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(1) All land which qualifies for rating as Class I or Class II in
the Soil Conservation Sexrvice Land Use capability

classifications.

(2) rLand which qualifies for rating eighty (80) through cne hundred

(100) in the Storie Index Rating.

(3) Land which supports livestock used for the production of food
and fiber and which has an annual carrying capacity eguivalent
to at least one (1) animal unit per acre as defined by the

United States Department of Agriculture.

(4) Land planted with fruit or nut-bearing trees, vines, bushes, or
crops which have a non-bearing pericd of less than five (5)
years and which will nommally return during the camercial
bear:i.ngperiodmanammalbasisfmntheproductimof
unprocessed agricultural plant production not less than two

hundred dollars ($200.00) per acre.

(K} "Principal Permitted Use" means the primary use for which land may
be intended and identified by a use listed in a specific zone as a
principal permitted use. The cwner, leesee or other person with a
legal right to use the land, has a right to conduct the principal

permitted use subject to the regulations of this division.

(L) "Principal Uses" means the primary use(s) for which land or a
building is or may be intended, occupied, maintained, arranged or

designed.

(M) "Public and Semi-Public Facilities and Utilities" means such public
and commmnity serving uses as schools, fire stations, churches,

cemeteries, sewage treatment plants, and camunity buildings.

(N) "Public Utility" means a company or corporation regulated by the

California Public Utilities Commission.

(0) "Public Works" means the following:

(1) A1l production, storage, transmission and recovery facilities
for water, sewerage, telephone, and other similar utilities
omedocroperatadbyanypublicagencyorbyanyutility
subject to the jurisdiction of the Public Utilities Commission,

except for energy facilities.

(2) All public transportation facilities, including streets, roads,
highways, public parking lots and structures, ports, harbors,
airports, railroads, and mass transit facilities and stations,

bridges, trolley wires, and other related facilities.

(3) All publicly financed recreational facilities, all projects of
-+ the State Coastal Conservancy, and any development by a special

district.

(4) All commmity college facilities.

(P) "Pygmy Forest" means a stunted forest, with mature vegetation the
majority of which is approximately two (2) to twelve (12) feet in
height occowrring on soils with conditions which severely limit the
growth of vegetation such as Blacklock soils, and characterized by
Mendocino cypresses, Fort Bragg Manzanita, Bolander pines, and pygmy

Mendocino bishop pines.

(Q) "Pygmy-type Vegetation" means a forest occurring south of the
Navarro River, mainly on Gualala series soils, characterized by
stunted vegetation on sites with low commercial timber value. Plant

species include knobcone pines and manzanita.
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If parcels adjacent to Type Il Ag Preserve are designated Clustering (:CL) or
Planned Development (:PD), the density will be dictated by the General Plan Land
Use classification provided that the residential development is located not closer
than 200 feet from the property line(s) of the protected agricultural resource or at
the farthest feasible point from said property line(s). For residential development
within 200 feet of the agricultural parcel(s), density shall not exceed one dwelling
unit per 10 acres. (There shall be a minimum of 10 acres of lot area for each
dwelling unit located within the 200-foot limit). Approval of any land divisions
shall be consistent with Policy 3.9-2 and only when the creation of new parcels at
the proposed acreages will not adversely affect the long term productivity of
agricultural lands.

Where the lands west of Highway 1 are designated Rangeland or Agriculture, no
vertical or lateral blufftop access shall be required at this time if it is found that the
effects of the proposed access could not be mitigated and therefore would adversely
affect the agricultural operation. Should the Agricultural use of the land be changed
or augmented by use or uses other than Agriculture then offers for vertical and
lateral access shall be obtained consistent with Policy 3.6-5.

All land divisions of prime agriculture lands designated AG or RL. shall require an
approved master plan showing how the proposed division would affect agricultural
use on the subject property and the overall operation. The County shall make the
following findings during master plan review and before approving land divisions:
(1) the division will protect continued agricultural use and contribute to agricultural
viability; (2) the division will not conflict with continued agricultural use of the
subject property and overall operation; (3) the division is only for purposes allowed
in-AG or RL designations; (4) the divisions will not contribute to development
conflicts with natural resource habitat and visual resource policies. In approving
master plans, the County will require conservation easements, covenants against
any further land divisions or other similar guarantees to ensure long-term
agricultural uses for the affected parcel.

All agricultural lands designated AG or RL shall not be divided nor converted to
non-agricultural uses unless (1) continued or renewed agricultural use is not
feasible, or (2) such conversion would preserve prime agricultural land or 3)
concentrate development consistent with Section 30250. Any such permitted
division or conversion shall be compatible with continued agricultural use of
surrounding parcels. :

"Feasible", as used in this policy, includes the necessity for consideration of an
sconomic feasibility evaluation containing both the following elements:

1. An analysis of the gross revenue from the agricultural products grown in the
area for the five years immediately preceding the date of the filing of
proposed local coastal program or an amendment to any local coastal



UniverSity of Ca“folrnia Mandocino County

Agriculture and Natural Resources 890 N. Bush Street
R : Ukiah, CA 95482
(707) 463-4495 office

(707) 463-4477 fax
cemendocino@ucdavis.edu
http://cemendocino.ucdavis.edu

March 31, 2017 g % E
Re: Economic feasibility of grazing livestock on your property

Dear Bill,

After reviewing the aerial photos and the topographic map of your property that you sent me, I can
better address your question about the economic feasibility of grazing livestock. The topographic map
shows the only land that would be useable for livestock grazing is the southeast corner that you said is
approximately 2 acres.
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This amount of coastal bench range land in exceptional years might carry at most two animal units.
More likely, the max is only one animal unit. An animal unit is roughly equivalent to one cow and her
calfup to 300 pounds or five sheep or five goats. The remainder of the acreage is too steep for grazing
animals. An economically viable livestock operation would need to have at least 25 animal units. If this
property weren’t in'the coastal zone, a concentrated livestock feeding facility would be an economic
use. Neither the Coastal Commission or the Regional Water Quality Control Board would permit such
a concentrated animal facility. The range soils are not great for supporting any other agricultural use.

John M. Harper, UCCE Livestock, Range and Natural"Resources Advisor
Mendocino & Lake Counties

The University of California working in cooperation with Mendocil
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Hi Bill. Attached are soils maps and descriptions. The ridgeline
you wanted me to look at is composed primarily of Soil No. 226, Windyhollow
loam, 5-15% slopes. It is a rangeland soil. The soil survey states
that the majority of the grasses present are CA oatgrass (50%), hairy
oatgrass (15%) and velvetgrass (15%). These grasses are rated as good
species for cattle forage. The soil survey says that Windyhollow loam
can produce up to 4,500 lb/acre of forage under best management in an
average rainfall year. The main limitation is seasonal wetness.

I estimate that grazeable acreage on this site to be about 10 acres. This
is due to slope limitations and the fact that the site has been encroached
upon by what appears to be brush and Douglas—fir. I would describe this
sites economic value for grazing to be low. The stocking rate would
allow for about 3 cows with calf for one month. Usage would be seasonal
and would require livestock to be moved off the site when wet. Brush
clearing would improve forage quantity and the site would require
fencing and water development.

I hope this answers some questions for you. Feel free to contact me if
you have more.

Carol Mandel

District Conservationist

Natural Resources Conservation Service
1252 Airport Park Blvd., Suite Bl
Ukiah, CA 95482

(707) 485-3233
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PUBLIC RESOURCYS CODY
SECTION 20250-30255

30250. . (a) New residential, commerciai, or indus:irial development,
eXheDt as otherwise provided in this division, shall be located
within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing developed
areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to
acconmodate 1it. -in other areas with adequate public services and
where it will not have sign: ficant adver-e effccts, either
individually or cumulatively., on co~sb:i yosrvrycas.  in addition,
land diviqions. other than iecagses I3 4 i-miteyal uses, oatside
exisiting developed ar<eas shalli be peim-ttad op v where 50 percent of
the usable parcels in tle area have teen reveiopad and tLhe created
parcels would be no small ‘.han the averagoe size of surrounding
parcels. : )
(b) Whare faoasible, Inew hﬂ"ﬂrdOU“ indnatrial developnent shall be
Foom axinting rpr]o e n
/jﬂl}fﬂ’ 3Crving ]

1 5 _
Lozatad away

ibly be located in
ing isolated
T SIS S S
for visitors.

developments or at oeler cd pCJan mf atiraction

30251 . the saenic and visual gqualities f coastal areas sha.l be
ceonsidercd and protacted as a resourro ol public importance.
Permitltad development shall ba sited a~l decigaad to prnte“l views to
and along the ocean ard s=enic coas' ~1 A .. Y.¢c minimlrze the
alteration of natural land f»ryws. t~ [~ isnaily compatible wit-h the
character of surrounding arcas, and. w2+ fersible, Lo restore and
enfance visual quality in wisually reqga weas. New develiopm2nt
ir bighly sceni~ areas such ar thos<e asisnated in the Califernia
Coastiine Pres~rvation and Racreation i) rrepared by “he Department
of Parks anc Rezreaticn and by loca: anvernmen' shall be subordinate
to the zlraracter of its sett.rg.

230252, The location and am~unt of new dcv=lopmcn should meintain
nd anhance publfgﬁaCCe"" t» the coast oy (1; fezilitating the

provision or extension of trarsit saornvioe, (2) gLOVldlnllgggggfgigg
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high-risa of fice bul <.oand by Col assier that th2 recreational
neceds of new residents L nel overis oo no.o vy ceastal recreation
areas by correlating the amcunt of deve C vith local park
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acquisition ard development pians with the prevision »f onsite
recreational Lap11mtles Lo serve the recw development. e
30253.  tlew developmert shaill o al. «f 'hn following:
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bill@irishbeachrealty.com

From: Bob Merrill [bmerrill@coastal.ca.gov]

Sent:  Tuesday, November 30, 2010 3:40 PM

To: Nash Gonzalez; John Speka

Cc: bill@irishbeachrealty.com

Subject: Bill Moores' Proposed LCP Changes at Irish Beach

Hello Nash and John,

Quite some time ago we had a phone conversation regarding certain proposed LCP amendments Bill Moores is
proposing at Irish Beach. During our conversation, | indicated in general terms the kinds of proposed changes
that Commission staff believes are consistent with the Coastal Act. You asked that | send a follow-up email
documenting our current view of the changes that we had discussed.

As you know, any propadsed LCP amerdment approved by the County would need to be certified by the Coastal
Commission for conformance with the Coastal Act before it could become effective. As the Commission itself
would need to act on the proposed LCP amendment, Commission staff can only offer our current opinion as to
whether the proposed changes are consistent with the Coastal Act. These opinions are based on the limited
information about the proposed amendments and the affected property provided to us to date by Mr. Moores. We
reserve the right to change our opinion as the more detailed site specific studies and information that would need

to be developed and provided in support of the LCP amendment is processed by the County and the
Commission.

The proposed LCP amendments affecting Irish Beach that Mr. Moores described to me and which we discussed
during our phone conversation can be generally described as follows:

1. Transferring the *2C Visitor Accommodations and Services (VAS) Combining District from the bluff top
Range Land (RL) parcels bordering the northwest corner of the Irish Beach residential development (APNs
131-110-04 & 36) to hillside RL parcels south of the developed part of Irish Beach (APNs 132-210-37, 38,
39, 40, and 41);

2. Redesignating and rezoning the bluff top RL parcels bordering the northwest comer of the Irish Beach
residential development (APNs 131-110-04 & 36) from which the *2C would be transferred from RL to
residential and commercial designations and zoning that would aliow for the development of some
expanded residential use and a rental reception-real estate office;

3. Redesignating and rezoning the portions of the hillside RL parcels south of the developed part of Irish
Beach (APNs 132-210-37, 38, 39, 40, and 41) that would accept the *2C VAS Combining District to
Remote Residential (RMR); '

4. Redesignating and rezoning the northerly portions of the hillside RL parcels south of the developed part of
Iish Beach (APNs 132-210-37, 38, 39, 40, and 41) to Forest Land (FL);

5. Rezoning the hillside FL parcel bordering the northeast corner of the Irish Beach residential development
(APN 131-110-07) to Timber Production Zone (TPZ); and

6. Down zoning to a lower density certain residentially designated and zoried parcels within the interior of the
Irish Beach residential development.

During our phone conversation | offered the following opinions regarding the various proposed LCP amendments:

1. Transferring the *2C Visitor Accommodations and Services (VAS) Combining District to the Hillside

Location. Commission staff believes that transferring the *2C VAS Combining District to the proposed

— hillside area could be found consistent with the Coastal Act with certain provisos. Visitor-serving Uses are
considered priority uses under the Coastal Act and the site would afford magnificent coastal views and
provide for a unique visitor experience. As a transfer of the designation, the change would not increase
density that would have potential cumulative adverse impacts on Highway One capacity. The provisos
include that (a) adequate water and septic/sewer capacity to serve an inn allowable under the *2C would
need to be demonstrated, (b) an evaluation of the agricultural use of the property would need to

11/30/2010
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demonstrate that the particular site proposed does not have utility for agriculture and development of the
inn would not adversely ‘affect adjoining agricultural use;-(c) the ability to screen the inn development site
from view from travelers heading north on Highway One would need to be demonstrated. | offered the
opinion that the LCP does not preciude the application of VAS Combining Districts to resource lands
except in the case of new visitor facilities in the Resort category, which is different than the *2C inn
category. ) i

2. Redesignating/Rezoning the Hillside RL Parcels that Would Accept the *2C to Remote Residential.
Commission staff does not believe redesignating and rezoning the hillside RL parcels that would accept the
*2C VAS Combining District to RMR would be consistent with the Coastal Act. Qur primary concem is that
such a redesignation/rezoning would involve a conversion form agriculture that may be inconsistent with
Sections 30241 and 30242 of the Coastal Act. Given that (a) the property may have some viability for
some agriculture use such as timber production, (b) the site does not directly adjoin an urban area, (c)
converting the site would destabilize the boundary separating urban and rural areas and would not
complete a logical and viable neighborhood, and (d) converting the site from agriculture would not preserve
prime agricultural land or concentrate development consistent with Section 30250 of the Coastal Act, we

-do not see how the conversion would be consistent with Sections 30241 and 30242.

3. Redesignating/Rezoning the Northerly Portions of the Hillside RL Parcels to that Would Accept the *2C to
Forest Lands and TPZ. Gommission staff believes changing these areas from RL to Forest Lands and
TPZ would be consistent with the Coastal Act.if they mest TPZ or] eria. Although-split zoning of properly is
not always desirable, split zoning is not preciuded under the Coastal Act and given that not all of the parcel
may meet TPZ criteria split zoning may be necessary. '

4. Redesignating/Rezoning the Bluff top RL parcels Bordering the Northwest Corner of Irish Beach from
- which the *2C would be Transferred. Commission staff believes redesignating the RL parcels in this

location to another use could likely be found to be consistent-with the agricultural conversion policies of
Section 30241 and 30242 of the Coastal Act. Given that (a) the site consists mainly of steep bluffs with
relatively small bluff top areas that could be used for agricultural purposes, (b) the area is cut off from other
RL areas by Highway One, and (c) the site consists of soils that are poorly suited for agriculture according
to Mr. Moores, the feasibility of agricultural use of the site in the future is highly questionable. In addition,
the fact that the site adjoins a developed area and is surrounded on its other sides by the ocean, a guilch,
and Highway One suggests that conversion of the site from agriculture to another to another use could be
seen as completing a lcgical_'neighbo,'rhoodi_\yith'a?'st'_ab_le,b,g’undary separating urban and rural areas.
Assuming adequate water and septic/sewer capacity can be demonstrated, the site may be appropriate to

develop a small commercial use sud| ‘as a rental reception-real estate office which serves visitors renting

houses at Irish Beach and thus facilitates priority visitor-serving uses under the Coastal Act. The existing -
office is a non-conforming use in its present {ocation and there is no site at lrish Beach currently zoned in a -
manner that would accommodate such a use. Mr. Moores has also proposed additional residential use of
this area. We are not sure whether the site is suitable to accommodate such residential use in addition to -
the reception real-estate office given the several constraints to development that affect the site, including
the need to maintain suitable geologic setbacks from the bluff edge and the documented presence of Point
Arena Mountain Beaver ESHA and the possible presence-of rare plant ESHA. Under LCP and Coastal Act
policies, development is preciuded within ESHAs and within a 100-foot buffer around the ESHAs.

Botanical and geological studies should be conducted to determine how much of a geologic setback is
needed and which areas contain ESHA and should be reserved for ESHA buffer. Furthermore, any

increase in density, whether for the reception-real estate office, residential, or any other use would have to

be offset by corresponding reductions in density elsewhere at Irish Beach to ensure that the LCP
amendment would not facilitate significant cumulative adverse impacts on Highway One capacity.

Thanks for the opportunity to discuss the proposed LCP arhendrhent with you and please don't hesitate to call if
you have questions about my remarks. : ' -

Regards,
Bob

Bob Merrill

North Coast District Manager
California Coastal Commission

11/30/2010
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