
groundwater levels are consistently shown to be in the center of the town where there is a
concentration of pumping wells in close proximity to one another.   

Declines of greater than 5 feet would potentially impact pumping from wells that are sensitive to 
water level changes to their well construction or well efficiency characteristics.  Declines greater 
than 25 feet are likely to significantly impact pumping from all wells and cause wells with poor 
construction or efficiency to go dry.  The historic drought shows water level declines in the 
central town area of 35 to 50 feet below the baseline conditions.  These types of changes would 
have a significant impact on pumping causing many wells to go dry.   

SEASONALLY VARIABLE DROUGHT SCENARIOS 
The Seasonally Variable Drought Scenarios vary the distribution of the monthly precipitation of 
the 25% and 40% below average precipitation cases from the Basic Drought Scenarios.  The 
monthly precipitation distribution is shown in Table 5.  The total annual precipitation for the case 
was equal to the respective Basic Drought Scenario case.   In this way, three cases with the 
same total annual precipitation were developed.  These cases will provide insight on the 
significance of the timing of the precipitation on drought conditions.   

For the two Dry Spring cases, the average monthly rainfall for the months of October through 
January of 22.6 inches was applied.  To simulate a dry spring, significantly below average 
precipitation was applied to the period from February to May.  The remaining 7.6 and 1.6 inches 
of precipitation were applied to the period from February to September for the 25% and 40% 
below average precipitation cases, respectively (Table 5).   

Table 5: Monthly precipitation rates used to develop Seasonally Variable Drought Scenarios.   

Precipitation (inches)
Scenario Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Avg

Mendocino 
Baseline 2.41 5.30 7.35 7.51 6.22 5.70 2.92 1.34 0.49 0.10 0.32 0.59 40.3

25% below 
Baseline with 
Dry Spring

2.41 5.30 7.35 7.51 2.65 2.39 1.22 0.56 0.20 0.04 0.31 0.25 30.2

25% below 
Baseline with 
Wet Spring

0.72 1.59 2.20 2.25 4.85 13.4 2.09 1.90 0.37 0.07 0.31 0.45 30.2

40% below 
Baseline with 
Dry Spring

2.41 5.30 7.35 7.51 0.55 0.51 0.26 0.12 0.04 0.01 0.03 0.05 24.2

40% below 
Baseline with 
Wet Spring

0.72 1.59 2.20 2.25 3.59 9.89 1.54 1.41 0.29 0.06 0.25 0.36 24.2
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For the two Wet Spring cases, the average monthly rainfall for the months of October through 
January of 6.8 inches was applied.  The remaining 23.4 and 17.4 inches of precipitation were 
applied to the period from February to September for the 25% and 40% below average 
precipitation cases, respectively (Table 5).  To simulate a wet spring, higher precipitation was 
applied to the period from February to May.  The precipitation was concentrated in March 
(Table 5) to simulate a late spring storm event such as occurred in 1991.   

The model input data for pumping wells and groundwater inflow were derived from the monthly 
data using the procedures described in the Approach section.  Using this procedure, the water 
demand for each case is as follows. 

 A 25% below average case with a dry spring water demand is 32,573 ft3/d

 A 25% below average case with a wet spring water demand is 25,877 ft3/d

 A 40% below average case with a dry spring water demand is 34,912 ft3/d

 A 40% below average case with a wet spring water demand is 28,399 ft3/d

Table 6 provides the hydrologic budget summary for the Seasonally Variable Drought 
Scenarios.  For both the 25% and 40% below average precipitation cases, these results indicate 
that the Dry Spring results in a greater overall loss in groundwater storage than the respective 
Basic Drought Scenario case.  Conversely, the Wet Spring results indicate a lower overall loss 
in groundwater storage than the respective Basic Drought Scenario case.  This shows that there 
are differing responses by the aquifer system to the timing of the rainfall.   

Table 6: Model-based hydrologic budget summary (in acre-feet per year) used for Seasonally 
Variable Drought Scenarios.   

INFLOW (acre-ft) OUTFLOW (acre-ft)

Scenario Perco-
lation

Ground 
water 
Inflow

Total
Inflow

Cliff 
Springs Stream Utility

Evapo-
transpi
ration

Pumping 
Wells

Total
Outflow

Change 
in 

Storage
Baseline (Average 
Rainfall) 1188 18 1207 548 161 8 250 239 1206 1

25% Below Average 
- Uniform Distribution 902 16 918 479 123 3 169 254 1028 -110

25% Below Average 
- Dry Spring 869 16 885 497 113 2 168 273 1052 -165

25% Below Average 
- Wet Spring 885 16 900 443 125 5 160 217 949 -45

40% Below Average 
- Uniform Distribution 712 15 727 432 99 2 126 262 920 -194

40% Below Average 
- Dry Spring 692 15 707 477 76 1 132 288 975 -267

40% Below Average 
- Wet Spring 753 15 767 416 108 3 130 238 895 -126
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The hydrographs of the Seasonally Variable Drought scenarios for the 6 key monitor wells 
shown on Figure 6 are presented on Figure 14 and 15.   

 For the 25% below average precipitation with a dry spring case, water levels track along 
with the baseline in the early portion of the scenario.  However, with the decreased 
rainfall in the spring, the water levels at the end of the season are 1 to 5 feet below the 
25% below Basic Drought Scenario (Figure 14). 

 For the 25% below average precipitation with a wet spring case, water levels track drop 
5 to 10 feet below 25% Basic Drought Scenario during the in the early portion of the 
scenario.  However, with the increased rainfall in the spring, the water levels at the end 
of the season are within 1 foot of the baseline condition (Figure 14). 

 For the 40% below average precipitation with a dry spring case, water levels track along 
with the baseline in the early portion of the scenario.  However, with the decreased 
rainfall in the spring, the water levels at the end of the season are 5 to 15 feet below the 
40% below Basic Drought Scenario (Figure 15). 

 For the 40% below average precipitation with a wet spring case, water levels track drop 
5 to 10 feet below 40% Basic Drought Scenario during the in the early portion of the 
scenario.  However, with the increased rainfall in the spring, the water levels at the end 
of the season are about 1 to 10 feet higher than the 40% Basic Scenario (Figure 15).  
This is about midway between the Baseline and the 40% Basic Scenario. 

Also from the hydrographs for the Seasonally Variable Drought Scenarios, it should be noted 
that water levels for the wells are essentially the same for all basic, dry spring and wet spring 
cases.  However, by September the water levels for these same three cases can vary by as 
much as 20 feet.  The Mendocino aquifer system rapidly responds to rain events and is 
generally not in a state of equilibrium during the rainy season.  This suggests that water levels 
alone may not be a clear indicator of future drought conditions.   

Figure 16 presents the change in groundwater levels in relation to the baseline condition for the 
end of the water year representing the maximum change in groundwater levels for the year.  
These maps show that the Dry Spring cases have greater declines in water levels, both in 
magnitude and extent, than the respective Basic Drought Scenario.  Conversely, the Wet Spring 
cases show significantly less water level declines.  The 25% below average with a Wet Spring 
case is almost back to Baseline conditions.   

The results of these scenarios indicate that the seasonality of precipitation can have a 
significant impact on water levels even though the total annual precipitation is the same.  A wet 
spring can significantly ease drought conditions, whereas a dry spring can significantly 
exasperate them.  The seasonality of precipitation, therefore, is a significant characteristic that 
needs to be incorporated into the development of drought criteria.   
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TWO-YEAR DROUGHT SCENARIOS 
For the Two-Year Drought Scenarios, the Basic Drought Scenarios were rerun but with a 
different initial starting groundwater elevations.  For the Basic Drought Scenarios, the initial 
groundwater elevations were the output from the Baseline Scenario.  Therefore, the results can 
be viewed as the variation from average conditions.  For the Two-Year Drought Scenarios, the 
initial starting groundwater elevations were the output from either the 25% Below Average or 
40% Below Average Drought Scenario.  The purpose of this set of scenarios was to evaluate 
the compounding impacts of multiyear droughts.   

The Baseline, 25% Below Average and 40% Below Average Basic Drought Scenarios were 
rerun using the September groundwater elevations from both the 25% Below Average and 40% 
Below Average Drought Scenario.  The hydrologic budget (Table 7) shows that a significant 
increase in groundwater storage occurs when average precipitation follows a drought.  The 
increase in groundwater storage accounts for about a 60% recovery in the groundwater storage 
lost during the respective drought.  A second year, 25% below average drought following a 
drought results in a 12 to 51 acre-foot decrease in storage.  The represents an additional 10% 
to 50% decrease in groundwater storage for a 25% Below Average and 40% Below Average 
Drought, respectively.  Similarly, a second year, 40% below average drought following a drought 
results in a 101 to 138 acre-foot decrease in storage.  The represents an additional 100% to 
50% decrease in groundwater storage for a 25% Below Average and 40% Below Average 
Drought, respectively.   

Table 7: Model-based hydrologic budget (in acre-feet per year) summary used for Two-Year 
Drought Scenarios.   

INFLOW (acre-ft) OUTFLOW (acre-ft)

Scenario Perco-
lation

Ground 
water 
Inflow

Total
Inflow

Cliff 
Springs Stream Utility

Evapo-
transpir

ation
Pumping 

Wells
Total

Outflow
Change 

in 
Storage

Baseline (Average 
Rainfall) 1188 18 1207 548 161 8 250 239 1206 1

Average following 
25% below average 1188 18 1207 520 148 7 221 239 1135 72

25% below following 
25% below average 902 16 918 450 115 2 148 254 969 -51

40% below following 
25% below average 712 15 727 407 88 1 108 261 865 -138

Average following 
40% below average 1188 18 1207 503 140 6 204 160 1012 117

25% below following 
40% below average 902 16 918 434 105 2 135 254 929 -12

40% below following 
40% below average 712 15 727 389 80 1 97 260 827 -101
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The hydrographs of the Two-Year Drought Scenarios for the 6 key monitor wells shown on 
Figure 6 are presented on Figure 17 and 18.  Figure 17 shows the model results for the cases 
using the 25% Basic Drought Scenario as the initial conditions.  These results indicate: 

 When average rainfall year follows a 25% below average drought, the groundwater 
system has essentially recovered to Baseline conditions by March following a 25% Basic 
Drought Scenario (Figure 17).

 When 25% below average rainfall year follows a 25% below average drought, an 
additional 1 to 5 feet of groundwater level declines are observed relative to the 25% 
Basic Drought Scenario (Figure 17). 

 When 40% below average rainfall year follows a 25% below average drought, an 
additional 5 to 20 feet of groundwater level declines are observed relative to the 25% 
Basic Drought Scenario.  Relative to the 40% Basic Drought Scenario, this represents 
an additional 1 to 10 feet of groundwater level declines.  (Figure 17). 

Figure 18 shows the model results for the cases using the 25% Basic Drought Scenario as the 
initial conditions.  These results indicate: 

 When average rainfall year follows a 40% below average drought, the groundwater 
system has essentially recovered to Baseline conditions by March following a 40% Basic 
Drought Scenario (Figure 18). 

 When 25% below average rainfall year follows a 40% below average drought, 
groundwater levels are essentially within a few feet relative to the 40% Basic Drought 
Scenario (Figure 18). 

 When 40% below average rainfall year follows a 40% below average drought, an 
additional 1 to 12 feet of groundwater level declines are observed relative to the 40%
Basic Drought Scenario (Figure 18). 

Figure 19 presents maps of the change in groundwater levels in relation to the 25% Basic 
Drought Scenario.  It is important to note that the changes depicted on these maps are in 
addition to those for the 25% Basic Drought Scenario.  The average rainfall following a 25% 
drought shows increase in water levels that nearly approximate the declines for the 25% 
drought.  This indicates that nearly full recovery occurs during just one average rainfall year.  
For the 25% drought following a 25% drought, declines of about 5 feet are noted primarily in the 
center of town area.  For the 40% drought following a 25% drought, the declines are more 
widespread with declines of as much as 25 feet in the center of town.   

Similar results are shown for the set of cases following a 40% drought (Figure 20).  Significant 
recovery occurs following a single year of average rainfall.  The biggest increases are in the 
center of town region; however, the recovery is not quite equal to the declines of the 40% 
drought.  A 25% drought following a 40% drought results in essentially the same water level 
declines as a single year 40% drought.  A 40% drought following a 40% drought results in 
essentially the same water level declines as a single year historic drought.  This indicates that 
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there is some compounding of drought conditions does occur as the second year is more 
severe.   

DROUGHT CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT 
The purpose of the Drought Criteria is to provide guidelines for MCCSD in forecasting when and 
how severe drought conditions can be anticipated for the upcoming year.  The primary 
objectives in developing drought criteria include: 

 Provide the ability to forecast drought conditions that incorporates the findings of the 
drought scenarios and historical data. 

 Define criteria with specific dates and directly measurable quantity that is readily 
available to MCCSD. 

 Define criteria that evaluate conditions early so that mitigation measures have a higher 
probability of being applied in a manner that will provide benefits to the community to 
minimize the impacts from the drought 

 Provide criteria to evaluate recovery due to natural or mitigation measures. 

The drought scenarios were developed and run to provide input into the development of the 
drought criteria.  The following is a list of findings, based on both the Groundwater Modeling 
Study (Questa and ETIC 2004) and the results of the drought scenarios discussed above, 
concerning the Mendocino Headlands aquifer system. 

 Precipitation is the primary source of groundwater recharge and is therefore a key 
parameter in controlling the summer and fall groundwater levels.   

 There is little capacity for groundwater storage in the Mendocino Headlands, so a single 
season of below average precipitation can cause significantly impacts.   

 Timing of precipitation is important.  The model results show that spring rains have a 
strong positive influence on groundwater levels, whereas a dry spring can have a strong 
negative influence on groundwater levels.   

 There is a lag component in the recharge component from precipitation.  Impacts to the 
groundwater levels are spread over an interval of 1 to 4 months.   

 Groundwater levels in the spring are not necessarily a good indicator of summer and fall 
groundwater levels.  The variations may be due to seasonal variations in precipitation 
and the recharge lag. 

 Groundwater levels can recover in one season with near average to above average 
precipitation showing that the aquifer system  

 In a second year of drought conditions, the groundwater levels will be lower than the 
same drought condition following an average precipitation year. 
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Defining a drought condition for the upcoming water year is based rainfall data.  Rainfall is the 
primary source of groundwater recharge, and water levels in the area are strongly controlled by 
rainfall.  During the winter and spring months, the variation of groundwater levels between 
potential drought conditions is within the range of potential natural variation.  This makes 
groundwater levels a poor predictor of potential upcoming drought conditions.  Rainfall is a 
direct measurement.   

The modeling has shown that the groundwater levels in the summer months are dependent 
upon the amount of rainfall for the water year starting October 1 and the amount of spring 
rainfall starting from February 1.  Water demand for Mendocino has also been correlated to the 
amount of spring rainfall.  Drought stage definitions include: 

Stage I Drought – Mild drought condition, rainfall ranging from 75% to 82.5% of normal.  
Based on historic data, this condition would occur once every 5 years.   

Stage II Drought – Moderate drought condition, rainfall ranging from 60% to 75% of 
normal. Based on historic data, this condition would occur once every 8 years.   

Stage III Drought – Severe drought condition, rainfall ranging from 50% to 60% of 
normal. Based on historic data, this condition would occur once every 15 years.   

Stage IV Drought – Historic drought condition, rainfall ranging less than 50% of normal. 
Based on historic data, this condition would occur once every 50 years.   

DROUGHT CRITERIA METHODOLOGY 
The approach is to define a set of criteria for key target dates to evaluate conditions in the 
winter and spring to evaluate the potential for drought conditions that would result in lack of 
available water supply primarily in the summer and fall months.  The initial criteria would be 
define  

 January 31, March 31 and May 31 to evaluate the potential for drought conditions to 
impact water supplies during the upcoming summer and fall.  

 If drought conditions are defined on May 31, then additional evaluation dates of August 
31, November 30 and December 31 to evaluate whether the drought condition should be 
continued or terminated.   

 If drought conditions are not defined on May 31, then no further evaluation is necessary 
until the following January 31.   

 Provide a mechanism to adjust drought stage designation during the second consecutive 
drought year.   

For the Target dates of January 31, March 31 and May 31, the drought criteria are based on 
precipitation data.  The advantage to this is that precipitation is a directly measurable quantity 
that is routinely collected by MCCSD.  The Groundwater Modeling Study (Questa and ETIC 
2004) and the drought scenarios indicate that precipitation is the key component to defining  
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 Cumulative precipitation from October 1 through target date,  

 Cumulative precipitation from February 1 through target date (for March 31 and May 31 
target dates only).  

Depth to groundwater is not considered a strong indicator of potential drought conditions during 
January through May because the depth to groundwater is subject to transient events such as 
recent rains or pumping  Based on the modeling results, the range of depths to groundwater for 
the indicator wells narrows during these months making judgments of future conditions difficult.   

The January 31 Evaluation Date provides an early indication of the precipitation for the year.  
The criteria for January 31 are designed to provide an indicator for the potential for a dry year.  
As noted in the Seasonally Variable Drought Scenarios, spring precipitation is a key in defining 
drought conditions.  The March 31 and May 31 Evaluation Dates have criteria designed to 
evaluate both the full year and the spring precipitation.  It also provides a mechanism to remove 
a drought designation if sufficient spring precipitation has occurred.   

If a drought condition is not defined on May 31, then no further evaluation is considered 
necessary until the following January 31.  However, if a drought condition is defined on May 31, 
then additional evaluation dates are defined for August 31, November 30 and December 31 to 
evaluate whether the drought condition should be continued or terminated.  Depth to 
groundwater and rainfall criteria are defined to determine if  

 water conservation or other mitigation measures were sufficient to ease the drought 
restrictions,  

 conditions have significantly worsen and more stringent drought restriction are 
necessary, or  

 conditions have remained in the same drought condition.   

It is not anticipated that any significant rainfall would have occurred during the period from May 
31 to August 31; therefore, depth to groundwater levels are considered as the primary 
evaluation for the end of summer.  Depth to groundwater levels are defined for the five indicator 
wells based on model results and historic data.  The five wells include 25, 134A, 134B, 136 and 
139 (Figure 4). Because a range of conditions may occur based on this analysis, the average 
condition should be considered as the indicator of the drought condition.   

For the November 30 and December 31 evaluations will consist of both rainfall and depth to 
groundwater data.  Modeling results indicate that average to above average rainfall in the fall 
will bring groundwater levels back to near normal conditions depending on the pre-existing 
drought condition.  The criteria are based on the December 31 conditions.  The November 30 is 
considered an interim date so that if high rainfall occurs in November, then drought conditions 
can be modified prior December 31.  If rainfall and depth to groundwater evaluations do not 
agree, then use the more severe of the conditions.  The rainfall conditions are defined as 
cumulative rainfall since October 1 in relation to the pre-existing drought condition.  The criteria 
are: 
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If the pre-existing year was not in a drought condition, then follow the drought condition criteria 
without modification.  If a pre-existing drought condition is already in affect from the previous 
year, then modify the drought stage recommendations for January 31, March 31 and May 31 
using the following criteria based on the Two-Year Drought Scenarios which show that
cumulative impacts can result in more severe conditions than those defined based on the 
current year precipitation alone.  The drought stage designation would be adjusted to a more 
severe designation as defined in the criteria.  

Testing of the drought criteria were included in the development process to verify that the 
criteria would provide useful indicators of upcoming conditions based on evaluating historical 
events.  The Fort Bragg precipitation history was used as this data set had monthly data from 
1949 to 2006.  Table A-1 is presented in the Appendix that provides the results of this test.  
Table A-1 provides the cumulative precipitation data for the drought criteria and provides the 
appropriate drought stage condition for the Evaluation Dates.  From the summary data from 
Table A-1, the following observations are made.  

 A Stage I drought is defined about 19% of the years or about once every 5 years 

 A Stage II drought is defined about 12% of the years or about once every 8 years 

 A Stage III and IV drought is defined about 6% of the years or about once every 
17 years 

Further evaluation of Table A-1 shows multiple instances of a drought stage being defined in 
January, but being removed in either March or May due to spring rains.  Conversely, there are 
multiple instances where a drought is defined on May 31 based on a lack of spring rain although 
it was not defined for January 31.  This shows that the criteria are resilient in incorporating 
changing conditions.   

Table A-1 shows that 5 years were had conditions that were impacted by the second 
consecutive year of drought.  Of those only 1 year, 1992, had this condition continue through to 
the May 31 Evaluation Date.  This shows that the criteria are capable of properly incorporating 
the effects of multi-year drought conditions. 
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DROUGHT CRITERIA  
Below is a listing of the drought criteria for the each of the Evaluation Dates.   

January 31, March 31 and May 31 Evaluation Dates 
For the Evaluation Dates of January 31, March 31 and May 31, the drought criteria are based 
on precipitation data that include: 

 Cumulative precipitation from October 1 through target date,  

 Cumulative precipitation from February 1 through target date (for March 31 and May 31 
target dates only).  

January 31 Evaluation Date 
Total Rainfall since October 1 

 If greater than 19 inches, then No Drought
 If between 14 and 19 inches, then Stage I Drought
 If between 10 and 14 inches, then Stage II Drought
 If between 8 and 10 inches, then Stage III Drought
 If less than 8 inches, then Stage IV Drought

March 31 Evaluation Date 
Total Rainfall since October 1 

 If greater than 32 inches, then No Drought  
 If between 29 and 32 inches,

 Total Rainfall since February 1 
○ If greater than 7 inches, then No Drought
○ If less than 7 inches, then Stage I Drought

 If between 26 and 29 inches,
 Total Rainfall since February 1 
○ If greater than 18 inches, then No Drought
○ If between 7 and 18 inches, then Stage I Drought
○ If less than 7 inches, then Stage II Drought

 If between 22 and 26 inches,
 Total Rainfall since February 1 
○ If greater than 18 inches, then Stage I Drought
○ If between 7 and 18 inches, then Stage II Drought
○ If less than 7 inches, then Stage III Drought

 If between 16 and 22 inches,
 Total Rainfall since February 1 
○ If greater than 18 inches, then Stage II Drought
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○ If between 7 and 18 inches, then Stage III Drought
○ If less than 7 inches, then Stage IV Drought

 If less than 16 inches, 
 All cases are Stage IV Drought

May 31 Evaluation Date 
Total Rainfall since October 1 

 If greater than 35 inches, then No Drought  
 If between 32 and 35 inches,

 Total Rainfall since February 1 
○ If greater than 12 inches, then No Drought
○ If less than 12 inches, then Stage I Drought

 If between 29 and 32 inches,
 Total Rainfall since February 1 
○ If greater than 20 inches, then No Drought
○ If between 10 and 20 inches, then Stage I Drought
○ If less than 10 inches, then Stage II Drought

 If between 24 and 29 inches,
 Total Rainfall since February 1 
○ If greater than 20 inches, then Stage I Drought
○ If between 10 and 20 inches, then Stage II Drought
○ If less than 10 inches, then Stage III Drought

 If between 20 and 24 inches,
 Total Rainfall since February 1 
○ If greater than 20 inches, then Stage II Drought
○ If between 10 and 20 inches, then Stage III Drought
○ If less than 10 inches, then Stage IV Drought

 If less than 20 inches, 
 All cases are Stage IV Drought

August 31 Evaluation Date 
It is not anticipated that any significant rainfall would have occurred during the period from May 
31 to August 31; therefore, depth to groundwater levels are considered as the primary 
evaluation for the end of summer.  Depth to groundwater levels are defined for the five indicator 
wells based on model results and historic data (Table 9).  Because a range of conditions may 
occur based on this analysis, the average condition should be considered as the indicator of the 
drought condition.   

Depth to groundwater levels are defined for the five indicator wells based on model results and 
historic data.  Because a range of conditions may occur based on this analysis, the average 
condition should be considered as the indicator of the drought condition.   

(19 of 25)



Kennedy/Jenks Consultants 

Technical Memorandum  
Mike Kelley, Mendocino City Community Services District  
16 November 2006 
Project No. 0664003
Page 20

c:\users\public\mccsd\groundwater management\ab 303 grants and studies\ab 303 grant\2005 grant\kennedy-jenks report\report\final_mendo_scenario_memo.doc © Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, Inc. 

Table 9: Depth to water criteria for five selected monitoring wells as part of the August 31 
Drought Evaluation.   

No 
Drought Stage I Stage II Stage III Stage IV

Well 139 (as depth to groundwater in feet)
August <18 18-22 22-26 26-34 >34
November or December <15 15-19 19-23 23-29 >29
Well 25 (as depth to groundwater in feet)
August <38 38-40 40-44 44-50 >50
November or December <35 35-37 37-41 41-47 >47
Well 134A (as depth to groundwater in feet)
August <17 17-19 19-23 23-30 >30
November or December <14 14-16 16-20 20-27 >27
Well 134B (as depth to groundwater in feet)
August <17 17-19 19-23 23-30 >30
November or December <13 13-15 15-19 19-25 >25
Well 136 (as depth to groundwater in feet)
August <14 14-16 16-20 20-24 >24
November or December <14 14-16 16-20 20-24 >24

November 30 and December 31 Evaluation Dates 
For the November 30 and December 31 evaluations will consist of both rainfall and depth to 
groundwater data.  If rainfall and depth to groundwater evaluations do not agree, then use the 
more severe of the conditions.  The rainfall conditions are defined as cumulative rainfall since 
October 1 in relation to the pre-existing drought condition.  The criteria are: 

Total Rainfall since October 1 

 If pre-existing Stage I Drought  
 greater than 12 inches, then No Drought
 less than 12 inches, then Stage I Drought

 If pre-existing Stage II Drought  
 greater than 16 inches, then No Drought
 between 12 and 16 inches, then Stage I Drought
 less than 12 inches, then Stage II Drought

 If pre-existing Stage III Drought  
 greater than 22 inches, then No Drought
 between 16 and 22 inches, then Stage I Drought

(20 of 25)



Kennedy/Jenks Consultants 

Technical Memorandum  
Mike Kelley, Mendocino City Community Services District  
16 November 2006 
Project No. 0664003
Page 21

c:\users\public\mccsd\groundwater management\ab 303 grants and studies\ab 303 grant\2005 grant\kennedy-jenks report\report\final_mendo_scenario_memo.doc © Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, Inc. 

 between 12 and 16 inches, then Stage II Drought
 less than 12 inches, then Stage III Drought

 If pre-existing Stage IV Drought  
 greater than 22 inches, then Stage I Drought
 between 16 and 22 inches, then Stage II Drought
 between 12 and 16 inches, then Stage III Drought
 less than 12 inches, then Stage IV Drought

Adjustments to Criteria if Second Consecutive  
If the pre-existing year was not in a drought condition, then follow the drought condition criteria 
without modification.  If a pre-existing drought condition is already in affect from the previous 
year, then modify the drought stage recommendations for January 31, March 31 and May 31 
using the following criteria: 

 If pre-existing Stage I Drought, then follow the Drought Condition Criteria without 
modification 

 If pre-existing Stage II or III Drought, then modify the Drought Condition Criteria
recommendation for the appropriate date to the next most severe drought condition 

 If pre-existing Stage IV Drought, then modify the Drought Condition Criteria 
recommendation for the appropriate date to two drought conditions more severe. 
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Table A-1: Table of Annual Cumulative precipitation to date for Drought Criteria Evaluation 
Dates and Drought Stage determined by the recommended Drought Criteria.  Data are applied 
to the Fort Bragg Precipitation data set from 1949 to 2006.   

Precipitation per interval (inches) Drought Stage
Oct -
Jan

Oct –
Mar

Feb –
Mar

Oct –
May

Feb -
May 31-Jan 31-Mar 31-May

1949 12.6 33.3 20.6 34.9 22.2 II - - 
1950 15.9 27.5 11.6 30.2 14.2 I I I 
1951 28.3 38.0 9.6 41.3 13.0 - - - 
1952 33.5 42.6 9.1 45.5 12.0 - - - 
1953 32.3 38.6 6.4 45.9 13.7 - - - 
1954 23.5 33.1 9.7 37.5 14.0 - - - 
1955 23.1 26.2 3.1 31.3 8.2 - II II 
1956 37.6 45.5 8.0 47.0 9.4 - - - 
1957 10.9 24.0 13.1 31.1 20.2 II II - 
1958 23.9 50.4 26.4 56.5 32.6 - - - 
1959 16.7 26.7 9.9 27.4 10.7 I I II 
1960 10.7 26.3 15.6 30.5 19.8 III* - I 
1961 18.9 33.3 14.4 38.1 19.2 I - - 
1962 16.3 29.0 12.7 30.9 14.5 I I I 
1963 16.7 27.6 10.9 38.0 21.3 I I - 
1964 25.2 29.9 4.8 31.9 6.7 - I II 
1965 32.1 36.0 3.9 41.1 9.0 - - - 
1966 23.4 31.9 8.5 34.3 10.9 - I I 
1967 26.5 36.9 10.4 45.6 19.1 - - - 
1968 22.1 30.8 8.8 32.6 10.5 - I I 
1969 33.0 46.0 13.0 49.6 16.5 - - - 
1970 33.3 39.8 6.5 40.8 7.5 - - - 
1971 31.5 41.3 9.9 44.5 13.1 - - - 
1972 15.6 25.2 9.6 28.1 12.5 I II II 
1973 28.3 41.5 13.2 42.9 14.6 - - - 
1974 33.6 48.7 15.0 53.3 19.7 - - - 
1975 15.3 36.9 21.6 39.7 24.4 I - - 
1976 12.6 22.4 9.9 26.7 14.1 II II II 
1977 5.4 10.3 4.9 12.8 7.4 IV IV IV 
1978 25.8 38.0 12.2 44.9 19.1 II* I* - 
1979 11.1 26.9 15.8 31.2 20.0 II - - 
1980 23.7 36.5 12.7 40.9 17.1 - - - 

* - drought criteria modified by pre-existing drought condition criteria.   
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Table A-1 (continued): Table of Annual Cumulative precipitation to date for Drought Criteria 
Evaluation Dates and Drought Stage determined by the recommended Drought Criteria.  Data 
are applied to the Fort Bragg Precipitation data set from 1949 to 2006.   

Precipitation per interval (inches) Drought Stage
Oct -
Jan

Oct –
Mar

Feb –
Mar

Oct –
May

Feb -
May 31-Jan 31-Mar 31-May

1981 17.3 26.0 8.7 28.4 11.2 - I II 
1982 26.6 38.1 11.5 42.8 16.2 - - - 
1983 28.9 40.5 11.7 46.5 17.6 - - - 
1984 26.4 33.7 7.3 35.0 8.6 - - I 
1985 18.4 28.7 10.3 29.4 10.9 - I II 
1986 18.3 38.0 19.7 39.7 21.4 II* - - 
1987 16.0 29.5 13.5 31.0 15.0 I - - 

1988** 17.4 17.4 0.0 17.4 0.0 I IV IV 
1989 21.2 35.6 14.4 39.0 17.9 II* I* - 
1990 17.1 24.1 7.0 34.9 17.8 I II - 
1991 6.8 20.6 13.7 23.6 16.7 IV III III 
1992 12.9 28.2 15.3 30.6 17.7 III* II* II* 
1993 30.0 41.4 11.4 50.2 20.2 - - - 
1994 16.1 25.3 9.3 30.5 14.5 I II I 
1995 32.9 49.6 16.7 57.1 24.2 - - - 
1996 24.8 38.7 13.9 45.8 21.0 - - - 
1997 35.0 41.1 6.1 46.4 11.5 - - - 
1998 41.0 68.9 27.9 76.9 35.9 - - - 
1999 20.1 43.8 23.7 47.3 27.2 - - - 
2000 22.5 36.4 13.9 41.9 19.5 - - - 
2001 14.3 27.7 13.4 30.2 16.0 I I I 
2002 31.2 40.0 8.9 41.8 10.6 - - - 
2003 33.3 43.6 10.3 56.1 22.8 - - - 
2004 23.8 35.4 11.6 37.2 13.4 - - - 

I 13 13 9
II 7 7 7

III 2 1 1
IV 2 2 2

* - drought criteria modified by pre-existing drought condition criteria.   

** - 1988 precipitation records missing January through August data.  Drought stage evaluated 
assuming no late season rainfall as test of methodology. 
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COUNTY OF MENDOCINO 
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING SERVICES  
860 NORTH BUSH STREET  UKIAH  CALIFORNIA  95482 
120 WEST FIR STREET  FT. BRAGG  CALIFORNIA  9543

 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE: May 16, 2013 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
  
FROM: Andy Gustavson, Chief Planner & Abbey Stockwell, Planner II 
 
SUBJECT: Mendocino Town Plan Update 
 
 
Background 
 
The Planning Commission (PC) held a special hearing on the Mendocino Town Plan Update 
(MTPU) on February 28, 2013 in the Town of Mendocino.  Twenty-one speakers provided input 
to the Planning Commissioners, the details of which are contained in the attached hearing 
minutes.   The Commission delayed its deliberation on the matter to a future hearing to allow 
staff time to respond to questions raised by the California Coastal Commission (CCC) in its 
attached letter, February 27, 2013, as well as provide information that was requested by 
Planning Commissioners at the hearing.   
 
This memorandum summarizes the issues raised by the public and focuses on responses to 
the questions raised by the CCC.   Information requested by the PC regarding the list of Visitor 
Serving Facilities in town and the Coastal Development Permit appeal process is attached.   
Also attached are two tables; one that compares existing and proposed Town Plan Policy; and 
another that lists MTPU implementing Mendocino Town Zoning Regulations.  Staff will discuss 
the CCC comments regarding rezoning split zone parcels within town at the hearing. 
 
Public Comments 
 
The following provides a brief summary of the comments received.   
 
Different opinions were expressed on whether the town should be designated as a Sensitive 
Coastal Resource Area. Praise and support was directed at the Mendocino Historical Review 
Board process as an effective means to ensure development in town is appropriate. 
Community members also spoke to the need to eliminate vacation home rentals from the 
residential area in order to protect the long-term housing stock and residential community. 
Comments were also received on the need to separate the treatment of Single Unit Rentals 
(SUR) from Vacation Home Rentals within the Town Plan, as many support SURs as the more 
appropriate Visitor Serving Facility (VSF) in the residential areas. Several speakers discussed 
the property recently acquired by the Mendocino City Services District (MCSD) on Palette Drive 
and the need for the County to re-zone this parcel to Public Facilities. One commenter pointed 
out that there are parcels in town that have different zoning designations overlying portions of 
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the property and suggested that the MTPU eliminate the split zones. The expansion of the 
Town Plan Boundary to match the MCCSD boundary was also discussed.   
 
Coastal Commission Questions 
 
The Coastal Commission’s letter raised two major issues regarding affect the MTPU may have 
on visitor serving and recreational opportunities and new development and public services 
within the Town.  The County must address these issues to provide the Coastal Commission 
the necessary findings to certify the MTPU and amend the County’s LCP. 
 
Visitor Serving and Recreational Opportunities 
 
(1)  An analysis of the existing surrounding available visitor-serving facilities and occupancy 

rates (likely available through the local Chamber of Commerce).  
 
The City of Fort Bragg prepared a visitor serving facility study (Economic Planning Systems, 
Inc., Mill Site Market Study Update/Land Use Program, December 2005) when it updated its 
local coastal plan in 2005.  The following graphic from that study illustrates the availability of 
VSF in the Mendocino Town – Fort Bragg market area.   It shows there where over 1,800 
lodging rooms (and 1,100 camp sites) along this stretch of coastline at that time. 
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Occupancy rates for each of the VSFs are not available; this type of information is proprietary 
and guarded by the lodging industry. However, the study was able to provide general 
occupancy rates and seasonal trends in the market area using County Tax Collector Transient 
Occupancy Tax (TOT) data.  It found the peak season for visitors in this area is July through 
September. According to the study, the average annual occupancy rate for the market area is 
about 50%, however, for properties located in the Town of Mendocino, with an average daily 
rate of $200, reach the “healthy” occupancy threshold of 70% year round.  Anecdotal accounts 
confirm the annual average occupancy rate for the area, with the comment that properties 
closer to the ocean as well as properties closer to Town of Mendocino have higher occupancy 
rates. Conversations with innkeepers in the Town of Mendocino have indicated that in the 
summer months most, if not all, of the inns are full, with about a 30% vacancy rate in the winter 
months 
 
In 2008, The Mendocino County Lodging Association partnered with the County Promotion 
Alliance and the Wine Growers Association to commission the preparation of the Mendocino 
County Travel Research Study (Randall Travel Marketing, October 27, 2008). The relevant 
results of that study are excerpted below and show that occupancy rates drop below 50% only 
from November to about February or March. 
 

• Mendocino County has approximately 466 total lodging establishments, consisting of 
160 hotel/motel/B&B lodging properties, with 3,161 lodging rooms, and 306 vacation 
rental properties (with an unspecified number of rooms). 
 

• The percentage distribution of Mendocino County lodging rooms is as follows: 
 

o Hotel/motel 46.9%,  
o Bed and Breakfast/Inns/lodges (10+ rooms) 35.6% 
o Vacation rental units 8.8% 
o Bed and Breakfast/inns/lodges (1-9 rooms) 8.6%. 

 
• Mendocino County lodging room inventory (not including vacation rental properties) is as 

follows: hotel/motel lodging rooms account for 51.5% of room inventory while Bed and 
Breakfast/inns/lodges account for the remaining 48.5%. 

 
The following tables and charts provide detailed supporting data regarding County lodging 
rooms and occupancy trends.
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Table 1 - Lodging Establishments and Rooms in Mendocino County  

Hotel & 
Motel 

B&B, Inns, Lodges 
(10+ rooms) 

Vacation Rental 
Units 

B&B, Inn, Lodges 
(1-9 rooms) Unknown 

46.9%  35.6%  8.8%  8.6%  na  
37 / 1,627  55 / 1,234  na / 306  60 / 299  8 / na  

 
 
 
Table 2 

County 
Subareas Hotel/Motel  Inns  

(10+)  
Vacation 
Rentals  

B&B Inns 
(<10)  

Total 
Rooms  % 

North 
Coast 

 
654 (36.0%) 876(48.2%) 136 (7.5%) 151(8.3%) 1,817 52.4% 

Inland 
 920 (6.5%) 243 (20.2%) *na 40 (3.3%) 1,203 34.7% 

South 
Coast 

 
36 (10.2%) 81 (23.0%) 170 (48.3%) 65 (18.5%) 352 10.2% 

Anderson 
Valley 0 ( 0.0%) 20 (31.7%) *na 43(68.3%) 64 1.8% 

North 
Country* 17 (54.8%) 14 (45.2%) *na 0 (0.0%) 31 0.9% 

Total 
Inventory 1,627 1,234 300 299 3,467 100.0% 

 
 
 
Source: MCLA database & RTM Lodging Survey 
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(2) A cost analysis of the different VSFs in the Town, and especially the current lower-cost VSF.  
 
(3) The current number of lower-cost VSFs in Town. 
 
(4) An analysis of how the proposed changes in the mix of visitor-serving facilities will affect the 

availability of lower-cost VSFs in the Town of Mendocino. 
 
The CCC’s letter did not provide a definition for “lower-cost VSFs”.  On April 24th, the CCC staff 
said the Coastal Act does not provide a definition of “lower-cost” facilities; rather it is based on 
CCC deliberation on this issue which compared local overnight rates of lodging units in 
southern California with the statewide average room rate.  This approach defined lower-cost 
accommodations as any facility with room rates that are below 75% of the statewide average 
room rate, and higher cost facilities as any facility with room rates that are 125% above the 
statewide average room rate.  In 2008, the statewide average room rate was $124.57.   The 
CCC staff agreed that the 2005 City of Fort Bragg lodging study cited earlier may be more 
relevant to assess the MTPU potential impact on the availability of lower-cost VSF in the Town 
of Mendocino and the surrounding market area. 
 
This study included the following table, which shows the City of Fort Bragg provides significant 
portion of “lower-cost VSFs” in the nearby area to Mendocino (Fort Bragg is a 7 miles to the 
north).    
 
 

Table 3 - Lodging Inventory by Rate Class in Fort Bragg and Town of Mendocino 
Fort Bragg Economic Development Background Report 

                      

Rate Class (1) Establishments  Rooms (2)  Average Rate (3) 
 # %  # %  Low High Mid 

City of Fort Bragg 
  Budget 25 58%  641 77%  $56 $134 $95 
  Moderate 17 40%  153 18%  $99 $178 $138 
  Luxury 1 2%  39 5%  $175 $275 $225 

Total  43 100%  833 100%  -- -- -- 
Avg.(4) -- --  -- --  $76 $155 $115 
           
Town of Mendocino         
  Budget 8 14%  25 6%  $72 $116 $94 
  Moderate 41 69%  351 80%  $114 $246 $180 
  Luxury 10 17%  65 15%  $185 $375 $280 

Total  59 100%  441 100%  -- -- -- 
Weighted Avg. (4) -- --  -- --  $121 $250 $185 
_______________ 
(1) Lodging establishments were classified by the following general room rate categories: 
 "Budget" - approximately $50 to $150 per night     
 "Moderate" - approximately $80 to $200 per night     
 "Luxury" - rates above approximately $175 per night.   
(2) The number of rooms was not available from all establishments; reported total is less than 
actual inventory. Rate class distribution of reported rooms is assumed to accurately represent 
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distribution of total lodging supply. 
(3) Average reported low and high room rates for each class of lodging establishment. 
(4) Weighted by number of rooms.        
Source: Sedway Group; Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 
 
The implementation of the MTPU would reduce the number of allowed VHR/SUR by 23 units 
and increase the number of allowed overnight rooms in Inn/Hotel/B&B establishments by the 
same amount.  This change is based on the community’s expressed desire to prevent VHR and 
transient occupancy uses from being located within residential zoning districts while maintaining 
the overall supply of VSF and visitor access to coastal resources within Town. 
 
Table 4 - 1992 Visitor Serving Facilities in Town of Mendocino 
# Establishments VSF Type # Rooms 
4 Hotel  (10+ Rooms) 116 
10 Inn 69 
10 B&B 30 
29* VHR* - 
24* SUR* - 
81 (total)  215 (total) 
*Estimate based on the record, 2 units were not described by type – 1 each was added to the 
total count for VHR/SUR in existence at the time of certification. 
 
Table 5 - Current (2013) Visitor Serving Facilities in Town of Mendocino 
# Establishments VSF Type # Rooms 
4 Hotel (10+ Rooms) 114 
10 Inn 83 
10 B&B 32 
11 VHR - 
16 SUR - 
51 (total)  229 (total) 
 
 
Table 3, on the previous page, shows 14% of the VSF in the Town qualify as budget 
accommodations, compared to nearly 60 percent in Fort Bragg. 
 
The following summary comparison of existing and proposed VSF policies shows the MTPU will 
not substantially change the supply of lodging accommodations in Town. 
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Summary Comparison of VSF policies:  1992 and Jan. 25th 2013 Draft MTP 
 
Hotels/Inns/B&Bs  
 
 Locked down the # of allowable units by parcel, any increase of units requires a town 

plan amendment 
o 2013-Locked down the total # of allowable units for the Town boundary, any 

increase to the total requires town plan amendment. 
 

 No Inn, hotel or motel shall exceed 25 overnight units 
o 2013-No change proposed 
 

 Any additional Hotel/Inn/B&B not on a property zoned with a VSF designation would 
require a town plan amendment  

o 2013-No change proposed 
 

 Any additional Hotel/Inn/B&B not on a property zoned with a VSF designation would only 
be allowed in the Mixed Use or Commercial zoning district 

o 2013-Provision not included, town plan amendment process would rule 
 

VHR/SUR  
 
 Capped the number of allowed VHR/SUR to the number in existence at the time. 

Requires a ratio of thirteen long-term dwelling units to one VHR or one SUR for any new 
VHR or SUR above the number in existence on the date of certification. 53 VHR/SURs 
were recognized at time of MTP certification 

o 2013 – Limits total number of VHR & SURs to 30 total in Town Boundary 
 
 Location of VHR and SUR is flexible and changes to location do not require a town plan 

amendment 
o 2013- No change proposed. New provision added to prevent any new VHR from 

being located within 200 ft of properties containing an existing VHR in a 
Residential zoning district 

 
 SUR exempted from ratio limitation in Commercial zoned district 

o 2013-Provision not included 
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(5) Clarification regarding how the elimination of the VSF designation from the Arts Center 

affects not only the total number of visitor-serving facilities, but also the density and intensity 
of town development if the 19 VSF units previously associated with the Arts Center are re-
distributed elsewhere in the Town.  

 
The 19 units allocated to the Art Center have not been re-distributed to VSF elsewhere in town. 
The Art Center’s intermittent housing units have simply been eliminated from the VSF table 
(Appendix Table 1 in the Jan. 25th 2013 MTP draft; Table 4.13-1 of the 1992 MTP) as a 
clarification. There is no change to the density or intensity of land uses in town by proposing 
this revision to the MTP. 
 
The 1992 Town Plan did not designate the Art Center’s housing as VSF in the traditional or 
commercial sense. The Art Center units were identified in the Affordable Housing description 
(pg 226) as intermittent temporary housing as well as listed as its own separate category under 
the Visitor Serving Facilities (pg. 227: Mendocino Town Plan Description). This type of 
intermittent housing was also listed within Table 4.13-1 (shown to have 19 units). The 1992 
MTP contains the following pertinent policies regarding the Art Center: 
 
4.13-4 (8) Existing Student/Instructor Temporary Housing is identified in Table 4.13-1.  Any new 

sites other than those identified on Table 4.13-1 shall require a plan amendment. 
 
4.13-4 (9) Student/Instructor, temporary and intermittent, housing facilities provided by the 

Mendocino Art Center on site are recognized in Table 4.13-1.  This use shall require a 
County Business License and adequate record keeping to ensure payment of bed tax on 
monies grossed from transient occupancy (less than 30 days stay, per occupant). 

 
The January 25, 2013 draft of the MTP contains the following discussion addressing the Art 
Center units:  
 
(From pg 231 of 1/25/13 Draft) 

The discussion of affordable housing within Section 3, Town Plan Description, recognizes 
temporary student/instructor housing at the Mendocino Art Center as a form of affordable 
housing.  The Mendocino Art Center provides 13 overnight units for students or instructors 
of its art programs. The MCCSD categorizes these units as residential. The Art Center is 
zoned Public Facilities, does not pay transient occupancy tax, and is not required to hold a 
business license because it is a non-profit organization which is exempt from these 
requirements. Housing that is provided may serve a student or instructor for a weekend 
class or several months. For these reasons the 13 Art Center housing units are proposed 
to be removed from the visitor-serving facilities totals in the Plan. These units are not 
counted in the total number of residences in Town either as they are their own unique 
category.  

(From Sec. 3.6 pg 240, 1/25/13 Draft) 
 

Affordable Housing: Allowing for student/instructor intermittent temporary housing in the 
Mendocino Art Center.  
 

(From pg 253 1/25/13 Draft) 
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Action AH-2.3:  Revise the Town Zoning Code to recognize the Mendocino Art Center’s 
existing student/instructor temporary housing as a form of affordable housing under 
Section 20.616, Residential Use Types, and remove it from the description of Visitor 
Accommodation Use Types in Section 20.628.  
 

New Development and Public Services 
 
The availability of groundwater resources to supply anticipated growth within the MTPU area is 
a key issue the County must resolve to allow the CCC to certify the proposed update and LCP 
amendment.  Essentially, the CCC must find that existing and new development under the 
MTPU must be accommodated by public services including groundwater supply.   
 
The CCC letter highlighted two key Coastal Act provisions regarding the MTPU and the 
amendment of the County’s LCP.  Specifically, Section 30250 of the Coastal Act states, 
 

New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise provided in 
this division, shall be located within, contiguous with or in close proximity to, existing 
development areas able to accommodate or, where such areas are not able to 
accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public services and where it will not have 
significant adverse  effects, either individually or cumulatively on coastal resources.  
(emphasis added) 
 

Section 30254, in part, adds, 
 

New or expanded public works facilities shall be designed and limited to accommodate 
needs generated by development our uses permitted consistent with the provisions of 
this division… Special district shall be formed or expanded except where assessment 
for, and provision of, the service would not induce new development inconsistent with 
this division.  Where existing or planned public works facilities can accommodate only a 
limited amount of new development, services to coastal dependent land uses,  essential 
public services and basic industries vital to the economic health of the region, state, or 
nation, public recreation, commercial recreation, and visitor-serving land uses shall not 
be precluded by other development. (emphasis added). 
 

The CCC requested the following information to address these issues. 
 

1. The total capacity of the groundwater basin. 
2. An analysis of the potentially allowable build out of the Town, including an inventory of 

the zoning of parcels and the minimum and maximum allowable buildout associated with 
each. 

3. Current information regarding the relative water demand of different types of uses such 
as visitor-serving uses. 

4. Whether (and if so, to what extent) wetlands and other environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas (ESHAs) may be affected by the draw-down of water resources both in town and 
in source areas for water transported to the town. 

5. Identification of all feasible mitigation measures capable of reducing individual and 
cumulative impacts associated with impacts to water resources and related ESHAs to a 
less than significant level. 
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A key goal of the MTPU is to not increase or decrease development intensity within the Town.  
This goal was established at the onset of the MTPU planning process based on the 
communities desire not to alter the balance between residential and commercial development 
and on guidance from the CCC that a “development intensity neutral” update would not trigger 
substantial LCP certification and amendment issues.  For this reason, staff advised the PC not 
to include zoning changes, including rezoning split zoned parcels, in the MTPU.  Therefore, with 
regard to minimum and maximum buildout, staff will prepare a comparison of the existing and 
proposed plan to show there is no change to building intensity. 
 
Although the proposed plan will not increase development intensity within the town, the CCC is 
still required to find the groundwater supply is adequate to serve existing and future 
development allowed by the proposed plan.   And they also need to determine continued use of 
this water source will not adversely affect dependent wetlands and other ESHAs.  Staff will work 
with MCCSD to review existing groundwater management controls and practices to determine if 
they can be modified to protect wetlands and ESHAs dependent on this water source.    
 
 
Attachment 1- Vacation Home Rentals in the Town of Mendocino 
Attachment 2- Single Unit Rentals in the Town of Mendocino 
Attachment 3- Memo from Raymond Hall, Special Community and Sensitive Coastal Resource 

Area- Town of Mendocino 
Attachment 4- Coastal Commission Comment Letter, Dated February 27, 2013 
Attachment 5- February 28, 2013 Planning Commission Minutes 
Attachment 6- MTPU Policy Comparison Table 
Attachment 7- MTPU Policy/Zoning Code Comparison Table
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MTPU MEMO- MAY 16, 2013  PAGE PC-12 

ATTACHMENT 1: Vacation Home Rentals in Town of Mendocino 

OWNER SITE ADDRESS APN Zone No. 
 
Edward Hoylman; Joanne 
Harwood 10850 Palette Drive 119-070-04 MSR 1 

Robert & Cherie Sivell 10824 Palette Drive 119-070-07 MSR 2 

Ron & Theo Sieg 45281 Ukiah Street 119-217-04 MTR 3 

Jack & June Erwin 45340 Ukiah Street 119-214-11 MTR 4 
 
Bruce & Joyce Taylor 45350 Ukiah Street 119-214-08 MTR 5 
 
Natalie Walker 10531 Kelly Street 119-214-12 MTR 6 
 
John & Rosemary Young 10881 Hills Ranch Rd 119-520-09 MRR 7 

Wilma Tucker 10931 Palette Drive 119-060-09 MSR 8 
Ruth Schnell; Marjorie 
DeAtley 11000 Lansing Street 119-060-28 MRR 9 

John Adams 45342 Ukiah Street 119-214-23 MTR 10 

Whitegate Inn/R. Strom  45130 Calpella Street 119-231-04 MTR 11 
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MTPU MEMO- MAY 16, 2013  PAGE PC-13 

ATTACHMENT 2 -  Single Unit Rentals in Town of Mendocino 

OWNER SITE ADDRESS APN Zone No. 

Thomas & Sarah Fike 45370 Calpella Street 119-212-03 MTR 1 

Jim Myers 10490 Hills Road 119-120-63 MMR-2 2 
Anthony & Mary Ann 
Graham 10485 Lansing Street 119-150-06 MC 3 

Jeff Berenson; Mina Cohen 45080 Calpella Street 119-160-27 MMU 4 

Anna Myers 45350 Calpella Street 119-212-04 MTR 5 

Jade Pier 45260 Albion Street 119-217-07 MTR 6 

Alan Sussex 45270 Albion Street 119-217-10 MC 7 
 
Michael Rogers 10501 Ford Street 119-160-26 MMU 8 
 
Don & Wendy Roberts 45121 Little Lake Street 119-231-05 MTR 9 
 
Leone McNeil 43131 Little Lake 119-231-02 MTR 10 
 
Rosemary Wood 44871 Ukiah Street 119-250-10 MMU 11 
 
John Fliessbach 10750 Gurley Lane 119-040-23 MRR 12 
 
Heidi & Barry Cusick 44875 Pine Street 119-150-22 RMR 13 
 
Katherine & Thomas 
Ritchey  45164 Little Lake Street 119-160-08 RMR 14 
 
Jed Ayers 45130 Albion Street 119-235-15 MTR 15 
 
James & Peggy Griffith 44845 Ukiah Street 119-250-38 MMU 16 
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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.

C
D
8
1

1
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1

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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1

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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1

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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