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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, Governor 


CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
• 45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000 


SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2219 


VOICE AND TOO (415) 904-5200 


February 10, 1993 


TO: Commissioners 
Management Team 


MEMORANDUM 


FROM: Ralph Faust~hief Counsel l>l7 
Dorothy Dickey, Deputy Chief Counsel 
Cynthia Cima, Staff Counsel r.!'t l ,.., · - · 


RE: Landgate, Inc. v. CCC. et al. 


Attached is a copy of the Court of Appeal decision in Landgate, Inc. v. 
California Coastal Commission, et al . . The decision affirms a trial court 
decision ordering the Commission to reconsider its denial of a permit 
application for a single family residence off of DeButts Terrace overlooking 
Escondido Canyon, without considering the lot line adjustment which created 
the parcel on which the proposed house would be located. The opinion is not 
certified for publication so it may not be cited as authority outside of the 
context of the specific case in which it arose. Thus, the decision should not 
be interpreted to limit the Commission•s authority to require a coastal 
development permit for other lot line adjustments. However, the Commission•s 
request for rehearing was denied and no appeal has been taken by a party. 
Therefore, unless the case is taken up by the California Supreme Court on its 
own motion, the Commission is required to abide by the trial court•s order 
which mandates that it review the permit application as if the lot were a 
legal lot. Please contact us if you would like additional information. 


Attachment 
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NOT TO BE PUBLISHED 


IN THE COURT OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


SECOND APPELLATE DISTRICT 


DIVISION ONE 


LANDGATE, INC. I No. 8063485 ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 


(Super. Ct. No. BC 024391) 
Plaintiff and Respondent, 


..- -·· --... - . ....... -- . ,. ---··- .... -
v. . . . .. 


CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION, 


Defendant and Appellant. 


' j, .. 
' 


<; J \ 
I ; j, 


DEC 1 81992 ____________________________________ ) Clerk 
~~-~: .... ......................... ................ ·-·-·-···"'" 


· · ·· ·· ·· · ····· ··· ······· ·· ·· · · ··· ··· · · ··· · ····~·~·:;;~·~ · c;~ ·;~ 


APPEAL from an order of the Superior Court of 


Los Angeles County. Emilie Elias, Temporary Judge. (Pursuant 


to Cal. Const., art. VI, § 21.) Affirmed. 


Daniel E. Lungren, Attorney Genaral, Roderick E. 


Walston, Chief Assistant Attorney General, Jan S. Stevens, 


Assistant Attorney General and Peter H. Kaufman, Deputy 


· Attorneys General, for Defendant and Appellant. 


Reznik & Reznik, Benjamin M. Reznik, Fred N. Gaines, 


and John M. Bowman for Plaintiff and Respondent. 
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INTRODUCTION 


Respondent/defendant California Coastal Commission 


(hereinafter Commission) appeals from the trial court's order 


issuing a writ of mandate vacating the Commission's disapproval 


of a lot reconfiguration and proposed home building project on 


an unimproved Malibu lot owned by petitioner/plaintiff 


Landgate, Inc. We affirm the order issuing the writ.l/ 


FACTS 


Sometime before 1973, a large unimproved Malibu tract 


which included what is now Landgate's lot and the adjoining 


parcel was approved for subdivision into approximately two-acre 


lots, each zoned for a single-family home. After the sub-


division, Landgate's predecessor owned both lots, running north 


and south and containing sloped northern and flat southern 


sections. One lot contained a single family home on its flat 


southern portion. Both lots are within the coastal zone in 


which development is subject to Coastal Act regulation by the 


Commission. 


/ 


1. The order issuing the writ is appealable. {Code 
Civ. Proc., §§ 1094.5, subd. (g); 1110.) Without objection, 
the trial court severed consideration of the writ petition 
from Landgate's causes of action seeking declaratory relief 
and compensatory damages for unjust taking and civil rights 
violations. Landgate's remaining causes of action remain 
pending in the trial court and are not before us. · 


.. 
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In the mid-1980's, the County of Los Angeles planned 


to improve an east-west road through the two parcels. The 


proposed road divided the lots into sloped northern and flat 


southern portions. Landgate's predecessor and the county 


agreed that, in exchange for the owner's dedicating portions 


of the parcels for the roadway easement, the county would 


reconfigure the lots into a single sloped lot north of the 


road and a single flat lot, containing the existing home, 


south of the road. Each lot remained zoned for one single 


family home. The county comp~eted the road project and 


formally approved the lot reconfiguration, which was recorded 


on July 5, 1989. "The COMMISSION was aware of and approved 


the contemplated improvement of [the road]." The Commission 


earlier approved the county's Malibu land use plan (LUP) but 


at all relevant times had not. yet certified a county Malibu 


local coastal program (LCP.) The previous owner did not seek 


or receive Commission approval of the lot reconfiguration. 


The Commission did not challenge the county's reconfiguration 


approval. 


In October 1990, Landgate bought the sloped northern 


lot and applied for and received county approval for a single 


family home on the lot. Mr. and Mrs. Peter Bogart own a life 


estate in Landgate's lot. Landgate then applied to the 


Commission for approval. The lot overlooks a canyon, portions 


of which are being converted into a park. Landgate originally 
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proposed a 9,036 square foot home requiring 8,500 cubic yards 


of fill. Landgate later modified its proposal, reducing the 


home to 7,500 square feet requiring 4,300 cubic yards of fill. 


The Commission considered Landgate's modified proposal 


at its December 13, 1990, hearing. On that date, the 


Commission's staff first questioned whether Landgate's lot was 


legal under the Coastal Act. The Commission continued the 
.. 


hearing to study that question. On February 7, 1991, the 


Commission denied Landgate's application, finding that 


Landgate's lot constituted impermissible "development" under 


the Coastal Act because it was created without Commission 


approval, and the proposal would produce excessive soil, 


grading, and visual degradation. Later, the Commission 


denied Landgate's reconsideration request which included a 


newly modified proposal reducing grading to approximately 500 


cubic yards, eliminating visible retaining walls, and reducing 


the building's height, designed to meet Coastal Act require-


ments. During this process, the Commission approved two other 


proposed homes on nearby lots in the sloped area north of the 


road. 


Landgate then sued and, among other relief, petitioned 


for a writ of mandate. Landgate claimed the Commission used 


the lot reconfiguration di~approval as leverage to force 


greater concessions on the project, with a ban on any construe-


tion as the ultimate threat. On October 24, 1991, the trial 


I 


I 
L 
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court issued the writ, vacating the Commission's denial of 


the project and ordering it to reconsider the application 


assuming the lot reconfiguration valid. 


The Commission scheduled the matter for its November 


14, 1991, San Diego meeting. Although Landgate prepared for 


and traveled to the meeting, the Commission continued the 


matter until its December meeting without conducting a 


hearing. On November 21, 1991, the Commission filed a return 


stating the parties were exploring a settlement involving 


approval of a smaller project on Landgate's lot. Landgate 


claimed that, during the continuing negotiations, the 


Commission told Landgate that, unless Landgate agreed in 


advance to waive its damage and attorney's fees claims, the 


Commission likely would appeal the order and conduct no 


hearing. Landgate refused. At its December 10, 1991, 


meeting, the Commission announced it would appeal the order 


and conducted no hearing. 


ISSUE 


The Commission contends, and Landgate disputes, that 


the Coastal Act gave it jurisdiction over the lot reconfigura-


tion despite its approval of the county's LUP and failure to 


challenge the county's approval of the lot reconfiguration.2/ 


2. Because we reject the Commission's contention and 
affirm the order, we need not address Landgate's alternative 
arguments supporting the order that the Commission is estopped 
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DISCUSSION 


Two aspects of "development" are involved here. 


First, Landgate's proposed project requires building new 


structures. Second, the lot reconfiguration may constitute 


"development" 1f it permits building where it otherwise would 


not occur. The parties correctly agree that the Coastal Act 


empowers the Commission to control "development" in the 


coastal zone, and that Landgate's proposed project, i.e., the 


home and its related grading, retaining walls, etc., is 


"development" subject to sue~ control. 


Regarding the second type of development, the 


Commission concedes that the lot reconfiguration caused no 


increase in the number of lots or homes, but argues it had a 


negative qualitative impact on the coastal zone by permitting 


building where it otherwise would not have occurred. Thus, 


the Commission concludes, it properly could reject the 


reconfiguration as new "development" inconsistent with the Act. 


On this record, we disagree. The Commission's argument 


contains three serious false assumptions: i) Landgate chose 


to build on the sloped northern, with negative environmental 


2. (Continued) 


from disapproving the lot reconfiguration and that it abused 
its discretion in denying Landgate's application. Moreover, 
because the issue is not before us and the City of Malibu is 
not a party, we decline Landgate's request to retroactively 
exempt the project from Malibu's building moratorium. We deny 
Landgate's sanctions request. 
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impact, rather than flat southern, without negative environ


mental impact, side of the road; 2) Landgate, not the 


Commission, is responsible for and should bear the consequences 


of the lot reconfiguration; and 3) any development on Landgate's 


lot is inconsistent with the Coastal Act. 


First, Landgate was not involved in the decisions to 


build the road and reconfigure the lots. Landgate purchased a 


properly recorded single sloped lot north of the road which was 


zoned for a single-family home. Landgate cannot build south of 


the road, in an environmentally less sensitive area, because it 


owns no property south of the road. 


Second, after the subdivision, Landgate's predecessor 


owned two valid, properly recorded lots, each zoned for, and 


one already containing, a single-family home. The Commission 


essentially concedes it would approve in principle construction 


on the flat area south of the road. However, the Commission 


approved both the county's Malibu LUP and the road. It was the 


road, not any decision by Landgate, that rendered the existing 


lot configuration impractical and created the potential for 


"development" on what is now Landgate's lot. The previous 


owner might not have granted the road easements if the result 


was two lots, each split by the road. Rejecting the lot 


reconfiguration results in Landgate's being denied any use of 


its property. The reconfigured lot resulted from action 


approved by the Commission in which Landgate played no part. 
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Moreover, we find unpersuasive the Commission's related 


point that, although its action leaves Landgate with a useless 


lot, Landgate has not been treated unfairly because it may 


pursue remedies against the previous owner. Absent the 


unlikely scenario that the previous owner expressly told 


Landgate that the Commission expressly approved the lot 


reconfiguration, we think the Commission's suggested "remedy" 


for its essentially depriving Landgate of its property without 


compensation illusory. While the parties presumably knew that 


the Commission would regulat~ and had to approve any proposed 


building on the reconfigured lot, they would not reasonably 


have assumed that express Commission approval was required for 


the reconfiguration itself where, as here, it was approved and 


recorded by the county as part of the road development and LUP 


approved by the Commission . 


Third, the Commission assumes that any building on 


Landgate's lot is inconsistent with the Coastal Ac t . The Act 


is designed to "[p)rotect, maintain, and, where feasible, 
\ 


enhance and restore the overall quality of the coastal zone 


environment and its natural and artificial resources" (Pub. 


Res. Code, § 30001.5, subd. (a)), while recognizing that 


"future developments that are carefully planned and developed 


consistent with the policies of this division, are essential to 


the economic and social well-being of the people of this state 


and especially to working persons employed within the coastal 
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zone." {Pub. Res. C6de, .§ 30001, subd. {d).) The Act is 
' 


designed to assure protection of the zone's scenic and visual 


qualities, minimize natural landform alteration, and avoid 


erosion and degradation of parks and recreation areas. {Pub. 


Res. Code, §§ 30251, 30253, subd. {2), 30240, subd. (b).) 


However, the Act "is not intended, and shall not be construed 


as authorizing . the commission ... to exercise [its] 


power to grant or deny a permit in a manner which will take or 


damage private property for public use, without the payment of 


just compensation therefor," and "is not intended to increase 


or decrease the rights of any owner of property under the 


Constitution of . California of the United States." {Pub. 


Res. Code, § 30010.) However, the Commission negotiated with 


Landgate before and after it questioned the lot's legality. 


Thus, the Commission contemplated some building on the lot. 


Moreover, the Commission approved proposed homes on nearby 


lots in the sloped area. While we recognize that each lot has 


unique topography and impact on surrounding areas, the 


Commission's approval of two nearby projects in the sloped 


area rebuts its claim that building on Landgate's lot would 


appreciably degrade the area. In fact, this record 


demonstrates that the Commission used the "illegal lot 


reconfiguration" issue as leverage to extract greater 


concessions from Landgate. 


I 
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We stress tha€c~~b ~~i~~t~ retains its ability to 


regulate and approve any proposed building on the lot. 


Moreover, we limit our analysis to the p.eculiar facts before 


us. We do not address whether under other circumstances the 


Commission properly could reject a lot reconfiguration. On 


this record, the trial court properly issued the writ. 


DISPOSITION 


We affirm the judgment (order issuing writ of 


mandate). Landgate is entitled to its costs on appeal. 


NOT TO BE PUBLISHED. 


We concur: 


SPENCER, P. J. 


* ARANDA, J . 


ORTEGA, J. 


Assigned by t he Chairperson of the Judicial Council. 
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i 
You naed to be sworn ln as San Diego's ne;w representative to the 
californill coa5t)al. ~lease c;all Jall\et! Pattarson '19-237•6050 with 
the attorney qeperal' office and see if ahe can come by your 
offio~ and 9ive you t,a oath of office. 


·-·· . .. ·· - .. . . -· Cli.-fk L{'.t~· V"2...;;( 


You no&d to alsq 11endJ·a letter to: 1 '· 
Pater ooug1a~ 
california !coast l commission \) (j"f'-.D.._., \/:J ~ 
45 treemont St~e t, Suite 2000 


i I ' San Fr~ns sco, Ca. 94105•2219 
I I 


A copy of tha l~tter ~eeds to be sent to; 


.. Tha Honorahle". Sp~aker Wii"i"ie arown . 
state capitol · b cr"' Jt.~ 1/~. ?., 
Sacramento; Cali~ornia 95814 


' 
The letter only needs lto 5tate only the following: .· 


Please accept t~is le~er as my appointment of David L. Malcol~ as 
my alternate co~issi~ner, . . · . 


Ho)?Afully hoth ~if thA ;abovA ~-~Qm~ __ can bQ dona so11etim.e next week. 


Thank You for yqur at~ention in this matter. 


-~j ~.J·. 
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the california Coastal commission and the California State Lands 
Commission in all aspects of litigation and in an advisory 
capacity. Ms, Patterson is tesponsible for acting as legal 
advisor to the Californ~a Coastal Commission at its monthly 
meetings. Other agencies she has represented include the 
Departments of Fish and Game ana Parks and Recreation and the 
State Coastal Conservancy. Ms. Patt~rson graduated from Loyola 
Law School, Los Angelas, in 1981. She qraduated magna cum laude 
from the University of California, Los Ang-eles, ·in 1977. Ms. 
Patterson has been a deputy attorn~y gen~ral since 1981. 
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STATE OF CAliFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, Gol'ernor 


CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
SAN DIEGO COAST AREA 
3111 CAMINO DEL RIO NORTH, SUITE 200 


SAN DIEGO, CA 92108-1725 


(619) 521 -8036 


SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA DISTRICT/SAN DIEGO COAST AREA 
(Status of Local Coastal Programs as of July 1, 1992) 


County of San Diego 


1. Number of segments- 0 
2. Summary status: 


a. The Board of Supervisors approved the San Dieguito LUP on November 
19, 1980. The San Diego Coast Regional Commission approved the LUP 
on March 13, 1981; and, on May 21, 1981, the State Commission 
certified the LUP with suggested modifications. On November 19, 
1981, the County resubmitted the LUP with some revisions to the 
Agricultural Policies (as per Regional Commission approval) but 
otherwise unchanged from the original submittal. The Commission 
found on January 19, 1982 that approximately one-half of the San 
Dieguito area could be certified as submitted by the County in the 
resubmittal, with the remaining one-half certified with suggested 
modifications. A second resubmitted LUP, which addressed previously 
stated Commission concerns, was certified by the Commission on 
September 22, 1982. A third resubmittal, which included a number of 
land use designation changes, was certified by the Commission on 
August 23, 1984. 


b. The zoning (Implementation Plan) was certified with suggested 
modifications by the Commission on September 26, 1984. At its 
November 22, 1985 meeting, the Coastal Commission certified the 
resubmitted Implemention Plan with the exception of the oceanfront 
blufftop lots where certification was deferred. The issue was the 
adequacy of the County's proposed blufftop setbacks for structures. 


Normally, once LCP Post-Certification Maps are adopted, and the 
permit application and notice forms are prepared by the local 
government in order to assume permit-issuing responsibility, the 
County's LCP would have become "effectively certified" (except for 
the blufftop lots). However, on July 1, 1986, and October 1, 1986, 
the Cities of Solana Beach and Encinitas were incorporated, reducing 
the remaining unincorporated County area within the coastal zone from 
11,000 to 2,000 acres. The County has processed an amendment to 
delete the geographic portions of this LCP which have now been 
incorporated into these new cities, as well as address some 
~dditional General Plan revisions; the amendment was filed with the 
Commission and set for public review at the May 1989 Commission 
meeting. At that time, the County requested (and the Commission 
granted) a delay to allow more time to review the proposed policy 
revisions. At the continued hearing, the amendment was approved with 
suggested modifications. The County has indicated, however, that it 
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does not currently plan to assume coastal development permit- issuing 
authority over its remaining jurisdiction. 


3. Area of Deferred Certification: 


a. San Dieguito Blufftops ADC. This was created on November 22, 1985 
and includes all of the coastal blufftop lots in this formerly 
unincorporated County area, totalling about 200 acres. The main 
issue is development setback standards. While still technically 
unresolved, this action is no longer effective because all of this 
area has now been incorporated within the Cities of Encinitas and 
Solana Beach. 


4. Amendments: 


LCP No. 1-85 (Major) - Approved Part and Denied Part 12/17/85; 
No. 1-86 (Major) - Approved 5/16/86; 
No. 2-86 (Minor) -Approved 8/15/86; 


No . 1-89 (Major) - Approved (w/ suggested mods) 10/11/89. 


City of Oceanside 


1. Number of segments- 0 
2. Summary status: 


a. The LUP was approved by the City Council in June, 1980, and certified 
with suggested modifications by the San Diego Coast Regional 
Commiss i on on September 12, 1980. The State Commission (on December 
18, 1980) found Substantial Issue with regard to: Route 76 (San Luis 
Rey River Expressway), the offsetting benefits program, affordable 
housing, and commercial fishing facilities. On January 22, 1981, the 
Commission denied the LUP as submitted and certified it with 
suggested modifications. On January 25, 1985, a resubmitted LUP was 
certified with suggested modifications, which were acceptable to the 
City. On July 10, 1985, the Commission certified (as submitted) a 
second resubmitted LUP which incorporated policy language consistent 
with the suggested modifications which had been recommended in 
January, 1985. 


b. The zoning (Implementation Plan) was certified with suggested 
modifications on January 25, 1985. The Ordinances constituting the 
Implementation Plan were resubmitted and certified by the Commission 
on July 10, 1985. The LCP Post-Certification Map was adopted on 
December 17, 1985, and the LCP was effectively certified March 11, 
1986, with t he Ci ty assuming permit-i ssuing authority on March 17, 
1986. 
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3. Area of Deferred Certification: 


a. Route 76/San Luis Rey River Valley ADC (Resolved). This was created 
on January 22, 1981 and includes about 250 acres. The main issue was 
the impact of constructing an expressway through the river valley, 
and this was resolved by the Commission certification of a 
resubmitted LCP on July 10, 1985. 


4. Amendments: 


LCP No. l-87 (Major) - Approved l/13/88; 
No. l-91 (Major) - Approved (w/ suggested mods) 2/19/92, 


ED Checkoff 4/10/92. 


5. Local Government Post-Certification Permit Activity (through quarter 
ending June 30, 1992). 


Approved 
Permits 
Reported 


160 


City of Carlsbad 


1. Number of segments- 6 
2. Summary status: 


a. Agua Hedionda LCP 


# Appealable 
To Commission 


99 


# Appealed 
To Commission 


2 


The LUP segment was submitted to the Commission in October of 1977 and 
certified with suggested modifications on May 16, 1978. Because of 
unresolved differences, a negotiating committee comprised of State 
Commissioners, local officials and staffs was established in an effort 
to reconcile differences. The City formally resubmitted the Agua 
Hedionda LUP on May 28, 1982, and the Commission certified it as 
submitted on August 27, 1982. In February 1988, the Commission 
approved an LUP amendment which modified residential densities on a 
few parcels along Adams Street. 


Because of the relatively few property owners affected and other local 
government priorities, the City has been slow to prepare the 
Implementing Ordinances (zoning). The City continues to work on 
preparing this zoning for the City•s entire coastal zone area, which 
are intended to be applicable to all LUP segments. In addition, the 
City has initiated General Plan amendments and rezonings to bring 
basic land uses into conformity with the certified LUP. 
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b. Mello I LCP 


At its August 15, 1980 public hearing, the Regional Commission denied 
the Mello I Properties LCP (Coastal Act Section 30170(f)), which is a 
segment of Carlsbad, comprising approximately 1,000 acres. The Mello 
I LCP was a "fast-track" LCP which required approval of the State 
Commission by October l, 1980. The State Commission approved the LCP 
on September 30, 1980. Because of the special legislation affecting 
the LCP, it was deemed certified. However, the City indicated it 
would not implement the LCP since the Commission•s agricultural 
protection policies were unacceptable. 


This LCP required retention of approximately 250 acres of agricultural 
land and preservation of steep slopes for wildlife habitat and erosion 
control. Approximately 28 acres along Interstate 5 were designated 
for commercial use (with 35% of this area designated for visitor
serving commercial), and the remaining acreage (approximately 300 
acres) designated for medium density residential (7 dua). As 
described below, the City processed and the Commission approved on 
October 24, 1985, an LCP amendment which affected the agriculture and 
steep slope provisions of the LCP and resolved the major outstanding 
issues between the City and Commission. As stated above, the City 
continues to work on its implementation program, as well as a series 
of general plan amendments and rezoning to bring land uses into 
consistency with the LCP. On April 14, 1988, the Commission approved 
an LCP amendment to accommodate the Pacific Rim Master Plan, involving 
roughly 675 acres north of the eastern basin of Batiquitos Lagoon. 
The amendment was necessary to allow both commercial development 
within the segment and increased residential densities. 


c. Mello II LCP 


1. The Mello II LCP segment (Coastal Act Section 30171) was formally 
transmitted to the City of Carlsbad on October 1, 1980, as 
required by State law (AB 1971). Similar to the Mello I LCP, the 
Commission was charged with the preparation of the balance of the 
Carlsbad LCP. This total LCP had to be approved by July 1, 1981 
or the entire area would be excluded from the coastal zone. Once 
approved, the LCP was to be deemed certified without any City 
action necessary. However, the City declined to accept and 
implement the LCP. 


2. On June 3, 1981, the State Commission approved the Land Use Plan 
for the Mello II LCP; and, on June 18th, the zoning (Implementing 
Ordinances) regulations were approved. This LCP covers 5,500 
acres, about 75% of the City area within the coastal zone. 


Until late 1985, the major unresolved issues were the preservation 







LCP STATUS REPORT/SAN DIEGO 
July 1, 1992 
Page 5 


of agricultural lands, where conversion of agricultural lands was 
allowed, and what sort of mitigation should be required, and the 
protection of steep, sensitive slopes. As a result of this issue, 
the City of Carlsbad refused to implement the certified LCP. 


The City submitted two major LCP amendment requests which were 
approved by the Commission in October of 1985. The amendments 
allow for conversion of non-prime agricultural lands provided that 
replacement agricultural lands are acquired elsewhere in the 
coastal zone or a conversion mitigation fee is paid to preserve 
and enhance coastal zone resources elsewhere in the City. In 
addition, the Commission endorsed an amendment which required 
preservation of only those steep slopes which contained coastal 
sage/scrub chaparral plant communities or supported other 
endangered plant and animal species. As a result, the City and 
Commission have reached agreement on all substantive issues and 
the City continues to revise its General Plan and zoning 
ordinances to incorporate the LCP provisions. 


The City has worked on a number of General Plan amendments, 
rezonings and LCP amendments to bring those land use provisions 
and regulations into consistency; some of the LCP revisions were 
approved with suggested modifications at the Commission•s May 14, 
1987 meeting. In February 1988, the Commission reviewed and 
approved, with suggested modifications, another package of 
amendments which modified residential densities, implemented 
additional wetland preservation policies, authorized some land use 
changes and modified the land use provisions for the Ecke/Carltas 
agricultural preserve. A number of amendment requests are still 
forthcoming to address the inconsistencies between the LCP and 
General Plan; effective certification of the LCP is not 
anticipated in the immediate future. 


d. West Batiquitos Lagoon/Sammis Properties LCP 


l. This segment was created as a result of 170 acres being annexed to 
the City of Carlsbad. In October of 1985, the City submitted the 
LCP segment for this area in the form of the Batiquitos Lagoon 
Educational Park Master Plan. The principal concerns were 
preservation and protection of wetlands, steep slopes and 
agricultural lands. In November 1985, the Commission approved 
(with suggested modifications regarding mitigation for conversion 
of non-prime agricultural lands) this LCP segment with open space 
requirements for the lagoon and steep slopes, and the same 
agricultural provisions as in the Mello I and Mello II segments 
which have been amended and approved by both the City and Coastal 
Commission. In November 1985, the Commission approved the Sammis 
Properties Master Plan by way of a coastal development permit 
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which included all the upland area and those portions of the west 
basin of Batiquitos Lagoon not in public ownership. In addition, 
all wetlands were required to be dedicated to the Wildlife 
Conservation Board, wetland buffers were established and 
mitigation measures instituted for loss of non-prime agricultural 
lands. 


2. The Master Plan will essentially comprise the zoning (Implementing 
Ordinances) portion for the segment, as well; however, additional 
implementing measures for the processing of coastal development 
permits are still being developed by the City. In addition, it 
now appears likely that some revisions will be made in the Master 
Plan. 


e. East Batiguitos Lagoon/Hunt Properties LCP 


1. This segment was created as a result of approximately 1,650 acres 
being annexed to the City of Carlsbad. The LCP for East 
Batiquitos Lagoon/Hunt Properties is similar to the West 
Batiquitos Lagoon Segment and involves a Master Plan for most of 
the area, except Green Valley. The same issues apply to this 
segment as applied to the Mello I, Mello II and West Batiquitos 
Lagoon segments. On April 14, 1988, the Commission certified the 
program with suggested modifications which included, among others, 
definition of permitted uses within the wetland buffer; 
clarification of future development intensities and standards for 
Green Valley; resource protection standards for riparian areas; 
and requiring internal consistency between the land use policies 
and the development standards of the Pacific Rim Master Plan. 


2. The Master Plan will also serve as the zoning (Implementing 
Ordinances) for the segment; however, the City must still develop 
and finalize its coastal development permit processing procedures 
before effective certification will occur. 


f. Carlsbad Village Redevelopment Area LCP 


The City submitted a segmentation request and LCP for this downtown 
redevelopment area. The LUP was certified as submitted, but the 
zoning (Implementation Program) was certified with suggested 
modifications by the Commission on June 14, 1985. The suggested 
modifications were acceptable to the City and primarily involved 
procedures for issuance of coastal development permits. A resubmitted 
LCP was certified by the Commission on March 27, 1987. The 
Post-Certification LCP map was approved by the Commission on October 
13, 1987. The Commission effectively certified the total LCP on 
December 8, 1987, and the Redevelopment Agency assumed permit-issuing 
authority on December 14, 1987. 


, 
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3. Area of Deferred Certification: 


a. Green Valley ADC. This is located within the East Batiquitos 
Lagoon/Hunt Properties LCP segment and was created on April 14, 1988 
and includes the 280 acres in Green Valley, south of La Costa Avenue 
and west of El Camino Real. The main issue is the need to 
specifically determine the kinds and intensity of land uses for the 
sub-area and this remains unresolved. 


4. Amendments: 


LCP No. 
No. 
No. 
No. 
No. 
No. 
No. 


LUP No. 


LCP 


LUP 
LCP 


LCP/LUP 


No. 
No. 
No. 
No. 
No. 
No. 
No. 


1-83 (Major) -Mello II - Approved 1 Part, Denied 2 Parts 2/23/83; 
2-83 (Major) -Mello II -Approved (w/ suggested mods) 7/27/83; 
3-83 (Major) -Mello II -Approved 9/28/83; 
1-84 (Major) - Mello II - Approved 5/23/84; 
2-84 (Major) -Mello II - Approved 7/12/84; 
3-84-A (Major) -Mello II - Approved 11/15/84; 
3-84-B (Major) -Mello II - Approved (w/ suggested mods) 6/14/85; 
1-85 (Major) - Agua Hedionda - Approved (w/ suggested mods) 


1-85 
1-85 
2-85 
3-85 
1-86 
1-86 
1-87 


(Major) 
(Major) 
(Major) 
(Major) 
(Major) 
(Major) 
(Major) 


4/11 /85; 
- Mello II - Approved 4/11/85; 
-Mello I -Approved 10/24/85; 
-Mello II -Approved 10/24/85; 
-Mello II -Approved 11/22/85; 
- Agua Hedionda - Approved 2/6/86; 
-Mello II - Denied 2/6/86; 
- Agua Hedionda, Mello I & II and Carlsbad 


Village Redevelopment Area - Approved (w/ suggested 
mods) 5/14/87; 


LCP/LUP No. 2-87 (Major) - Agua Hedionda and Mello II - Approved 


LCP No. 3-87 (Major) 
No. 1-88 (Major) 
No. 1-90 (Major) 


(w/ suggested mods) 2/23/88; 
-Mello I -Approved (w/ suggested mods) 4/14/88; 
-Mello II -Approved (w/ suggested mods) 12/14/88; 
-Mello I and East Batiquitos Lagoon/Hunt Properties 


Approved 7/10/90; 
No. 1-91 (Major) -Mello I and East Batiquitos lagoon/Hunt Properties 


Approved (w/ suggested mods) 5/7/91; 
No. 2-91 (Major) -Mello II- Approved 7/16/91; 
No. 3-91 (Major) -Mello I and East Batiquitos Lagoon/Hunt Properties 


Approved (w/ suggested mods) 10/8/91. 


5. local Government Post-Certification Permit Activity (through quarter 
ending June 30, 1992). 


Approved 
Permits 
Reported 


3 


# Appealable 
To Commission 


0 


# Appealed 
To Commission 


0 
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City of Encinitas 


1. Number of segments- 0 
2. Summary status: 


This City incorporated on October l, 1986. Approximately two-thirds of 
the City is comprised within the coastal zone. The City intends to 
prepare and adopt a new General Plan, Zoning Ordinance and LCP. It is 
expected that the City will modify certain land use designations from 
those contained in the County of San Diego•s LCP which was previously 
certified for this area. The City has adopted its General Plan which will 
also serve as its land use plan document, and has drafted a zoning 
ordinance. These documents will serve as the basis for a total LCP. This 
submittal is not expected to reach the Commission until 1993. 


3. Area of Deferred Certification: None. 


4. Amendments: None. 


City of Solana Beach 


1. Number of segments - 0 
2. Summary status: 


This City incorporated on July 1, 1986 and is entirely comprised within 
the coastal zone. Like Encinitas, it intends to prepare and adopt a new 
General Plan, Zoning Ordinance and LCP. The City has indicated it will be 
utilizing a lot of the resource protection policies/ordinances contained 
in the County•s previously certified San Dieguito LCP. It is also 
expected that the City will modify certain land use designations from 
those contained in that LCP. The City has adopted a General Plan and 
interim zoning ordinance; work on local land use regulations has been the 
immediate priority for the community. An LCP submittal is not expected 
until 1993 at the earliest. 


3. Area of Deferred Certification: None. 


4. Amendments: None. 


City of Del Mar 


1 . Number of segments - 0 
2. Summary status: 


Del Mar is a small urbanized community with little undeveloped land. 
After completing its community plan update and addressing some 
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long-standing beachfront issues, the City submitted its initial LUP 
portion, which was certified with suggested modifications, by the 
Commission, on September 11, 1991. The City then resubmitted its land use 
plan and the Commission again certified it with suggested modifications on 
June 11, 1992. No date is known for submittal of the zoning portion. 


3. Area of Deferred Certification: None. 


4. Amendments: None. 


City of San Diego 


1. Number of segments- 12 
2. Summary status: 


a. North City LUP 


This LUP segment was submitted on April 20, 1981, and the Regional 
Commission certified it with suggested modifications on June 26, 
1981. The State Commission found that the Regional Commission•s 
decision raised no substantial issue on August 21, 1981, thereby 
endorsing the Regional Commission•s action. A resubmitted LUP was 
certified with suggested modifications on May 23, 1984. As a result, 
the City substantially revised the LUP to address the Commission•s 
concerns and resubmitted the LUP a second time. On August 27, 1985, 
the Commission certified the land use plan as submitted. This LUP 
segment has been very controversial and has involved extensive public 
participation. Major issues have involved: the preservation and 
protection of the Los Penasquitos and San Dieguito Lagoons; grading 
and erosion control within the watershed of these lagoons; the 
proposed Route 56 Freeway; and, the extent of development within the 
San Dieguito River Valley. On January 13, 1988, the Commission 
certified a third resubmittal of this segment, as submitted, to 
clarify steep slope development policies and incorporate permissible, 
but discretionary, encroachment allowances into constrained slopes. 
This LUP was effectively certified by the Commission on July 13, 1988. 


b. La Jolla/La Jolla Shores LUP 


The La Jol1a/La Jolla Shores LUP was submitted to the Commission in 
October, 1979. The Regional Commission certified this LUP with 
suggested modifications on May 9, 1980, and the State Commission found 
that this decision raised no substantial issue on December 16, 1980. 
The Commission certified a resubmitted LUP with suggested 
modifications on September 22, 1982; and the second resubmitta1 was 
certified, as submitted, on April 26, 1983. A third resubmittal was 
certified as submitted on July 13, 1988. 
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c. Pacific Beach LUP 


The Pacific Beach LUP was submitted on April 30, 1981. On June 12, 
1981, the Regional Commission denied the LUP. as submitted, then 
certified it with suggested modifications. The Commission found that 
the Regional Commission•s decision raised no substantial issue on July 
24, 1981. The City resubmitted this LUP in October, 1983, and the 
Commission certified it with suggested modifications on May 23, 1984. 
Subsequently, the City revised the segment to address the Commission•s 
concerns regarding parking in nearshore areas and resubmitted it a 
second time. On August 27, 1985, the Commission certified the Pacific 
Beach LUP as resubmitted (for the second time). A third resubmittal 
was certified as submitted on July 13, 1988. 


d. Mission Beach LCP 


1. The Mission Beach LUP segment was submitted in November. 1979. 
The Regional Commission certified this segment with suggested 
modifications on April 11. 1980. On July 22, 1980, the State 
Commission found that this decision raised substantial issue with 
regard to policies for visitor-serving commercial facilities in 
the Santa Clara Place commercial district. The first resubmitted 
LUP was certified with suggested modifications on September 22, 
1982. A second resubmittal was certified with suggested 
modifications on November 15, 1984. A third resubmittal involving 
only the Belmont Park site was certified by the Commission on 
September 10, 1986. A fourth resubmittal incorporating the 
Commission•s suggested modifications of November 15, 1984, was 
certified as submitted on July 13, 1988. 


2. The zoning (implementing ordinances) portion for the land use plan 
was comprised in the Mission Beach Planned District Ordinance 
(PDO); it was certified with suggested modifications on November 
15, 1985. The modifications were acceptable to the City and a 
resubmittal was approved, as submitted. on January 13, 1988, with 
final certification by the Commission on July 13, 1988. 


e. Mission Bay LCP 


1. This LUP segment was submitted on April 5. 1982. At the September 
1982 hearing, the City withdrew the submittal in order to allow 
more time to address the critical issues. The City has given this 
segment a lower priority for completion since it is almost all 
original jurisdiction area, where the Commission will retain 
permit authority. Progress has been slow but the City is 
continuing work on both a Resource Management Element and a 
shoreline protection study. The major issues are public access, 
environmentally sensitive habitats and alternate transit 
development. 
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2. The Commission•s January 13, 1988 action on zoning for the other 
eleven segments did not include th i s segment. 


f. Ocean Beach LUP 


The Ocean Beach segment LUP was submitted in October of 1979. The 
Regional Commission certified the segment with suggested modifications 
on February 22, 1980. The Commission found that this decision raised 
substantial issue with regard to development of Pueblo Lot 212 and the 
provision of sufficient visitor-serving uses. On May 22, 1980, the 
Commission certified the Ocean Beach LUP segment with suggested 
modifications. This occurred again with the first resubmittal on May 
23, 1984. A second resubmitted LUP was certified by the Commission 
(as submitted by the City) on August 27, 1985 and addressed the 
adequacy of parking in the nearshore areas. Issues related to Pueblo 
Lot 212 and visitor-serving accommodations were resolved. A third 
resubmittal was certified as submitted on July 13, 1988. 


g. Peninsula LUP 


The Regional Commission, on May 22, 1981, certified the LUP with 
suggested modifications. The Commission found that the decision 
raised substantial issue with regard to the preservation and 
protection of Famosa Slough. On August 21, 1981, and again on May 23, 
1984 the Commission certified this segment with suggested 
modifications. A second resubmitted LUP was certified by the 
Commission on August 27, 1985, and addressed the adequacy of parking 
requirements in the nearshore areas. A third resubmittal was 
certified as submitted on July 13, 1988. 


h. Centre City/Pacific Highway Corridor (PHC) LUP 


This LUP segment was submitted on April 7, 1981. On May 22, 1981, the 
San Diego Coast Regional Commission certified it with suggested 
modifications. The LUP was reactivated and certified with suggested 
modifications on May 24, 1983. These were acceptable to the City; 
however, several years passed and a second resubmittal was reviewed by 
the Commission in January 1988. Since there were new concerns about 
the adequacy of the resubmitted LUP•s provisions to phase necessary 
public access and traffic improvements with new development, the 
resubmittal was first denied and then certified, with suggested 
modifications, on January 13, 1988. The City accepted the 
modifications and the LUP was effectively certified on July 13, 1988. 


i. Barrio Logan/Harbor 101 LCP 


1. The Barrio Logan LUP was submitted in August of 1979, and on 
November 9, 1979, it was certified with suggested modifications . 
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The Commission found this action raised no substantial issue on 
December 18, 1979. The LUP was resubmitted in December 1982. On 
February 23, 1983, the Commission certified the LUP as 
resubmitted. A third resubmittal was certified as submitted on 
July 13, 1988. 


2. The zoning (implementing ordinances) portion of the land use plan 
was partially comprised in a Planned District Ordinance (PDO); it 
was certified with suggested modifications on February 23, 1983. 
The City accepted the revisions and a resubmitted citywide 
implementation plan (including the planned district) was denied 
and then certified with suggested modifications by the Commission 
on January 13, 1988. Final certification by the Commission of the 
Barrio Logan PDO occurred on July 13, 1988. 


j. Otay Mesa/Nestor LUP 


This segment was submitted on January 15, 1979. The Regional 
Commission. on March 9, 1979, certified this LUP as submitted. The 
Commission found no substantial issue with this action, and certified 
it on May 15, 1979. The main issues were the preservation of 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas and agriculture. A 
resubmitted LUP was certified with suggested modifications on March 
14, 1985 and a second resubmittal certified (without modifications) on 
March 11. 1986. A third resubmittal was certified as submitted on 
July 13, 1988. 


k. Tia Juana River Valley LUP 


This segment was submitted on January 15, 1979. The Regional 
Commission certified this LUP with suggested modifications on April 
27, 1979. The City accepted these suggested modifications and 
incorporated them into a resubmitted LUP which the Commission 
certified on September 18, 1979. The City further changed its LUP, 
resubmitted it, and it was certified (as submitted) on May 23, 1984. 
The main issues have been the preservation of environmentally 
sensitive wetland/riparian areas and agriculture. A fourth 
resubmittal was certified as submitted on July 13, 1988. 


1. Border Highlands LUP 


On May 1. 1981, the City submitted this segment . The Regional 
Commission denied the LUP as submitted and certified it with suggested 
modifications. The Commission found no substantial issue on July 23, 
1981. On May 21, 1982, the City resubmitted this segment, adopting 
most of the Commission•s suggested modifications. The Commission, on 
August 27, 1982, certified the LUP as resubmitted. A third 
resubmittal was certified as submitted on July 13, 1988. 
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m. The zoning (Implementation Plan) for nine of the City's 12 segments 
(excepting Mission Beach, Mission Bay and Barrio Logan/Harbor 101) was 
submitted in October 1983, and the Commission certified it with 
suggested modifications on May 23, 1984. The modifications concerned 
limiting floodplain development, restricting grading of steep slopes 
and providing adequate parking standards for new development in the 
nearshore areas. 


Since the 1984 action, the City actively worked on rev1s1ng its 
Implementation Plan to respond to the issues raised by the 
Commission. The City resubmitted the implementing ordinances and this 
package was reviewed by the Commission in January 1988. Although 
there had been substantial progress made to resolve many of the 
Commission's concerns, the resubmitted Implementation Plan was denied 
and then approved, with suggested modifications, on January 13, 1988. 
The City accepted these modifications, and the Commission effectively 
certified the Implementation Plan (including two planned district 
ordinances) for eleven segments (except Mission Bay) on July 13, 
1988. 


However, two of the eleven segments (Mission Beach and Barrio 
Logan/Harbor 101) also have Planned District Ordinances (PDOs) which 
the Commission has separately reviewed and approved. In those two 
cases, the planned district's provisions provide more specific 
controls over the area's development; however, where the district and 
LCP implementation plan do not conflict, the City still utilizes much 
of its general zoning for those communities. Additionally, the 
Mission Bay segment still remains uncertified at this time. 


Following the Commission certification with suggested modifications 
action of January 13, 1988, the City agreed to the proposed revisions 
which were largely technical, but necessary, clarifications to assure 
effective implementation of the City's certified land use plan 
provisions. The modifications involved assuring the application of 
resource protection measures in discretionary permits, establishment 
of buffer zones for riparian habitats, development of fire protection 
policies, requiring Commission review of identified resource mapping 
adjustments and clarifying the coastal development permit processing 
ordinance. 


The City Council accepted the Commission's suggested modifications for 
the Implementation Plan and the Commission concurred with this action, 
effectively certifying the total LCP on October 14, 1988 (except for 
Mission Bay and several areas of deferred certification). The City 
assumed permit-issuing authority for all of its coastal zone (except 
for Mission Bay and the identified areas of deferred certification) on 
October 17, 1988. 
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3. Areas of Deferred Certification: 


a. North City 


1. Via de la Valle Specific Plan ADC. This was created on August 21, 
1981 and includes about 100 acres east of I-5 and north of Via de 
la Valle. The main issues are the proposed densities and extent 
of grading/encroachment on visually-significant steep slopes. 
While unresolved at this time, the area is being gradually 
built-out through the approval of individual coastal development 
permits. 


2. South Slopes ADC. This was created on August 21, 1981 and 
includes several small unplanned geographic portions of areas on 
the south slopes of the San Dieguito River Valley, east of I-5 
situated on properties outside of the 100-year floodplain. The 
main issues are the permitted land use intensities and slope 
preservation, and these remain unresolved . 


3. San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) Property ADC (Resolved). This 
was created on August 27, 1985 and includes 110 acres. Located 
adjacent to Los Penasquitos Lagoon, west of I-5 and south of 
Carmel Valley Road, the main issue is the mapping of the extent of 
the wetlands, and the City had been sued by SDG&E over this. The 
State Department of Parks and Recreation has acquired portions of 
the property and an LUP has been completed as part of the Los 
Penasquitos Lagoon Enhancement Plan. This Plan was a part of the 
Commission's action on LCP Amendment No. 2-90 (Major) which was 
approved on September 13, 1990, and resolved this ADC. 


4. Carmel Valley ADC (Partially Resolved). This was created on August 
21, 1981 and covers about 400 acres along Carmel Valley Creek, 
east of I-5 at Carmel Valley Road and situated within the 
Neighborhood #8 Precise Plan area. It also includes portions of 
the valley located within the City's Urban Reserve (and outside of 
North City West area) further east. The main issues are the 
extent of development to be allowed, resolution of the Carmel 
Valley Road/State Route 56 roadway alignment, preservation of 
riparian habitat and land use designations. The Precise Plan for 
Neighborhood 8 and the Carmel Valley Resource Enhancement Plan 
were prepared for the North City West planning area port ions of 
this ADC and their adoption in the City's LCP Amendment No. 2-90 
(Major) have resolved most of the above issues. However, the 
portions of the valley located on the City's Urban Reserve remain 
unresolved and are not expected to be addressed in the near future. 


5. Los Penasguitos Regional Park ADC. This was created on August 21, 
1981 and includes about 600 acres in Los Penasquitos and Lopez 
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Canyons. at the easterly end of Sorrento Valley Blvd. The main 
issue is the lack of a master plan for this nature preserve. A 
plan has been drafted and is undergoing local review. However. at 
this time. it remains unresolved. 


6. Torrey Pines City Park ADC. This was created on August 21. 1981 
and includes 75 acres. It is comprised of a mesatop area and 
steep coastal bluffs. The main issue is the lack of a master plan 
addressing these coastal bluffs. their stability and public access 
needs. This is unresolved at this time. 


7. Cal Sorrento Property ADC. This was created on August 27, 1985 
and includes about 25 acres located just east of I-805 and north 
of Los Penasquitos Creek. The main issues are protection of a 
remnant marsh and steep slope areas. and these remain unresolved. 


b. La Jolla/La Jolla Shores 


La Jolla Planned District ADC (Resolved). This was created on January 
13, 1988 and it includes most of the commercially-zoned properties of 
this community. The district also includes nearshore residential 
areas. The main issues are the parking exemptions proposed for 
rehabilitation efforts. small lots and minor additions within the 
district and the need for some overall program to address alternate 
transit and traffic circulation needs. These concerns were resolved 
by the Commission 1 s effective certification of the City 1 s LCP 
Amendment No. 4-89 (Major) on November 17, 1989. 


c. Pacific Beach 


1. Visitor Commercial Rezones ADC. This was created on October 14. 
1988 and includes the visitor commercial nodes in Pacific Beach 
located generally west of and fronting on Mission Blvd. between 
Law Street and Pacific Beach Drive. and the bayside strip 
generally fronting on Mission Bay Drive. The main issues are 
priorities for visitor-serving uses and the resulting change from 
the more typical neighborhood-oriented commercial strip 
development presently found in these areas. These remain 
unresolved. 


2. Garnet Avenue Commercial Strip ADC (Resolved). This was created 
on October 14. 1988 and includes 50 acres in the main business 
district of Pacific Beach. The main issue is how to preserve the 
pedestrian-oriented and community strip character in this area. 
In developing its implementation measures. the City applied the CC 
(Community Commercial) zone to the Garnet Avenue strip; this zone 
was specifically designed to regulate older commercial districts 
adjoining residential neighborhoods. However. the community 1 s 
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concerns remained. Alternate zoning was proposed to implement the 
certified LUP and its acceptance resulted in resolution of this 
ADC. This was resolved by the Commission•s effective 
certification of the City•s LCP Amendment No. 4-89 on November 17, 
1989. 


d. Mission Beach 


Mission Beach Park (aka Belmont Park) ADC (Resolved). This was 
created on September 22, 1982 and includes 18.7 acres at the 
intersection of West Mission Bay Drive and Mission Blvd. The main 
issues were determining the proper mix of public and commercial 
recreation uses, and adequacy of beach parking. These were resolved 
through certification of a resubmitted LUP on September 10, 1986. 


e. Ocean Beach 


Niagara Streetend ADC (Resolved). This was created on October 14, 
1988 and it includes a small half-square block (.59 acres) located on 
the south side of Niagara Street, west of the alley and just east of 
the Ocean Beach Pier. The main issue is the inconsistency of the 
certified land use plan which designates the property for residential 
use and its present zoning of C-1 (General Commercial). Rather than 
implement a rezoning, this issue was resolved with the processing and 
Commission approval of an LUP amendment on November 11, 1988 to 
re-designate the area to Community Commercial. 


f. Peninsula 


Famosa Slough ADC. This was created on May 23, 1984 and includes 
about 20 acres along West Point Lorna Blvd., east of Nimitz Blvd. The 
main issue is preservation of this remnant wetland which was isolated 
as a result of channelization of the San Diego River. This remains 
unresolved. 


g. Centre City/Pacific Highway Corridor (PHC) 


County Administration Center (CAC} ADC. This was created on May 23, 
1984 and includes 15 acres along North Harbor Drive, north of Ash 
Street. The main issue is the future use of County-owned parking 
lots, which the original LUP designated as a future park and the 
County would like to develop for commercial uses. This ADC is 
unresolved at this time. 


h. Otay Mesa/Nestor 


Otay River Valley and South Bay Deferred Certification Study Area 
ADC. This was created on October 14, 1988 and includes the Otay River 
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4. 


Valley floodplain and abutting South Bay properties within the City•s 
jurisdiction. The subject properties are generally located southwest 
of the Palomar Street/I-S interchange, and north of Palm Avenue, at 
the south/southeast corner of San Diego Bay. The main issue is 
allowing time for the preparation of a specific land use plan for the 
area. The work will also reflect multi-jurisdictional efforts 
underway in this area to create a regional park extending up the river 
valley. This remains unresolved. 


i. Tia Juana River Valley 


Tia Juana River Valley Floodplain ADC (Resolved). This was created on 
October 14, 1988 and encompasses all of the floodplain in the river 
valley as shown on City Zoning Map #C-704. The main issue is the need 
to review and update the hydrologic maps of the river valley to 
reflect current floodway/floodplain fringe delineations to ensure 
application of the appropriate resource protection measures. Work was 
completed on the map updates, and implementation was reviewed and 
endorsed by the Commission approval of LCP Amendment No. 2-90 (Major), 
on September 13, 1990, which resolved this ADC. 


Amendments: 


LCP No. 1-88 (Major) - Ocean Beach & Otay Mesa/Nestor -Approved 11/17/88; 
LCP No. 1-89 (Major) - North City & Centre City/PHC - Approved (w/ 


suggested mods) 5/9/89; 
LCP No. 2-89 (Major) - North City & Otay Mesa/Nestor - Approved (w/ 


suggested mods) 7/11/89; 
LCP No. 3-89 (Minor) - Ocean Beach - Approved 8/10/89; 
LCP No. 4-89 (Major) - North City, La Jo11a/La Jolla Shores, Pacific 


Beach, Peninsula & Citywide -Approved 10/11/89; 
LCP No. 5-89 (Minor) - Citywide - Approved 2/14/90; 
LCP No. 1-90 (Major) - North City, La Jolla/La Jolla Shores, 


Mission Beach & Citywide - Approved (w/ suggested 
mods) 4/11/90, ED Checkoff 9/11/91; 


LCP No. 2-90 (Major) - North City, Mission Beach & 
Tia Juana River Valley- Approved 9/13/90; 


LCP No. 1-91 (Major) - North City, La Jolla/ La Jolla Shores, 
Pacific Beach, Ocean Beach & Citywide - Approved 
517/91 ; 


LCP No. 1-91 (Major) - Centre City/PHC - Approved (w/ suggested mods) 
11/12/91; 


LCP No. 2-91 (Major) - North City, Centre City/PHC, Otay Mesa/Nestor & 
Tia Juana River Valley - Approved (w/suggested 
mods) 9/11/91, ED Checkoff 2/18/92 & 4/10/92; 


LCP No. 3-91 (Major) - North City, Barrio Logan/Harbor 101 & 
Citywide- Approved 11/12/91; 
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LCP No. 1-92 (Major) - North City, Barrio Logan/Harbor 101 & Citywide -
Approved Part, Approved Part (w/ suggested mods), 
Continued Part - 6/11/92. 


5. Local Government Post-Certification Permit Activity (through Quarter 
ending June 30, 1992). 


Approved 
Permits 
Reported 


522 


# Appealable 
To Commission 


154 


# Appealed 
To Commission 


16 


City of Coronado 


1. Number of segments - 0 
2. Summary status: 


3. 


4. 


a. On March 13, 1981, the Regional Commission denied the LUP as 
submitted, then certified it subject to the City revising certain 
policy language concerning access and development on the old Ferry 
Landing site. On April 16, 1981, the State Commission found no 
substantial issue. Subsequently, the City modified the LUP to comply 
with the policy language suggested by the Regional Commission and the 
LUP was effectively certified on June 23, 1981. 


b. The Commission certified (with suggested modifications) the zoning 
(Implementation Plan) on September 28, 1983, and the City accepted the 
proposed revisions. The City resubmitted the Implementation Plan and 
it was approved by the Commission, resulting in effective 
certification of the City•s LCP on January 11, 1984. On that same 
date, the City assumed permit-issuing authority. 


Area of Deferred Certification: None. 


Amendments: 


LUP No. 1-81 (Major) - Approved 2/4/82; 
No. 1-82 (Major) - Approved 11/18/82; 
No. 1-83 (Major) - Approved Part and Denied Part 7/27/83; 


LCP No. 1-86 (Major) - Approved 1/14/87; 
No. 1-87 (Major) - Approved 7/10/87; 
No. 1-88 (Major) - Approved 7/13/88; 
No. 1-89 (Major) - Approved Part (w/ suggested mods) and Denied Part 


1 /9/90; 
No. 1-90 (This number not used); 
No. 2-90 (Minor) -Approved 1/8/91; 
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No. 3-90 (Major) -Denied 5/7/91; 
No. 1-91 (Major) - Approved (w/ suggested mods) 5/7/91, 


ED Checkoff 8/14/91; 
No. 2-91 (Major) - Approved LUP Portion, Denied Implementation Plan 


Portion 11/12/91. 


5. Local Government Post-Certification Permit Activity (through Quarter 
ending June 30, 1992). 


Approved 
Permits 
Reported 


53 


City of National City 


1. Number of segments - 0 
2. Summary of status: 


# Appealable 
To Commission 


27 


# Appealed 
To Commission 


On September 29, 1981, the City formally submitted its total LCP. At that 
time, there were concerns about the preservation of Paradise Marsh and new 
development standards. Before the Commission hearing, the City withdrew 
the submittal and concentrated LCP work did not resume until Fall 1987. 
In the interim, the City had determined that it would process the land use 
plan and implementing ordinances separately. On February 5, 1988, the 
City 1 s revised LUP was accepted for filing. The new land use plan 
submittal substantially responded to the previous issues identified by 
staff; and, on April 14, 1988, the Commission certified the LUP with 
suggested modifications. The suggested revisions addressed the marsh 
preservation policies, seasonal grading controls, reduction of flood 
hazards and the intensity of development in the proposed tourist 
commercial area. The City accepted the suggested modifications and the 
Commission effectively certified the LUP on July 13, 1988. The 
implementation program (zoning) was certified with suggested modifications 
on December 11, 1990. The City accepted these modifications and the 
Commission effectively certified the total LCP on April 9, 1991. The City 
assumed permit-issuing authority on July 15, 1991. 


A Categorical Exclusion covering various activities was approved by the 
Commission on May 7, 1991. 


3. Area of Deferred Certification: None. 


4. Amendments: 


LCP No. 1-91 (Major) - Approved 7/16/91. 
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5. Local Government Post-Certification Permit Activity (through quarter 
ending June 30, 1992). 


Approved 
Permits 
Reported 


6 


City of Chula Vista 


l. Number segments - 2 
2. Summary status: 


a. Balance of City LCP 


# Appealable 
To Commission 


1 


# Appealed 
To Commission 


0 


The Commission denied the Chula Vista LCP as submitted on September 4, 
1979, and then approved it with conditions. The City was advised to 
resubmit the LCP with modifications reflecting these conditions. The 
City sued. The judge ruled that the Commission could not 
conditionally approve the LCP and that the Commission should rescind 
its decision and then vote on the Chula Vista LCP to either certify, 
in whole or in part, or deny the LCP as submitted. 


On April 16, 1981, the Commission reconsidered the LCP, and partially 
certified portions and partially denied others. The Commission also 
approved suggested policy language, which, if incorporated into the 
LCP would result in a finding of conformity with the Coastal Act for 
the entire Chula Vista LCP. From the standpoint of Coastal Act 
policies, wetland protection (Sweetwater Marsh) was the key issue. 


The resubmitted LUP was certified by the Commission (as resubmitted) 
on March 27, 1984, and the zoning (Implementation Plan/Specific Plan) 
was certified on January 25, 1985. The Commission has been sued by 
the Sierra Club over this LCP certification. On September 27, 1985, 
the LCP was effectively certified by the Commission and the City 
assumed permit-issuing authority at that time. As a result of the 
settlement over the litigation related to LCP certification, extensive 
areas of the City's Midbayfront and the F/G Street Marsh have been 
incorporated into the Sweetwater Marsh National Wildlife Refuge. In 
order to recognize this land use change, as well as a modified 
development plan from a new property owner, the City has initiated 
local public hearings on a major land use plan amendment for the 
entire Midbayfront. An amendment submittal for this area is not 
expected until late 1992. 
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b. South Bay Islands LCP 


The County Board of Supervisors submitted the existing County General 
Plan as the LUP for two small unincorporated "islands" in the South 
Bay area (totalling 37 acres). The Regional Commission rejected the 
LUP, recommending one modification be incorporated to control 
signage. On December 18, 1980, the State Commission found that the 
Regional Commission•s decision raised no substantial issue and 
certified the resubmitted LUP and zoning (implementing ordinances) on 
November 22, 1985. 


This small segment was annexed to the City of Chula Vista in January, 
1986 and the City will need to amend its LCP to incorporate the area 
into it. No significant problems are expected. 


3. Area of Deferred Certification: None. 


4. Amendments: 


5. 


LCP No. 1-85 (Major) - Approved 2/6/86; 
No. 1-86 (Major) - Approved 11/13/86; 
No. 1-88 (Major) - Approved 6/9/88; 
No. 1-89 (Major) - Approved 4/14/89; 
No. 1-92 (Major) - Approved (w/ suggested mods) 


Local Government Post-Certification Permit Activity 
ending June 30, 1992). 


Approved 
Permits 
Reported 


53 


# Appealable 
To Commission 


49 


6/11/92. 


(through Quarter 


# Appealed 
To Commission 


City of Imperial Beach 


1. Number of segments - 0 
2. Summary status: 


a. The City submitted its LUP on June 30, 1981. The Commission denied 
the LUP as submitted, then certified it with suggested modifications 
on September 15, 1981. It was resubmitted on January 22, 1982, and 
certified by the Commission on March 16, 1982. Following effective 
certification on November 18, 1982, the City assumed interim 
permit-issuing authority (per Hannigan), effective August 15, 1983. 
Following effective certification of both the LUP and zoning 
(Implementation Plan) on September 26, 1984, the City assumed 
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3. 


4. 


5. 


permit-issuing authority on February 13, 1985, superseding the August 
1983 interim (Hannigan) authority. 


b. The zoning (Implementation Plan) was certified by the Commission on 
September 26, 1984. The principal concern has been the redevelopment 
of the beachfront area. With the loss of the Redevelopment Agency, 
the implementation of the original Seacoast District Specific Plan was 
severely hampered and recent amendments have been undergoing local 
government and Commission review. 


Area of Deferred C e rt if i c at i on : None. 


Amendments: 


LUP No. 1-83 (Major) -Approved 1/11/84; 
LCP No. 1-85 (Major) - Approved (w/ suggested mods) 


ED Checkoff 10/25/85; 
No. 2-85 (Major) - Approved 10/24/85; 
No. 1-86 (Major) - Approved (w/ suggested mods) 
No. 1-88 (Major) -Approved 11/17/88; 
No. 1-89 (Major) - Approved (w/ suggested mods) 


ED Checkoff 5/9/89; 
No. 2-89 (Major) - Denied 10/11/89; 
No. 3-89 (Major) - Approved (w/ suggested mods) 
No. l-90 (Major) - Approved (w/ suggested mods) 


Local Government Post-Certification Permit Activity 
ending June 30, 


Approved 
Permits 
Reported 


302 


1992). 


# Appealable 
To Commission 


118 


4/11/85. 


l/14/87; 


4/14/89, 


3/16/90; 
6/13/90. 


(through Quarter 


# Appealed 
To Commission 


13 
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Pase 1 


NAME/TITLE 


Douglas, Peter 
Executive Director 


Burns, James W. 
Chief Deputy Director 
CEA III 


Crandall, Thomas L. 
Deputy Director 
CEA II 


Baird, Brian 
Legislative Analyst 
CPA II I 


Grove, Tami (til June) 
Federal Programs Manager 
SSM I 


Goehler, Chris 
Associate Government 
Program Analyst 


Ellioff, Helena 
Hearing Reporter 


Hattori, Pat 
Executive Secretary II 


Jenkins, Richard 
Office Technician 


Liebster, Jack 
Information Officer II 


Frum, Marty 
Senior Librarian 


EXECUTIVE DIVISION 


ASSIGNMENTS 


Administers executive functions. 


Oversees all divisions; manages the Budget, Federal, 
Legislative, Coastal Resource Information 
Center, Public Affairs, and Administration Programs. 


Manages Coastal and Ocean Resources Division which 
includes Land Use, Energy and Ocean Resources, Access, 
Grants, Local Assistance and Federal Consistency 
Programs. 


Legislative Coordinator in Sacramento. 


Liaison for federal programs and grants. 
(Also District Director responsible for operations 
of Central and South Central offices.) 


Administrative Assistant to the Executive Director; 
responsible for the Commission meeting agenda, attends 
and orchestrates all commission meetings, assists in 
the administrative aspects of the word processing/ 
computer system, develops applications and procedures. 


Hearing reporter for Coastal Commission Meetings -
Provides minutes of the meetings and verbatim 
transcripts upon request. 


Secretary to the Executive Director; reviews and 
monitors commissioner travel claims, salary and 
preparation time forms. 


Support service to the Chief Deputy Director. Arranges 
meeting facilities/rooms for Commission meetings. 
Assists the Legislative Coordinator and Executive 
Secretary. 


Manages the Public Affairs and Coastal Resources 
Information Center. 


Manages the library, provides reference and research 
service; manage integrated library system; create and 
maintain library databases. 
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NAME/TITLE 


Harrison, Oea Lee 
Staff Services Mgr. II 


Clipner, Glenn 
ass rrr 


Johnson, Lane 
Associate Government 
Program Analyst 


Muse, Leslie 
Business Services Asst. 


Banaag, Jay 
Office Technician 


Ng, Richard 
Senior Accounting 
Officer 


Paj a ri 11 o, Tony 
Accounting Officer 


Chan, Lily 
Account Technician 


Chew, Margaret 
Account Technician 


Sabia, Natalia 
Account Clerk II 


Choye, Denise 
Associate Personnel 
Analyst 


Gatchalian, Lillian 
Personnel Specialist 


!cove, Roslyn 
Associate Programmer 
Analyst 


Clouse, Noreen 
Associate Information 
Systems Analyst 


ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION 


ASSIGNMENTS 


Manages the Administration Program which includes 
Business Services, Information Systems, Personnel, 
Accounting and office support. 


Office Supervisor; office operations; mailings; 
duplication; cars/accident reports; clerical support. 


Business Services Manager; General Services cards, 
contracts, business cards, telephone charge cards, and 
purchasing. 


Business Services Asst., equipment and inventory, 
telephones, air travel, bus rental, car vendors, petty 
cash. 


Invoices; subpurchase. order numbers. 


Fiscal officer; budget and accounting. 


Accounting, travel advance checks. 


Revolving funds, permit fees received and refunded. 
Guide purchases, transportation discounts. 


BCDC accounting records, and claim schedules. 


Travel claims, and pay check distribution. 


Personnel Consultant; statement of economic interest, 
training, classification, examinations. 


Payroll and benefits. 


Information Systems Manager; Wang Office system; data 
base management; special studies. 


Information Systems Administrator for Wang Word 
Processing System. 
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NAME/TITLE 


Alfaro, Grace 
Office Technictan 


Bofill, Roberto 
Office Technician 


Castillo, Lita 
Office Technician 


Marquez, Maria Elena 
Office Technician 


Ng, Judy 
Office Assistant 


Palanca, Carlos 
Office Assistant 


Ramirez, Ana 
Office Technician 


Ricasata, Melisa 
Office Assistant 


Tuazon, Soledad 
Office Assistant 


Waters, Guy 
Office Technician 


CLERICAL SUPPORT STAFF 


ASSIGNMENTS 


Mail and duplicating 


Oil Spill 


North Coast 


Land Use 


Reception 


Mai 1 


Word Processing 


North Coast 


Duplicating 


Energy and Ocean Resources 
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NAME/TITLE 


Faust, Ralph 
Chief Counsel 


Dickey, Dorothy 
Deputy Chief Counsel 


Allen, Judi 
Staff Counsel 


Bowers, John 
Staff Counse 1 


Atwood, Linda 
Staff Counsel 


Cheddar, Ann 
Staff Counsel 


Cima, Cynthia 
Staff Counsel 


Landry, Diane 
Staff Counsel 


Sma 11 , Carrie 
Staff Counse 1 


Cave, Nancy 
CPA III 


Pollak, Tania 
CPA I 


Klein, Adrienne 
CPA I 


LEGAL DIVISION 


ASSIGNMENTS 


Legal advice to the Commission and staff on all matters; 
manages legal staff. 


Legal division supervisor; legislative advice and legal 
coordination; legal advice on federal programs and federal 
relations; legal advice on matters relating to ports. 


(Legal advice on matters ar1s1ng out of San Diego area); 
legal advice on financial instruments and in lieu fees; 
miscellaneous litigation; regulations coordination; 
special projects. 


(Legal advice on matters ar1s1ng out of Malibu/Santa Monica 
Mountains area); non-energy federal consistency matters; 
energy matters (through 9/92}; enforcement; housing; 
TOC's; legal advice on permit condition compliance and 
recorded documents; miscellaneous litigation. 


Legal division advice coordinator; legal advice on matters 
arising out of the North coast area; matters relating to 
mapping and CZ boundaries; public records matters; special 
projects. 


(Long Beach) South Coast District legal assistance. 


Litigation coordination; miscellaneous litigation; special 
projects. 


(Santa Cruz) Central Coast District legal assistance. 


(on maternity leave through 9/92); Legal advice on all 
energy and energy-related matters; conflict of interest 
matters. 


Manager of statewide enforcement program. 


Enforcement analyst. 


Enforcement analyst. 
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NAME/TITLE 


Bove, Deborah 
Legal Assistant 


Evangelista, Mila 
Legal Assistant 


Staben-Mihalek, Jeff 
Sr. Typist Legal 


Babaran, Rita 
Office Technician 


LEGAL DIVISION 


ASSIGNMENTS 


Legal Assistant for . permit condition compliance, including 
recordable documents and enforcement matters. 


Legal assistant for administrative records; preparation 
of records for litigation, litigation tracking; backup 
legal clerical support. 


Legal clerical support. 


Legal clerical support. 
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NAME/TITLE 


Fuchs, Liz 
CPM 


Delaplaine, Mark 
CPA III 


(vacant) 
CPA I II 


Holloway, Gary 
CPA II 


Raives, Jim 
CPA II 


Simon, Larry 
CPA II 


Van Beckum, Bill 
CPA II 


COASTAL AND OCEAN RESOURCES DIVISION 
SAN FRANCISCO LAND USE AND LOCAL ASSISTANCE UNIT 


ASSIGNMENTS 


Manager, SF Land Use and Local Assistance Unit. 


Supervisor, non-energy federal consistency; statewide 
assistance in planning and permit review. 


Supervisor, Local Assistance Program. 
Planning assistance statewide permits, appeals and 
LCPs, periodic reviews. 


LCP records/documentation and status reports; 
environmental documents coordinator; meeting notice 
preparation. 


Project analyst, federal consistency, Coastal 
Conservancy projects, wetland projects, and 
miscellaneous projects. 


Project Analyst, federal consistency, conservancy 
projects; ports assistance. 


LCP Grants coordinator; post-certification 
procedures and monitoring, federal programs back-up. 
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NAME/TITLE 


Hansch, Susan 
CPM 


?arry, Chris 
CPA III 


Lien, John 
CPA I II 


Rogalin, Suzanne 
CPA II 


Blanchfield, Robin 
CPA II 


Dettmer, Alison 
CPA II 


Oggins, Cy 
CPA II 


(vacant) 
CPA I 


COASTAL AND OCEAN RESOURCES DIVISION 
ENERGY AND OCEAN RESOURCES UNIT 


ASSIGNMENTS 


Manager, Energy and Ocean Resources Unit; full 
manager's responsibilities, marine resources issues, 
energy policy i~sues. 


Supervising Analyst. OCS lease sales; power plant 
siting; air quality; marine resource issues. 


Supervising analyst for joint CCC/BCDC Oil Spill 
Program. 


Joint CCC/BCDC Oil Spill Program, Harbor Safety 
Committees. 


LCP Energy issues socioeconomic/resource economic 
issues. 


Marine terminals, energy conservation; compliance 
monitoring and enforcement; pipeline transportation. 


NPDES waste discharges; ocean water quality issues; 
drill muds; commercial fishing; desalination, 
artificial reefs. 


Joint CCC/BCDC Oil Spill Program. 


Note: All analysts have responsibility for Oil and Gas Plans of Exploration 
(POEs) and Plans of Development (PODs) and energy permit assignments. 
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NAME/TITLE 


(vacant) 
Manager, Technical 
Services Unit 


(vacant) 
Senior Engineering 
Geologist 


Van Coops, Jon 
CPA II 


(vacant) 


COASTAL AND OCEAN RESOURCES DIVISION 
TECHNICAL SERVICES UNIT 


ASSIGNMENTS 


Susan Hansch, Manager of Energy & Ocean Resources, 
is the acting Technical Services Unit Manager. 


Geologic hazards, onshore and offshore, shoreline 
structures. 


Mapping Program Manager, Boundary Determinations/ 
Adjustments; Map Design/Production, Aerial Photo 
Interpretation; GIS; Computer-assisted cartography; 
Desktop Publishing. 


Marine resource issues; wetlands, artificial reefs. 
Assoc. Marine Biologist 


Ewing, Lesley 
Asst. Civil Engineer 


Caughman, Erin 
Sr. Graphic Artist 


Civil Engineer, technical review of engineering and 
federal shoreline erosion issues for special 
studies, permits and consistency actions. 


Editor, Coastal Resource Guide; Editor, 
Coastal Access Guide; prepares updates and 
revisions; Desktop publishing and publications 
design; special assignments. 


• J 
I 
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NAME/TITLE 


Locklin, Linda 
CPA III 


COASTAL ACCESS PROGRAM 


ASSIGNMENTS 


Manager of Coastal Access Program 
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NAME/TITLE 


Scholl, Steve 
CPM 


Merrill, Bob 
CPA III 


Ginsberg, Jo 
CPA II 


Muth, James 
CPA II 


Strachan, Susan 
CPA I 


NORTH COAST AREA OFFICE IN SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE 


ASSIGNMENTS 


Supervisor, North Coast area, San Francisco to 
Oregon. 


Permit Chief, permits/LCPs for Humboldt County, 
the Cities of Eureka, Arcata, San Francisco; access 
and wetlands coordinator. 


Penmits/LCPs for Mendocino County. 


Permits/LCP for Trinidad, Pt. Arena, Crescent City 
and Del Norte County. 


Permits/LCPs for Fort Bragg, Sonoma County, Marin 
County 


j 







Page 11 


NAME/TITLE 


Grove, Tami 
C.E.A. I 


Loomis, Dave 
CPM 


Strnad, Les 
CPA I II 


Chase, Joyce 
CPA II ( . 8) 


Hyman, Rick 
CPA II 


Otter, Lee 
CPA II 


Landry, Diane 
Staff Counsel 


Guiney, Steve 
CPA I 


Passaro, Jeri 
CPA I (.5) 


Mitchell, Cecilia 
Word Processing Tech 


(Vacant) 
Office Technician 


SANTA CRUZ OFFICE 


ASSIGNMENTS 


District Director. Responsible for operations of 
Central and South Central offices. 


Assistant District Director; office management, 
policy recommendations, and LCP supervision for the 
Santa Cruz office,which includes San Mateo, Santa 
Ana, Monterey, and San Luis Obispo Counties and 15 
coastal cities. 


Chief of permits for Santa Cruz office: Carmel 
and North Monterey County LCPs. Enforcement 
Coordinator; Elkhorn Slough; state wetlands 
coordinator, and Monterey Bay Marine Sanctuary 
coordinator. 


Permits for Big Sur, Monterey Peninsula; LCPs for 
City of Monterey, Marina, Capitola and Big Sur 
(Monterey Co.). 


Permits, LCPs and appeals for Santa Cruz Co., 
Santa Cruz City, and Monterey Co.; Access 
coordinator. 


Permits for Del Monte Forest (Monterey Co.); 
LCPs for Pacific Grove, Del Monte Forest, San Luis 
Obispo County; USFS coordination. 


Legal review and advice for all Central and South 
Centra 1. 


Permits and related projects as assigned. LCPs for 
San Mateo County and Morro Bay. 


Permits and relate.d projects as assigned. 


Clerical Support, primarily word processing, 
System administrator. 


Clerical Support, primarily front office 
administration and public contact. 







Page 12 


NAME/TITLE 


Grove, Tami 
CEA I 


Timm, Gary 
CPM 
(based in Long Beach) 


Ainsworth, Jack 
CPA II I 
(based in Long Beach) 


Carey, Barbara 
CPA II 
(based in Long Beach) 


Friend, Susan 
CPA I 
(based in Long Beach) 


Richardson, Rebecca 
CPA I 
(based in Long Beach) 


Plowman, Kristen 
Office Assistant 
(based in Long Beach) 


Johnson, James 
CPA III 


Betz, Merle 
CPA II 
(Disability leave) 


Capelli, Mark 
CPA II 


SANTA BARBARA OFFICE 


ASSIGNMENTS 


District Director. Responsible for operations of 
Central and South Central offices. 


Assistant District Director, Manager 


Supervisor, Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains, 
Malibu LCP. 


Dana Point and Malibu. 


Malibu 


Ma 1 i bu 


Clerical support. 


Ventura and Santa Barbara Co. Permit manager, 
office management, Energy - Santa Barbara and 
Ventura counties. 


LCPs for Channel Island Harbor, Carpinteria City, 
Grover City, City of Port Hueneme; Special 
Projects: Seawalls (Gen.), BEACON team member. 


LCPs for Santa Barbara County, City and Harbor; 
Guadalupe City, UCSB LROP, Santa Barbara City 
College; Enforcement Coordinator, BEACON team 
member. 


Gardiner-Johnson, Virginia LCPs for Ventura County and City, Oxnard, 
CPA II BEACON team member. 


Hughes, April Clerical support and System Administrator. 
Office Technician 


Genteman, Ineke Clerical support. 
Office Assistant 


t 
f 
I 


I 
} 
> 


l 
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NAME/TITLE 


Damm, Chuck 
CEA I 


Teresa Henry 
CPM 


Emerson, Pam 
CPA III 


Rynas, Steve 
CPA II I 


Cheddar, Ann 
Staff Counsel 


Timm, Gary 
CPM 


Ainsworth, Jack 
CPA III 


Carey, Barbara 
CPA II 


Maloney-Rames, Robin 
CPA II 


Padilla, Al 
CPA II 


Ryan, Jim 
CPA II 


Friend, Susan 
CPA I 


Posner, Chuck 
CPA I 


Richardson, Rebecca 
CPA I 


Salcedo, Nick 
CPA I 


Vaughn, Meg 
CPA I 


LONG BEACH DISTRICT OFFICE 


ASSIGNMENTS 


District Director. Responsible for operations of 
Long Beach and San Diego Area offices. 


Assistant District Director, Manager, Long Beach 
Office. 


Supervisor, Los Angeles County Permits (except 
Malibu); Enforcement Program Supervisor; Catalina 
LCP. 


Legal review and advice for South Coast. 


Assistant District Director, Manager for 
Santa Barbara/Ventura offite. 


Supervisor, Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains; Malibu 
LCP. 


Dana Point and Malibu. 


Malibu, Irvine Coast, Costa Mesa, Irvine (City), 
Santa Ana River Mouth, San Clemente, Airport Dunes. 


Malibu, San Pedro LCP, Santa Monica. 


Manhattan Beach (City), El Segundo (City), Hermosa 
Beach (City), Redondo Beach (City), Torrance (City), 
Rancho Palos Verdes. 


Malibu 


Venice, Pacific Palisades, Long Beach. 


Malibu 


Laguna Beach, Seal Beach, Orange County. 


Huntington Beach, Newport Beach, Orange County. 
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NAME/TITLE 


Rising, Winneka 
OSS II 


Leakes, Brenda 
Office Assistant II 


Mahmoud, Fa'alili 
Office Assistant II 


Nelson, Terrie 
Office Assistant II 


Plowman, Kristen 
Office Assistant II 


LONG BEACH DISTRICT OFFICE 
CLERICAL SUPPORT STAFF 


ASSIGNMENTS 


Clerical Supervisor 


Clerical Support 


Clerical Support 


Clerical Support 


Clerical Support 







NAME/TITLE 


Damm, Chuck 
CEA I 


Lee, Deborah 
CPM 


Sarb, Sherilyn 
CPA II I 


Lirley, Ellen* 
CPA II 


Ponder, Bill* 
CPA II 


Webb, Paul* 
CPA II 


McEachern, Lee* 
CPA I-


Owens, Laurinda* 
CPA I ( (rndii'L-iny s) 
Cannon, Gary 
Office Technician 


Curry, Mary Ann 
Office Assistant 


Hiltman, Diane 
Office Assistant 


McKenzie, Donna 
Support Services 
Interpreter 


SAN DIEGO OFFICE 


ASSIGNMENTS 


District Director. Responsible for operations of 
Long Beach and San Diego Area offices. 


Assistant District Director, San Diego Office - LCP 
supervision; City of San Diego LCP. 


Chief of Permits; supervises all regulatory 
functions and enforcement activities. 


City of Del Mar; City of San Diego - North City; 
Pacific Beach; Mission Bay and Mission Beach areas. 


City of Oceanside; City of Carlsbad; City of San 
Diego - Ocean Beach area. 


City of Solana Beach; County of San Diego; City of 
San Diego - Centre City/Pacific Hwy. and Barrio 
Logan areas; City of Chula Vista; City of Coronado. 


City of Encinitas; City of San Diego -Tijuana River 
Valley and Border Highlands areas; City of National 
City. 


City of San Diego -La Jolla/LJ Shores, Peninsula 
and Otay Mesa/Nestor areas; City of Imperial Beach. 


Office Manager; supervises staff support operation. 


Staff Support 


Staff Support 


Support Services. 


*All planners work on both coastal development permits applications and local 
coastal program submittals within their assigned areas. 
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DIVISIONS AND JURISDICTIONS 


Headquarters Office Location: 


California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco CA 94105 
(415) 904-5200 


District Office Locations: 


Legislative Office 
921-11th Street, Room 1200 
Sacramento, CA 95B14-2B22 
(916) 445-6067 (legislative issues) 
(916) 445-6096 (nonpoint source) 


North Coast Area Office 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco CA 94105 
(415) 904-5260 


Central Coast Area Office 
640 Capitola Road 
Santa Cruz, CA 95062 
(40B) 479-3511 


South Central Coast Area Office 
925 De La Vina 
Santa Barbara CA 93101 
(B05) 963-6871 


South Coast Area Office 
245 West Broadway, Suite 3BO 
Long Beach CA 90802 
(310) 590-5071 


San Diego Coast Area Office 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego CA 92108-1725 
(619) 521-B036 


0521E 


Divisions 
Executive Division 
Administrative Division 
Legal Division 
Coastal and Ocean Resources 


Division 
North Coast District 


Legislative issues, 
Nonpoint source pollution 


Jurisdiction: 
Humboldt County 
Del Norte County 
Mendocino County 
Sonoma County 
San Francisco County 
Marin County 


Jurisdiction: 
San Mateo County 
Santa Cruz County 
Monterey County 


Jurisdiction: 
San Luis Obispo County 
Santa Barbara County 
Ventura County 


Jurisdiction: 
Los Angeles County 
Orange County 


Jurisdiction: 
San Diego County 








.. 


-
STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, Governor 


CAliFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
SAN DIEGO COAST AREA 


3111 CAMINO DEL RIO NORTH, SUITE 200 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92108-1725 


(619) 521-8036 


Type of application: 


Standard Permit 


SECTION I. APPLICANT 


APPLICATION FOR COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 


Administrative Permit: May be applicable if 
development is one of the following: 


(a) improvement to any existing structure; 
(b) any new development costing less than 


$100,000; 
(c) single family dwelling; (d) four dwelling 


units or less, within any incorporated area, 
that does not require demolition or sub
division of land; or (e) development 
authorized as a principal permitted use and 
proposed in an area for which the Land Use 
Plan has been certified. 


1. Name, mailing address and telephone number of all applicants. 


(Area code/daytime phone number) 


2. Name, mailing address and telephone number of applicant's representative, if any 


(Area code/daytime phone number) 


For office use only 


Application Number --------- Project Cost-----------


Received ------ Filed ____ _ Jurisdiction code ---------
Fee ------ Date paid ____ _ LCP segment ------------


Tentative hearing date --------


7/91 


- -------------------- -







3. Who should receive written material relevant to the application? 


_ Applicant _ Representative _ Both 


4. Conflict of Interest. All applicants for the development must complete Appendix A, 
the declaration of campaign contributions. 


SECTION II. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 


Please answer ALL questions. Where questions do not apply to your project (for 
instance, project height for a land division), indicate "Not Applicable" or "N.A.". 


1. Project Location. Include street address, city, and/or county. If there is no 
street address, include other description such as nearest cross streets. 


number street 


city county 


Assessor•s Parcel Number---------------------------------------------------


2. Describe the proposed development. Include secondary improvements such as septic 
tanks, water wells, roads, etc. 


a) If residential, state: 


1) Number of units 


2. Number of bedrooms per unit 


3. Type of ownership proposed: rental 
(If other than owner-occupied) 


condominium 


__ stock cooperative 


time share 


other ----------------------------


b) Number of boat slips, if applicable --------------------


c) If land division, number of lots to be created and size ------------------
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3. Present use of property. 


a) Are there existing structures on the property? ___ Yes No 
If yes, describe (including number of residential units a~occupancy 
status) 


b) Will any existing structures be demolished? Yes No 


Will any existing structures be removed? Yes No 


If yes to either question, describe the type of development to be demolished or 
removed, including the relocation site, if applicable. 


4. Estimated cost of development (not including cost of land) 


5. Has any application for a development on this site been submitted previously 
to the California Coastal Zone Conservation Commission or the Coastal 
Commission? Yes No 


If yes, state previous application number --------------------------------


6. Project height: Maximum height of structure ____________________________ ft. 


Maximum height of structure as measured from centerline of frontage 
road ft. 


7. Total number of floors in structure, including subterranean floors, lofts, and 
mezzanines 


8. Gross floor area including covered parking 
and accessory buildings 


Gross floor area excluding 
parking ------------------------------------------------------------


sq. 


sq. 


ft. 


ft. 


9. Lot area (within property lines) sq. ft. or acres 


Lot coverages: Existing 


Building coverage sq. ft. 


Paved area sq. ft. 


Landscaped area sq. ft. 


Unimproved area sq. ft. 
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New proposed Total 


sq. ft. sq. ft. 


sq. ft. sq. ft. 


sq. ft. sq. ft . 


sq. ft. sq. ft. 


GRAND TOTAL sq. ft. 
(should equal gross area of parcel) 







10. Parking: number of spaces existing 


number of new spaces proposed ____ _ 


Total: 


no. of covered spaces _______ no. of uncovered spaces ______ __ 


no. of standard spaces ______ size ______ _ 


no. of compact spaces size ----- -------
Is tandem parking existing and/or proposed? Yes No 


If yes, how many tandem sets? size -------- -------
11. Are utility extension for the following needed to serve the project? 


a) water Yes No d) sewer Yes No 
b) gas Yes No e) telephone === Yes No 
c) electric Yes No 


If yes to any of the above, would extensions be above ground? -- Yes No 


SECTION III. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 


The relationship of the development to the applicable items below must be explained 
fully. Attach additional sheets if necessary. 


1. If the development is between the first public road and the sea, is 


2. 


public access to the shoreline and along the coast currently available near the 
site? Yes No If yes, indicate the location and nature of the nearby 
access, including the distance from the project site. 


Is any grading proposed? Yes No If yes, complete the following. 


a) amount of cut cu. yds. 


b) amount of fi 11 cu. yds. 


c) maximum height of fi 11 slope ft. 


d) maximum height of cut slope ft. 


e) amount of import or export cu. yds. 


f) location of borrow or disposal site 


Grading and drainage plans must be included with this application. In certain 
areas, an engineering geology report must also be included . See Section V, 
paragraph 11 for the specifics of these requirements. 
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3. Does the development involve diking, filling, dredging or placing structures in 
open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries, or lakes? 


a) diking Yes No c) dredging Yes No 


b) filling Yes No d) placement of structures Yes No 


Amount of material to be dredged or filled cu. yds. 


Location of dredged material disposal site ------------------------------------


Has a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers permit been applied for? Yes No 


4. Will the development extend onto or adjoin any beach, tidelands, submerged 
lands or public trust lands? Yes No 


For projects on State-owned lands, additional information may be required as set 
forth in Section V, paragraph 10. 


5. Will the development protect existing lower-cost visitor and 
recreational facilities? Yes No 


Will the development provide public or private recreational 
opportunities? Yes No If yes, explain. 


6. Will the proposed development convert land currently or previously used 
for agriculture to another use? Yes No 


If yes, how many acres will be converted? -----------------------acres. 


7. Is the proposed development in or near: 


a) sensitive habitat areas Yes 


b) 100-year floodplain Yes 


c) park or recreation area Yes 


8. Is the proposed development visible from: 


a) State Highway 1 or other scenic route 


b) park, beach, or recreation area 


c) harbor area 


9. Does the site contain any: 


a) historic resources Yes 


b) archaeological resources Yes 


c) paleontological resources Yes 


No (biological survey may be required) 


No (hydrologic mapping may be required) 


No 


Yes No 


Yes No 


Yes No 


No 


No 


No 


If yes to any of the above, please explain on an attached sheet. 
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10. Where a stream or spring is to be diverted, provide the following information: 


Estimated streamflow or spring yield ---------------------- gpm 


If well is being used, existing yield --------------------- gpm 


If water source is on adjacent property, attach Division of Water Rights 
approval and property owner•s approval. 


SECTION IV. OTHER GOVERNMENTAL REQUIREMENTS 


The Local Agency Review Form, Appendix B, must be completed and signed by the local 
government in whose jurisdiction the project site is located. The completed and signed 
form must be submitted with this application for the application to be considered 
complete. 


SECTION V. ADDITIONAL ATTACHMENTS 


The following items must be submitted with this form as part of the application. 


1. Proof of the applicant•s legal interest in the property. (A copy of any of the 
following will be acceptable: current tax bill, recorded deed, lease, signed Offer 
to Purchase along with a receipt of deposit, signed final escrow document, or 
current policy of title insurance. Preliminary title reports will not be accepted.} 


2. Assessor•s parcel map(s} showing the applicant•s property and all other properties 
within 100 feet (excluding roads} of the property lines of the project site. 
(Available from the County Assessor} 


3. Copies of required local approvals for the proposed project, including zoning 
variances, use permits, etc., as noted on Local Agency Review Form, Appendix B. 


4. Stamped envelopes addressed to each property owner and occupant of property 
situated within 100 feet of the property lines of the project site (excluding 
roads}, along with a list containing the names, addresses and assessor•s parcel 
numbers of same. The envelopes must be plain (i.e., no return address}, and 
regular business size (9 1/2" x 4 1/8"}. Include first class postage on each one. 
Metered envelopes will not be accepted. Use Appendix C, attached, for the listing 
of names and addresses. (Envelopes are not required for Administrative items, but 
the list must be submitted for all items.) 


5. Stamped, addressed envelopes and a list of names and addresses of all other parties 
known to the applicant to have an interest in the proposed development (such as 
persons expressing interest at a local government hearing, etc.}. 


6. A vicinity or location map (copy of Thomas Bros. or other road map or USGS quad 
map} with the project site clearly marked. 
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7. Copy(s) of project plans, drawn to scale, including site plans, floor plans, 
elevations, grading and drainage plans, landscape plans, and septic system plans. 
Trees to be removed must be marked on the site plan. In addition, a reduced site 
plan, 8 1/2" x 11" in size, must be submitted. Reduced copies of complete project 
plans will be required for large projects. 


8. Application fee. Please see the attached fee schedule. The fee will depend upon 
the project type and size. Please contact the District Office if you have 
questions. 


9. Where septic systems are proposed, evidence of County approval or Regional Water 
Quality Control Board approval. Where water wells are proposed, evidence of County 
review and approval. 


10. A copy of any Final Negative Declaration, Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) 
or Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) prepared for the project. Comments 
of all reviewing agencies and responses to comments must be included. 


11. Verification of all other permits, permissions or approvals applied for or granted 
by public agencies (e.g., Dept. of Fish and Game, State Lands Commission, U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, U.S. Coast Guard). 


12. For development on a bluff face, bluff top, or in any area of high geologic risk, a 
comprehensive, site-specific geology and soils report (including maps) prepared in 
accordance with the Coastal Commission's Interpretive Guidelines. Copies of the 
guidelines are available from the District Office. 


SECTION VI. NOTICE TO APPLICANTS 


Under certain circumstances, additional material may be required prior to issuance of a 
coastal development permit. For example, where offers of access or open space 
dedication are required, preliminary title reports, land surveys, legal descriptions, 
subordination agreements, and other outside agreements will be required prior to 
issuance of the permit. 


In addition, the Commission may adopt or amend regulations affecting the issuance of 
coastal development permits. If you would like notice of such proposals during the 
pendency of this application of such proposals that are reasonably related to this 
application indicate that desire. 


Yes No 


SECTION VII. COMMUNICATION WITH COMMISSIONERS 


Decisions of the Coastal Commission must be made on the basis of information available 
to all commissioners and the public. Therefore, permit applicants and interested 
parties and their representatives are advised not to discuss with commissioners any 
matters relating to a permit outside the public hearing. Such contacts may jeopardize 
the fairness of the hearing and result in invalidation of the Commission's decision by 
court. Any written material sent to a commissioner should also be sent to the 
commission office for inclusion in the public record and distribution to other 
Commissioners. 
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SECTION VIII. AUTHORIZATION OF AGENT 


I hereby authorize --------------~~--~--~--~~--------~--~~--~~~--
to act as my representative and to bind me in all matters concerning this application. 


Signature of Applicant(s) 


SECTION IX. CERTIFICATION 


1. I hereby certify that I, or my authorized representative, will complete and post 
the Notice of Pending Permit card in a conspicuous place on the property within 3 
days of receipt of the card and notification of filing of this application. 


2. I hereby certify that I understand the Commission may impose reasonable conditions 
that must be satisfied by persons that are not a party to this application and that 
prior to issuance of the permit, I must submit evidence that the conditions will be 
satisfied by the appropriate parties. 


3. I hereby certify that I have read this completed application and that, to the best 
of my knowledge, the information in this application and all attached appendices 
and exhibits is complete and correct. I understand that any misstatement or 
omission of the requested information or of any information subsequently requested 
shall be grounds for denying the permit, for suspending or revoking a permit issued 
on the basis of these or subsequent representations, or for seeking of such further 
relief as may seem proper to the Commission. 


4. I hereby authorize representatives of the California Coastal Commission to conduct 
site inspections on my property. Unless arranged otherwise, these site inspections 
shall take place between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. 


Signature of Applicant(s) or Authorized Agent 
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APPLICATION FOR COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 


APPENDIX A 


DECLARATION OF CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTIONS 


Government Code Section 84308 prohibits any Commissioner voting on a project if he or 
she has received campaign contributions in excess of $250 within the past year from 
project proponents or opponents, their agents, employees or family, or any person with 
a financial interest in the project. 


In the event of such contributions, a Commissioner must disqualify him or herself from 
voting on the project. 


Each applicant must declare below whether any such contributions have been made to any 
of the Commissioners or Alternates listed below. 


CHECK ONE 


The applicants, their agents, employees, family and any person with a 
_____ financial interest in the project HAVE NOT CONTRIBUTED over $250 to any 


Commissioner(s) or Alternates within the past year. 


The applicants, their agents, employees, and/or family, and/or any 
_____ person having a financial interest in the project HAVE CONTRIBUTED OVER 


$250 to the Commissioner(s) or Alternates listed below within the past 
year. 


Commissioner -------------------------------------------


Commissioner -------------------------------------------
Commissioner -------------------------------------------


Signature of Applicant or Authorized Agent Date 


Please print your name ---------------------------------------------------







APPLICATION FOR COASTA.L DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 


APPENDIX B 


LOCAL AGENCY REVIEW FORM 


!SEC"ION /1. ~;o ~e completed by applicant) I 
Applicant. _________________________________________________________ __ 


Project description. __________________________________________ _ 


Location __________________________________________________ ___ 


Assessor•s Parcel Number ------------------------- --------------------


!SECTION B (To be completed by local planning or building inspection department)! 


Zoning designation. ____________________________ _ du/ac 


General or Community Plan designation ------------------ dulac 


Local Discretionary Approvals 


[]Proposed development meets all zoning requirements and needs no local permits 
other than building permits. 


[]Proposed development needs local discretionary approvals noted below. 


Needed Receiyed 


[] 


[] 
[] 


[] 
[] 


0 
[] 
[] 


[] 
[] 


CEQA Status 


0 
0 
[] 


0 
0 
[] 


0 
0 
[] 
[] 


Design/Architectural review 
Variance for ---------
Rezone from ------
Tentative Subdivision/Parcel Map No. _______ _ 


Grading/Land Development Permit No·----------
Planned Residential/Commercial Development 
Site Plan Review 
Condominium Conversion Permit 
Conditional, Special, or r~ajor Use Permit No. ---------
Other -----------------------------------------


[] Categorically Exempt- Class Item ____ _ 
[] Negative Declaration Granted ------------
[] Environmental Impact Report Required, Final Report certified -------


Prepared for the City/County of by 
-------~ ----------------------


~ate :it1e --------------------------- -----------------------







Appl.No. ______________ _ 


APPLICATION FOR COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 


APPENDIX C - List of Property Owners and Occupants within 100 feet 


Please use one box per name 
and address. Additional 
copies will be mailed upon 
request. 


I 


-
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COASTAL COl\1MISSION FEE SCHEDULE 


Single Family Residence: 


On Admin or Consent Ca1endar 


On Public Hearing Calendar: 
(1500 sq.ft. or less) 
(1501 sq.ft. to 5000 sq.ft.) 
(5000 sq.ft. or more) 


$ 250.00 


250.00 
500.00 


1 ,000.00 


Multiole Residential: (incl. residential subdivisions or condo conversions) 


2~4 units 
5-16 units 
17-166 units 
167 unit or more 


$ 600.00 
2,000.00 


120.00 per unit 
20,000.00 


Residential projects which involve more than 75 cubic yards of grading 
(1ncludi"ng residential land divisions and mixed-use projects which have a 
residential component) shall be subject to an additional fee of $200.00 plus 
$5.00 per 1000 cubic yards in excess of 75 cubic yards. 


Land Divisions 


Lot Line Adjustment/Existing unit(s) with only 
one new lot .created 


Office. Commercial. Convention. Industrial 


Less than 10,000 sq.ft. (gross) 
Less than 25,000 sq.ft. (gross) 
Less than 50,000 sq.ft. (gross) 
Less than 100,000 sq.ft. (gross) 
More than 100,000 sq.ft. (gross) 


Any major energy production or fuel processing facility 


Other Fees 


Administrative or Emergency Permit 
(Except Single Family Residences) 


Consent Calendar Item 


Amendments: 


Immaterial Amendments 


$ 600.00 


$ 2,000.00 
4,000.00 
8,000.00 


12,000.00 
20,000.00 


20,000.00 


$ 200.00 


$ 250.00 


$ 200.00 


Material Amendments 1/2 of full permit fee (based on 
current fee schedule) 
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Extensions and Reconsiderations: 


Single Family Residences 


All Other Developments 


$ 200.00 


$ 400.00 


$ 200.00 Assignments 


Request for Continuance 


Waivers 


1st request No charge 


2nd and subsequent 
request (where staff 
staff report is 
unchanged) $ 100.00 


$ 200.00 


Other Developments not otherwise cover.ed herein: 


If cost under $100,000 


cost $100,000 to $500,000 


cost $500,000 to $1,250,000 


cost $1,250,000 to $2,500,000 


cost $2,500,000 to $5,000,000 


cost more than $5,000,000 


$ 600.00 


$ 2,000.00 


$ 4,000.00 


$ 8,000.00 


$12,000.00 


$20,000.00 


Fees for after-the-fact permits shall normally be double the regular permit 
fee cost. 


In addition to the above fee, the Commission may require the applicant to 
reimburse it for any additional reasonable expenses incurred in its 
consideration of the permit application, including the cost of providing 
public notice. This schedule has been developed to assist permit applicants 
in calculating the necessary processing fees. The full text of the fee 
schedule may be found in section 13055 of the Commission's Administrative 
Regulations. 


Note: Permits shall not be issued without full payment of all applicable 
fees. If final action by the Commission results in a lower fee than initially 
submitted by the applicant, then a refund is due. 


SFS/1 tc 
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' sr ATE Of CALifORNIA-THE RESOURCES .a.GENCY PETE WILSON . Gonrmoor 


CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
._ .. ~ FREMONT, SUITI: 2000 


SAN fRANCISCO, CA 94105·2219 


VCICf .~>NO TOO (415) 90.·5200 


TO: 


FROM: 


SUBJECT: 


Apri1 1, 1991 


Persons Who Appll' for Permits wm e 
January 1, 1991 


Peter Douglas, Executive Direct~ 


New Law Which Imposes Fee on Pe~~1t App 


I am writing to let you know about a new law that went into effect on 
January 1, 1991 which requires that permit applicants pay a fee to the 
Department of Fish and Game whenever a project is approved under the · 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). {A8 3158, Stats. 1990, 
Ch. 1706.) In the event that the Coastal Commission approves your 
application for a permit, it will act under CEQA as well as the Coastal 
Act. The new law provides that only the following approvals issued by the 
Coastal Commission are exempt from this fee (Pub. Res. Code section 
711 .4(i)): 


Emergency permits {California Code of Regulations, Title 14, 
section 13136 ~ ~.) 
Claims of vested rights (section 13200 et ~.) 
Extensions of permits approved prior to~anuary 1, 1977 (section 
13213.) 
Claims of exemption pursuant to section 30608.5 for development 
on parcels added to coastal zone on January 1, 1980 (section 
13214 et ~.) 
Urban land exclusions (section 13215 et ~.) 
Waivers (section 13238.)' 
Categorical exclusions (section 13240 ~ ~.) 
Additions to single family residences that would otherwise be 
exempt from review under 30610, but which fit into one of the 
exceptions in section 13250(b) ~section 13250.) 
Minor adjustments to the coastal zone boundary (section 13255 
ll ~-) 


Additionally, the law provides that only one filing fee shall be paid 
per project, unless the project is tiered or phased. (Section 711.4(y).) 
Unless your project is approved by the Commission under one of these 
categories list above, or unless you have already paid the fee to the 
Department of Fish and Game in connection ~ith revie~ of the project by 
another Jgency, you may be required to p~y a fee of ~850 to the Department 
of Fish and GJme. That payment is necessary in order to make the permi t 


---------- - -- -
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you receive from the Commission •operative, vested, or final.~ If the 
Department of Fish and Game determines that your project is the type 
requiring the payment of this fee, ·it will be your responsibility to make 
the necessary payment. 


The Coastal Commission is working with the Department to establish 
procedures to implement the new law. The Department is considering 
exempting an applicant from payment of the fee if the Commission makes a 
finding that the project would have no potential for adverse impact on 
wildlife resources. We anticipate that the Commission may add a standard 
condition requiring that applicants demonstrate prior to issuance of a 
coastal de~elopment permit that they have paid any necessary fee. 


Until those proeedures are established, arrangement for payment of fees 
(if required) are being handled by the Department of Fish and Game, In the 
interim, if you ha~e any questions about whether this law and therefore 
this fee applies to your permit please write to Dick Daniel, Acting Chief, 
En~ironmental Services Division, 1415 Ninth Street, Sacramento, California 
95814 or call him at (915) 322-5989. If you have questions about how to 
pay the fee, please write to John Blakely, General Auditor, Department of 
Fish and Game, Attention: Control Accounts, 1416 Ninth Street, Sacramento, 
California 95814 or call him at {915) 739-4695. 


04761(13) 








(.,II Cv1 


CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 • (415) 904-5200 


The California Coastal Commission has 12 voting members and 3 non-voting members. Six of the voting members are "public members," and six are local elected officials who 
come from specific coastal districts. All voting members are appointed either by the Governor, Senate Rules Committee, or the Speaker of the Assembly; each appoints four 
commissioners, two public members and two elected officials. Each Commissioner may appoint an alternate to serve in his or her absence. The Secretaries of the Resources 
Agency and the Business and Transportation Agency and the Chair of the State Lands Commission serve as non-voting members and may appoint a designee to serve in their 
place. 


William Rick 
5620 Friars Road 
San Diego, CA 92110-2596 
(619) 291-{)707 


Bonnie Neely 
Chairwoman 
Board of Supervisors 
Humboldt County Courthouse, 5th St., #111 
Eureka, CA 95501-1172 


445-7694 


William Shafroth 
Resourres Agency 
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1311 
Sacramento, CA 95814-5570 
(916) 653-5672 


ROSTER OF COMMISSIONERS 


Lily Cervantes, Vice Chainnan 
(Please mail all cotrf!JSpondence 
to headquarter's address) 


*2114/92 Madelyn Glickfeld 
21132las Flores Mesa Drive 
Malibu, CA 90265-5233 


*10107/88 Gary Giacomini 
**9/26/90 Mann County Board of Supervisors 


Civic Center 


*2117183 
**4/10185 
**4/22187 
**7/02189 


San Rafael, CA 94903-4193 
(415) 4~7331 


linda Moulton-Patterson 
Councilwoman, City of Huntington Beach 
501 • 20th Street 
Huntington Beach, CA 92648 


536-5553 


*9/11/87 
**8123/89 
**9/23/91 


*2107190 Jane Yokoyama 
**1/29/92 Councilrnember 


*7/17/91 


City of Santa Cruz, City Hall 
809 Center Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-3826 


429-3550 


Leon l Williams 
Supervisor, County of San Diego 
1600 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 


531-5544 


The three non-voting members below are appointed by their respective agencies 


*7/15/91 Dwight Sanders 
Executive Office 
State Lands Commission 
1807 • 13th Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814-7187 


322-7827 


Executive Director 


Peter M. 


== 


*6111/81 Ms. Jan Hall 
**4/26183 Deputy Secretary . 


Business, Transportation and Housing Agency 
801 K Street, Suite 1918 
Sacramento, CA 95814-3520 


323-5400 


*2109/90 


*12112191 


*1/20/93 


*7119/91 







ALTERNATES FOR STATE COMMISSIONERS 


Vacant (For Calcagno) Jeff Mori ~or Gwyn) Nancy Flemming (For Neely) Jerry Diefenderfer (For Wright) 
Executive irector City o Eureka, City Hall Star Route, Box 1 06 
Japanese Community Youth Council 531 K Street Santa Margarita, CA 93453-01 06 
1596 Post Street Eureka, CA 95501 (805) 475-2289 
San Francisco, CA 94109 (707) 442-4565 
(415) 563-8052 


Lynne Todd Edgerton (For Rick) John Hisserich (For Cervantes) Ernest Carpenter (For Giacomini) Jacqueline Rynerson (For Moulton-Patterson) 
400 South Plymouth Blvd University of Southern California Supervisor, County of Sonoma 2864 Allred Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90020--4708 1985 Zonal Avenue 575 Administration Drive #1 OOA Lakewood, CA 90712-3304 
(213) 937--0048 Los Angeles, CA 90033-1058 Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2887 . (310) 42~5612 


(31 0) 342-2077 (707) 527-2241 


Vacant (For Doo) John Diaz (For Glickfeld) Vacant (For Yokoyama) David L. Malcolm (For Williams) 
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy 625 Third Avenue 
3700 Solstice Canyon Road Chula Vista, CA 9201(}-5791 
Malibu, CA 90265-9502 ~619~ 475-4522 ~home) 
(310) 456-5046 619 425-7080 work) 


NEW EX PARTE COMMUNICATION REQUIREMENTS 


As of January 1, 1993, significant new ex parte requirements affecting communications with Commissioners go into effect. (Public Resources Code, sections 
30319-30324.) These stringent new provisions of law may have serious consequences. Anyone wishing to communicate with a Commissioner about any matter 
pending before the Commission should read and abide by the guidelines below. The following guidance covers most of the new requirements. 


• No written materials should be sent to Coastal Commissioners unless the Commission staff receives copies of all of the same materials at the same time. 


• All materials transmitted to Commissioners should clearly indicate (e.g., on the cover page or envelope) that they have also been forwarded to the staff. 
Materials that do not show that copies have been provided to staff might not be accepted, opened or read by Commissioners. In these cases, no ex parte 
communication has occurred. 


• Messages of a non-procedural nature (e.g., substantive) should not be left for a Commissioner. These include telephone, FAX, telegraphic or other forms of 
message. 


• All oral or written communications of a non-procedural nature by an "interested person" that are not made according to the above procedures are ex parte 
communications which are prohibited unless publicly reported by the Commissioner. If the Commissioner does not report the communication, the 
Commission's action that was the subject of the communication may be revoked and penalties may result. 


• Coastal Commission decisions must be made on the basis of information available to all commissioners and the public. Therefore, copies of communications 
made to Commissioners that are forwarded to staff will be included in the public record. Public records are available for inspection at Commission meetings or 
in the Commission's office. 


NOTE: The purpose of these new legal requirements is to protect due process and fairness in the Commission's decision-making process. Failure to follow them 
could lead to fines, revocation of permits and substantial costs. If you have any questions, you can contact Commission legal staff. 


New Roster 
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0 'SACRAMENTO OFFICE 
STATE CAPITOL 


SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814 
(91 6) 445-8077 


0 DISTRICT OFFICE 
1 388 SUTTER STREET 


SUITE 1002 
SAN FRANCISCO. CALIFORNIA 94109 


(41 5) 557-0784 


0 DISTRICT OFFICE 
300 SOUTH SPRING STREET 


SUITE 16505 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90013 


(21 3) 620-4356 


J\.ssemltlv 
Qialifnrnia 1fiegislature 


WILLIE LEWIS BROWN, JR. 
SPEAKER OF THE ASSEMBLY 


January 20, 1993 


Honorable Leon L. Williams 
Member, Board of Supervisors 
County of San Diego 
1600 Pacific Highway ~- __ _ 
San Diego, CA 92101 ~l 


Dear Supervisor~ams: 


RECE\'JEO 
Jf.tN 2 5 '933 


~ns' d ... ~--


I am pleased to appoint you to the California Coastal 
Commission as a representative of the San Diego Coast Region. 
Your term will expire January 20, 1995. 


Enclosed is an Oath of Office which should be s i gned before a 
Notary Public and returned to my office in the enclosed 
envelope before you attend your first meeting. 


You may be required to file a statement of economic interest 
with the Fair Political Practices Commission (FPPC). Please 
confer with the executive officer of the Commission for 
guidance on this matter. 


I am confident that your knowledge and experience will 
contribute significantly to the important work of the Coastal 
Commission. 


w;;;;:ii~~ 
WILLIE L. BROWN, JR. 
Speaker of the Assembly 


WLB:mr 
Enclosures 


~ 
Printed on Recycled Paper 







0 SACRAMENTO OFFICE 
STATE CAPITOL 


SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814 
(916) 445-8077 


0 DISTRICT OFFICE 
1 388 SUTTER STREET 


SUITE 1002 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94109 


(41 5) 557-0784 


0 DISTRICT OFFICE 
300 SOUTH SPRING STREET 


SUITE 16505 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90013 


(21 3) 620-4356 


J\ss~mhlu 
<Uul ifnruiu 1fi~gislutur~ 


WILLIE LEWIS BROWN, JR. 
SPEAKER OF THE ASSEMBLY 


January 20, 1993 


Honorable Gray Davis 
State Controller 
300 Capitol Mall 
Sacramento, CA 95814 


Dear Gray: 


I am appointing Supervisor Leon L. Williams to the California 
Coastal Commission as a representative of the San Diego Coast 
Region. His term will expire January 20, 1995. 


For your records, his address is 1600 Pacific Highway, 
San Diego, CA 92101. 


Sincerely, 


WILLIE L. BROWN, JR. 
Speaker of the Assembly 


WLB:/ 


cct/supervisor Leon Williams 
Governor Pete Wilson 
Assembly Rules Committee 
Senate Rules Committee 
Legislative Counsel 
Chief Clerk 
California Coastal Commission 


~ 
Printed on Recycled Paper 







OATH 


for the Office of CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 


San Diego Coast Region 


I, _________________ , do solemly swear 


(or affirm) that I will support and defend the Constitution of the United 


States and the Constitution of the State of California against all enemies, 


foreign and domestic; that I will bear true faith and allegiance to the 


Constitution of the United States and the Constitution of California; that I 


take this obligation freely, without any mental reseroation or purpose of 


evasion; and that I will well and faithfully discharge the duties upon which 


I am about to enter. Term expires l/20/95 


Subscribed and sworn to before me, 


this dayof-------


A.D. 19 __ _ 








To 


Fax Number 


San DieJ:o County Board of Supervisors 
LEON L WILLIAMS, Supervisor 


Facsimile Cover Sheet 


Date __ (o_ /_\_9 __ _ 


Fax Number 557-4025 


Number of pages following cover sheet _Z-__ _ 


Comments 


1600 Pacific Highway, Room 335 • San Diego, CA 92101 • (619) 531-5544 







ALTERNATES FOR STATE COMMISSIONERS 


Vacant (For Calcagno) Jeff Mort ~or Gwyn) Nancy Flemming (For Neely) Jerry Diefenderfer (For Wright) 
Executive irector City o Eureka, C1ty Hall Star Route, Box 106 
Japanese Community Youth Council 531 K Street ! ' Santa Margarita, CA 93453-0106 
1596 Post Street Eureka, CA 95501 (805) 475-2289 
San Francisco, CA 94109 (707) 442-4565 • .. ' ' (415) 563-8052 . 


L~ne Todd Edgerton (For Rick) John Hisserich (For Cervantes) Ernest Carpenter (For Giacomini) Jacqueline Rynerson (For Moulton-Patterson) 
4 South Plymouth Blvd University of Southern California ... Supervisor, County of Sonoma 2864 Allred Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90020-4708 1985 Zonal Avenue 575 Administration Drive #100A . Lakewood, CA 90712-3304 
(213) 937-0948 Los Angeles, CA 90033-1058 Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2887 . (310) 423-5612 


(310) 342-20n (707) 527-2241 


Vacant (For Doo) John Diaz (For Glickfeld) · Vacant (For Yokoyama) ' David L Malcolm (For Williams) 
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy ( 625 Third Avenue 
3700 Solstice Canyon Road Chula Vista, CA 92010-5791 
Malibu, CA 90265-9502 ~619~ 475-4522 ~home) 
(310) 456-5046 -'- 619 425-7080 work) 


NEW EX PARTE COMMUNICATION REQUIREMENTS 


As of January 1, 1993, significant new ex parte requirements affecting communications with Commissioners go into effect. (Public Resources Code, sections 
30319-30324.) These stringent new provisions of law may have serious consequences. Anyone wishing to communicate with a Commissioner about any matter 
pending before the Commission should read and abide by the guidelines below. The following guidance covers most of the new requirements. 


• No written materials should be sent to Coastal Commissioners unless the Commission staff receives copies of all of the same materials at the same time. 


• All materials transmitted to Commissioners should clearly indicate (e.g., on the cover page or envelope) that they have also been forwarded to the staff. 
Materials that do not show that copies have been provided to staff might not be accepted, opened or read by Commissioners. In these cases, no ex parte 
communication has occurred. 


• Messages of a non-procedural nature (e.g., substantive) should not be left for a Commissioner. These include telephone, FAX, telegraphic or other f9rms of 
message. 


• All oral or written communications of a non-procedural nature by an "interested person" that are not made according to the above procedures are ex parte 
communications which are prohibited unless publicly reported by the Commissioner. If the Commissioner does . not report the communication, the 
Commission's action that was the subject of the communication may be revoked and penalties may result. 


• Coastal Commission decisions must be made on the basis of information available to all commissioners and the public. Therefore, copies of communications 
made to Commissioners that are forwarded to staff will be included in the public record . Public records are available for inspection at Commission meetings or 
in the Commission's office. 


,. 
NOTE: The purpose of these new legal requirements is to protec! due process and fairness in the Commission's decision-making process. Failure to follow them 


could lead to fines, revocation of permits and substantial costs. If you have any questions, you can contact Commission legal staff. 


New Rosier 
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• $.TATE ~F _'-A LIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY 


' CA#~ffO-RNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000 


SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2219 


VOICE AND TOO (415) 904-5200 


January 26, 1993 


TO: ALL INI'ERESTED PARTIES 


FROM: JACK LIEBSTER 
PUBLIC INFORMATION OFFICER 


RE: UPDATE, COMMISSIONERS' BIOGRAPRIES · 


r _ . \?LA-d r '¥: 01 \ . ( ..; 
PETE WILSON, Governor 


In the interest of saving paper and expense this sheet updates our current stock of 
copies of Commissioner biographies. 


Leon L. Williams replaced David L. Malcolm as elected official representing the San 
Diego District effective January 20, 1993 (page 6). It is our unde~standing Mr. 
Malcolm will now serve as Mr. Williams' alternate, replacing Edwar~Vincent (page 
11). 


SAN DIEGO DISTRicr 
(Assembly Speake~ Appointment) 


Leon L. Williams 


Leon L. Williams currently serves on the San Diego County Board of Supervisors. 
He began his political career in 1969 after being appointed, then subsequently 
elected, to the San Diego City Council, serving as council member from San Diego's 
Fourth District u~til December, 1982. He was first elected to the Board of 
Supervisors in June, 1982. 


Mr. Williams has been a leader in e=forts to regionalize San Diego's approach to 
land use and planning. He established the Regional Growth and Planning Review Task 
Force, which conducted the first comprehensive analysis of county-wide growth 
management policies . 


He has been active in a broad range of issues, including human relations, county 
government reform, increasing resources for the war against AIDS, children and youth 
needs, and the County-vlide Policy focusing on long-term strategies for reducing 
crime, gangs, substance abuse, and preventable health care costs. 


Williams brings to his office unique experience as both an elected official and 
former county employee. After earning a Bachelor's degree in psychology and 
completing extensive graduate level course work in law, public administration and 
_!X)litical science, Williams worked in the county's \;'elfare department and, as _,_ 
administrative assistant to the Sa~ Diego County Sheriff, \~S responsible for 
budgetary development and control, and personnel administration and evidence. He 
also holds an honorary doctorate of humane letters from National University. 







COMMISSIONER BIOGRAPHIES 


THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 


The California Coastal Commission has 12 voting members and 3 non-voting 
members. Six of the voting members are 11 public members, 11 appointed at large, 
and six are local elected officials, one from each of six coastal districts. 
The North Coast district includes coastal local governments in Del Norte, 
Humboldt and Mendocino counties. The North Central district covers Sonoma, 
Marin and San Francisco. San Mateo,. Santa Cruz and Monterey make up the 
Central district, while the South Central encompasses San Luis Obispo, Santa 
Barbara and Ventura counties . Los Angeles and Orange form the South Coast 
district and San Diego is its own district. All voting Commissioners are 
appointed by either the Governor, the Senate Rules Committee, or the Speaker 
of the Assembly; each appoints four Commissioners, two public members and two 
elected officials. 


Commissioner terms are nominally two years, but are at the pleasure of their 
appointing authorities: the Commissioners continue to serve until the are 
removed or replaced. 


Selection of the local elected officials to serve on the Commission begins 
with City Selection Committees and County Boards of Supervisors nominating a 
list .of council members or supervisors in each district. The nominations are 
submitted to the Governor (for the North Coast and South Central districts), 
the Senate Rules Committee (North Central and South Coast), and the Speaker of 
the Assembly (Central Coast and San Diego) and these authorities appoint the 
representative from the list. This selection process went into effect after 
the termination of the Regional Coastal Commissions on Jaly 1, 1981. 


The Secretary of the Resources Agency, Secretary of the Business, 
Transportation and Housing Agency, and the Chairperson of the State Lands 
Commission serve as non-voting Ex-Officio members of the Commission. They may 
appoint designees to serve in their places. 


Each voting commissioner may also appoint an alternate who must then be 
confirmed by the appropriate appointing authority within 90 days. 


Commission officers are elected annually by the Commission. 


AT LARGE PUBLIC MEMBERS 


GOVERNOR'S APPOINTMENTS 


William B. Rick 


William B. Rick is Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of Rick 
Engineering Company. His primary responsibilities involve strategic planning 
for major land use and engineering projects, interaction with governmental 
agencies, client contact, and new business development. 
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Mr. Rick directed the pr~paration of community plans throughout San 
Diego County. His contributions to these efforts include defining land use 
options, acting ·as liaison between client, consultants and public agencies, 
and coordinating the technical analyses necessary to support the overall 
planning effort. · 


He is past chairman and past member of the Board of Port Commissioners 
for the Port of San Diego, past president of the California Council of Civil 
Engineers and Land Surveyors, past trustee and honorary member of the Urban 
Land Institute Development Policies and Regulations Council, and past chairman 
of the City of San Diego Historical Site Board. 


Mr. Ri.ck holds a Bachelor of Science degree in Civil Engineering from 
the University of California at Los Angeles. He 1s a Registered Civil 
Engineer in California and Nevada, and a member of the American Institute of 
Certified Planners, Honorary Chi Epsilon, Maritime Museum, American Cancer 
Society and the UCSD Board of Overseers. He has served on the City of San 
Diego Energy Advisory Board, the San Diego Urban League, the San Diego Museum 
of Art, and the KPBS Community Advisory Board; and is the past president of 
LEAD San Diego, Inc. 


Louis R. Calcagno 


Mr. Calcagno was born in 1936 and has been a dairy farmer in Monterey 
County for 35 years. He currently resides in Moss Landing. He has served as 
chair of the Monterey County Planning Commission, the National Dairy 
Promotion and Research Board, and the Elkhorn Slough Estuary and Sanctuary 
Foundation. He has also served as member of the California State Milk 
Advisory Board, the Department of Agriculture•s Dairy Council of California, 
the North Monterey County Coastal Committee, and the Monterey County 
Agricultural and Historical Land Conservancy. 


Mr. Calcagno attended California State University Polytechnic 
University, San Luis Obispo, majoring in dairy husbandry and dairy 
manufacturing. 


A registered Republican, Mr. Calcagno and his wife, Carol, have two 
grown children, Louis F. Calcagno and Deborah A Soares. 


ASSEMBLY SPEAKER APPOINTMENTS 


Thomas W. Gwyn (Chairman) 


Mr. Gwyn is Director of Public/Governmental Affairs at the Port of 
Oakland. He manages a staff engaged in community and governmental relations 
and advocacy programs for the Port and is responsible for a broad range of 
public affairs efforts. He holds a Bachelor of Science degree from the 
University of Wisconsin and a Masters in Public Health from the University of 
California, Berkeley. 


- ~ . 
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Before joining the Port of Oakland, Mr. Gwyn served four years as 
Assistant Chancellor, Office of Public Service Programs, at UCSF. He 
previously served as a staff consultant to the California State Legislature, 
including service as Chief Consultant to the Health Sciences Education 
Committee, under the Chairmanship of Assemblyman Willie Brown. He has been a 
lecturer at San Francisco State University, a coordinator for the San 
Francisco Consortium for Higher Education, a project director for the Bay Area 
Urban League, a director of AIDS Indigent Direct Services Program and 
participates in numerous other community programs. 


Mr. Gwyn is married and has two children. 


Diana Doo 


Ms. Doo is a licensed realtor practicing in the West Los Angeles area. 
Born in Taiwan, China, she came to the United STates in the early 1970's and 
completed high school ·at Sacred Heart School outside Philadelphia. She began 
her university studies at Villanova University near Philadelphia, returning to 
California to earn her Bachelor's Degree in commercial design at California 
State University, Los Angeles. She completed additional graduate work in 
design at UCLA, achieving the Dean's List before leaving to begin her career 
in real estate with her current firm, Beverly Realty and Associates. 


Ms. Doo is single and lives in Beverly Hills. 


SENATE RULES APPOINTMENTS 


Lily Cervantes 


Lily Cervantes is currently employed with Santa Clara County Superior 
Court Judge LaDoris H. Cordell. She has been the Public Information and 
Education manager for Monterey County's Health Initiative Project, and a 
vocational counselor with the state Employment Development Department. 


Combining continuing education with her career, she has a master's in 
Public Administration from S~n Jose State, and will receive her law degree 
from Santa Clara University Law School May 13, 1989. She has also studied at 
the Institute of Henri Duvant in Geneva, Switzerland. 


Born and raised in the Salinas Valley, Ms. Cervantes has been 
extensively involved in public service with the City of Salinas, Hartnell 
College, the United Way, and the League of United Latin American Citizens 
(LULAC). In 1980 she was the Professional Women of Salinas' Woman of the 
Year, in 1981 she received the Distinguished Citizen Award for the City of 
Salinas, in 1982 the LULAC Courag~ Award, and in 1983 Woman of the Year from 
LULAC. 
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Madelyn Glickfeld 


Madelyn Glickfeld is the president of MJG Inc., a consulting firm 
specializing in land use planning. Through MJG Inc. Ms. Glickfeld consults 
for local and state gov~rnment clients and works with the University of 
California Los Angeles Extension Public Policy Program to develop major 
conferences on land use and growth management. She has published several 
articles and edited two books on land use subjects. Ms. Glickfeld is a member 
of the editorial board of the University of California Los Angeles Law School 
Journal of Environmental Law and Policy and a member of the American Planning 
Association. She holds a master•s degree in urban planning from the 
University of California at Los Angeles. 


Married, with one child, Ms. Glickfeld has been active in advisory 
bodies in local planning, education, solid waste management and highway 
planning. In 1988 she received a 11 Defender of the Coastn award from the 
American Oceans Campaign for her work on coastal protection. 


DISTRICT REPRESENTATIVES (LOCAL ELECTED OFFICIALS) 


NORTH COAST DISTRICT 
(Governor•s Appointment) 


Bonnie Neely 


Ms. Neely is Supervisor i·n the Fourth District of Humboldt County and is 
currently the Chairman of the Board. Previous to this she was administrative 
assistant to the Board of Supervisors for six years. 


Ms. Neeley currently serves as Vice Chairman of the Redwood Region 
Economic Development Commission, as a board member of the Area I Agency on 
Aging, North Coast Emergency Medical Services, County of Humboldt/City of 
Eureka Library Committee, Perinatal Advisory Board, and the Humboldt Arts 
Council. 


She recently received a 11 Leadership Recognition Award 11 from the 
California Assembly of Local Arts Agencies (CALAA) for demonstrated awareness 
and commitment to support of the arts. 


A native of Eureka, Ms. Neeley completed her education in London and 
lived in Europe for seven years. In 1976 she returned to Eureka and began a 
law career. 


NORTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT 
(Senate Rules Appointment) 


Gary Giacomini 


Married and the father of two sons, Mr. Giacomini is a native of Marin 
County. He earned a B.A. degree from St. Mary•s College in 1962, and 
graduated from the University of California•s Hasting•s College of Law ·in 
1965. 
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Since 1972 he has served four successive terms on the Marin County Board 
of Supervisors representing the Fourth District CHest Marin). He is a member 
and five time Chairman of the Marin County Open Space District, Housing 
Authority, Redevelopment Agency and Transit District. Before serving as 
supervisor, Mr. Giacomini practiced law in San Rafael. 


A long-time public servant, he formerly served on the Regional Coastal 
Commission for the North Central Coast and the San Francisco Bay Conservation 
and Development Commission. ~e has also served as director of numerous 
organizations including the Marin County Bar Association and the Bay Area 
Social Planning Council. Mr. Giacomini is currently a member of the Marin 
Agricultural Land Trust; Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation 
District; Mental Health Advisory Board and the Local Agency Formation 
Commission. His affiliations in the past include the Marin County Delinquency 
Prevention Commission, Marin County Youth Commission and the Lagunitas School 
Board, where he served as a trustee. 


CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT 
(Assembly Speaker Appointment) 


Jane Aiko Yokoyama 


Ms. Yokoyama is a member of the Santa Cruz City Council and served as 
mayor from 1990 until the end of 1991. As a member of the Santa Cruz City 
Council, she serves on the Outer Continental Shelf subcommittee, which 
addresses offshore drilling and transportation issues on the central coast. 
She is also the Director of Immigration Services for the Santa Cruz County 
Immigration Project. · 


She is active in a variety of civic organizations such as: the Santa 
Cruz Human Relations Task Force, the Housing Advisory Committee, and the 
Conflict Resolution Program of Santa Cruz of which she is the founder. 


Ms. Yokoyama graduated summa cum laude from the University of 
California, Santa Barbara with a Bachelor•s degree in French/Spanish and 
continued on to receive a Master•s degree in Spanish. 


SOUTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT. 
(Governor•s Appointment) 


Dorill B. Hriqht 


Mr. Wright has been in private business in Port Hueneme since 1975. 
Previously he served for more than 15 years in various engineering and 
management positions with the Pacific Missile Ra~ge. 


Mr. Wright has been a member of the Port Hueneme City Council since 1970 
and has served as Mayor since 1974. In addition, he is past president of the 
League of California Cities and president of the California Cities Financing 
Corporation. Mr. Wright has served in a wide variety of leadership positions 
at the local, regional, state and national levels, including the Port Hueneme 
Redevelopment and Housing Agencies, the Ventura County Association of 
Governments, the National Association of Regional Agencies and Ventura County 
Local Agency Formation Commission . 
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Long active in coastal issues, he served on the South Central Coast 
Regional Commission from its inception in 1973, and was selected as that 
region's representative to the State Commission in 1977. He served as 
chairman of the California Coastal Commission in 1979. 


He received his bachelor's from the University of Missouri and did 
advanced work in engineering at the University of California at Los Angeles 
and the University of Southern California. 


SOUTH COAST DISTRICT 
.(Senate Rules Appointment) 


Linda Moulton-Patterson 


Ms. Moulton-Patterson is a member of the Huntington Beach ·City Council, 
as well as president of Moulton-Patterson Associates, a government and public 
affairs consulting service . She is also an adjunct instructor of political 
science at Cypress College. 


She holds a Bachelor's degree in history from the University of 
California, Berkeley; a teaching credential from the University of California, 
Irvine; and a Master's of Public Policy and Administration from California 
State University, Long Beach. Ms. Moulton~Patterson served on the Huntington 
Beach High School District Board of Trustees for seven years and has been 
involved in a variety of civic organizations. She was also a teacher and 
assistant principal in the Savanna School District in Anaheim . . 


Ms. Moulton-Patterson is married to former Congressman Jerry Patterson. 
They have two adult daughters, Wendy and Julie. 


SAN DIEGO DISTRICT 
(Assembly Speaker Appointment) 


David L. Malcolm 


Mr. Malcolm is ·a Councilman with the City of Chula Vista in San Diego 
County. First elected in 1982, he also serves on the Chula Vista 
Redevelopment Agency. He formerly served on the Assessment Appeals Board for 
the County of San Diego. 


As President of Suncoast Financial Corporation since 1978; Mr. Malcolm 
directs all operations for the mortgage banking/real estate firm. Mr. Malcolm 
also serves on the boards of St. Vincent de Paul for the Homeless, University 
of California at San Diego Board of Overseers, American Cancer Society and 
numerous advisory boards and commissions. 


Mr . Malcolm was appointed to the · Coastal Commission in January 1984 . 
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EX-OFFICIO COMMISSIONERS 


RESOURCES AGENCY REPRESENTATIVE 


Douglas P. Wheeler. Secretary of Resources 


Mr. Wheeler was born in Brooklyn, New York. He earned his Bachelor's 
degree from Hamilton College in New York in 1963, then earned a law degree 
from Duke University School of Law in 1966. Before appointment as Secretary 
of the Resources Agency, Mr. Wheeler served as Vice President of the World 
Wildlife Fund and The Conservation Foundation in Washington, D.C. He has also 
served as Executive Director of the Sierra Club. 


Mr. Wheeler belongs to a number of civic organizations. He has received 
numerous awards for his work as a public servant, including the Department of 
the Interior Achievement Award (1980) and an entry in Who's Who in America. 


He is married to the former Heather Campbell; they have two sons, Clay 
and Christopher. 


BUSINESS. TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY REPRESENTATIVE 


Jan Hall 


Jan Hall was appointed as Deputy Secretary for Commerce.and Housing of 
the State•s Business, Transportation and Housing Agency by Governor Wilson on 
April 29,1991, after serving as Vice~President of CBS, a public affairs 
consulting firm . She is responsible for the management of the State's 
Commerce and Housing Departments. 


An active member of her community, Hall has served as a member of the 
Long Beach City Council from 1978 to 1990. She served on the Board of 
Directors of Southern California Rapid Transit District from 1980 to 1990. 


Ms. Hall was appointed to the Commission on the Status of Women by 
Governor George Deukmejian in 1985 and served for five years; two of which she 
served as chair. Hall is active in the Long Beach Federation of Republican 
Women and the Junior League of Long Beach. 


She i~ married with three daughters and a son. 


STATE LANDS COMMISSION REPRESENTATIVE 


Dwight Sanders 


Dwight E. Sanders is the Chief of the Division of Research and Planning 
at the State Lands Commission. From 1967-1975, Mr. Sanders held staff 
positions with the California Legislature and has been with the State Lands 
Commission since 1975. 
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A native Californian, Mr. Sanders received a bachelor ' s in political 
science from the University of California at Davis, and is a graduate of the 
Cora Foundation Internship in Public Affairs. He also holds a master's in 
public administration. 


Mr. Sanders has served on the Coastal Commission since June 1981. 


COMMISSION ALTERNATES 


Lynne Todd Edgerton (for William Rick) 


The nation's coasts have been the main focus of Ms. Edgerton's career 
over the past decade. As an attorney with the Natural Resources Defense 
Council in New York City for over six years, she was. involved in a successful 
defense of the landmark Delaware Coast Zone Act against constitutional 
challenge (Norfolk Southern Co. v. Oberly), and worked as a lobbyist and 
litigator to secure the phase-out of the ocean dumping of New York City's 
contaminated sewage sludge offshore of New York and New Jersey. 


Prior to her work with NRDC she was an Associate Attorney with Whitman & 
Ransom, New York City, the Founder and Director of the Public Interest Law 
Center of Virginia in Charlottesville, and judicial law clerk for the U. S. 
Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit, Richmond, Virginia. 


She received her B.A. from Vanderbilt University in 1969, her J.D. from 
Vanderbilt University in 1972, where she was an editor of the Vanderbilt Law 
Review, and an LLM from Yale Law School in 1979. She has been admitted to the 
Bar in Tennessee, Virginia, and New York. · 


Ms. Edgerton has published extensively, including her most recent book, 
The Rising Tide: Global Warming and World Sea Levels (Island Press, 1991). 


Her extensive public service work includes positions as the Chairperson 
of Children Light the Way of Los Angeles, membership on the Board of Directors 
of The Climate Institute (Washington, D.C.), Green Seal, Inc. (Washington, 
D.C. and Palo Alto) and Iron City Fishing Club (Canada); as well as service on 
the Advisory Board of Project Eco-School, Environmental Communications Office, 
and Eco-Expo, Inc. of Los Angeles. 


Jeffrey K. Mori (for Thomas Gwyn) 


Since 1973, Mr. Mori has served as Executive Director of the Japanese 
Community Youth Council in San Francisco, which annually provides services and 
activities to 2,600 children and youth. He received a Bachelor's degree from 
San Francisco State University in 1976, and a Master's degree in Elementary 
Education from the University of San Francisco in 1979. 


Mr . Mori has served as a board member for a wide range of civic 
organizations, including Asian American Residential Recovery Services and the 
Catholic Youth Organization. He has received numerous community service 
awards, including the Mayor's Award of Merit for Outstanding Public Service. 


He and his wife live in San Francisco. 
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John Hisserich (for Lily Cervantes) 


A native of Los Angeles, Dr. Hisserich serves as Associate Vice 
President for Health Affairs at the University of Southern California. He 
holds faculty appointments in the Schools of Medicine, Pharmacy, and Public 
Administration. He has been involved in teaching, research and administration 
at the University of Southern California since 1971. 


br. Hisserich serves on the committee of Bar Examiners of the State of 
California. He was a Commissioner on the South Coast Regional commission 
during 1981. He is active in the American Cancer Society and the American 
Public Health Association. Since 1978 he has been a reserve deputy sheriff 
for Los Angeles County. 


He is a graduate of .California State University at Los Angeles with a 
bachelor's in government and a master's and doctorate in public health from 
the UCLA School of Public Health. 


John Diaz (for Madelyn Glickfeld) 


John Diaz, a native Southern Californian works as a consultant and for 
the Santa Monica Mountains Conservatory. 


Mr. Diaz served as a congressional aide in Washington D.C. for Barry 
Goldwater Jr., dealing with clean air and fair housing policies. He has an 
extensive background with community organizations and volunteer support work. 
He served for three years with the Ventura Boy Scouts Council, i~ C.E.O of 
Overnight Productions, a nonprofit organization producing educational radio 
programming for KPFK in Los Angeles, and is an active member in the University 
of California at Los Angeles alumni program and government internship 
association. 


Mr. Diaz graduated from the University of California at Los Angeles with 
a bachelor's in political science, emphasizing public administration and 
regional and urban planning. 


Nancy Flemming (for Bonnie NEely) 


Ms. Flemming is Mayor of Eureka, where she has lived for 22 years. She has 
been a small business owner and operator for 15 years. 


In addition to her position as Eureka's Mayor, she currently serves as the 
Chairman of the Eureka Redevelopment Agency and as the Vice Chairman of the 
Board of Directors at General Hospital. 


She is a past Division Vice President of the Eureka Chamber of Commerce, past 
member of the Humboldt Bay Maritime Museum Board of Directors, and past 
President of the Old Town Rotary. She also is a past Chairman of the Old Town 
4th of July Festival, which she served for 7 years. 


Mayor Flemming has also worked with such diverse groups as the Humboldt Arts 
-council, Muscular Dystrophy Telethon, and the North of Fourth Merchants 
Association. 
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·Born in 1948, she is the mother of two grown children. The Mayor and her 
husband, Mark Staniland, live in a cottage on Indian Island in Humboldt Bay. 
The only way to get to it is by boat . 


Ernest Carpenter (for Gary Giacomini) 


[rnest Carpenter has served as a supervisor for Sonoma County since 
1981, representing the Fifth Supervisorial District. Prior to•becoming a 
supervisor, he worked in Drug and Alcohol Prevention Programs, family 
counseling and delinquency prevention. He taught at the Santa Rosa Junior 
College Evening College for 10 years. 


Supervisor Carpenter served on the Planning Commission for Sonoma County 
in 1979 and 1980. He has been active on the Board of Directors of numerous 
community based agencies. He has also served as the Chairman of the San 
Francisco Estuary Project, the North Coa~t Supervisors Association, a member 
of the Local Gov~rnment Commission, and as a Commissioner to the Local Agency 


· Formation Commission. He is currently a member of Board of Control, a six 
county effort to assess the effects of offshore oil drilling. 


Supervisor Carpenter holds a B.A. degree from San Francisco State 
University and a Masters Degree in Social Work from the University of 
California at Berkeley. He lives in Sebastopol and has two daughters. 


Jerry Diefenderfer (for Dorill Wright) 


A lifelong resident of San Luis Obispo County, Mr. Diefenderfer has been 
a member of the Board of Supervisors since 1980. From 1972 to 1980 he was 
administrative assistant to State Senator Bob Nimmo. 


Mr. Diefenderfer is a member of the Chamber of Commerce, the California 
Farm Bureau Federation, and the Agriculture Leadership Association. He has 
been a member of the Local Agency Formation Commission since 1980, and chaired 
it in 1981 . 


Mr. Diefenderfer graduated from California State Polytechnic University 
at San Luis Obispo. He is co-owner of a metal fabrication business and owner 
of a grain and cattle ranch. 


Jacqueline Rynerson (for Linda Moulton-Patterson) 


Jacqueline Rynerson, a member of the Lakewood C-ity Council for twelve 
years, has three times been mayor of the City and three times its vice-mayor. 
She also served on Lakewood's Park and Recreation Commission for 15 years, and 
its Planning Commission for six years. She has held appointments to the 
League of California Cities• Community and Economic and Development Committee 
and the SCAG Executive Committee. 


• 
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Ms. Rynerson's community involvement includes work with the League of 
Homen Voters, United Hay, Girl Scouts, and Senior Care Action Network among 
others. Chosen as the Outstanding Homan of the 54th Assembly District in 1987 
and similarly honored by the Cerritos College District in 1984, she also 
received the 1987 Continuing Service Award of the Long Beach Council of the 
PTA and a Lifetime Achievement Award of the California Par~s and Recreation 
Association. 


Born outside Paris, France, she has lived in California since she was 
six months old. 


Edward Vincent (for David Malcom) 


In 1983, Ed Vincent~egan his term as the first African-American Mayor 
of the City of Inglewood, and has been re-elected to two additional four year 
terms in 1986 and 1990. 


Under Mayor Vincent's leadership, a sense of pride in the Inglewood 
community is evident, symbolized by civic events that have pulled all segments 
of the community together. His leadership is also reflected in the increased 
number of development projects in Inglewood, adding to the city's economic 
base and generating many job opportunities for local residents. 


Mayor Vincent has been actively involved in many community based 
organizations, including founding the Imperial Village Block Club, acting as a 
director of Inglewood Neighborhood Housing Services, Inc., and serving as a 
member of AFL-CIO local 685, the California Probation Parole Corrections 
Association, the Urban League, and many other organizations. 


Ed Vincent was born in Steubenville, Ohio in 1934. Mr. Vincent was 
awarded an athletic scholarship to the State University of Iowa where he 
majored in public relations and advertising. In 1954 he earned All American 
Honors, and still holds the record for the longest run in Big Ten history- 96 
yards against Purdue in 1954. Coming to California to continue his education, 
he was third draft choice of the Los Angeles Rams in 1956. After six games, 
he re-injured his knee, forcing him to miss the rest of the season. The 
following year he was drafted into the U.S. Army. 


Mayor Vincent holds a B.A. in Corrections and Social Welfare from 
California State University, and has carried out his career with the Los 
Angeles County Probation Department. 


Peter M. Douglas. Executive Director 


Employed with the Coastal Commission as its Chief Deputy Director since 
1977, Mr. Douglas was appointed executive director in July 1985. Before 
joining the Commission's staff he was a senior consultant to the Assembly 
Committee on Resources, Land Use and Energy, and a consultant to the Assembly 
Select Committee on Coastal Zone Resources. He holds a law degree and a 
bachelor's from the University of California at Los Angeles: 


Revised: Oct. 1992 
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 • (415} 904-5200 


' . 
The California Coastal Commission has 12 -voting members and 3 non-voting members. Six of the voting members are "public members," and six are local elected officials who come from specific coastal districts. All 
voting members are appointed either by the Governor, Senate Rules Committee, or the Speaker of the Assembly; each appoints four commissioners, two public members and two elected officials. Each Commissioner may' , 
appoint an alternate to serve in his or her absence. The Secretaries of the Resources Agency and the Business and Transportation Agency and the Chair of the State Lands Commission serve as non-voting members and · 
may appoint a designee to serve in their place. 


Louis R. Calcagno 
P.O. Box 62 
Moss Landing, CA 95039 
(408) 633-2289 


William Rick 
5620 Friars Road 
San Diego, CA 92110-2596 
(619) 291-0707 


North Coast District Representative 


Bonnie Neely 
Chairwoman 
Board of Supervisors 
Humboldt County Courthouse, 5th St., #111 
Eureka, CA 95501-1172 
(707) 445-7694 


South Central Coast District Representative 


Dorill Wright 
405 San Miguel Circle 
Port Hueneme, CA 93041-3010 
(805) 488-3145 
(805) 488-3625 


William Shafroth 
Resources Agency 
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1311 
Sacramento, CA 95814-5570 
(916) 653-5672 


*2/14/92 


*10/07/88 
**9/26/90 


*2/17/83 
**4/10/85 
**4/22/87 
**7/02/89 


*7/15/91 


ROSTER OF COMMISSIONERS 


Lily Cervantes, Vice Chairman 
(Please mail all correspondence 
to headquarter's address) 


Madelyn Glickfeld 
21132 Las Flores Mesa Drive 
Malibu, CA 90265-5233 


North Central Coast Representative 


Gary Giacomini 
Marin County Board of Supervisors 
Civic Center 
San Rafael, CA 94903-4193 
(415) 499-7331 


South Coast District Representative 


Linda Moulton-Patterson 
Councilwoman, City of Huntington Beach 
501 • 20th Street 
Huntington Beach, CA 92648 
(714) 53{}-5553 


Dwight Sanders 
Executive Office 
State Lands Commission 
1807 • 13th Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814-7187 


322-7827 


Executive Director 


Peter M. Douglas 


*9/11/87 
**8/23/89 
**9/23/91 


*2/07/90 
**1/29/92 


*7/17/91 


*6/11/81 
**4/26/83 


Thomas W. Gwyn, Chairman 
Director, Public/Governmental Affairs 
Port of Oakland 
530 Water Street 
Oakland, CA 94607-3746 
(51 0) 272-1446 


Central Coast District Representative 


Jane Yokoyama 
Council member 
City of Santa Cruz, City Hall 
809 Center Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-3826 
(408) 429-3550 


San Diego Coast District Representative 


Leon L. Williams 
Supervisor, County of San Diego 
1600 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 
(619) 531-5544 


Ms. Jan Hall 
Deputy Secretary 
Business, Transportation and Housing Agency 
801 K Street, Suite 1918 
Sacramento, CA 95814- 3520 
(916) 323-5400 


*2/09/90 


*12/12/91 


*1/20/93 


*7/19/91 







ALTERNATES FOR STATE COMMISSIONERS 


Vacant (For Calcagno) Jeff Mori (For Gwyn) Nancy Flemming (For Neely) Jerry Diefenderfer (For Wright) 
Executive Director City of Eureka, City Hall Star Route, Box 106 
Japanese Community Youth Council 531 K Street Santa Margarita, CA 93453-0106 
1596 Post Street Eureka, CA 95501 (805) 475-2289 
San Francisco, CA 94109 (707) 442-4565 
(415) 563-8052 


Lynne Todd Edgerton (For Rick) John Hisserich (For Cervantes) Ernest Carpenter (For Giacomini) Jacqueline Ryner~on (For Moulton-Patterson) 
400 South Plymouth Blvd University of Southem California Supervisor, County of Sonoma 2864 Allred Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90020-4708 1985 Zonal Avenue 575 Administration Drive #1 OOA Lakewood, CA 90712-3304 
(213) 937-0948 Los Angeles, CA 90033-1058 Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2887 (310) 423-5612 


(310) 342-2077 (707) 527-2241 


Vacant (For Ooo) Carole B. Stevens (For Glickleld) Vacant (For Yokoyama) David l. Malcolm (For Williams) 
16611 Park Lane Circle 625 Third Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 Chula Vista, CA 92010-5791 
(310) 476-6065 (619) 475-4522 (home) 


(619) 425-7080 (work) 


NEW EX PARTE COMMUNICATION REQUIREMENTS 


As of January 1, 1993, significant new ex parte requirements affecting communications with Commissioners go into effect. (Public Resources Code, sections 
30319-30324.) These stringent new provisions of law may have serious consequences. Anyone wishing to communicate with a Commissioner about any matter 
pending before the Commission should read and abide by the guidelines below. The following guidance covers most of the new requirements. 


• No written materials should be sent to Coastal Commissioners unless the Commission staff receives copies of all of the same materials at the same time. 


• All materials transmitted to Commissioners should clearly indicate (e.g., on the cover page or envelope) that they have also been forwarded to the staff. 
Materials that do not show that copies have been provided to staff might not be accepted, opened or read by 'Commissioners. In these cases, no ex parte 
communication has occurred. 


• Messages of a non-procedural nature (e.g., substantive) should not be left for a Commissioner. These include telephone, FAX, telegraphic or other forms of 
message. 


• All oral or written communications of a non-procedural nature by an "interested person" that are not made according to the above procedures are ex parte 
communications which are prohibited unless publicly reported by the Commissioner. It the Commissioner does not report the communication, the 
Commission's action that was the subject of the communication may be revoked and penalties may result. 


• Coastal Commission decisions must be made on the basis of information available to all commissioners and the public. Therefore, copies of communications 
made to Commissioners that are forwarded to staff will be included in the public record. Public records are available for inspection at Commission meetings or 
in the Commission's office. 


NOTE: The purpose of these new legal requirements is to protect due process and fairness in the Commission's decision-making process. Failure to follow them 
could lead to fines, revocation of permits and substantial costs. If you have any questions, you can contact Commission legal staff. 


New Roster 








I STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY 


' CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000 


SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2219 
VOICE AND TOO (415) 904-5200 


February 9, 1993 


TO: CoiTIJlissioners 
Management ~~ 


MEMORANDUM 


Ralph Faust~hief Counsel 1)J) 
Dorothy Dickey, Deputy Chief Counsel 


FROM: 


·Cynthia Cima, Staff Counsel ( l't\c 


PETE WILSON, Governor 


RECEIVED 


Ans'd. .•• 


RE: Si-erra Club v. California Coastal Co11111ission (County of Mendocino) 


Attached is a copy of the recent Court of Appeal decision in Sierra Club v. 
California Coastal Commission (County of Mendocino). The opinion has been 
certified for publication, but is not final in that the case may still be 
appealed or "depublished." Additionally, the decision may be revised if the 
Court grants the petition for rehearing that has been filed with the Court of 
Appeal by the County of Mendocino . Consequently, the Legal Division should be 
consulted prior to citation or quotation of this dec i sion. 


In Sierra Club, the First District Court of Appeal affirmed the superior 
court's issuance of a peremptory writ of mandate commanding the Commission to 
set aside its approval of the Land Use Plan for failure to confer 
environmentally sensiti~e habitat area ("ESHA") status on pygmy forest areas 
in Mendocino County. The Court of Appeal found that there was no substantial 
evidence to support the approval of the LUP without designating pygmy forest 
an ESHA, and that there was substantial evidence that pygmy forest was within 
the definition of ESHA in the Coastal Act . The Court also held, in response 
to the County's argument that such designation might constitute a taking, that 
such takings claims were not yet ripe, and that section 30010 of the Coastal 
Act was not applicable to "the anticipatory sort of takings-balancing 
advocated by the County." 


If no appeal is filed or if the Supreme Court does not accept an appeal, the 
trial court will remand the portions of the LUP concerning pygmy forest to the 
Commission for its further action in light of the decision of the Court of 
Appeal. 


Please contact us to find out the current status of the case or if you would 
like further information. 


Attachment 


2581L 
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J ENVIRONMENTAL LAW 


Certifoation of a Liwf-'Use 'Pfl1.n 
'11iat ~ails to Prr1tect Pyomy ~orests 


Is Proper(y Set .%uu 


Cite as 93 Dally Journal D.AR. 783 


SIERRA CLUB, 
Plaintiff and Respondent. 


; v. 
\ CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION, 


Defendant and Appellant; 


COUNTY OF MENDOCINO. 
Real Party in Interest and 


Appellant. 


No. A053941 
Marin County Super. 


Ct. No. 135736 
California Cowt of Appeal 


Fust Appellate District 
Division Two 


Flied January 15. 1993 


' 


The Sierra Clab petitioned the superior cowt for 
a writ of mandate (Code Civ. Proc., § 1094.5) against 
a decision of the California Coastal Commission 
(Commission) appoving and certifying a land use plan 
(LUP) of real party in interest, the County of 
Mendocino (County), as consistent with the California 
Coastal Act of 1976 (Coastal Act or Act) (Pub. 
Resources Code. § 30000 et seq.).1 The Commission 
and County appeal from the comt's issuance of a 
peremptory writ commanding the Commission to set 
aside its approval for failure to confer environmentally 
sensitive habitat area (ESHA) status (§§ 30107.5, 
30240) on pygmy forest areas. We affinn. 


BACKGROUND 


The Coastal Act requires a coastal county to have 
a local cOastal program (LCP). including an LUP, which 
meets the requirements of, and implements the 
provisions and policies of. the Coastal Act at the local 
level. (§§ 30108.6, 30100.5.) 


A county may ask the Commission to prepare all 
or part of an LCP (§ 30500. subd. (a)), and that 
happened here. The County in 1978 asked the 
Commission to draft a coastal LUP (the coastal element 
of its gene:rnl plan). and the Commission, after. public 
hearings and input from staff and citizen advisory 
committees. produced a consultant-prepared draft in 


JNovember 1980 (augmented with staff and committee 
" comments in April 1981) for County review. 


The draft in part identified "pygmy" and 
"pygmy-type" vegetation in the coastal zone, noting that · 
its preservation was threatened: "Two types of pygmy 


vegetation exist along the Mendocino coast Both are 
characterized by stunted trees but have different soil and 
vegetation types. True pygmy forests are valuable to 
scientists because they are probably the best example of 
a living commWlity in balance with its ecosystem. 
Pygmy forest vegetation covers about 1,050 acres in the 
coastal zone, including areas in public ownership at 
Jughandle State Reserve and Van Damme State Park. 
Pygmy-type forest accoWlts for about 1,120 acres. 
mainly between Pt. Arena and Haven's Neck. Because 
pygmy vegetation is found in a section of the coast 
experiencing development pressures and because it 
yields no revenue from agriculture or timber, its 
preservation has become an issue. An immediate 
environmental concern is the ability of pygmy soils to 
provide satisfactory leaching fields for septic systems. 
Five acres per dwelling unit appears to be the maximum 
satisfactory density in pygmy soils. and an even lower 
density may be necessary in some areas .... " 


The draft did not mention ESHA status for those 
areas but included a policy limiting density to one 
housing unit every 
five acres and addressing the perceived leach-field 
problem.2 


The County held its own public hearings on the 
draft. and its planning commission and board of 
supervisors adopted it with various revisions. none •of 
which conferred ESHA status on the pygmy areas. The 
draft was referred by resolution to the Commission for 
certification considemtion in late 1983. 


The Commission held a public hearing on the 
adopted LUP on May 8, 1985, and found substantial 
issue as to Coastal Act consistency. The Commission 
unanimously denied certification of the LUP as 
submitted, in part due to concern that ESHA designation 
was not given to pygmy forests. 3 


The County had requested suggestions for 
curative mudifications should certification be denied 
(§ 30512, subd. (b)). and the Commission continued the 
matter for alternatives to be worked out The County 
proposed mitigation measures short of ESHA 
designation (except where endangered species might be 
found). but a September 12. 1985 Commission staff 
report adhered to the need for ESHA status for pygmy 
forests plus greater protection of pygmy and 
pygmy-type vegetation generally, including supporting 
soils.' The CoWlty responded fonnally, standing by its 
mitigation measures in lieu of ESHA designation. 


The Commission reopened consideration of the 
suggested modifications and took additional testimony 
at a lengthy hearing on September 26. At its 
conclusion. a divided Commission voted to approve the 
LUP as amended to include the County's mitigating 
measures rather than the staff proposals for ESHA 
designation. 


The approved LUP regulated "pygmy vegetation." 
limited to "stWlted forest" and excluding pygmy-type 
vegetation or mere pygmy soils.5 It denied ESHA st:ltus. 
to regulated forests un- less they contained rare or 
endangered plant species. However, development of 
pygmy vegetation land was limited to "low density 







784 Dally Appellate Report Wednesday, January 20, 1993' 


(defined as 2 to 5 acres)," consistent with County 
water-quality and ecosystem regulations, with further 
study of environmental impacts to follow. Parcels 
"entirely within" pygmy vegetation areas required 
planned development (PD) with measures designed to 
mitigate adverse environmental and septic concerns.6 


After fonnal adoption of the modified LUP by the 
County's board of supervisors, the Commission on 
November 20,1985 certified it .and on February 7. 1986 
adopted supporting findings. 


The Sierra Club meanwhile filed this .action for 
writ of mandate in superior court two days after the 
November 1985 cenification. The petition challenged 
in part the Commission's failure to require ESHA status 
for pygmy forest habitat. Due to the County's party 
status, venue was transferred by stipulation to Marin 
County (see § 30806, subd. (a)). where the court heard 
the matter in 1991, confmed by then to the ESHA issue. 


The court by a written decision concluded that the 
Commission's decision to certify the LUP without 
designating and treating the pygmy forest as an ESHA 
was not supported by substantial evidence in light of the 
whole record (Code of Civ. Proc .• § 1094.5, subd. (c)). 
The court ordered the issuance of a peremptory writ 
commanding the Commission to set aside its fmdings 
and order regarding pygmy forests, to set aside that part 
of the County LCP and to reconsider its action on 
remand. 


DISCUSSION 


I 


Our review is governed by Code of Civil 
Procedure section 1094.5, which defines prejudicial 
abuse of discretion as an agency's decision being 
unsupported by its fmdings or its fmdings being 
unsupported by the evidence @!., subd. (b)). Where 
support for findings is challenged. abuse of discretion 
exists if "the findings are not supported by substantial 
evidence in lighy6f the whole record" (!Q., subd. (c)). 


"The 'in light of the whole record' language 
means that the cowt reviewing the agency's decision 
cannot just isolate the evidence supporting the fmdings 
and call it a day. thereby disregarding other relevant 
evidence in the record. (Citation.] Rather, the court 
must consider all relevant evi-dence, including evidence 
detracting from the decision, a task which involves 
some weighing to fairly estimate the worth of the 
evidence. [Citation.]" (Lucas Valley Homeowners 
Assn. v. County of Marin (1991) 233 Cal.App.3d 130, 
141-142; Bixby v. Pierno (1971) 4 Cal.3d 130, 149, fn. 
22.) That limited weighing is not an independent 
review where the court substitutes its own findings or 
inferences for the agency's. (Strumsky v. San Diego 
County Emplovees Retirement Assn. (1974) 11 Cal.3d 
28, 32.) "It is for the agency to weigh the 
preponderance of conflicting evidence [citation]. Courts 
may reverse an agency's decision only if, based on the 
evidence before the agency. a reasonable person could 
not reach the conclusion reached by the agency." 


(McMillan v. American Gen. Fin. Corp. (1976) 60 
Cal.App.3d 175, 186.)' e 


The County and Commission urge that the trial · 
court misapplied the standard, improperly reweighing 
the evidence. However, the record as a whole fails to 
rebut the presumption that duty was regularly perfonned 
in that regard. (Evid. Code, § 664: Ross v. Superior 
Court (1977) 19 Cal.3d 899, 913-915.) 


Moreover, the whole argument is academic in the 
procedural posture of this case. Our review standard on 
appeal is identical to the trial court's. (Bixby v. Piemo, 
supra. 4 Cal.3d 130, 149 & fn. 22.) Therefore. if 
substantial evidence supports the Commission's Jetion, 
we reverse: if not. we affum. Possible misapplication of 
the review standard below has no bearing on the 
outcome here. (Cf. id., at p. 149. fn. 22 [because the 
review standard on appeal was the same. any error in 
the trial court· s use of an "·isolation"' test for 
substantial evidence offered no ground for reversal) .) 


II 


At issue is whether substantial evidence supports 
the Commission's decision to deny ESHA status to 
pygmy forests. Section 30107.5 provides this two-part 
test for ESHA status (numbering ours): 
"'Envirorunentally sensitive area' means any area [1) in 
which plant or animal life or their habitats are either 
rare or especially valuable because of their special A 
nature or role in an ecosystem and [2] which could be W' 
easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and 
developments. • 


11te consequences of ESHA status are delineated 
in section 30240: "(a) Environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas shall be protected against any significant 
disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on 
those resources shall be allowed within those areas. [tl 
(b) Development in areas adjacent to envirorunentally 
sensitive habitat areas and parks and recreation areas 
shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which -
would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be 
compatible with the continuance of those habitat and 
recreation areas." Thus development in ESHA areas 
themselves is limited to uses dependent on those 
resources, and development in adjacent areas must 
carefully safeguard their preservation. 


The Commission ultimately decided that pygmy 
forests do not require ESHA designation. Its fmdings 
acknowledge the unique qualities and value of pygmy 
forests and that adverse impacts can be expected from 
development. However, the findings also cite the facts 
that some pygmy forests along the coast are already 
protected and that the remainder. while not given full 
ESHA protection, will be partially protected through 
mitigation measures prescribed in the LUP. particularly 
the PO process, so as to minimize adverse impacts.' The 
Commission thus concluded that controls short of ESHA ~
protection satisfy the Coastal Act. 


Rare or valuable habitat 
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, Our review of the rec;ord shows that the pygmy 
jkorest is a rare oc valuable habitat qualifying for 
,.,protection under ESHA's fust prong(§ 30107.5). There 


is no substantial evidence to the contrary and no dispute 
about what characterizes the habitat. 


Pygmy forest features severely stunted vegetation, 
with mature tree growth reaching just 2 to 12 feet. This 
is caused by a combination of highly acidic and 
nutrient-starved soils. cramped root growth, and winter 
flooding. It is an eco-system dependent on that peculiar 
confluence of conditions and has evolved over the 
millennia on a series of rising, step-like marine terraces, 
each representing about 100.000 years of plant-soil 
succession. The surface soils. originally formed of 
beach deposits. allow rains to leach the soil of nutrients, 
while a layer of dense. hardpan lying just beneath the 
surface traps water, allowing it to stand. Horizontal 
layers of bedrock some 10 to 30 feet down aggravate 
the effect During winter months of heavy rains. this 
creates prolonged flood-like conditions. a shallow water 
table just beneath the surface. On the upper terraces. 
the hardpan is alsO impenetrable to roots, creating a 
natural bonsai-like condition which, together with the 
poor soil nutrients. stunts growth. Trees like the 
Mendocino cypress and Bolander pine are among those 
which have managed to adapt in the hostile habitat. 


The record conclusively shows pygmy forest to be 
a rare and valuable habitat The Commission· s own 


·enndings call it "a unique ecosystem" (fn. 8. ante) _and 
eeho expert testimony that it "allow[s] -scientists to 
review 'the longest and most complete record of 
geological plant succession know[n]--between one-half 
and one million years. •• The habitat is the subject of 
worldwide scientinc interest and study, plus lay interest. 
drawing 45.000 visitors yearly to stands of pygmy forest 
in the Jughandle State Reserve alone. The habitat is 
unique in the world and is found almost exclusively 
within Mendocino County: (The record indicates that 
some areas of pygmy soils have been identif1ed in 
Sonoma County. where they are protected against all 
development) The County has 1,050 acres of it. some 
amount of that being not in the coastal zone. but further 
inland. 


Arguing against the rare-or-valuable-habitat prong. 
the County and Commission point to evidence and 
fmdings that significant portions of pygmy forest are 
already preserved in Jughandle State Reserve. Van 
Damme State Parle and Russian Gulch State Park. 
However. this hurts more than helps them. The fact 
that. as. the Commission found. the Pygmy Forest 
Reserve in Jughandle State Reserve "was designated as 
a National Registered Natural Landmark" in 1969, 
hardly justines the denial of ESHA status to the few 
pygmy forest habitats existing elsewhere in the county. 
Nothing in the Coastal Act allows denial of ESHA 
status to rare or valuable habitats just because they are f partially protected outside the aegis of the Act. The Act 
d~mands the permanent protection and maintenance of 
coastal zone resources (§§ 30001. subds. (a)-(c), 
30001.5, subd. (a)). with heightened protections for 
ESHA's (§ 30240). To allow the destruction of ESHA 


areas through development simply because some of the 
habitat is preserved in parks would undermine the 
protective goal. It would relegate parts of rare habitat 
to parks and hasten the same habitat's loss elsewhere. 
We reject that view of the Act. 


We are also not persuaded that the existence of 
pygmy forest areas outside the coastal zone allowed the 
Commission to discount the overall habitat's special 
value or rarity. The Commission, noting some 
uncertainty about existing inventories and mapping of 
pygmy forest areas, found that there were about 1,050 
acres of it situated on sea-cut terraces "in and out" of 
the coastal zone between Ft. Bragg and the Navarro 
River, some found in "scattered patches."9 The 
Commission did not find how much acreage is outside 
the coastal zone. However, it is clear from all record 
descriptions of the habitat (i.e .. that they were formed 
from beach soils on marine terraces along the coast) that 
the areas lying outside the coastal zone are near it. The 
habitat is a coastal phenomenon. but the Act's exacting 
definition of "coastal zone" (§ 30103. subd. (a) [inland 
1,000 yards from the mean tide line or. in some areas, 
the lesser of 5 miles or the distance to the flrst major 
ridgeline]) will often arbitrarily divide such a habitat. 


The point here is that pygmy forest appears from 
the record to be a uniquely .coastal habitat. The fact 
that "some" undetermined part of it extends over the 
coastal zone boundary cannot excuse the Commission's 
failw-e to flnd it a rare or especially valWible habitat 
meriting ESHA status. There is no merit to the 
suggestion in the Commission's briefing that ESHA 
status is reserved for "a unique. rare ecosystem found 
only in the coastal zone" (emphasis ours). The 
existence of a habitat throughout a county would 
obviously affect whether that habitat. as found in the 
coastal zone, is rare or valuable. However. our record 
merely shows a coastline habitat which in places 
extends over the coastal zone line. 


The Commission and County cite testimony by 
landowner Jacques Helfer: "(nhe Pygmy Forest is not 
one forest. It's a scattered patch of pieces of Pygmy 
Forest The very best corridor with large segments of 
each of the flve terraces is that transect at Jug Handle 
Creek and that has been preserved. [,] There are in 
addition significant patches of Pygmy Forest in Russian 
Gulch State Park and in Van Darnme State Park. 
completely 
protected. It is not necessary to protect every last patch 
of Pygmy Forest ... " 


A recurrent theme in the briefmg is that, given 
the Commission's supported findings that pygmy forest 
existed in "scattered p~hes" and that significant 
patches were already protected (fn. 9, ante), the 
Commission was entitled to conclude that not "all" 
patches of pygmy forest had to be given ESHA 
protection. 


The trouble with the argument, however, is that 
the Commission refused to give ESHA status to any 
pygmy forest. The Commission and County are caught 
up in hyperbole, accusing their opponent of wanting all 
pygmy forest protected, regard- less of how scattered or 
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transitional the patches. The court's judgment ordered · 
no such thing. The cowt used the term "pygmy forest," 
which has been used in this litigation and most of the 
administrative proceedings to denote full pygmy forest, 
not mere pygmy-type vegetation or soils (see fns. 2 and 
9, ante). The court did not direct which areas must be 
designated pygmy forest or what criteria best defmed 
those areas. The court simply found no substantial 
evidence for, and therefore reversed. a "decision to 
certify the [LUP] without designation and treatment of 
the pygmy forest as [an ESHA]." It did not pass on the 
question whether ESHA status had to be conferred on 
"pygmy-type" areas or what lesser protections for them 
might be consistent with the Act Those issues are 
likewise not before us here. The judgment reversed and 
remanded for further Commission proceedings, 
carefully preserving agency discretion.10 


We agree that there is no substantial evidence to 
support denying ESHA status to pygmy forest on the 
rare-or-valuable element of the statutory definition. 11 


Degradation by development 


We also agree that no substantial evidence exists 
to rebut the showing below that pygmy forest is "easily 
disturbed or degraded by human activities and 
development" ( § 30107 .5), the second statutory element. 


Abundant expert testimony attests to the habitat's 
easy degradation by development. Most obviously. 
vegetation removal directly destroys it, but there are 
insidious hidden effects. Biologist Robert E. Sholars, a 
noted authority on the habitat.. summarized the 
problems: "Roads, ditches, wells, and septic systems 
further chop up and degrade the habitat. . . . This plant 
community that has been remarkably stable for hundreds 
of thousands of years is extremely vulnerable to erosion 
following vegetation removal, and to the lowering of the 
water table by wells, diversions, and drainage. The 
nutrient-laden discharge from septic systems undoes in 
years many millennia of natural leaching ... ." Sholars 
had seen pygmy forest destruction "at an alarming rate." 
While the forest had once occupied about 4,000 acres at 
28 locations, an inventory he helped take of those sites 
in 1983 revecled that 14 were "either destroyed or 
severely degraded. None were entirely 
undisturbed .... " 


Those views were shared by retired professor 
Hans Jenny, who had taught in the plant and soil 
biology department at the University of California. 
Berkeley, and had published several papers on the 
pygmy forest He testified having "observed its 
destruction by the indiscriminate construction of 
buildings and homes" and possessing "documentation 
that leach lines from septic tanks alter the composition 
of the Forest by enriching it in nitrogen and phosphorus 
which eventually will destroy its character." Retired 
soils morphologist Rodney Arlcley explained that the 
limited depth of the soils causes polluted water to 
collect and work its way down stepwise, from terrace to 
terrace toward the sea 


Slides presented by Dr. Sholars showed disruption 


from drainage installed to permanently lower the water 
table for house construction. Mendocino cypresscA 
growing in septic effluent for only five years had grow~ 
to triple the height of their 60-year~ld counterparts 
several hundred feet away. He described a "long term 
ecosystem that is changing rapidly" due to development 
pressures. Other speakers and writers mirrored those 
concerns. 


Some arguably contrary views were voiced. but 
they lack substantiality for the speakers' apparent lack 
of training or other qualifications. A County supervisor, 
for example, revealed no basis for his view that 
development would not harm "the soils themselves. 
Nutrients are rapidly passed through to only that foliage 
in close proximity . ... " 


The County and Commission attack the expert 
testimony as relating only to degradation by 
indiscriminate, uncontrolled development The pertinent 
question, in their view, is whether pygmy forests would 
be easily degraded by development as limited in the 
LUP through the PD process and other controls. They 
note testimony that development so limited would 
protect pygmy forest against significant degradation. 
The Commission made a finding (no. 8) to that effect, 
anticipating "adverse impacts" but none "substantial 
enough" to warrant ESHA protection unless rare or 
endangered plant species were present (fn. 8, ante). 


We hold that to reformulate the easy-degradation 
element in that way violates the Coastal Act intenL & · 
Habitat which is both (1) "rare or especially valuable" W' 
and (2) "easily disturbed or degraded by human 
activities and developments" is an ESHA (§ 30107.5). 
An ESHA "shall be protected against any significant 
disruption of habitat values, and only uses depen- dent 
on those resources shall be allowed within those areas" 
(§ 30240, subd. (a)). Converting the phrase "easily 
disturbed or degraded by ... developments" into "easily 
disturbed or degraded by [well-controlled] 
developments," as the Commission would have it, 
distorts the plain language of the Act 


Moreover. it halves the Act's protections. ESHA 
status demands (1) protection against significant 
disruption of habitat values and (2) allowance of 
resource-dependent uses only (§ 30240, subd. (a)). If 
ESHA status could be avoided by having only 
"well~ntroUed" development ::.- which in essence 
protects against significant disruption (i.e., protection 
(1)) - the habitat would never be restricted to 
resource-dependent uses (i.e., protection (2)). That 
violates the Act, which in demanding protection against 
"significant disruption" assumes that this protection is in 
addition to the use limitation. The LUP in this case, for 
example, may provide significant habitat protection, ~ut 
it allows non-resource-dependent (residential) 
development in violation of the Act. 


Finally, allowing ESHA status to depend on the 
degree of development protection found in an LUP I) 
could result in a habitat enjoying ESHA status in one · 
part of a county coastal zone (e.g., where strict PD 
controls exist) and not in others. This would be a 
curious result for a statutory scheme which appears to 
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demand uniform treatment and protections for all 


~ESHA's. 


"Taking" concerns 


The County contends that the Commission was 
entitled to balance concerns that granting ESHA status 
might constitute a prohibited taking of private property 
wirhout just compensation (U.S. Canst., 5th & 14th 
Amends.; Cal. Canst, art. I, § 19) and withhold ESHA 
designation on that basis. Ironically, the Commission 
itself does not advance this argument. In fact. it urged 
in the court below that -development restrictions were 
proper concerns but agreed that no taking had yet 
occurred and that such issues were not ripe, i.e., could 
not be determined until actual permit applications were 
made. 


We agree that there were no actual takings 
concerns for the Commission to have "balanced" at the 
ESHA-designation stage. The County relies on section 
30010, which expresses a legislative intent that the 
Coastal Act not grant the Commission or any county the 
"power to grant or deny a permit in a manner which 
will take or damage private property for public use, 
without the payment of just compensation therefor. . . . " 
However, that does not support the anticipatory sort of 
takings-balancing advocated by the County. The section 
appears designed to fore-close any claim that the 


' 


Coastal Act authorizes takings without compensation, a 
construction which would leave the Act open to a facial 
challenge. (Southern Pacific v. City of Los Angeles 
(9th Cir. 1990) 922 F.2d 498, 505-507; cf. Williamson 
Planning Comm 'n v. Hamilton Bank (1985) 473 U.S. 
172, 194-195.) It does not ask the Commission to 
balance takings concerns in ESHA decisions. 


Further defeating the County's construction. 
section 30010 speaks of permit-stage actions, not LUP 
or LCP approvals. This is consonant with the judicial 
view that takings decisions must await as-applied 
challenges and are usually not ripe until the permit 
stage. "[I)f a State provides an adequate procedure for 
seeking just compensation, the property owner cannot 
claim a violation of the Just Compensation Clause until 
it has used the procedure and been denied just 
compensation." (Williamson Planning C''lmm'n v. 
Hamilton Bank.~ 473 U.S. 172, 195; see also FU'St 
Lutheran Chun::h v. Los Angeles County (1987) 482 
U.S. 304, 312, fn. 6.) Both the over-regulation and 
just-compensation components of a regulatory taking 
claim generally require final administrative action as to 
specific land. (McDonald, Sommer & Frntes v. Yolo 
County (1986) 477 U.S. 340, 348-350.) If vague, 
anticipatory takings concerns guided ESHA 
determinations at the LUP-approval stage, then sections 
30107.5 and 30240 might never have force. 


Finally, the takings concerns cited by the County 
a are not manifested in the record. The Commission 
1' made no fmdings on point It observed that ESHA 


' · development would be limited to resource-dependent 
uses(§ 30240. subd. (a)), but it did not articulate actual 
concern over takings. Findings to support such 


concerns are therefore lacking. (See fn. 8, ~.) 
There was some discussion at the September 


1985 hearing about the feasibility of using transferred 
development credits (TDC's) to offset development 
restrictions, implying a general concern about takings. 
but the exchange was narrowly focused. When Steven 
Hom of the State Coastal Conservancy testified that 
"density transfer" programs were a "difficult and 
uncertain" approach due to difficulty in finding receiver 
sites, he was addressing specific density transfers being 
proposed for other aspects of the LUP. Commission 
staff analyst Woodruff later clarified that the State 
Coastal Conservancy had not been invited to consider a 
program for pygmy forests. A second staff analyst. plus 
two commissioners, then expressed optimism that a 
program could be worked out for pygmy areas. 


The record strongly suggests, moreover. that a 
program could be of relatively modest scope for pygmy 
areas. A limited amount of acreage in the coastal zone 
is involved, and most of it. according to a County 
supervisor, is held in small parcels, the largest being 
about 100 acres. Staff analyst Woodruff estimated that 
there may be fewer than 10 parcels "entirely within 
pygmy soil" as mapped. He also noted that pygmy 
areas years ago had been deemed "uninhabitable and 
sold at the lowest prices in small acreages," at $500 to 
$1,000 an acre, by people who could not afford to buy 
elsewhere. Botanist Robert Sholars concurred, calling 
those areas formerly the "least desirable residential" 
ones. He elaborated that "because of severe soil 
problems including protracted flooding of a soil during 
the winter it's an absolutely terrible location for 
development" Commissioner Wanwn called pygmy 
"in the past the most least [sic] regarded of land," 
noting the irony of current interest in ESHA status. The 
scant record we have thus does not suggest high 
investment expectations or real threatened takings 
claims by pygmy forest landowners. 


Accordingly, we reject "taking" concerns as not 
relied upon. unripe for decision and undeveloped in the 
record. 


Coastal development needs 


The County -invokes what it asserts is statutory 
authority to balance coastal development needs against 
the need for ESHA designation. It relies on statements 
in the Coastal Act that its goals are to protect and 
maintain the coastal zone environment "where feasible" 
(§ 30001.5, subd. (a)), to assure "balanced utilization" 
of its resources "taking into account the social and 
economic needs of the people of the state" QQ •• subd. 
(b)) and to have conflicts between policies resolved "in 
a manner which on balance is the most protective of 
significant coastal resources" (§ 30007.5, emphasis 
added). · 


The trial court reasoned that the specific two-part 
test of section 30107.5 left no room for "balancing" 
economic and environmental interests. However. we 
need not go so far to uphold the judgment. We can 
assume -arguendo that some such balancing. while 
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usually undertaken at the pennit/project stage (e.g. 
Gherini v. California Coastal Com. (1988) 204 
Cal.App.3d 699, 708; City of Chula Vista v. Superior 
Court (1982) 133 Cai.App.3d 472, 496; City of San 
Diego v. California Coastal Com. (1981) 119 
Cal.App.3d 228, 233-234; Bel Mar Estates v. California 
Coastal Com. (1981) 115 Cal.App.3d 936, 942). might 
extend to ESHA decisions at the LUP-approval stage. 
Generally, the Commission must consider the basic 
goals of section 30001.5 when deciding whether to 
certify an LUP. (§ 30512.2, subd. (b); City of Chula 
Vista v. Superior Court, ~ 133 Cal.App.3d at 
p. 481, fn. 3.) 


Still, there is nothing in this record showing a 
particular need to allow coastal development on pygmy 
forest acreage. Without such evidence, the County is 
elevating broad policy criteria into specific justification 
for a particular ESHA decision. The only economic 
"evidence" cited. in fact. is what the County cites to 
support the asserted takings concerns. which we have 
rejected as insubstantial and unripe for serious 
consideration. Also, the Commission made no fmding 
that the public welfare demands development of pygmy 
forest areas in the coastal zone (see fn. 8, ante), and its 
decision not to grant ESHA status to !!!I such areas 
would have required a supporting detennination that all 
such areas required development, an idea which even 
the County does not advance. Tile Commission's action 
is thus unsupported by fmdings or evidence, even if 
economic need was in theory a valid consideration in 
the ESHA decision. 


DISPOSffiON 


The judgment is affumed. Our record shows that 
the Sierra Club moved concurrently with the judgment 
for an award of attorney fees (Code Civ. Proc •• 
§ 1021.5) and costs, and the parties advise us that they 
subsequently entered a stipulated judgment for that 
purpose on November 15, 1991, with this appeal to 
determine the prevailing party. Having now confumed 
Sierra Club's prevailing-party status, we direct the 
superior comt to proceed consistently with the 
stipulation below and to detennine and make an 
additional award for the successful defense of the 
judgment on this appeal (cf. Citizens Against Rent 
Control v. City of Berkeley (1986) 181 Cal.App.3d 213, 
236). 


We concur. 


Kline. P. J. 
Benson, J. 


Smith, J. 


I. All Wldesignated section references are to the Public 
Resources Code. 


2. "3.1-20 Development within areu of pygmy and 
pygmy-type vegetation shall be limited to one housing unit . l\ 
per five acres and shall be approved only upon demonstratio~ l 
that two satisfactory septic system leach fJCids exist. Parcels 
shall not be divided in a manner that would create building 
sites or leach fields in areas of pygmy vegetation. This policy 
shall take precedence over parcel size and density standards 
specified by the land use classification shown on the Land 
Use Plan map." 


The draft also contained these defmitions: ~ 
Vegetation. A stunted forest. 2-12 feet in height occurring on 
soils allowing little vegetation growth, such as Noyo or 
Blacklock soils, and characterized by cypresses, hairy 
Manzanita. beach pines. and pygmy Mendocino bishop pines. 
[1) Pygmy-type Vegetation. 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 lcnobcone pines and manzanita." 


3. A Commission staff report prepared for the May 8 
hearing recommended increasing protection for pygmy and 
pygmy-type vegetation by tightening the language of LUP 
policy numbers 3.1-20 (fn. 2. ante) and 3.1-21. It also 
recommended modifying 3.1-21 to give ESHA status to actual 
pygmy forests by the following language (proposed changes 
indicated by strike-overs and emphasis): "Pygmy forests are 
unique ecosystems which may contain species of rare or 
endangered plants and &hwefe111 MIY he !!! environmentaUy 
sensitive habitat areas." 


4. 'The Sep«ember 12 staff report said of pygmy 
forests: "Extensive input wu received at the May 8 hearing 
about the uniqueness and value of this ecosystem. Additional 
correspondence was received after the hearing which 
substantiates the Commission's fmding that the pygmy forest 
is an ESHA u defined in Section 30107..5 of the Coastal 
Act. . . . 'The policy which the County has proposed in their 
response to the suggested modifications (Policy 3.1-21) does 
not recognize the pygmy forest ecosystem as an ESHA, ·as 
their de£1Ilition limits the ESHA to that with rare or 
endangered species. H the suggested modification [in this 
report) is adopted. the pygmy forest would be recopized as 
an ESHA u defined in Section 30107 ..S of the Coastal Act. 
Thus appropriate protection would be provided to this 
ecosystem by preventing developments which are not 
dependent upon the resources[,) consistent with Section 30240 
of the Coastal Act. 


The report urged revising policy number 3.1-20 to 
restrict development on pygmy and pygmy-type soils. Policy 
3.1-21 would read in part: "Pygmy forests are unique 
ecosystems with a very limited distribution, which can be 
easily degraded by human activities and therefore are 
envirorunentally sensitive habitat areas. These pygmy forests 
may .!J!2 contain species of rare or endangered plants •... " 


S. 'The defmition reads (changes shown): ".Pv&!m: 
Vegetation. A stunted forest, with mature vegetation the 
majority of which is approximately 2-12 feet in height 
occurring on soils with conditions which severely limit the 
growth of vegetation allawiAg lt&lle "egela&t&A gFBv·&A such as ~ 
Blacklock soils, and characterized by Mendocino cypresses, 
~ Fort Bragg Manzanita, ._ Bolander pines. and pygmy 
Mendocino bishop pines." 


New policy 3.1-21 reads in part (revisions noted): 


T ., 
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"Pygmy forests .c unique ec:o~ystems which may contain 
~ of lVII or endangered plants and if they do !hey 


'tl';~~~" "'"¥ a. !!! environmentally sensitive habitat areas. 
Other pygmy forest areas that do not contain species of rare 
or endangered plants will not be included in the 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas. 


"New development on parcels with pygmy vegetation 
shall be located in the least environmentally damaging 
locations and shall minimize the removal of llllrive vegetation 
and alteration of natural landforms. Within - ~ years_2! 
sooner after certification sf lM alleph&R of the Local Coastal 
Plan, Mendocino County shall 99-' review and evaluate the 
Land Use and Habitat/Resource Maps to reflect those specific 
habitat areas Et. ,<\_~ Mlf'l han 8119 119fN11l.&. lleligRe&ieRe 
sf &pilltlllil ..,. .. 11f pygmy forest for habitat protection.:. MaD 
81 SSII6iGeMQ 8116111 SA ••hiFI, 9Because of the quality of 
habitat, suitability for scientific and educational study, .2!: lrRiil 
presence of rare and/or endangered plants, additional 
protection ~ may or may not be required .. . . " 


6. Policy 3.1-20 reads (changes noted): "Soil 
constrai.P.ts to conventional septic tank and leach field systems 
such as those on Noyo and Blacklock soils and similar soils 
shall be recognized and the use of alternative systems shall be 


. encouraged. Water quality control regulations shall be 
enforced. Mendocino County Department of Environmental 
Health shall be directed to assess the ability of 
Noyo/Blacklodc soils· md soils with similar development 
constraints to accommodate new development, without adverse 


'


impacts, to either the ~ystem or water quality affecting 
existing residents. Mendocino Couoty Dcparunent of 
Environmental Health shall uae the available U.S.D.A SCS 
Soils Maps and the Water Quality Control Board documc:nts 
to assess the cwnuJative impacts of sewage disposal systems 
in evaluating these development constraints. 


"Limit new development on soil types characterized by 
pygmy an4 ~·g~~ty fype vegetation to a low density (defmed 
as 2 to 5 acres) as consistent with County Department of 
Environmental Health recommendations. Within two years of 
the certification of the Local Coastal Plan and, at regular 
intervals thereafter, the Mendocino County Department of 
Environmental Health shall report any adverse impacts from 
new development in areas of pygmy Md pytiRY !ype 
vegetation. If adverse impects have occurred, further limits 
on new development shall be imposed pending mitigation 
ITIC8SW'eS. 


"Parcels entirely within areas of pygmy vegetation shall 
be designated Planned Development (PD). Such parcels shall 
be allowed to develop consistent with all applicable p>licies 
of this plan if mitigation measures are adopted and · 
implemented to prevent or avoid impacts such u: erosio~~t 
surface-qoundwater contamination, extensive vegetation 
removal and other related concerns. The County shall request 
tha1 the U.S.D.A SCS Soils mapping project be completed as 
soon u possible which will identify parcels that may be 
removed from the PD requirement. Parcels containing pygmy 
veptation shall be allowed to divide only if each new parcel 
bein& cr-eated has an adequate area available for a residence 
with a conventional septic system allowing for a 100% 


.lbaa-up area for an alternate leach field.'" 


7. In part because our review is restricted to evidence 
whM:h was before the agency. we denied a motion by the 
Co!Ulty to take additional evidence on appeal (Code Civ. 
~ .• f 909; Cal. Rules of Court, rule 23) consisting of a 


draft report. "Water Quality and Ecosystem Im.,.as from 
Development in Areas of Pygmy Vegetatio~~t- prepared for the 
County by Questa Engineering Corporatioo of Point 
Richmond, California, with state and federal financial 
assistance. The draft, dated March 1992. was not before the 
Commission or court below. Also, it is only a draft, subject 
to modification, and does not defmitively compel a reversal 
with directions, as it must to warrant consideration. (fupman 
v. Haberlcem (1929) 208 Cal. 256, 280; Spaulding v. Cameron 
(1952) 38 Cal.2d 265, 270; Estate of Schluttig (1950) 36 
Cal.2d 416, 422; Monsan Homes, Inc. v. Pogrebneak (1989) 
210 Cal.App3d 826, 830- 831.) In fact, much of the report 
supports the judgment. (Cf. Kabisius v. Board of Playground, 
etc. (1935) 4 Ca1.2d 488, 494.) 
- The Commission represents that the draft report, which 
recommends modifying p-eviously designated pygmy 
vegetation areas to conform to other mapping, will necessitate 
the County returning to the Commission for amendment of its 
LUP. We of course express no view on the substance of the 
report or its effect in any further proceedings. 


8. "1. Much of the pygmy forest is in public 
ownership: Jughandle State Resezve, VanDamme State Park 
ud JaclaoQ State Forest. all including Pygmy forest :~reas. are 
already protected. 


"2. Tbe Commission, since its creation. baa never 
designated pygmy forest as an ESHA, nor [do] the 
Commission· s •statewide Interpretive Guidelines' descriptions 
of ESHA include pyJmy forest. 


M3. No past Commission permit decisions have 
reco1nized pygmy forests u being ESHA. 


"4. The pygmy forest lrU bas alrudy been extensively 
developed as a residential area. 


MS. Tbe ESHA designation of an entire p..cd would 
prohibit the devel~t of a single family residence or any 
other use which is not dependent on the resource (i.e. 
scientific study). 


M6. Althou&h tbe County's adopced policy section 
3.1-20 states that parcel siz.el in pygmy foresc areu can be 2 
and 5 aaes, the impact of tbil is minimal: the only RR-2 and 
RR-5 PY&mY areas are thole already divided imo small 
pan:ela. Other pygmy areas are desipWed as low density 
RR-10. RMR-20. RMR-40 and FL-160. With these densities. 
approximately 12 parcels can be cruled, and this would have 
minimal impact to the area. 


"7. The County's proposed modifiC&&ion• to Policies 
3.1-20 and 3.1-21 recognize PYJIDY forest u a unique 
ecosystem with the potential of being adversely impacted by 
development unless strict conaoll are appliod. .. • 


"8. Tbe County recogniza that pygmy forests which 
contain a species of rare or endangered plants are to be 
accorded ESHA status and that the protections of Section 
30240(a) would apply to those areas. Bued upon the above 
considerations.. the Commission fmds no compellin8 reasons 
to extend the ESHA designation in the [LUP] to pygmy forest 
areas generally at this time. . . . (T)he Commission adopts the 
County's proposed modifications of policies 3.1-20 and 
3.1-21. . . . Acceptance by the County of these recommended 
modifications would provide adequate p-otection for those 
pygmy forest areas which may qualify for ESHA stalus and 
satisfy the requirements of Section 30240(a) of the Act, as 
weU as extending extra protection to those areas of pygmy 
forest not designated ESHA, but which because of their 
unique place in the ecosystem require extra development 
controls. Although some adverse impacts on pygmy forest 
resources can be expected with implementation of these 
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policies, these impacu wiU not be sublt.Mltial enoup ro . 
warran(t) adoption of alternatives or further mitigMion." 


9. "'The pygmy forest, a scuntcd forest area two ro 
twelve feet in height and underlain by a hardpan layer which 
01ccounts for the area's poor drainaae. occupies approximately 
1.050 acres in central Mendocino County. Some of it is 
outside the coastal zone. 'There is some uncertainty about the 
accuracy of existing inventories and mappin& of this resource 
area. 1ne pygmy forest ecoayscem is found aJoag the 
Mendocino County coast in scauaed paiChes on the higher 
sea-cut tmaces situated in and out of the COMtal zone 
berween Fort Bragg and the Navarro River ..•. • 


10. "You are hereby commanded immediately on receip« 
of this writ to set aside your fmdincs and order of Januuy 22. 
1986 which approved Policies 20 and 21 of the Mendocino 
County Local Coastal Plan and any other portioM ol said plan 
dealing with pygmy forests and to set aside said portion of the 
Mendocino County Coastal Plan. 111 Said proceedings are 
hereby remanded to you, to reconsider your action in the light 
of this coun's judgment and ro talte any further actioDS 
specially enjoined upon you by law; but nothing in tbis writ 
shall limit or control in any way the disaetion Jep.Uy vested 
in you .... " 


11. Excepc as already discussed. the fmdinp below 
(see in. 8. ante) are both undefended and indefensible. No · 
one argues. for example, that Jack of Commission pl'eccdent 
for treating pygmy forest as an ESHA (flftdinp nos. 2 and 3) 
is germane; we cannot teU whether ESHA st:ltul was ever 
considered before or, if it was, why it was withheld. The 
finding that pygmy forest "bas already been extensively 
developed as a residential area" (no. 4) is a reasim to srant 
ESHA status, not deny iL (Coastal Southwest Dev. Corp. v. 
California Coastal Zone Conservation Com. (1976) .S.S 
Cai.App.3d 525, 538 (construing the predecessor Coastal Zone 
Preservation Act. former f 27000 et eq.).) The findi111 that 
ESHA status would restrK:t development mainly to scientific 
study (no. 5) adds nothing; the Act demands that protection u 
an overriding policy (f 30240, subcl. (a)). FmaUy, givin1 
ESHA status only to areas havin& rae or endanaered plant 
species (finding no. 8) ipores the pygmy forest habitat itself 
as rare or valuable. 
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Irr. Capital Case. Court Must~ 
IM/fta#le :wist4IIU Cfllim ~ftu 


'lltUWaifiiDu SenteneinJJ 'TT'G1&St:1ipt Is !FtJfUJ 


Citeas93Daii)'JoumaiD.A.R. 790 


SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED srATES 


WILBURN DOBBS u. WALTER D. ZANT, WAitDEN 


ON PETmON FOR WRI'1' OP CEJmORAJU TO THE UN1T2D 
STATES COURT OF APPEALS I'OR THE ILZVZNTH CIRCUIT 


No. !1"~~. o.cMM Janu17 te, lttl 


pp Ct11UAM. 
The motion of petitiOiler lor leave to proceed in (ormo 


JXW~rU ADd the petition Cor a writ ol certiorari an 
p1Ulted. 


A Geoi'Jia jUJ")' found petitioner Wuburn Dobba pilty 
of murder ADd seAtenceci him to death. In hia &nt 
federal habeu petitioD, petitioDer claimed, illU,. alia, lbat 
he received ineffective o.aaiatance from hia court-appoiDied 
co\IAHI at aentencini. The Dlatrict Court ..-jec:tec:l thia 
claim after holdia; an evidaatiary hearinr. Becauae a 
tranacript of the cloamr arcumaDta made at aeotucmc 
wu, by the State'e rapnamtatioD, uDavailable, th. --~ 
Diatrict Court relied on Ule teetimOD)' of petitiOGer'a ~ 
eoUDHl rccardiar the content oC hia cloeiAr aqument. to 
&lei that counael had rcndcrcd effective Maiat&Dc:e. Civ. 
Action No. ~247 (NO Ga., J-. 13, 1984), p. 24. The 
Coun of Appen.la Cor the Elevco&h Circuit al!lnnec:l, &lao 
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ARTICLE 1 


CREATION, MEMBERSHIP OF COMMISSION AND 
REGIONAL COMMISSION 


Section 30300. 


There is in the Resources Agency the Ca11forn1a Coastal Commission. 


(Amended by Ch. 676, Stat's. 1980.) 
(Amended by Ch. 1173. Stats. 1981.) 


Section 30JQ1. 


The c:orrvnission shall consist of the ·follo'w'1ng 15 members: 


(a) The Secretary of the Resources Agency. 


(b) The Se\retary of the Business and Transportation Agency. 


(c) The Chairperson of the State Lands Commission. 


<d> Six representatives of the public from the state at large. The 
Governor. the Senate Committee on Rules, and the Speaker of the Assembly 
shall each appoint two of these members. 


(e) Stx representatives selected from six coastal regions. The 
Governor shall select one member from the north coast region and one 
member from the south central coast region. The Speaker of the Assembly 
shall select one member from the central coast re~ion and one member 
from the San Diego coast region. The Senate Committee on Rules shall 
select one member from the north central coast region and one member 
from the south coast region. For purposes of this d1v1s1on, these 
regions are defined as follows: 


(1) The north coast region consists of the Counties of Del Norte, 
Humboldt, and Mendocino. 


(2) The north central coast region consists of the Counties of . 
Sonoma and Marin and the City and County of San Francisco. 


(3) The central coast region consists of the Counties of San Mateo, 
Santa Cruz. and Monterey. 


(4) The south central coast region consists of the Counties of San 
Luis Obispo, Santa .Barbara, and Ventura. 


(5) The south coast region consists of the Counties of Los Angeles 
and Orange. 


(6) The San Diego region consists of the County of San Diego. 


(Amended by Ch. 1087, Stats. 1980.) 
( A~nded by Ch . 285 , Stats. 1991 . ) · 
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Section 30301 .~. 


(a) The appointments of the Governor, the Senate Committee on Rules, and 
the Speaker of the Assembly, pursuant to subd1v1s1on (e) of Sect1on 30301, 
shall be made as prescribed in this section. The boards of supervisors and city 
selection committee of each county within the region shall nominate supervisors 
or council members who res1de 1n the region from which the Governor, the Senate 
Committee on Rules, or the Speaker of the Assembly shall appoint a replacement. 
In regions composed of three counties, the boards of supervisors and the city 
selection committee in each county w1th1n the region shall each nominate one or 
more supervisors or council members. In regions composed of two counties, tha 
boards of super~isors and the city selection committee in each county w1th1n 
the region shall each nominate not less than two· supervisors and two council 
members. In regions composed of one county, the bo~rd of supervisors and city 
selection committee 1n the county shall nominate not less than three 
supervisors and three council members. Immediately upon selecting the nominees, 
the board of supervisors and c1ty selection committee shall send the names of 
the nominees to either the Governor, the Senate Committee on Rules, or the 
Speaker of the Assembly, whoever will appoint the replacement. 


(b) Within 30 days after receiving the names of the nominees pursuant to 
subdivision (a), the Governor, the SpeaKer of the Assembly, or the Senate 
Committee on Rules, whoever will appoint the replacement, shall e1ther appoint 
one of the nominees or notify the boards of supervisors and city selection 
committees within the region that none of the nominees are acceptable and 
request the boards of supervisors and city selection committees to make 
additional nominees. Within 60 days after receipt of a notice rejecting al .l the 
nominees. the boards of superv1sors and city selection committees within the 
region shall nominate and send to the appointing authority additional nominees 
pursuant to subdivision (a). Upon receipt of the names of the nominees, the 
appointing authority shall appoint one of the nominees. 


(Amended by Ch. 285, Stats. 1991.) 


Section 30301.5. 


Members of the commission serving under subdivision <a>, (b), or <c> of 
Section 30301 shall be nonvoting members and may appoint a designee to serve at 
his or her pleasure who shall have all the powers and duties of the member 
pursuant to this division. 


(Amended by Ch. 285, Stafs. 1991.) 


Section 30302. 


(Repealed by Ch. 1173. Stats. 1981.) 


Sectjon 30303. 


<Repealed by Ch. 1173, Stat~. 1981.) 


Se,t1Qn. 30304. 


Any member of the commission may, subject to the conf1rmation of his or 
her appointing power, appo1 nt a'n a 1 ternate member to represent him or her at 
any commission meeting. An alternate may serve prior to confirmation for a 


- 55 -







period not to exceed 90 days from the date of appointment unless and until 
confirmation is specifically refused. The alternate shall serve at the pleasure 
of the member who appointed him or her and shall have all the powers and duti~s 
as a member of the commission, except that the alt&rnate shall only participate 
and vote in meetings in the absence of the member who appointed him or her. 


All provisions of law relat1ng to conflicts of interest that are applicable 
to a member shall apply to an alternate member. Whenever a member has, or 1s 
known to have, a conflict of interest on any matter, the memb&r's alternate 1s 
not e~igible to vote on ~hat matter. 


(Amended by Ch. 879, Stats. 1978.) 
(Amended -by Ch. 285, Stats. 1991.) 


Section 30304.5. 


(Repealed by Ch. 265, Stats. 1991.) 


Sect1on 30305. 


Except as otherwise provided in th1s division, the comm1ss1on shall 
succeed to any and all obligations, powers, duties, respons1b111t1es, benefits, 
or legal 1nterests of regional coastal commissions wh1ch existed prior to 
July 1. 1981. · 


(Former Section 30305 was repealed by Ch. 1173. Stats. 198fi current sect1on 
30305 was added by Ch. 1173, Stats. 1981.) 
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ARTICLE 2 


QUALIFICATIONS AND ORGANIZATION 


SJ~t1oo 3Q3JQ. 


<a> It 1s the intent of the Legislature to provide, to the maximum extent 
possible, for a smooth transition and continuity between the coastal program 
established by the California Coastal Zone Cons.ervat1on Act of 1972 <corrvnenc1ng 
with Section 27000) and this d1v1sion. Except with respect to appointments 
made pursuant to subd1v1s1on (e) of Sect1on 30301, at least one-half of each of 
the commission and regional commission member appointments by the Governor, the 
Senate Rules Committee. and .the Speaker of the Assembly shall · be persons who on 
November 30, 1976, were serving as members of the California Coastal Zone 
Conservation Commission or regional coastal zone conservation commissions 
established by the Ca11forn1a Coastal Zone Conservation Act of 1972 (commencing 
with Sec~ion 27000), unless such persons are not available for such appointment. 


<b> In making their appointments pursuant to this division, the Governor, 
the Senate Rules Committee, and the Speaker of the Assembly shall make good 
faith efforts to assure that their appointments, as a whole, reflect, to the 
greatest extent feasible, the economic, social, and geographic diversity of the 
state. 


Section 30310.5. 


No provision of th1s divis1on or any other law, including any doctrine of 
common law, shall preclude or prevent the appo1ntment, as a public member, to 
the commission of any person who 1s not a locally elected official. 


<Added by Ch. 1075, Stats. 1978.) 
(Amended by Ch. 285, Stats. 1991.) 


S~cti on 3031 1. 


(Repealed by Ch. 1173, Stats. 1981.) 


Sect1on 30312. 


The terms of the office of commission members shall be as follows: 


(a) Any person qualified for membership because he or she holds a 
specified office as a locally elected official shall serve at the pleasure of 
his or her selecting or appo1nt1ng authority. However, the membership shall 
cease 60 days after his or her term of office as a locally elected off1c1al 
ceases, or when a person has been appointed to f111 that position by the 
appropriate appointing authority, if that occurs sooner . 


(b) Any member appointed by the Governor, the Senate Rules Committee, or 
the Speaker of the Assembly shall serve for two years at the pleasure of their 
appointing power, provided that the members may continue to serve beyond the 
two-year term until their appointing power has acted and the appointee is . 


. . 
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authorized to sit and serve on the commission. These members may be 
reappointed for succeeding two-year periods. 


(Amended by Ch. 380 and Ch. 1075, Stats 1978,) 
(Amended by Ch. 1469, Stats. 1982.) 


Section 30313 


(a) Vacancies that occur shall be f111ed within 30 days after the 
occurrence of the vacancy, and shall be filled 1n the same manner in which the 
vacating member was se1etted or appointed. 


(b) The executive director of the commission shall notify the appropriate 
appointing authority of any expected vacancies on the comm1ss1on. If the 
expected vacancy is a person qualified for membership because he or she holds a 
specified office as a locally elected official. vhose term of office as a 
locally elected official is expected to exp1re or has expired, then the 
appointing authority shall notify the boards of superv1sors and city selection 
committees of each county w1th1n the affected region of the expe,ted vacancy. 


(Amended by Ch. 1469, Stats. 1982.) 


se,t1on 30314. 


Except as provided in this section, members or alternates of the 
commission sha11 serve without compensation but shall be reimbursed for actual 
and necessary expenses incurred in the performance of their dut1es to the 
extent that reimbursement for those expenses 1s not otherwise provided or 
payable by another public agency or agencies, and shall receive fifty dollars 
($50) for each full day of attending meetings of the commission. In add1t1on, 
members or alternates of the commiss1on shall receive twelve dollars and fifty 
cents ($12.50) for each hour actually spent in preparation for a commission 
meeting; provided. however, that for each meet1ng no more than eight hours of 
preparation time shall be compensated as prov1ded herein. 


An alternate shall be entitled to payment and reimbursement for the 
necessary expenses incurred in participating in commission meetings; provided, 
however, that only the member or h1s or her a1ternate shall receive that 
payment and reimbursement, and if both the member and alternate prepare for, 
attend, and participate 1n any portion of a commission meeting, only the 
alternate shall be entitled to that payment and reimbursement. 


For the purposes of "this section, "full day of attending a meeting" means 
presence at. and participat1on 1n, not less than 60 percent of the total 
meeting time of the commission dur1ng any particular 24-hour period. 


<Amended by Ch. 1075, Stats. 1978.) 
(Amended by Ch. 462, Stats. 1986.) 
<Amended by Ch. 285, Stats. 1991.> 
(PLEASE NOTE: In 1986 SectiQn 11564.5 was added to the Government Code to 
increase per diem rates for members of all boards, commissions •. or committees 
to one hundred dollars ($100) per day.) 


Sect1on~30315. 


The commission · shall meet if~ least once a month at a place conven1ent to · 
the public. All meetings of the commission shall be open to the public. 
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A majority of the total appointed membership of the commission shall 
constitute a quorum. Any action taken by the commission under this division 
requires a majority vote of the members present at the meeting of the 
commission. with a quorum being present, unless other~1se spec1fically provided 
for in this division. 


(Amended by Ch. 919, Stats. 1979.) 
(Amended by Ch. 1087, Stats. 1980.) 
(Amended by Ch. 43, Stats. 1982.> 


Section 303]5.1. 


Adoption of f1nd1ngs for any action taken by the commission raqu1rgs a 
majority vote of the members from the prevailing side present at the meeting of 
the commission, with a least three of the prevailing members present and voting. 


(Added by Ch. 1469, Stats. 1982.) 


Settion 30316. 


The commission and each regional commission shall olect a chairperson and 
vice chairperson from among its members. 


(Amended by Ch. 285, Stats. 1991) 


S~ct1on 30317. · 


The headquarters of the commission shall be in a coastal county, but it 
may meet and may exercise any or a11 of its powers in any part of the state. 
The commission may ma1ntain reg1onal offices, 1f 1t f1nds that accessibility 
to. and participat1on by, th& public w111 be better served or that the 
prov1s1ons of this division can be implemented more efficiently through the 
ma1ntenance of those offices. 


(Amended by Ch. 285, Stats. 1991 .) 


Section 30318. 


Nothing in this d1v1s1on shall preclude or prevent any member or employee 
of the commission who is also an employee of another public agency, a county 
supervisor or city councilperson, ·member of the Association of Bay Area 
Governments, member of the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments, 
delegate to the Southern California Association of Governments, or member of 
the San Diego Comprehens1ve Planning Organ1zat1on, and who has in that 
designated capacity voted or acted upon a particular matter, from voting or 
otherwise acting upon that matter as a member or employee of the commission. 
Nothing 1n this section shall exempt any such member or employee of the 
commission from any other prov1s1on of this article. 


(Amended by Ch. 285, Stats. J991.) 


Section 30~)9. 


Any person applying to the commission for approval of a development permit 
shall provide the commission wjth the names and addresses of all persons who, 
for compensation, will be communicating with the commission or commission staff 
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on their behalf. Full d1sclosure of the names and addresses must be provided to 
the commission prior to any communication on behalf of the project proponents. 
Failure to comply with this disclosure requirement is a misdemeanor and, upon 
conv1ct1on, the person shall be punished by a fine of five thousand dollars 
($5,000) or 1mpr1sonment in the county jail not exceeding s1x months, and, in 
add1t1o·n, shall be subject to immediate denial of the permit. 


(Added by Ch. 1114, Stats. 1992.) 


Section 30319.~. 


An applicant whose -permit is denied due to his or her failure to comply 
with Section 30319 may not apply to the commission for approval of an identical 
or similar project for two years from the date of the permit denial. 


(Added ~Y Ch. 1114, Stats. 1992.) 
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·State of California 


Department of Justice 
110 West A Street, Suite 700 
San D1ego, CA 92101 


Jamee Jordan Patterson 
Deputy Attorney General 


(619) 237-6050 
A TSS 631-6050 
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DALL & ASSOCIATES ~ns'd ... ~--·-· 
6700 FREEPORT BOULEVARD I SUITE 206 I SACRAMENtO, CALIFORNIA 95822 USA I TEL 916.392.0282 


FAX 916.392.0462 


TO/AN: 


FROivi/VON: 
SUBJECT/BETREFF: 


PAGES/SEITEN: 
DATE/DATD"'M: 
ATTACI-H·1ENT (S) /BEILAGEN: 
OUR FILE: 


Dear J'·1E". . T8rry: 


M E M 0 R A N D U M 


Ms. Barbara Terry 
Office of the Hon. Leon Williams 
Norbert H. Dall 
Cornrnuni::::ation with Coastal Commissioner 
Disclosu~e Form (Example) 


3 
January 21, 1993 
Copies of Disclosure Form 
CCCC'OJI193.GEN 


It was a pleasure to spe3k with you today and, 
congratulations to Leon on his appointment to 
Commission. 


once again, 
the Coastal 


As per our conversation, I faxed you a copy of our firm's 
standard form by which we keep track of communications with 
Coastal Commissioners under the ne\"1 1~\"l. Although 'l...re did not 
discuss any substant :~e matters pending before the Coastal 
Cc·trlntission, and theref'(·re. the naw l::tw does not req-..1ire di scJ o:.ure 
of tt-!.:. communicat.i.or, to k e ep i i.:. i .~om beinq "sx pe:n. te;:, I d!h 


~nclosing thr~ Co~·.1r.i ;:;s ..;. ":rr.. er • G ( y 8l l 0\\' pape:.:-) .::-.ard c:::::p:l of -;·Th::-::. I 
faxed both as an example a nd as a record for your files. We send 
a third (pink) cop~· t-::> Co ::!sti1 l Cm,nni s sicn s t aff to ccmpJ eba tnc 
procedure according to the new !aw. 


From a conversation wj th Coastal Com.:nission deputy chief 
counsel Dorothy Dick ey, I understand t~at ahe will be s ending y~1 
the complete package of disclosure information prepared by her 
office, including the disclosu~e fcrm that Leon is req~ired to 
complete and fil~ with respect to substantive communications 
covered by the law. 


My partner Steph anie Dall and I look forward to meeting you 
in person the next time we're in San Diego. 


~crdially , 


NHD : I::<. 31~). h lbtn:::t . 2 l j 
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DALL & ASSOCIATES 
6700 Freeport Blvd., Suite 206 
Sacramento, CA 95822 USA 
Tel.: 916.392.0282 
Fax: 916.392.0462 


FORM FOR DISCLOSURE OF COMMUNICATION WITH A COASTAL COMMISSIONER 


Name or description of matter: Appointment of Commissioner. Procedures 
(Permit, Port Master Plan Amendment, etc.) 


Name of person ( s) initiating the communication: Norbert H. Da 11 


Name of Coastal Commissioner(s) v~ 
receiving the communication: Ms. Barbara Terry, AA to Ron. Leon Williams 


Date and time of the communication: Jan. 21, 1993, 10:15 AM PST 


Length of the communication: c. 6 minutes 


Manner of the communication: Telephone call -=X __ Letter 
Facsimile Video ---


Other: ______________________________ __ 


Was the communication limited to procedural issues? YES_K_ NO 


If NO, was the entire communication already contained in 
a letter or other document that has already been sent 
to the staff of the California Coastal Commission? YES NO 


If YES, provide the name of 
the letter or other document: NA ----------------------------------------
Describe the contents of the communication: Congratulation of Mr. Williams 


on his appointment by Speaker to CCC. Mr. Williams on way back from Washington DC; 


left message. NHD advised Ms. Terry of Dall&Associates procedures re disclosure 


of communications with Coastal Commissioners; brief discussion of CCC legal staff-


recommended procedures and forms; identification of responsible CCC staff. 


Time and date on which a copy of this Form was sent to the Coastal 
Commissioner with whom the communication occurred: 1500 PSf, Jan. 21, 1993 


January 21, 1993 
Date 


our file: c""CC v ;</'i]. 6£ -0 







Our mailings to coastal Commissioners on matters pertaining to 
scheduled permit, Local Coastal Program, Port Master Plan, and 
similar items contain the following note on the envelope to 
advise Coastal Commissioners of their distribution: 


INDENTICAL COPIES SENT TO 
. OOASTAL COMMISSIONERS AND STAFF 





