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the actual cost of providing water by that district. Because each of the five public water purveyors
in the Ukiah Valley have developed their own infrastructures and water sources, the actual costs
of providing water vary somewhat by water purveyor. Accordingly, the requirements of
Proposition 218 may preclude implementation of a common baseline and tiered water charge rate
among the five public water purveyors.

The UVAP needs an updated analysis to determine how the Reasonable and Prudent
Alternative (RPA) of the Potter Valley Project (PVP) affects supply deficiencies in dry and
critically dry years

Concur. However, as noted in the Water Supply Assessment for the UVAP, the analysis should
be expanded to among other things include the potential impacts of the Russian River RPA. This
analysis — a sustainable yield analysis of the Lake Mendocino water supply — could be conducted
as part of the forthcoming State Water Resources Control Board hearings for the proposed
modification of Water Right Decision 1610 — which allocates the Lake Mendocino water supply
among Sonoma, Mendocino and instream uses (The Sonoma County Water Agency has
petitioned the State Water Resources Control Board to modify the instream flow requirements
currently specified by Water Right Decision 1610, so that the instream flow requirements
specified by Water Right Decision 1610 are consistent with those of the Russian River RPA.
These water right hearings are scheduled to begin within the next two years, if not sooner). If
not conducted as a part of the forthcoming water right hearings for Water Right Decision 1610,
the sustainable yield analysis could be conducted as a part of or in concert with the on going
United States Army Corps of Engineers Coyote Dam Feasibility Investigation.

SBx 77 (the conservation and reduction of domestic water use by 20%) should be applied
to all water districts, not just the City of Ukiah

Concur. The five public water purveyors in the Ukiah Valley share a common water source — the
Russian River — and given the relatively small size and close proximity of all five water purveyors,
public outreach and the implementation of water conservation measures, such as those imposed
by SBx 77, would most likely be more efficient and effective if the requirements were consistent
among the five public water purveyors. Furthermore, implementation of the SBx 77 water
conservation mandates would lessen the need to develop new water supplies for future growth

Stricter regulations on water use domestically would drastically reduce water use

Concur. As discussed in the Water Supply Assessment for the UVAP, approximately 75 percent
of the potable water produced by the five public water purveyors in the Ukiah Valley —
approximately 5,700 acre-feet in a “normal” year — is used for residential purposes, with roughly
half of that total being used for outdoor — primarily landscaping — purposes. Compliance with SBx
77 will require a 20 percent reduction in water use, which would save approximately 1,140 acre-
feet of water that is currently used for residential purposes.

Beware of the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) changing the definition of
underflow

Concur. The definition of underflow is relatively vague and open to interpretation. As noted in the
Water Supply Assessment for the UVAP, within recent years the State Water Resources Control
Board has asserted that all of the groundwater in the Ukiah Valley, including groundwater
associated with the deeply underlying Continental Basin geologic deposits, is underflow. While it
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is clear from the available data that there are locations and times where underflow occurs, the
available data are arguably insufficient to support the contention that virtually all groundwater in
the Ukiah Valley is by definition underflow — unless the definition of underflow is expanded to
include waters moving through porous media at extremely slow rates.

As noted in the Water Supply Assessment for the UVAP, a regulatory determination that all
groundwater in the Ukiah Valley is underflow could create considerable uncertainty, not only with
regard to the availability of the region’s groundwater supply, but the surface water supply as well,
which could in turn have significant economic consequences for the Ukiah Valley and the County
as a whole

Recommended Action:

That the Board of Supervisors review the staff responses to Board questions regarding the Draft UVAP,
take public comment, provide direction to staff regarding final Plan land use and text revisions, and
continue the hearing to a date certain in late July or early August for final action.

*Note: With respect to reviewing possible land use changes, the BOS should refer to the table titled
“Comparison of Land Use Differences Between the 2010 UVAP Alternatives” in order to select the
preferred combination of land use changes to be considered as part of the UVAP adoption. The BOS can
select any of the alternatives listed in the table, as well as a hybrid of land use choices contained in the
various alternatives.

Attachment:
e UVAP Table titled “Comparison of Land Use Differences Between the Alternatives”
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Response to Ukiah Water Commons Comments

a)

b)

c)

Support the modified storage regime used in 2010 for Lake Mendocino. It increases storage,
coincides with Chinook Salmon timing, and has less negative economic impacts to the existing
recreational facilities than raising the dam.

Concur. As discussed in the Water Supply Assessment for the UVAP, at the conclusion
of the flood control season Lake Mendocino is allowed to partially refill, assuming there is
sufficient runoff to do so, and storage is increased, historically to a maximum capacity of
approximately 91,000 acre-feet. However, a provision of the existing reservoir operations
criteria, which was exercised for the first time in 2010, allows for the storage of up to 116,000
acre-feet for water supply purposes in the summer and fall.

Lake Mendocino is owned by the United States Army Corps of Engineers, who operate
the facility for flood control purposes during the rainy season, while the Sonoma County Water
Agency assumes operations for water supply purposes in the spring, summer and early fall.
Mendocino County, although not in a position to dictate reservoir operations, can encourage
and support the efforts by the Sonoma County Water Agency and United States Army Corps of
Engineers to maximize Lake Mendocino storage in the spring.

Create consistency between water districts by implementing a single baseline and tiered rate
system across Ukiah Valley that reflects the true cost of water

Concur. A common baseline and tiered water charge rate among the five public water
purveyors in the Ukiah Valley would among other things, potentially simplify implementation of
water conservation mandates and other regional water management actions. However, the
water charge rates that a water district can impose must be consistent with Proposition 218 and
reflect the actual cost of providing water by that district. Because each of the five public water
purveyors in the Ukiah Valley have developed their own infrastructures and water sources, the
actual costs of providing water vary somewhat by water purveyor. Accordingly, the
requirements of Proposition 218 may preclude implementation of a common baseline and
tiered water charge rate among the five public water purveyors.

The UVA needs an updated analysis to determine how the Reasonable and Prudent
Alternative (RPA) of the Potter Valley Project (PVP) affects supply deficiencies in dry and
critically dry years

As noted in the Water Supply Assessment for the UVAP, the analysis should be
expanded to among other things include the potential impacts of the Russian River RPA. This
analysis — a sustainable yield analysis of the Lake Mendocino water supply — could be conducted
as part of the forthcoming State Water Resources Control Board hearings for the proposed
modification of Water Right Decision 1610 — which allocates the Lake Mendocino water supply
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among Sonoma, Mendocino and instream uses (The Sonoma County Water Agency has
petitioned the State Water Resources Control Board to modify the instream flow requirements
currently specified by Water Right Decision 1610, so that the instream flow requirements
specified by Water Right Decision 1610 are consistent with those of the Russian River RPA. These
water right hearings are scheduled to begin within the next two years, if not sooner). If not
conducted as a part of the forthcoming water right hearings for Water Right Decision 1610, the
sustainable yield analysis could be conducted as a part of or in concert with the on going United
States Army Corps of Engineers Coyote Dam Feasibility Investigation. However this further
analysis is accomplished, when individual development projects come forward, project-specific
environmental analysis will be required to address the water supply issue and demonstrate
sufficient water availability for the project.

SBx 77 (the conservation and reduction of domestic water use by 20%) should be applied to all
water districts, not just the City of Ukiah

Concur. The five public water purveyors in the Ukiah Valley share a common water
source — the Russian River — and given the relatively small size and close proximity of all five
water purveyors, public outreach and the implementation of water conservation measures, such
as those imposed by SBx 77, would most likely be more efficient and effective if the
requirements were consistent among the five public water purveyors. Furthermore,
implementation of the SBx 77 water conservation mandates would lessen the need to develop
new water supplies for future growth

Stricter regulations on water use domestically would drastically reduce water use

Concur. As discussed in the Water Supply Assessment for the UVAP, approximately 75
percent of the potable water produced by the five public water purveyors in the Ukiah Valley —
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approximately 5,700 acre-feet in a “normal” year — is used for residential purposes, with roughly
half of that total being used for outdoor — primarily landscaping — purposes. Compliance with
SBx 77 will require a 20 percent reduction in water use, which would save approximately 1,140

acre-feet of water that is currently used for residential purposes.

Beware of the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) changing the definition of
underflow

Concur. The definition of underflow is relatively vague and open to interpretation. As
noted in the Water Supply Assessment for the UVAP, within recent years the State Water
Resources Control Board has asserted that all of the groundwater in the Ukiah Valley, including
groundwater associated with the deeply underlying Continental Basin geologic deposits, is
underflow. While it is clear from the available data that there are locations and times where



underflow occurs, the available data are arguably insufficient to support the contention that
virtually all groundwater in the Ukiah Valley is by definition underflow — unless the definition of
underflow is expanded to include waters moving through porous media at extremely slow rates.

As noted in the Water Supply Assessment for the UVAP, a regulatory determination that
all groundwater in the Ukiah Valley is underflow could create considerable uncertainty, not only
with regard to the availability of the region’s groundwater supply, but the surface water supply
as well, which could in turn have significant economic consequences for the Ukiah Valley and
the County as a whole. As stated above, when individual development projects come forward,
project-specific environmental analysis will be required to address the water supply issue and
demonstrate sufficient water availability for the project.
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BOARD Ofo
SUPERVISORS

June 7, 2011

Mendocino County Board of Supervisors
501 Low Gap Road
Ukiah, CA 95482

RE: Ukiah Valley Area Plan

Dear Supervisors Kendall Smith, Dan Hamburg, John McCowen, Carre Brown, and John
Pinches,

On behalf of Friends of Gibson Creek, thank you for the opportunity to respond publicly
to the hearing held on the Ukiah Valley Area Plan on May 17, 2011. Friends of Gibson
Creek requests that you retain the implementation measures in Section 9 Open Space
and Conservation, (Pages12 and13),

OC1.1c Riparian System Management Plan,

OC1.1d Management Plan Implementation and

0OC1.2b Minimum Riverbed Elevation

In a department memo to the Mendocinc County Planning Commission, dated April 7,
2011, planning staff recommended deleting the implementation measures OC1.1¢,
0OC1.1d and OC1.2b from the Ukiah Valley Area Plan document.

The deletions are destructive to the riparian ecosystem and are in conflict with the
General Plan. Fortunately, the Planning Commission did not act on staff's
recommendations to impair and increase habitat loss for anadromous fish from the
negative impacts future development effects on riparian areas.

In the staff memao the rationale cited for eliminating these three measures is due to the
lack of expertise in this area and budget concerns. The memo states that due to the
scientific-based study that requires technical expertise the measures are beyond county
staff capability. Additional reasoning for eliminating these sections in the UVAP is a
concern for setting up a management entity and the on-going funding source necessary
to implement riparian protection. Apparently riparian protection is too daunting a task
and requires being “passed off’ to the Russian River Flood Control and Water
Conservation Improvement District.

This begs the question, “As to whether these tasks are something that Russian River
Flood Control and Water Conservation Improvement District are willing and able to
manage and fund for the citizens of Mendocino County?”
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‘The new General Plan promotes responsible development projects that enhance and
protect the environment for the future, given the County's past track record of supporting
development interests over environmental concerns. Should riparian protection
measures be removed, the UVAP becomes extremely disappointing. Rather than
supporting the policies and measures contained within the General Plan, it reveals to the
public that the intention of the County Planning Department is to wiggle out of a an
important environmental protection and riparian enhancement in the Ukiah Valiey.

Below are the staff recommendations for deleting UVAP riparian policy/
implementation actions and how they are inconsistent with General Plan
policy/actions:

1. Delete UVAP OC1.1c Riparian System Management Plan, Develop,
implement and maintain a Riparian System Management Plan and companion design
guidelines that wili inciude:

* Assessment of river conditions (In reach-by-reach segments);

« ldentification of critical areas for preservation (through limited or prohibited
development) and priority segments for restoration:

» Strategies for restoration, maintenance and preservation;

» Description of the specific functions for which each stream or stream reach will be
managed (aguatic habitat preservation/enhancement, flood control, storm water
management, groundwater recharge, recreation, etc.).

» Identification of opportunities to cultivate and use native plant species that are
culturally significant to local Native American Tribes in planned restoration projects;

= Identification of potential projects and locations for public access and recreational
greenways,; and

» Design guidelines for projects proposed within the defined river corridor planning
area. '

In contrast to the UVAP, the Mendocino County General Pian, (Page 4-34, Policy RM-1)
Water Resources states:

“Protect stream corridors and associated riparian habitat.”

Action ltem RM-1.1, “Require adequate buffers for all projects potentially impacting
stream corridors and/or their associated riparian habitat.”

2. Delete UVAP OC1.1d Management Plan Implementation, Decide how
implementation of these functions will occur. Either:

» Retain access to riparian corridors; or

* Assign the responsibility for implementing the Riparian Systems Management Plan,
perhabs by way of use permits, to private landowners seeking to develop within or
adjacent to designated riparian corridors; and

* In either case, identify a peremanent source of funding in the Riparian Systems
Management Plan.



In contrast, (Policy RM-4.1} of the General Plan states:

“Develop a Riparian Systems Management Plan to facilitate coordination and
cooperation between organizations and individuals responsible for the diverse functions,
flood control, storm water management, groundwater stewardship, aquatic habitat
protection/enhancement occuring in watersheds throughout the county.”

Further, the General Plan (Policy RM 28) Chapter 4, Biology and Ecology Resources of
(Page 4-37) reads:

“All discretionary public and private projects that identify special status species in a
biological resources evaluation shaill avoid impacts to special-status species and their
habitat to the maximum extent feasible. Where impacts cannot be avoided, projects
shall include the implementation of site-specific or project specific effective mitigation
strategies deveioped by a qualified profession in consultation with state or federal
resource agencies with jurisdiction including, but not limited to, the following strategies:
» Preservation of habitat and connectivity of adequate size, quality, and configuration
to support the special-status species. Connectivity shall be determined based on the
specifics of the species’ needs.
+ Assessing existing surface water resources, including water quality and instream
flows.
Creating a centralized database of water related permits.
o Creating a centralized source of information about water-related programs.
+ ldentifying County departments and personnel who will work with state and federal
agencies on water issues.”

3. Delete OC1.2b Minimum Riverbed Elevation, Establish a minimum vital
riverbed elevation above mean sea level in the Ukiah Valley in cooperation with property
owners, the Russian River Flood Control and Water Conservation Improvement District,
trustee agencies and other responsible agencies.

In contrast, the General Plan Policy RM-5 (Page 4-34) states,

“Promote and encourage land use activities that maintain or improve channel! elevation
and banks for rivers and streams in the county. “

One wonders why craft a memao to the Planning Commission with no references to the
General Plan and using minimal justification for deleting riparian protections and then
recommend that the commission support these significant changes when the rationale
for doing so conflicts with what'’s in the General Plan? Whether the reason for eliminating
_protections are for the sake of efficiency, higher profits for the developer, or simply poor
judgement, it would be a costly public policy misstep for the County. The elimination of
implementation measures for protecting federally threatened species due to funding and
staffing restraints could easily be interpreted that the County is authorizing an uniawful
“taking”.



The Friends of Gibson Creek strongly urges this Board to retain the riparian
implementation measures in the Ukiah Valley Area Plan. These measures guard
against the negative impacts future development projects may cause to anadromous fish
and other special-status species listed in the General Plan (Pages 4-25, 4-26).

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this important policy document.

Sincerely,

Linda Sanders
Friends of Gibson Creek
PO Box 1631

Ukiah, CA 95482
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MENDOCINO COUNTY MEMORANDUM

DATE: May 17, 2011
TO: Board of Supervisors
FROM: Planning and Building Services

SUBJECT: Review-Comment-Recommendations regarding the Draft 2007 Ukiah
Valley Area Plan (UVAP).

Purpose:

The purpose of the public hearing on May 17, 2011 is to provide the Board of Supervisors, the
public, and agencies the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft 2007 Ukiah Valley Area
Plan (UVAP) tentatively approved by the Board of Supervisors in 2007. The Board is being
asked to review the goals and policies of the draft Plan, listen to public comment regarding the
draft Plan, and begin discussion on the land use alternatives and possible land use changes
deemed appropriate.

Background:

The County proposes to adopt the 2007 Ukiah Valley Area Plan (UVAP) as an element of the
Mendocino County General Plan. The draft UVAP approved by the Board of Supervisors as “the
project” pursuant to CEQA includes Open Space & Conservation, Historic & Archaeological
Resources, Health & Safety, Parks & Recreation, Community Design, Circulation &
Transportation, Water Management, Energy & Air Quality, and Land Use Elements. Noise and
Housing Elements are not included, but are part of the County’s General Plan and will apply to
the UVAP planning area. The project and project alternatives are addressed in the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). It is anticipated that revisions to the Draft UVAP may
result from the EIR review and certification process.

The UVAP plan area is coterminous with the Planning Area for the City of Ukiah as shown in the
City's adopted General Plan (December 1995). The City’s General Plan includes land use
classifications and policies that would apply to portions of the Planning Area if it were annexed
to the City. In 1992, at the City's request, the County Board of Supervisors made a commitment
to consider the City's General Plan (once adopted) as an "area plan" for the entire Ukiah Valley.

In 1998, the Board of Supervisors directed County planning staff to revise the unincorporated
portion of the City's General Plan as the draft Ukiah Valley Area Plan to provide increased
County perspective and greater consistency with the existing County General Plan. In January
2000, the County Planning Commission held the first public hearing on possible adoption of the
City of Ukiah's General Plan land use as an area plan for the Ukiah Valley. Over the next two
years the Planning Commission, with input from the public, made a number of modifications to
the land use classifications, policies, and implementation measures to develop an area plan that
provided a County perspective on land use as well as increased consistency between the area
plan and other planning policies and documents, including the County's General Plan.

Mendocino County Planning and Building Services < 501 Low Gap Road, Room 1440, Ukiah, CA 95482
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In 2005, the County proposed adoption of the Draft 2002 UVAP. A Draft EIR was prepared on
that plan and circulated for public review in July 2005. After receipt of public comments on the
Draft EIR, the County determined that revisions to the draft plan were needed to address the
public concerns. Accordingly, a new draft plan was developed — the Draft 2007 UVAP. ltis
important to note that the Draft 2007 UVAP has been updated by County staff to include
information from the Water Assessment completed in 2010. In addition, background and
supportive text was added to the Draft 2007 UVAP in support of goals and policies which were
tentatively approved by the BOS in 2007. The current version of the UVAP is dated December
2010; however, it is in essence the Draft 2007 UVAP.

The following is a summary of previous workshops and meetings held resulting in the current
draft version of the UVAP:

e UVAP Open House (September 25, 2006) was an introductory presentation and meeting
with the plan consultants. Over 100 residents attended and reviewed existing maps and
the 2002 Draft UVAP. They gave initial feedback about their vision for the plan area and
met with County staff who answered questions.

o Eight focus group meetings (October through December 2006) with stakeholder groups
and residents were held. The purpose of these meetings was for County staff to obtain
a first impression of what stakeholders and residents consider to be the assets, issues,
and opportunities of the plan area.

e Community Workshop #1 (November 4, 2006) was a presentation about the plan vision,
opportunities for participation, the planning process, and key planning opportunities and
constraints. Over 125 people attended, and many participated in meetings of break-out
groups to develop input on plan vision, assets, and constraints and opportunities.

¢ A Joint Policy Boards Meeting of the County Planning Commission, County Board of
Supervisors, City of Ukiah Planning Commission, and Ukiah City Council (January 10,
2007) was held to present information on the plan process and constraints and
opportunities. Representatives of the various boards and commissions provided input
into the planning process. This meeting was attended by 15 County officials, 11 City
officials, and about 60 residents.

e Community Workshop #2 (March 10, 2007) was a day-long design exercise which
allowed groups of participants to allocate where new development should occur in the
nine main discussion areas developed for the plan area.

¢ A second Joint Policy Boards Meeting of County and City officials (April 24, 2007) was
held to review a number of issues that had been developed after the previous meetings.
It included a presentation of an economic report prepared for the plan and summaries of
the citizen input from Workshop #2. Potential land use alternatives were presented for
discussion and input from the officials.

e The Board of Supervisors conducted a public meeting (June 26, 2007) to review
potential land use designations for the nine plan discussion areas and to provide
guidance to County staff for developing a range of alternatives to be included in the
Notice of Preparation for an updated/revised EIR.

Mendocino County Planning and Building Services < 501 Low Gap Road, Room 1440, Ukiah, CA 95482
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e An Open House (August 14, 2007) was held to allow residents to review all planning
documents, including the Preliminary Draft of the Goals, Policies, and Implementation
Measures and the three preliminary land use alternatives.

e The Board of Supervisors held a public meeting (August 21, 2007) wherein they
reviewed all preliminary Draft 2007 UVAP materials and selected the “preferred
alternative” as “the project” to be assessed in the EIR. The Board also directed that two
other land use alternatives (Alternatives A and B) be analyzed and compared with “the
project”. It is important to note that “the project/preferred alternative” is the most
aggressive alternative with respect to development potential. The Board of Supervisors
recognized this fact and directed staff to prepare the DEIR on this alternative thereby
assuring that the potential impacts of the “highest intensity development” scenario would
be analyzed thus allowing for the greatest flexibility in selecting the final alternative.

e The EIR Scoping Meeting (November 5, 2007) was held to identify what issues should
be assessed in updated/revised EIR.

Recent Actions:

Subsequent to the Board’s direction, the decision was made to complete a Water Assessment
for the Ukiah Valley. This assessment was/is considered a major component of the UVAP. The
Water Assessment was completed in October of 2010 and has been incorporated into the DEIR.
The Draft 2007 UVAP has been updated by County staff to include information from the
completed Water Assessment. Additionally, PBS staff was directed to complete the 2007
version of the UVAP (which contained only a framework of goals, policies, and a land use map
with selected land use designation change alternatives) into a complete document. This task
has been completed without modifying the BOS direction of 2007. A policy matrix has been
prepared as an attachment to this report which tracks policy renumbering and reformatting
associated with the transition to the 2010 version of the UVAP. In addition, background and
supportive text was added to the Draft 2007 UVAP in support of goals and policies which were
tentatively approved by the BOS in 2007. The latest printed version of the UVAP is dated
December 2010; however, it is in essence the Draft 2007 UVAP.

At the direction of the County, Leonard Charles & Associates (LCA) has prepared a Revised
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) addressing the potential impacts of future
development that would be allowed under the Draft 2007 Ukiah Valley Area Plan (UVAP, as
reformatted and updated in December 2010). The UVAP has a year 2030 planning horizon.
Projections regarding the amount of new development that can be expected over the next 20+
years have been developed as part of preparing the DEIR based on land use classifications,
policies, and implementation measures included in the UVAP. The Planning Commission has
held two public comment hearings regarding the DEIR, as well as a joint meeting with the BOS
to take additional comments on the DEIR.

Planning Commission hearings have been held on both the Draft EIR and the UVAP on the
following dates:

Hearing on the UVAP Draft EIR — February 17, 2011,

Hearing on the UVAP Draft EIR — March 3, 2011,

Joint hearing with the BOS on the UVAP Draft EIR — March 15, 2011,
Hearing on the UVAP Plan — March 17, 2011;

Mendocino County Planning and Building Services < 501 Low Gap Road, Room 1440, Ukiah, CA 95482
(707) 463-4281 <+ FAX (707) 463-5709 <



BOS- 4

Hearing on the UVAP Plan — March 24, 2011; and
Hearing on the UVAP Plan — April 21, 2011.

Public Input:
A summary of key public comments on the UVAP in conjunction with the Planning Commission
review process are as follows:

Mixed-use is essential to smart growth;

Mixed-use is sprawl;

Land use Alternative C (policy only) is the environmentally superior alternative;
Masonite site should remain designated industrial per the recent election;

There is no industrial demand to support keeping Masonite industrial, it should be
designated mixed-use.

Concern over lack of water availability to support growth;

Plan needs to provide locations for multi-family housing to satisfy the Housing Element
settlement agreement;

The Plan needs to provide for jobs, and there is no demand for industrial development;
The *“village” concept should be utilized to facilitate pedestrian linkages and reduced use
of automobiles; and

Ukiah Valley has existing villages at Talmage, Calpella and the Forks. This is where
development should be located.

UVAP - Summary of Key Points:
A. First and foremost, the UVAP is considered a policy document with a 20 year planning

horizon.

Discussion: The stated goals of the 2007 UVAP are:
Goal LUl: Create compact, mixed-use, and well-balanced communities that can achieve

this plan’s principles of sustainability.

Goal LU2:  Promote compatible land uses adjacent to important transportation facilities

and protect against incompatible ones.

Goal LU3:  Consider the needs of education providers in the planning and project review

process.

Goal LU4:  Manage future growth to ensure that essential support infrastructure is in

place prior to development.

Goal LU5:  Recognize that the Ukiah Valley is one community, and foster collaborative

decision-making between County and City Agencies.

Goal LU6: Create a business development strategy that emphasizes local ownership

and/or adds value to local goods or services that re-circulates money within
the community.

Goal LU7:  Ensure that there is an ongoing process of community involvement for the

purposes of providing input and monitoring the success of the Ukiah Valley
Area Plan.

To realize these goals, the County has proposed land use designations within the plan area
so that future land use will be consistent with the goals and policies of other plan elements.
The Land Use and Community Development Section provides land use designations to
ensure that future development within the plan area preserves open space and agriculture;

Mendocino County Planning and Building Services < 501 Low Gap Road, Room 1440, Ukiah, CA 95482
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conserves natural resources; provides adequate park facilities; is consistent with available
roads and infrastructure; is safe; and maintains the beauty of the area. The Land Use
Section promotes economic sustainability and revenue sharing with the City in order to
develop an equitable revenue sharing agreement to facilitate economic development,
efficient resource use and resource protection, throughout the Ukiah Valley. The UVAP
includes provisions for a growth management plan and would allow new development
entitlements only if adequate infrastructure and services are available to serve that
development.

In preparing the Land Use and Community Development Section, the County concentrated
on developing appropriate land use classification for nine areas (called "discussion areas" in
the planning process) where most new development could be located. The DEIR describes
the acreage of development potential for those nine areas as well as the rest of the plan
area outside those nine discussion areas. The DEIR contains information regarding buildout
potential for the proposed plan, the Existing General Plan, and the land use alternatives
identified by the Board of Supervisors (Alternatives A and B), the latter being modified by the
County Department of Planning and Building Services based on citizen and agency input,
and Alternative C.

The UVAP specifies standards of population density and building intensity in the various
land use categories and includes the primary statement of how land in the plan area should
be used or reused in the event of redevelopment. It sets the framework for all other
elements in the Plan, all of which must be consistent with one another. The Land Use and
Community Development Section and its policies would guide growth and the development
and use of land in the unincorporated areas of the plan area through 2030. The section
includes an area wide land use policy framework, specific land use policies, a land use map,
and an implementation program.

. The UVAP Land Use Concept

Discussion: The Ukiah Valley has an established land use pattern that has evolved over
many years. It is characterized primarily by linear development along the State Street
corridor as the old Highway 101 alignment. The three areas of development concentration at
Talmage, Calpella and the Forks can loosely be called villages, and with the exception of
Talmage they lie along the State Street transportation corridor.

The UVAP builds on this existing land use pattern while introducing smart growth elements
that work within this context. These elements include:
¢ Nodes of land use intensification at the Forks, the Masonite site, and the Brush
Street Triangle;

e These three nodes of intensification provide for transit-oriented development along
the State Street/Highway 101 corridors where greater land use intensification is
logical;

e Incorporation of “mixed-use” land use designations at the Forks, the Masonite site
and the Brush Street Triangle to create integrated residential, commercial, jobs, and
public amenities that foster walkable urban environments which reduce reliance on
automobile use.
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The existing village at Calpella was not intensified due to its distance from the central
urban core of the valley, and the existing village at Talmage was not intensified due to its
restricted access and location off of the main transportation corridor of the valley.

C. The draft UVAP contains a variety of alternatives to choose from.

Discussion: Figure 3.1 of the draft 2007 UVAP depicts various areas within the Plan area
which are being considered for land use changes as part of final UVAP adoption. The table
immediately preceding Figure 3.1 titled “Comparison of Land Use Differences Between the
2010 UVAP Alternatives” describes details of possible changes such as acreages, what land
use changes are being proposed, and the property location. The table contains columns
labeled Preferred Project, Land Use Alternative A; Land Use Alternative B; Land Use
Alternative C (Policy document only) and indicates which changes would be part of which
alternative with a “yes” or “no” indicator.

Alternatives A, B and C represent gradual reductions in the overall holding capacity of the
UVAP from the preferred plan which offers the greatest flexibility and opportunity for future
development within the Valley to Alternative C which proposes no land use changes from
the 1982 General Plan, but would adopt the goals and policies of the UVAP. Under
Alternative C the existing 1982 General Plan designations would remain in effect.

D. The UVAP (“the project”) and its major objectives, including the location of several proposed
changes to the Land Use Map.

Discussion: During previous hearings on the UVAP, a majority of the discussion and
general public interest was focused upon certain proposed land use changes that were
being considered as either part of the project, or as project alternatives. Early on in the
UVAP process, the decision was made by the County Board of Supervisors to include
potential land use changes as part of the UVAP in order to gain a comprehensive
perspective on future growth and development in the Ukiah Valley. Although positive in
some respects, this approach resulted in a major focus on potential land use changes,
resulting in less input and focus on UVAP goals, policies and implementation measures
which are intended to guide development in the Plan area.

As an example, there has been much interest in the future land uses on the
decommissioned “Masonite” site. Because of the intense interest in this site, as well as
other sites situated throughout the valley, the Board of Supervisors tentatively approved the
UVAP in 2007 with “the project” alternative (most intense development scenario), as well as
two additional alternatives which offered an array of land use options for the parcels in
guestion. The DEIR analyzes impacts associated with the “the project”, which is the most
intense with respect to development potential and associated impacts.

In continuing with the Masonite site example, the UVAP and DEIR are written in such a
manner as to provide the option of maintaining the Industrial land use designation on the
site. The impacts of this option are thoroughly described in the DEIR. The “Comparison of
Land Use Differences Between the Alternatives” table contained in the DEIR and UVAP
provides for this “menu” of land use choices for all of the mapped study areas shown in
UVAP Figure 3.1.
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E. The Draft UVAP contains a fourth alternative, Alternative C, which has been added by
County staff.

Discussion: Alternative C developed by County staff combines the land use classifications
of the Existing General Plan, the policies of the County’s 2009 updated General Plan, and
the policies of the Draft UVAP, but would not make any of the land use changes being
considered as part of the Draft UVAP. As such, the development potential for this
alternative is the same as for the Existing General Plan. Under Alternative C, the goals,
policies and implementation measures of the UVAP would be adopted. The land use
changes considered as part of the project, as well as Alternatives A and B would not be
adopted.

F. Adoption of the UVAP will complete the County General Plan update process and will
facilitate implementation of the Housing Element.

Discussion: The existing County General Plan, updated in 2009, states that land uses in the
UVAP planning area will be regulated and guided by the UVAP (even though the UVAP had
not been adopted at the time the General Plan was adopted). Should the UVAP not be
adopted, the "no project” alternative will be the continuation of the existing 1982 General
Plan land use designations. For purposes of the DEIR analysis, it was determined that the
existing land use designations from the 1982 General Plan apply to the UVAP area.
However, all policies and action items contained in the 2009 General Plan would apply to
new development within the UVAP planning area.

Additionally, there are goals, policies, and implementation measures contained in the UVAP

directed at providing housing for a wide range of residents. Adoption of the UVAP wiill
facilitate the implementation of the County’s Housing Element.

G. Proposed Land Use Designations.

The Draft 2007 UVAP contains 16 land use classifications organized into four broad
categories. Except for the five Mixed-Use classifications, the land use classifications are the
same as in the County’s current General Plan. The County’s recently updated General Plan
contains a “mixed use” land use designation, however this designation has not been applied
to any properties. A corresponding zoning classification is currently under development.

The UVAP proposed designations are listed below.
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Residential Neighborhoods

» Remote Residential (RMR)

= Rural Residential (RR)

» Suburban Residential (SR)

= Multi-Family Residential (MF)

Industry and Commerce

= General Commercial (C)
= Industrial (1)

= Agriculture (AG)

= Range Lands (RL)

Activity Centers
=  Rural Community (RC)
= Mixed-Use: General (MU-2)

Open Space
= Public Lands (PL)
= Public Services, Parks, and

» Mixed-Use: Brush Street Triangle
(MLBST)

» Mixed-Use: Lovers Lane (MU-3)

» Mixed-Use: Masonite (MUM)

» Mixed-Use: North State (MUNS)

Recreation (PS)

Planning Commission Discussion and Recommendations:

The Planning Commission reviewed all goal, policy, implementation actions, and proposed land
use changes within the draft UVAP. A summary of key Planning Commission recommendations
are shown below and a more complete listing of Commission document content and edit
recommendations are listed in the attached memo to the Board, Summary of Planning
Commission Recommendations on UVAP, dated April 29, 2011.

1. Commission agreed to support the Preferred Project land use alternative but reserved
the right to make individual land use changes for any of the 41 proposed land use
changes listed in the “Comparison of Land Use Differences Between the 2010 UVAP
Alternatives” table.

2. The following key land use changes to the Preferred Project alternative were agreed to
by the Commission:

a. Retain Map Change No. 21 (Lovers Lane) as existing Ag-40 land use
designation, no change;

b. Map Change No. 25, Brush Street Triangle, to be retained (designates property
all Mixed-Use Brush Street) in lieu of Change No. 26; and

c. Retain Map Change No. 20, Masonite with base zoning of Industrial and combine
with a Mixed-Use Overlay combining zone designation.

The Mixed-Use Overlay addition to the Masonite site is explained more fully in the attached
memo Mixed-Use Overlay Concept, dated April 5, 2011.
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Smart Growth and Mixed-Use Development

There have been various public comments on the UVAP regarding Smart Growth and mixed-
use development, with the most recent correspondence received referring to mixed-use
development as “nothing if not sprawl” which would “circumvent any responsible planning.”

Most definitions of Smart Growth, including those held by the American Planning Association,
the EPA, and the Natural Resources Defense Council, are based on a set of ten Smart Growth
Principles that were developed by the Smart Growth Network, a partnership of the EPA and a
number of non-profit and governmental organizations. These principles advocate compact
building design, higher densities of development, a range of housing choices, walkable
neighborhoods, and access to transit that reduces dependency on vehicle use. The first
principle in the list is to “mix land uses”.

Mixed land uses are clearly a key component in Smart Growth principles. The American
Planning Association states in its Policy Guide on Smart Growth:

“Compact, transit accessible, pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use development patterns and
land re-use epitomize the application of the principles of Smart Growth.”

The San Diego Association of Governments states in its Principles for Smart Growth
Implementation

“Reduce sprawl by focusing future growth in suburban communities and villages through
new development, redevelopment and infill, emphasizing pedestrian-friendly design and
mixed-use development.”

Smart growth and sprawl represent two opposing and contrasting patterns of development, and
mixed-use development is looked at in the planning field as a key component of Smart Growth.

Rather than mixed-use development circumventing responsibility for planning, when
implemented through either a Mixed-Use zoning district or a Mixed-Use Overlay combining
district, it requires perhaps the most extensive planning and design controls for approving
agencies. Such controls are typically written into the Mixed-Use zoning requirements to include
a Comprehensive Plan or Master Plan for a property, the development of which would be
guided by development standards, design guidelines and a design review process built into the
Mixed-Use ordinance. This would involve far more design requirements and design oversight
than any zoning the County currently has. Such a Master Plan would require both Planning
Commission and Board review and approval.

As stated in the Association of Bay Area Government’'s Smart Growth Strategy/Regional
Livability Footprint Project

“Smart Growth is not no growth, rather it seeks to revitalize the already-built
environment and, to the extent necessary, to foster efficient development at the
edges of the region, in the process creating more livable communities.”

With a similar definition of Smart Growth, the Urban Land Institute states:
“Smart Growth does not seek to stop or limit growth, but rather to accommodate it

in a way that enhances the economy, protects the environment and preserves or
improves a community’s quality of life.”
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Mixed-use development appears to be almost universally accepted as one of the key planning
tools to implement Smart Growth.

Summary/Recommended Action:

In staff's opinion, the UVAP should be viewed as an “opportunity” document. It provides for
flexibility in responding to future development and growth opportunities in the Ukiah Valley, the
area of the County that has the greatest potential for economic growth.

Adoption of the Plan, in whatever alternative form, provides for growth capacity. However, it is
likely that the Plan’s development capacity will not be realized during the 20 year planning
horizon of the UVAP. This is because growth is primarily market-driven, meaning if there is no
demand for growth, it will not happen. In reality, regardless of which alternative is chosen by the
BOS, the amount, type and rate of growth in the valley will continue to be modest unless a
significant change in the national and local economy takes place.

Adoption of the Preferred Project alternative considered by the by the BOS in 2007 gives the
County the greatest flexibility in responding to future change affecting the County because it
allows for the broadest range of land use changes, even though they may never happen based
on market dynamics.

Recommended Action:

That the Board of Supervisors review the draft 2007 UVAP, make any comments and
recommendations regarding the text, and make a selection of the preferred alternative* with any
land use modifications deemed appropriate. Based on Board direction from this meeting, staff
will bring back the FEIR and final UVAP document for Board certification and adoption action.

*Note: With respect to selecting a preferred alternative, the BOS should refer to the table titled
“Comparison of Land Use Differences Between the 2010 UVAP Alternatives” in order to select
the preferred combination of land use changes to be considered as part of the UVAP adoption.
The BOS can select any of the alternatives listed in the table, as well as a hybrid of land use
choices contained in the various alternatives.

Attachments:
o UVAP Table titled “Comparison of Land Use Differences Between the Alternatives”
UVAP Figure 3.1
All comments from beginning to date.
Summary of Public Comment that you made for the March 17th meeting
Memo from Gary to PC dated March 7- Hearing Process
Memo from you to PC dated March 22- Housing Opportunities
Memo to PC of all changes recommended in Plan that | compiled from minutes
Memo from you dated April 5- MU Overlay
Memo from you dated April 7- Policy Implementation
Memo from you dated April 11- Summary/Recommendation on UVAP
PC Minutes from Feb. 17, March 3, March 17, March 24 and April 21st
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MEMORANDUM
DATE: April 29, 2011
TO: Board of Supervisors
FROM: Roger Mobley, Chief Planner

SUBJECT: Summary of Planning Commission Recommendations on UVAP

The following are summaries of key Commissioner confent recommendations and edit
recommendations for the UVAP document from meetings held on March 17, March 24 and
April 21, 2011,

Key Content Recommendations:

1. Revise Action HS1.1a, Landslide and Earth Movement Risk Zones, to read:
“Revise the land development code to inciude provisions design parameters
for development on hillsides in general...”

2. Need more clarification about the differences between the "Mixed-use General" and
other “Mixed-use” designations.

3. Add new goal and policy Ianguage to Section 3 regarding industrial zoning, as
follows:

Goal: “Provide that sufficient industrially zoned areas are protected to provide
opportunities for future jobs and economic development’
Policy 1: “Develop a notification process to insure adjacent land owners in the
community are informed of likely impacts associated with industrial
development”
Policy 2: “Develop an ordinance which supports industrial development”

4. The traffic nexus study- used to support establishing traffic impact fees should not be
used as it combines county and city improvements and costs.

5. Add more specific implementation action language under Policy WM 2.2, “Require
proof of water before approving development projects”

6. Revise discussion of Urban and Wildland Fire Protection and Prevention, Section §,
page 9, as follows:
“CalFire has primary responsihility for wildiand and-structural fire suppression
" “in'the outlying areas of the valley called state responsibility areas. In addition,
CalFire provides structural fire protection services for areas outside the Ukiah
Valley Fire Protection District (UVFD) during the declared season assisted-by-

ﬂyqu-tankeps-wmn%amed—at—ldkah-ManﬁﬁaLAmpeFt These four agencies



10.

11.

12.

13.

have mutual aid agreements to assist each other in handling fire and other
emergency calls. In addition to county mutual aid, State mutual aid can also
be provided. The Mendocino County Office of Emergency Services is
responsible for the planning and coordination of emergeney disasters through
out the County, which includes the planning area.”

Retain sufficient muiti-family land use sites to meet the Housing Element Settlement
Agreement mandate.

Revise Section 9 Goal OC.1 as follows: “Maintain and enhance the area’s natural
resources by balancing protection, conservation, replenishment and sustainable use.”

Revise Section 8 Action OC 3.3a, Williamson Act, as follows:
"Encourage creation and renewal of Wiltiamson Act contracts on agricultura
lands including implementation of Farmland Security Act, until such time as
funding is eliminated.”

Revise Section 10 Action HA 2.1¢, Tribal Notification, as follows:
“To help protect unexcavated archaeological sites, notify Tribes when
excavation s discretionary projects are occurring within aboriginal territory.”

Revise Section 6 Actlon WM 2 .2a, Proof of Water, as foliows:

developmentprojects.” “Deve!opment proposals shall Drowde adequate

evidence to the Department of Planning and Building Services and Division of

Environmental Health that adequate water supplies are available to support
the new use/development based on the adopted standards.”

Commission agreed to support the Preferred Project land use alternative but
reserved the right to make individual land use changes for any of the 41 proposed
land use changes listed in the “Comparison of Land Use Differences Between the
2010 UVAP Alternatives” table.

The following land use changes to the Preferred Project alternative were agreed to
by the Commission:
o Map Change No. 13 to be retained (designates property as Mixed-Use North
State) in lieu of Change No. 12;
¢ Retain Map Change No. 21 (Lovers Lane) as existing Ag-40 land use
designation, no change;
« Map Change No. 25, Brush Street Triangle, to be retained (designates
 property all Mixed-Use Brush Street) in lieu of Change No. 26;
« Map Change No. 27 to be retained (designates property Mixed-Use Brush
Street) in lieu of Change No. 28,;
« Map Change No. 37 to be retained (designates property combination of
Surburban Residential and Mixed-Use) in lieu of Change No. 38; and
« Map Change No. 20, Masonite site to be retained with base zoning of
Industrial combined with a Mixed-Use Overlay combining zone designation.



Key Edit Recommendations:

1.

2.

Printing document in color fonts make reading difficult.
Pictures in document should all be local to Ukiah Valley.

Table of Contents needs page numbers and pagination should run consecutively
through the document.

Remove "hook” from Action CT 1.3b, Hook Ramp improvements.

Relocate text in italics in Sections 6, 8, 9, 10 and 11 to introductory portions of those
sections.

Correct inconsistencies in Section 7, Energy and Air Quality, between goal
statements on the initial page of the Section and goal and policy statements on
Section 7 pages 9-10.

Suggestion to add a Glossary.
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MEMORANDUM
DATE: April 5, 2011
TO: Planning Commission
FROM: Roger Mobley, Chief Planner

SUBJECT: UVAP Mixed-Use Overlay Concept

At the March 24™ meeting staff suggested the idea of using a Mixed-Use Overlay zone on
the Masonite property as a method of providing for both the possibility of industrial
development or a mixed-use development on the property. In other words, this approach
would provide the most flexibility in the future use of the Masonite site.

As there were some questions about the Mixed-Use Overlay concept and possibility some
confusion regarding how an “overlay” zone works, staff has prepared a brief explanation of
both overlay zones in general and how the Mixed-Use Overlay approach would work.

Overlay Zoning

Description
Overlay zoning (sometimes called combining zones) is a regulatory tool that creates a

special zoning district, placed over an existing base zone, which identifies special provisions
in addition to those in the underlying base zone. A separate set of development regulations
are attached to the overlay district depending on the objective of the overlay. Properties with
an overlay zone designation can be developed according to the base district regulations or
according to the overlay district regulations.

Common Uses

Overlay zones are typically used to provide special development guidance. They might be
used to protect historical areas, to encourage higher intensity of development along a transit
corridor, to target specific uses or to control design and development aesthetics.

The County’s Zoning Code currently has several “combining districts” or overlay zones
including the P-D Planned Development district which is intended to facilitate “planned
community” development or master planning of properties.

Mixed-Use Overlay

In addition to the uses allowed in the underlying base zoning district, the purpose of the
Mixed-Use Overlay zone is to provide a mechanism to:

1. Maximize development flexibility on designated properties;





