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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The County of Mendocino is considering adopting the Draft 2007 Ukiah Valley Area Plan 

(UVAP). The UVAP sets policy guidelines and establishes land use classifications that 

will provide a framework for the County’s future land use decisions throughout the 

unincorporated portions of the Ukiah Valley. Once adopted, the plan will become part of 

the Mendocino County General Plan. It is designed to guide development up to the year 

2030, at which point it will be considered for revision. A Draft Program Environmental 

Impact Report (EIR) was prepared on this proposed plan. To fully address potential 

impacts that could result from development under the plan, the Draft Program EIR 

assumed the unlikely scenario of complete buildout (meaning that all development 

allowed under the land use designations in the Draft 2007 UVAP would occur by 2030). 

Such buildout would include construction of a maximum of 5,430 dwelling units, 4.6 

million square feet of commercial development, and 2.4 million square feet of industrial 

development.  

B. EIR PROCESS AND RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FORMAT 

The County of Mendocino prepared a Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 

(DEIR) for the Draft 2007 Ukiah Valley Area Plan (UVAP) (hereafter called the project) 

and circulated it for public review in February 2011.  The public review period began on 

February 4, 2011, and ended on March 24, 2011. This Final Program EIR consists of the 

Draft Program EIR, all comments received on the Draft Program EIR, responses to 

those comments, and revisions to the Draft Program EIR. It also includes the Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program for the project. This Final Program EIR will be 

reviewed by the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors (the Board) for its adequacy 

under CEQA.  Once the Board determines that the EIR is adequate, it will certify the 

Final Program EIR. After EIR certification, the Board will consider the merits of the 

proposed plan and whether to adopt it or one of its alternatives. 

This Final Program EIR provides a thorough analysis of the comments on the Draft 

Program EIR and responds to the comments consistent with the requirements of CEQA.  

Where comments were received that expressed disagreement with the conclusions of 

the Draft Program EIR, the responses clearly address the issue by modifying the Draft 

Program EIR, providing additional mitigation, or justifying the conclusion that the 

analysis in the Draft Program EIR is correct.  This approach will allow the Mendocino 

County Board of Supervisors to make an informed decision on the project.  

Chapter 2 of this report contains the comment letters received and responses to the 

comments contained in those letters.  Those comments and responses are followed by a 

summary of comments delivered at the four public hearings that were held on the 

adequacy of the Draft Program EIR.  Three public hearings were held on February 17, 

2011, March 3, 2011, and March 17, 2011 before the Mendocino County Planning 

Commission, and one was held on March 15, 2011 before a joint meeting of the 

Mendocino County Board of Supervisors and the Planning Commission. 
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Chapter 3 of this report describes the text changes to the Draft Program EIR needed to 

complete the Final Program EIR.  These changes were deemed necessary or desirable 

given certain comments received.  Chapter 4 contains the Mitigation Monitoring and 

Reporting Program. 

CHAPTER 2 
WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DEIR  

This chapter provides responses to the written and verbal comments received by the 

County during the public review period. This section begins with a list of the commentors 

and where their letter and the EIR preparers' response to the comments can be found.  

Each letter is followed by a response page(s). Each letter’s comments and 

corresponding responses are numbered for easy reference. 

A. LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE DRAFT EIR

The County received 34 comment letters on the Draft Program EIR during the public 

review period. Ten of these letters were from public agencies and 24 were from 

individuals or representatives of groups. 

   
Comment Response 

Commenter Date        Page  Page

Public Agencies

1. State Office of Planning and Research 3/22/11   

2. California Department of Transportation 3/22/11   

3. Native American Heritage Commission 3/22/11   

4. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 3/23/11   

5. Local Agency Formation Commission of 

 Mendocino County 3/23/11   

6. City of Ukiah 3/22/11   

7. Russian River Flood Control & Water  3/24/11   

 Conservation Improvement District 3/24/11   

8. Mendocino County Health and Human  

 Services Agency 3/23/11   

9. Community Development Commission of  

 Mendocino County  3/23/11   

10. Mendocino County Planning Commission 2/20/11   

Interested Parties

11.  Mary Anne Miller 2/22/11  

12.  Ron Epstein 2/28/11  

13.  Alan Nicholson 3/3/11  

14.  Julie and Santiago Simental 3/14/11  
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15.  Susan Marie Knopf  3/14/11   

  Susan Marie Knopf (second letter) 3/24/11   

  Susan Marie Knopf (third letter) 3/24/11   

16.  James F. Houle 3/15/11   

17.  Mark Oswell 3/15/11   

18.  Richard Seizer 3/16/11   

19.  Dan Thomas, John Mayfield, and Jack Cox 3/18/11   

20.  Richard Winkler 3/21/11   

21.  Mike Anderson, Mendocino County 

  Farm Bureau 3/22/11   

22.  Randy Dom 3/23/11   

23.  Eric Banks 3/23/11   

24.  Richard Shoemaker 3/24/11   

  Richard Shoemaker (second letter) 3/24/11   

25.  Steve Scalmanini  3/24/11   

26.  Steve Scalmanini (SMARTGrowth Coalition) 3/24/11   

27.  SMARTGrowth Coalition  3/15/11   

28.  Daniel Myers 3/24/11   

29.  Residents of Wagenseller Neighborhood 3/24/11   

30.  Linda Sanders (Friends of Gibson Creek) 3/24/11   

31.  Richard Grassetti 3/24/11   

Comments Made at Public Hearings 

32.  Mendocino County Planning Commission  

  Public Hearing  2/17/11  

33.  Mendocino County Planning Commission  

  Public Hearing 3/3/11   

34.  Mendocino County Board of Supervisors 

  and Planning Commission Public Hearing 3/15/11   

35.  Mendocino County Planning Commission  

  Public Hearing 3/17/11   

B. RESPONDERS TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR 

Responses were prepared by the EIR consulting team, including: 

Leonard Charles and Associates 
Leonard Charles, Ph.D. Project Manager 

Lynn Milliman Environmental Analyst  

Jacoba Charles  Environmental Analyst 

Illingworth & Rodkin 
Michael Thill Acoustic Consultant 

Some responses regarding the County’s Water Supply Assessment (WSA) were 

prepared by Roland Sanford (formerly of the Mendocino County Water Agency and a 

consultant to the County on the WSA). The report was prepared under the direction of 
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the Mendocino County Department of Planning and Building Services.  Roger Mobley is 

the Chief Planner for the project, and Gary Pedroni (Contract Planner) and Jessica Stull-

Otto (Advance Planning) provided direction.  

C. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON DRAFT EIR 

The following section of this report contains the letters received and responses to those 

letters. Each letter is followed by a response page(s).  Each comment and its 

corresponding response are numbered. 



1-1
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Response to Letter from Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse 
 
1-1. This is a cover letter that states that the County has complied with State 

Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents that are 

subject to CEQA,  No response is required. 



2-1

2-4

2-3

2-2

2-5



2-6

2-7

2-8
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Response to Letter from Jesse Robertson, California Department of 
Transportation 
 
2-1. The comment that Caltrans agrees with the EIR that no additional mitigation is 

needed at the plan level is noted for the record. 

 

2-2. This typographic error has been corrected – see Chapter 3 of this report. 

 

2-3. Caltrans’ support of requiring adequate infrastructure and of encouraging higher 

density development where there is adequate infrastructure is noted for the 

record. 

 

2-4. Caltrans’ encouragement for County adoption and implementation of the traffic 

impact fee study is noted for the record. 

 

2-5. This typographic error has been corrected – see Chapter 3 of this report. 

    

2-6. The cited policy states that the County will work with Caltrans to improve 

Highway 101 interchanges.  It is expected that improved interchange access 

along with the other policies and implementation measures listed as mitigation for 

Impact 3.6-A would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. The 

interchange improvements are only a small part of the mitigations.  The 

recommendation to coordinate with Caltrans prior to planning any interchange 

improvements is noted for the record. 

 

2-7. The hook ramp would potentially serve future development in the Brush Street 

Triangle area.  This new ramp would only be done with the concurrence of 

Caltrans, as is stated in the introduction to Implementation Measure CT1.3b.  If 

Caltrans believes such a ramp is not warranted, then it would not be constructed. 

 

2-8. Caltrans support of General Plan Policy DE-131 is noted for the record. 

 



3-1
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Response to Letter from Katy Sanchez, California Native American Heritage 
Commission 
 
3-1. This letter is a form letter that the Commission typically sends out for specific 

development projects.  This project is a plan.  As such, no records search for 

cultural resources on or near the “site” are needed.   As described on pages 171 

to 172 of the EIR, the County conducted extensive SB18 consultations with tribes 

that could be affected by development in the plan area that meets all 

requirements for a plan level consultation with potentially affected tribes.  The 

policies of the General Plan and the Draft 2007 UVAP plus legal requirements 

under CEQA provide protection of cultural resources.  No changes to the EIR are 

warranted. 

 
 



4-1



4-2
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Response to Letter from Dave Imper, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
 
4-1. The EIR classification of Agricultural Lands refers to lands where crops are 

produced.  As stated on page 140 of the Draft EIR, the grazing lands that the 

commenter refers to are included in the grasslands, oak woodlands or mixed 

evergreen forest communities described on pages 135 to 138 of the EIR.  As 

noted under those discussions, these communities do provide valuable habitat, 

and we concur with the commenter about the importance of controlled grazing for 

maintaining certain habitats.  The use of the term “disturbed habitat” in the EIR 

correctly refers to habitat that has been developed with urban, suburban, and 

rural residential uses and intensive agriculture. If the commenter is contending 

that the EIR defines grazing land as “disturbed habitat,” he is incorrect.  We 

concur that grazing can have value for special status species and other species.  

The Draft 2007 UVAP has many policies aimed at protecting this habitat in 

rangelands, oak woodlands, and other undisturbed communities.  The comment 

is noted for the record, and we appreciate the additional information about 

grazing, but this information does not change the conclusions or 

recommendations of the EIR. 

 

4-2. We concur that “no net loss” of sensitive habitat is not, by itself, necessarily 

adequate mitigation. However, the EIR does not state that this one component of 

General Plan Policy RM-28 (a plan that has already undergone CEQA review 

and been adopted by the County, and where the impact at a countywide level 

was determined to be reduced to a less than significant level) is the only 

mitigation for the potential impact to special status species of plants.  The 

discussion under Impact 3.4-A also lists several other policies of both the 

General Plan and the Draft 2007 UVAP.  In addition, we concur with the 

commenter that the appropriate mitigation needs to be done at the project-

specific level and done to meet the requirements of the appropriate trust 

resource agency.  This reflects what is stated on page 154 of the DEIR where it 

states that the California Department of Fish and Game has the legal 

responsibility to review discretionary projects to ensure adequate mitigation for 

special status species.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would also review the 

CEQA study for any proposed project that could adversely affect Federally listed 

species.  Given this, we disagree with the commenter that the policies in the 

adopted General Plan and the Draft 2007 UVAP plus existing legal 

responsibilities of the pertinent State and Federal agencies do not, at a plan 

level, provide adequate mitigation for these resources, and no changes are 

needed for the EIR. 



5-1

5-2









5-3









5-4

5-5



5-7

5-8

5-6



5-9



5-10
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Response to Letter from Frank McMichael, Local Agency Formation Commission 
of Mendocino County (LAFCO) 
 

5-1. The Inadequacy of the study area’s developed water supply is discussed in 

Section 6.0 of the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for the Ukiah Valley Area 

Plan prepared by the Mendocino County Water Agency, and noted on page 314 

of the DEIR as shown below: 

 

 “…based on the comparison of available supplies and projected demands 

presented in the WSA, current plan area water supplies are insufficient to fully 

serve projected demand.  If buildout is to occur, it will require additional water 

supplies…”   

 

 As noted by the commenter, even under existing conditions there have been 

times, most notably in 2009, when water rationing has been required to ensure 

that sufficient water is available to meet essential water needs.   Water rationing 

in times of severe drought is common throughout the State and is a water 

management tool frequently included in State-mandated Urban Water 

Management Plans.   The degree to which implementation of the UVAP will 

increase the need for or severity of rationing cannot be determined at this time 

due to the lack of information regarding the reliability of existing water supplies, 

most notably the sustainable yield of Lake Mendocino, as well as the lack of 

information regarding the reliability of any new water supplies that are developed 

to serve full buildout that could occur under the UVAP.   

 

5-2. The information regarding septage disposal is noted for the record.  The 

commenter is correct that there are four sites in Mendocino County that accept 

septage – HBarH Ranch in Point Arena, Tunzi Ranch near Comptche, the 

Covelo Sewer District, and the City of Willits wastewater plant.  Sludge from the 

City of Ukiah wastewater plant is disposed of at the Redwood Landfill near 

Novato in Marin County.  The EIR remains accurate in stating that there is 

currently no immediate concern regarding adequate sites for septage disposal 

(per communication with David Jensen, Mendocino County Environmental Health 

Land Program Manager, March 24, 2011).   

 

 It is further pointed out that possible future limitations on the availability of 

septage disposal sites in the County does not mean that septic systems will not 

continue to be serviced.  It may mean that the cost of hauling that septage will 

increase if it needs to be hauled out of the County, but it does not mean that such 

systems will not continue to be built.  Finally, the issuance of permits to construct 

and operate a private septic system is a ministerial approval by the County, not a 

discretionary approval.  As regards toxic materials in septage, the receiver sites 

are all outside the UVAP plan area and the effects were addressed in the EIRs 

for the County General Plan or the City of Willits General Plan. 

 

5-3. The detailed discussion of the status of the Ukiah Valley Sanitation District is 

appreciated and noted for the record.  The commenter does not ask a question 

regarding the EIR except to state that the County should carefully evaluate large 

projects to determine whether they would exhaust available hookups and what 



 

 

2007 Ukiah Valley Area Plan Final Program EIR  Page 37 

County of Mendocino Leonard Charles and Associates  

 

effect that would have on other property owners.  This is not an EIR issue, but a 

planning issue to be considered when considering approval of the UVAP, or 

when assessing the impacts and merits of a large development proposal. The 

recommended growth management plan could place limits on the amount of new 

development, and those limits could be similar to those suggested by the 

commenter.  The County should consider this when developing the growth 

management plan. 

 

The following responds to the August 31, 2010 letter that the commenter attached to his 

comment letter on the Draft EIR.  It is noted that these comments were originally 

addressed and incorporated into the final WSA. 

 

5-4. The final WSA includes a summary of the Russian River Flood Control & Water 

Conservation Improvement District (RRFCD’s) water supply commitments 

beyond the boundaries of the UVAP and notes that the RRFCD is currently 

unable to augment existing water supplies within the UVAP without depriving its 

water users outside of the UVAP.  The RRFCD water supply and the uses of that 

supply are summarized on page 305 and in Table 3.10-3 of the DEIR.  On page 

314 of the DEIR it is noted that “...the RRFCD currently sells water to Redwood 

Valley and Hopland.  While this water could conceivably be used to augment the 

plan area water supply, doing so would be a the expense of Redwood Valley and 

Hopland, and would simply redistribute the plan area water supply shortage 

within a larger region of Mendocino County.” 

 

5-5. See Response 5-4 above regarding this comment. 

 

5-6. The commenter’s opinion is noted for the record.  The uncertainty regarding the 

future availability of the area’s groundwater supply is discussed on page 305 of 

the DEIR and page 314 the DEIR notes that “…the availability of groundwater 

supplies is questionable given the State Water Resources Control Board’s 

ongoing assertions that all groundwater in the Ukiah Valley is underflow.” 

 

5-7. The commenter’s opinion is noted for the record.  The potential water supply 

benefits of water conservation are discussed in Section 2.0 and Section 6.0 of 

the final WSA, and on page 314 of the DEIR it is noted that “… aggressive water 

conservation, pursuant to SB7-7, could reduce the need for new supplies by 

approximately 50%, but these measures will not by themselves eliminate the 

projected 2030 water supply shortfall.” 

 

5-8. As discussed in Section 3.0 of the final WSA, the current sustainable yield of 

Lake Mendocino is unknown.  It is clear from recent reservoir operations data 

presented in the final WSA that the 2004 Potter Valley FERC decision severely  

impacted the Lake Mendocino water supply,  perhaps to a degree that exceeds 

the observed effects of past droughts. However, it remains unclear as to whether 

or not the adverse impacts of the 2004 decision can be offset – or perhaps more 

than offset – through changes to the water storage criteria that are currently used 

to operate Lake Mendocino (such as implementation of the 2008 National Marine 

Fisheries Service Russian River Biological Opinion.)  Accordingly, it is unclear as 
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to whether or not severe rationing, as was observed in 2009, will be required in 

the future, with or without implementation of the UVAP.  

 

5-9. The comment and opinion are noted for the record.  The Draft 2007 UVAP does 

not address the City of Ukiah as the County has no authority over the City’s land 

use planning or water supply. 

 

5-10. The comments presented in the February 4, 2010 letter from the commenter 

pertain to an initial draft of the Ukiah Valley Water Supply Assessment that was 

prepared by West Yost Associates (WYA) under contract to the County of 

Mendocino.  The draft Ukiah Valley Water Supply Assessment prepared by WYA 

was deemed inadequate and incomplete by the County, and the contract with 

WYA subsequently terminated.  The comments presented in the February 4, 

2010 were incorporated into the draft and final Ukiah Valley Water Supply 

Assessment reports prepared by the Mendocino County Water Agency, which 

became a source document for the UVAP DEIR.  Because the comments 

presented the February 4, 2010 letter pertain to a document – the draft Ukiah 

Valley Water Supply Assessment report prepared by WYA – that was not 

incorporated into or used as a source document for the UVAP DEIR, no 

response is required to these comments. 

 

 



6-1

6-2



6-3

6-4

6-6

6-7

6-5



6-9

6-8
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Response to Letter from Mari Rodin, Mayor, City of Ukiah 
 

6-1. The comment is consistent with the discussion of the feasibility of plan 

mitigations included on pages 67 to 68 of the Draft EIR.  On page 67, it states 

that if the County does not believe that adequate staffing will be available to 

implement mitigations, then impacts may need to be found significant and 

unavoidable. 

 

6-2. The introduction to the Summary Table on page 40 does state that when the 

table lists a policy it includes implementation actions under that policy.  However, 

we will clarify that with some additional language.  See the text change presented 

in Chapter 3.  To further clarify, some of the implementation actions under each 

cited policy are not needed to mitigate the impact (though they may further 

reduce the impact).  The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program in Chapter 

4 of this report identifies the monitoring and reporting responsibilities for those 

implementation measures that are required to reduce the significant impacts. 

 

6-3. The requested addition has been made. See the text change presented in 

Chapter 3. 

 

6-4. The requested addition has been made. See the text change presented in 

Chapter 3. 

 

6-5. While we totally support the efforts of the City and County to enter into a tax 

sharing agreement, this recommended measure is not needed to address a 

specific environmental impact.  Adding this measure would be a policy decision 

that is within the authority of the County.  The recommendation is noted for the 

record and forwarded to the Board of Supervisors. 

 

6-6. The recommended measure addition of a measure including a tax sharing 

agreement is not needed to address the visual impact.  Tax sharing is a policy 

decision.  See Response 6-5 above. 

 

6-7. The EIR-recommended Mitigation Measure 3.9-C.1 requires that lighting meet 

the cited Dark Sky requirements.  This would apply to any development in the 

Brush Street Triangle.  As such the additional mitigation recommended by the 

commenter does not appear needed.  Again, see Response 6-5 regarding the 

recommended tax sharing agreement. 

 

6-8. As stated on page 280 of the Draft EIR, the EIR assumes that the County will 

continue to funds the Sheriff’s Office to a level needed to adequately respond to 

increased calls for service resulting from a larger population.  The EIR 

recommends that the County consider a regional public safety funding 

mechanism.  This logically might take the form of a tax sharing agreement as 

recommended by the commenter. 

 

6-9. The requested addition has been made. See the text change presented in 

Chapter 3. 



7-1

7-2



 

 

2007 Ukiah Valley Area Plan Final Program EIR  Page 44 

County of Mendocino Leonard Charles and Associates  

 

Response to Letter from Sean K. White, Russian River Flood Control & Water 
Conservation Improvement District 
 

7-1. The corrections have been made. See the text change presented in Chapter 3. 

 

7-2. See Response 5-4, above, regarding potential impacts on Redwood Valley water 

uses. 



8-1

8-6

8-5

8-4

8-3

8-2
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Response to Letter from Stacey Crier, Mendocino County Health and Human 
Services Agency 
 

8-1. The comment is noted for the record.  As no questions were asked concerning 

the EIR, no additional response is required. 

 

8-2. The introductory comment is noted for the record. 

 

8-3. The requested revision has been made. See the text change in Chapter 3. 

 

8-4. The information regrading these worthy projects is noted for the record.  

However, this information does not require any changes to the Draft EIR. 

 



9-1
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Response to Letter from Todd Crabtree, Community Development Commission of 
Mendocino County 
 

9-1. The comment is noted for the record.  As no questions were asked concerning 

the EIR, no additional response is required. 



10-1

10-2
10-3

10-4

10-5
10-6

10-7
10-8

10-9

10-10

10-11

10-12
10-13

10-14



 

 

2007 Ukiah Valley Area Plan Final Program EIR  Page 51 

County of Mendocino Leonard Charles and Associates  

 

Response to Letter from Karen Calvert, Mendocino County Planning 
Commissioner 
 

10-1. The table was prepared by the County Planning and Building Services 

Department.  The County chose to describe development in terms of square 

footage rather than acreage because only a limited portion of any given parcel 

may be developed due to zoning regulations. Thus, any development project 

consists of much more acreage than is ultimately developed. The confusion of 

having these two acreage values (owned versus actually built upon) is avoided 

by listing square footage of real development, which by definition implies that part 

of the owned property may remain undeveloped with actual buildings.  

 

10-2. The commenter is correct and the text has been revised. See the text change 

presented in Chapter 3. 

 

10-3. The text has been changed to reflect this comment. See the text change 

presented in Chapter 3. 

 

10-4. See Response 10-1, above, regarding the choice for how buildout figures were 

presented. 

 

10-5. The commenter is correct and the text has been revised. See the text change 

presented in Chapter 3. 

 

10-6. We do not see this on Figure 3-2.  We see Lake Mendocino Drive veering east, 

but North State Street travels north-south on the map. 

 

10-7. The westernmost area is designated Suburban Residential in the Draft 2007 

UVAP and Low Density Residential in the City’s General Plan, so this is 

consistent.  To the east, there is a band of land along the west side of South 

State Street that the Draft 2007 UVAP designates as General Commercial (at the 

north end), Mixed Use – General (midway down the street), Multi-Family (further 

south), Suburban Residential (further south) and Mixed Use – General (near the 

south end), all these classifications except the Suburban Residential 

classification are inconsistent with the City’s designation of Low Density 

Residential for this band of land.  

 

 The area south of the airport and east of South State Street is designated 

General Commercial in the UVAP and Industrial in the City’s General Plan 

(except for one Commercial area at the very south end where South State Street 

intersects Highway 101). There is a band of Industrial land on the east side of 

Highway 101 extending north to Norgard Lane on the east side of the airport that 

is Industrial under both plans 

 

10-8. These rows are in bold to show streets that would operate at an unacceptable 

Level of Service.  The text has been revised to include this fact as a note to the 

table. See the text change presented in Chapter 3. 
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10-9. The text has been changed to reflect this comment. See the text change 

presented in Chapter 3. 

 

10-10. The comment is accurate that EIR does not include a map showing the dam 

inundation zone, but it is presented as Figure 8-1 of the Draft 2007 UVAP.  The 

commenter’s main concern in the following comments is that there is a danger of 

the dam at Lake Mendocino breaking during a major earthquake.  This hazard 

exists.  However, as is stated in the discussion of Impact 3.3-B on pages 120 to 

121 of the Draft EIR, the EIR that the County adopted for its new General Plan 

concluded that the likelihood of this occurring was less than significant because 

the dam was built to withstand earthquakes and it is regularly inspected by the 

State, including for compliance with seismic stability standards.  There always 

remains some risk that the dam could break during a massive earthquake, but it 

would be speculative for this EIR to conclude that there is a significant risk of this 

occurring. There is no evidence to support this conclusion. In addition, the 

inundation map show a worst case scenario of what areas would be inundated if 

the lake were full and the dam totally collapsed.  That said, if the County wishes 

to reduce new development in the dam inundation zone, then as shown on Table 

3.3-2, the Existing General Plan alternative and Alternative C substantially 

reduce the residential buildout potential in the inundation area, though there 

would be more non-residential development allowed under these alternatives. 

 

10-11. Impact 3.2-A concludes that there always remains some risk of damage from 

earthquakes.  However, this risk is less than significant for the dam for the 

reasons stated above.  The cited policy includes a provision that the 

management plan will include policies aimed at managing development in the 

dam inundation area.  In addition, the recommended additions to Implementation 

Measure HS1.2c limit the siting of critical facilities in the inundation zone.  These 

mitigations plus the ongoing State monitoring of the dam reduce the impact to a 

less than significant level. 

 

10-12. It is accurate, as stated, that the area is subject to high levels of seismicity. 

 

10-13. As stated in Response 10-10, above, a map showing the dam inundation area is 

contained in the Draft 2007 UVAP.  As stated above, the dam was constructed to 

withstand earthquakes and is regularly inspected for compliance with seismic 

stability standards. 

 

10-14. As stated in Response 10-10, there remains a significant seismic hazard to much 

new development, but this impact conclusion does not apply to the dam. 

 

10-15. We understand that the Commissioner reaches a different conclusion about this 

issue.  If the Board of Supervisors concurs, then this should be added to the list 

of significant and unavoidable impacts.  However, this is not needed to make this 

EIR legally adequate. 

 



11-1
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Response to Letter from Mary Anne Miller 
 
11-1. The comments in this letter refer to the County’s process for reviewing the EIR 

and do not contain comments on the data in the EIR.  As such, no response is 

needed.  The comments are part of the record and may be reviewed by the 

Board of Supervisors when they take action on the plan. 

 



12-1

12-2

12-4

12-3
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Response to the Letter from Ron Epstein 
 
12-1. This comment is directed at the UVAP and not the EIR.  The comment is noted 

for the record. The Board of Supervisors will consider amending the Draft 2007 

UVAP to include the endorsement of these plans when it certifies this EIR and 

takes action on the plan. 

 

12-2. This comment is directed at the UVAP and not the EIR. The comment is noted 

for the record. The Board of Supervisors will consider amending the Draft 2007 

UVAP to include requiring public input when considering further repairs and 

upgrading of Mill Creek dams and recreation areas when it certifies this EIR and 

takes action on the plan. 

 

12-3. This comment is directed at the UVAP and not the EIR. The comment is noted 

for the record. The Board of Supervisors will consider amending the Draft 2007 

UVAP to include additional language regarding the visual significance of the Mill 

Creek Road corridor when it certifies this EIR and takes action on the plan. 

 

12-4. This comment is directed at the UVAP and not the EIR.  The comment is noted 

for the record. The Board of Supervisors will consider amending the Draft 2007 

UVAP to include additional language regarding the value of the City of Ten 

Thousand Buddhas and Dharma Realm Buddhist University to the community 

when it certifies this EIR and takes action on the plan. 

 



13-1

13-2



13-4

13-3
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Response to the Letter from Alan Nicholson 
 
13-1. The Draft Program EIR assesses impacts that would result from a worst case 

analysis of buildout in the plan area, including buildout in the City of Ukiah. By 

assessing full buildout, the EIR evaluates a greater level of impacts than if the 

EIR assumed some lesser projected amount of development over the next 20 

years plus a list of known or proposed projects.  That said, full buildout in the City 

includes buildout in the downtown (per Form Based Zoning) and Airport Industrial 

Park (Walmart expansion and Costco).  Traffic from ORV use in the eastern part 

of the valley is captured in the assessment of existing traffic conditions.  The 

casino project has had a Draft EIR prepared that showed that the project would 

not have significant cumulative effects. This casino project, though not 

specifically identified in the Draft EIR, is also a part of the buildout in the North 

State Street area.  The worst case assessment of buildout of this entire area in 

20 years captures the effects of this project. 

 

13-2. This comment is noted for the record. It summarizes the EIR impact analysis and 

recommends that the Draft 2007 UVAP be revised to retain the Masonite site as 

Industrial and the Lovers Lane area as Agriculture.  As no question is asked 

about the EIR, nor response is required. 

 

13-3. The request that the EIR describe how the revised UVAP is responsive to public 

concerns about the original UVAP is not an EIR issue.  The EIR assesses the 

impacts of the County’s proposed Draft 2007 UVAP. 

 

13-4. The comment states that the proposed Draft 2007 UVAP should be rejected by 

the County and that Alternative C should be the preferred project.  This opinion is 

noted for the record.  The EIR identifies Alternative C as the environmentally 

superior alternative. 



14-1
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Response to Letter from Julie and Santiago Simental 
 

14-1. The commenters’ support of the plan is noted for the record.  As no questions 

were asked concerning the EIR, no additional response is required. 

 



15-1

15-2

15-3



15-4



15-5
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Response to Three Letters from Susan Marie Knopf 
 
15-1. The commenter’s opinion that the EIR does not adequately address air, noise, 

and electromagnetic impacts is noted for the record.  The Draft Program EIR 

addresses air pollution impacts and odor impacts on pages 220 to 228.  We 

would note that agricultural burning is an existing situation that would not be 

increased by development under the Draft 2007 UVAP, nor would smoke from 

woodstoves. Emissions from vehicles and industrial sources are addressed in the 

pages cited above.  The EIR does not address the effects of electromagnetic 

waves because CEQA does not require assessment of these waves.  The noise 

impacts of new development are discussed on pages 246 to 250  of the EIR.  

Because the commenter does not provide any specific examples of what is 

inadequate in the EIR analysis, no further response is possible. 

 

15-2. The commenter’s opinion is noted for the record and may be considered by the 

Board of Supervisors when finalizing the plan.  The maximum noise levels 

established by the General Plan (note that the Draft 2007 UVAP does not contain 

a noise element) are standard for many jurisdictions in the State. Per General 

Plan Policy DE-100, the maximum noise levels are lowered by 5 decibels where 

the noise is simple tonal noise (such as humming sounds or high frequency).  

The noise levels established in the adopted General Plan do not need to be 

revised to reduce noise impacts from new development to a less than significant 

level. 

 

15-3. Regarding light impacts, the commenter is directed to pages 263 to 265 of the 

Draft EIR.  The Draft 2007 UVAP contains policies to prevent light trespass in 

new development. 

 

15-4. This comment is incorrect.  The Draft EIR does address the impacts of future 

development on agricultural land (see pages 73 to 81).  The EIR contains a 

discussion of project alternatives that would maintain the Industrial classification 

on the Masonite site.  The commenter’s opinion that this site should remain 

Industrial is noted for the record. 

 

15-5. The recommendation regarding what plan to adopt is noted for the record. As no 

questions are asked about the EIR, no additional response is required. 



16-1

16-2

16-3

16-4
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Response to Letter from James F. Houle 
 

16-1. The project assessed in the EIR is the draft plan identified as “the project” by the 

Board of Supervisors.  The Board directed staff to prepare a CEQA document on 

that project.  Only the Board has the authority to revise the draft plan.  As the 

Board has not done so since the time the EIR process was begun, the EIR 

necessarily assesses impacts of development of certain areas at intensities or 

uses that the current Board may or may not agree with. See subsequent 

Response 26-4 regarding the issue of possible entitlements arising from plan 

approval. 

 

16-2. The commenter is correct that the Draft 2007 UVAP, which the Board of 

Supervisors selected for environmental review, has the most impacts of the 

alternatives assessed in the Draft EIR and that Land Use Alternative C is 

identified as the environmentally superior alternative. 

 

16-3. This opinion is noted for the record. As no questions are asked about the EIR, no 

additional response is required. 

 

16-4. We concur with this recommendation.  The Draft 2007 UVAP contains 

Implementation Measure LU4.1a that states that the County will develop a 

process to annually review plan implementation.  It is assumed that such review 

would provide the opportunity for plan revision to reflect current conditions and 

feasibility of plan implementation. 

 



17-1
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Response to Letter from Mark Oswell 
 
17-1. The commenter’s support of the plan is noted for the record.  As no questions 

were asked concerning the EIR, no additional response is required. 



18-1
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Response to Letter from Richard Seizer 
 
18-1. The commenter’s opinion about the plan is noted for the record.  As no questions 

were asked concerning the EIR, no additional response is required. 



19-1



19-3

19-4

19-2

19-5
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Response to Letter from Dan Thomas, John Mayfield, and Jack Cox 
 

19-1. The Draft Program EIR does not assess project-specific impacts of development 

applications on specific sites.  The Draft EIR assesses the cumulative impacts 

that would ensue from development of this Brush Street Triangle area along with 

buildout of other areas.  Please note that the Brush Street Triangle was identified 

as one of the nine discussion areas when preparing the Draft 2007 UVAP (see 

Table 1.6-1).  Finally, we concur that the site is within the City’s Sphere of 

Influence.  As evidenced by the previous comment letter from the City, the City is 

willing to annex this area.  However, the EIR preparers do not have the authority 

to require such annexation. 

 

19-2. The commenters state they concur with the Draft 2007 UVAP land use 

designation for the Brush Street Triangle. As no questions were asked 

concerning the EIR, no additional response is required. 

 

19-3. The commenter’s recommendation is noted for the record.  The commenters are 

directed to the Draft 2007 UVAP Appendix wherein the Mixed Use classification 

for the Brush Street Triangle is defined. 

 

19-4. The commenter’s opinion regarding mitigation measures is noted for the record.  

Because the commenters have not provided any examples, no additional 

response is required. 

 

19-5. This comment is incorrect.  It is true that lines No. 25 and No. 26 on Table 1.6-5 

apply to the Brush Street Triangle, but No. 25 refers to the land use classification 

under the Draft 2007 UVAP, while No. 26 applies only to Land Use Alternative B. 



20-1
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Response to Letter from Richard Winkler 
 
20-1. The commenter’s opinion about the plan is noted for the record.  As no questions 

were asked concerning the EIR, no additional response is required. 
 

 

 



21-1
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to Letter from Mike Anderson, Mendocino County Farm Bureau 
 
21-1. This is a cover letter stating the Farm’s Bureau’s concerns.  Specific concerns 

and questions are raised in the subsequent comments and responded to below. 

 

21-2. The commentor concurs with the recommendation in the Draft EIR regarding 

preventing farmland conversion and that the impact remains significant even with 

the implementation of the recommended mitigation. We concur with the 

commenter’s recommendation that the County expedite infill development. This 

recommendation would be consistent with EIR-recommended Mitigation Measure 

3.1-B.1. 

 

21-3. The concern is noted for the record.  However, we continue to believe that the  

mitigation is needed to address the impact. 

 

21-4. The commenter may be correct.  However, it does not affect the conclusions or 

recommendations of the EIR as runoff from agricultural properties is considered 

part of baseline conditions.  Development under the Draft 2007 UVAP would not 

increase runoff from agricultural properties.  The more important water quality 

impacts from new urban development are addressed in Impacts 3.3-C and 3.3-G. 

 

21-5. Mitigation Measure 3.4-C.1 establishes riparian corridors, as well as setbacks 

and allowed uses in the corridors until such time as the County adopts final 

standards.  By establishing these setbacks and allowed uses, the measure 

protects existing riparian habitat and over time would allow expansion of riparian 

plant communities into the setback area.  So, we disagree with the commenter 

that this mitigation would not improve the habitat. 

 

21-6. The commenter’s concern regarding the setback width is noted for the record.  

While the setbacks may reduce a grower’s cultivated area, there is no evidence 

that they would cause the property to be developed with another use.  This 

setback width was taken from the new Sonoma County General Plan, which 

established a similar setback width and allowed uses. 

 

21-7. The support for reuse of reclaimed wastewater is noted for the record. 

 

21-8. The commenter’s opinion is noted for the record. Regarding solar power, all the 

measure and mitigation require is that buildings be laid out and oriented so that 

future owners can install solar panels or other alternative energy systems.  As 

regards green building standards, all the mitigation recommends is compliance 

with existing State requirements and to promote incentives to encourage green 

building.  This mitigation does not require any additional measures beyond those 

already required by the State. 

 

21-9. We would note that Sections 3.12 (Energy) and 3.13 (Global Climate Change) 

were prepared by staff of the County Department of Planning and Building 

Services.  At the time those sections were prepared, there were no established 

guidelines and little State guidance on how to prepare climate change analyses.  

Shortly before these sections were prepared, the Attorney General had brought 



2007 Ukiah Valley Area Plan Final Program EIR  Page 82

County of Mendocino Leonard Charles and Associates

suit to challenge the EIRs on a number of projects because they had not 

adequately addressed global climate change.  As such, County staff worked 

closely with staff of the Attorney General’s office about how the analysis should 

be done and the types of mitigations that should be required. 

 Since then, new guidelines have been developed.  The Mendocino County Air 

Quality Management District recently adopted greenhouse gas emission 

thresholds that were developed in 2010 by the Bay Area Air Quality Management 

District (BAAQMD).  Those guidelines state that projects that generate less than 

1,000 metric tons (MT) of CO2e/year or less than 4.6MT CO2e/employees + 

residents/year would have a less than significant impact on climate change.  The 

BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines includes screening criteria that show what size 

project would typically be below the significance thresholds for greenhouse gas 

(GHG) emissions.  For example, single-family residential projects with 56 units or 

less or a mid-rise apartment building with less than 87 units would have a less 

than significant impact and not require mitigation.  A general office building with 

less than 53,000 square feet, a general light industrial building with less than 

121,000 square feet, or a strip mall with less than 19,000 square feet, would all 

have a less than significant impact.  

 Consequently, Mitigation Measure 3.13-A.1 calls for more energy savings and 

greater reductions to GHG emissions than are currently required in other 

jurisdictions that have developed greenhouse gas reduction plans.  Therefore, 

we recommend that these requirements be modified, with the final targets for 

energy use being developed and adopted in the EIR-recommended Greenhouse 

Gas Reduction and Energy Management Plan (see recommended 

Implementation Measure EA1.1m on page 363 of the Draft EIR).   

 The targets under Implementation Measure EA1.1h (page 362 of the Draft EIR) 

that currently call for reducing energy use in all new construction to 25% below 

existing Title 24 standards also shall be modified to instead require the following 

energy use reductions:  

• 15% for structures under 4,000 square feet;  

• 20% for residences between 4,000-5,500 square feet;  

• 30% for residences over 5,500 square feet; and  

• 15% reduction for multi-family units and commercial buildings.   

 Additionally, we recommend that 1) the revisions that were recommended in the 

Draft EIR for Measure EA1.3b not be adopted; and 2) EIR-recommended 

Measures EA1.1i and EA1.1j be deleted.   

 The specifics of how the County will meet GHG reduction goals will be provided 

when the County develops and adopts the recommended Greenhouse Gas 

Reduction and Energy Management Plan.  It may turn out that when developing 
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this plan, the County will develop much more specific energy savings 

requirements for various types and sizes of buildings.  Installment of alternative 

energy systems may be encouraged as a way to meet these building standards.   

 

 The following remain as the primary mitigations for the climate change impact: 1) 

Measure EA1.1h requires energy reduction in new development; we have 

revised that measure to require interim compliance with the energy reduction 

standards for new discretionary projects (not for ministerial projects like 

constructing a home on an existing parcel); and 2) Measure EA1.1m that 

requires development of a Greenhouse Gas Reduction and Energy Management 

Plan.  See the text changes presented in Chapter 3. 

 

21-10. The plan is needed to show how the County intends to meet State GHG emission 

reduction goals.  It is true that there will be expense in preparing the plan.  

However, once the plan is adopted, it then provides the framework for assessing 

the GHG impacts of future projects. If projects are consistent with the 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy that would be part of the plan, then they 

would not be deemed to have a significant impact on climate.  This would 

facilitate the future review of projects. 



22-1
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Response to Letter from Randy Dom 
 
22-1. The commenter’s opinions regarding the local economy and what land use 

classification should be approved for the Masonite site are noted for the record.  

As no questions are asked about the EIR, no additional response is possible. 



23-1
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Response to Letter from Eric Banks 
 
23-1. The commenter has provided sections of the Draft EIR that describe water 

shortages in the plan area.  As no questions are asked of the EIR, no additional 

reply is required. 
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Response to Letter from Richard Shoemaker 
 
24-1. Please see Section 2.4 of the Draft EIR that describes how the comments made 

on the original EIR were addressed. 

 

24-2. The Water Supply Assessment prepared by the County for use in the EIR 

concludes that Millview CWD has an adequate water supply to meet existing 

demands and projected demands to the year 2020.  The Millview CWD water 

moratorium is a legal issue that is separate from the available supplies identified 

in the WSA.  However, any moratorium will need to be lifted prior to the District 

serving new customers.  That constraint is addressed in the Draft 2007 UVAP, 

which states that new development cannot be approved unless it can be shown 

that there is adequate water available to serve the proposal. 

 

24-3. The commenter is citing the EIR section that discusses cumulative impacts.  The 

impacts of plan area water providers was assessed in Section 3.10 of the Draft 

EIR.  What is being stated in Section 4.2 is that there is no additional cumulative 

impact because the City has adequate water to serve buildout within its city 

limits.  As such, the impact remains as discussed in Section 3.10.  The 

comments about available water do not accurately reflect the Water Supply 

Assessment prepared by the County.  The WSA states that there is adequate 

water to serve some new development, however, buildout would require 

development of additional sources. 

 

24-4. The restriction is stated in Implementation Measure LU4.2a. 

 

24-5. The Draft EIR states that new development will not be approved if there is 

inadequate sewage treatment and disposal to serve that development.  It goes 

on to state that if additional growth is to be served, then additions to wastewater 

facilities will be needed.  That is an accurate statement. Under Impact 3.10-K on 

pages 326 to 328 of the Draft EIR, it states that construction of these new 

facilities could have significant environmental impacts.  The commenter is correct 

that there would be costs and the hurdles of regulatory approval also associated 

with those new facilities.  However, those are not environmental concerns.  The 

County will likely consider those costs when considering the merits of the project. 

 

24-6. The Draft EIR does address the fire hazard issues involved with the eastern hills 

area.  Mitigation Measure 3.10-E.1 explicitly states that new development in high 

or very high hazard areas (which includes the eastern hills area) will be approved 

only when the responsible fire protection agency determines there is adequate 

access.  Mitigation Measure 3.10-E.2 recommends that the general plan land use 

classification change that would allow a subdivision in the eastern hills area be 

deleted from the plan.  In consideration of past projects, the fire hazard in this 

area was why the Redemeyer Road extension or some other second access was 

required by the County prior to new discretionary projects being approved.  It is 

true that the area would be also cut off by flooding, but this is a short-term 

transportation impact and not considered significant.  The hills area would not be 

subject to flooding if the dam were to break. 
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24-7. None of these words are used in EIR-recommended mitigations.  All EIR 

mitigations use the word “will” or “shall.” It is accurate that policies and 

implementation measures use less definitive words, as is typical of general plans 

and specific plans – please refer to the new General Plan the County adopted in 

2009 or the City of Ukiah’s adopted General Plan (as well as the general plans of 

all other cities in the County and all surrounding jurisdictions).  As was stated in 

page 68 of the Draft EIR, the EIR assumes that the County will do what it says it 

intends to do if it adopts the plan.  If the County adopts a plan that says it will 

“minimize to the degree feasible” the impact to a resource, the EIR consultants 

accept that statement at face value. 

 

24-8. It is accurate that the cumulative traffic impacts would be less than significant 

(see pages to 190 of the Draft EIR). This is because the plan contains policies to 

improve adversely affected streets and intersections so that they operate at 

acceptable levels of service even with the additional traffic generated by City and 

plan area buildout. 

 

24-9. The commenter is citing a summary sentence.  Please refer to the lengthy 

discussion of water issues on pages 300 to 319 of the Draft EIR. The Water 

Supply Assessment prepared by the County for use in the EIR concludes that 

there is an adequate water supply to meet existing demands and a substantial 

amount of projected demands.  Full plan area buildout would require 850 to 

1,610 acre-feet of additional water, but such buildout would not be expected to 

occur in the next 20 years (and likely much longer). In addition, on pages 315 to 

317, the Draft EIR identifies the possible additional water sources that may be 

needed to serve future buildout. 

 

24-10. The Draft EIR states that raising Coyote Dam is one of the possible additional 

sources of water identified in the County-produced WSA.  It states in Impact 

3.10-I that developing these additional sources could have significant and 

unavoidable impacts.  However, it is unlikely that dam failure would be one of 

them, as it is unlikely the Army Corps would construct a larger dam that did not 

meet the most current earthquake safety standards. 

 

24-11. Use of water is an impact only if there are inadequate supplies to meet the 

demand, which then results in development of new water sources.  As discussed 

in previous responses to this commenter, the WSA prepared by the County 

concludes that there is an adequate water supply to meet existing demands and 

a substantial amount of projected demands.  Full plan area buildout would 

require 850 to 1,610 acre-feet of additional water.   

 

24-12. The impact of development on property value is not an environmental impact 

under CEQA.  CEQA is concerned with impacts of a project on the physical 

environment.  While property value is a concern to many, it is an issue for 

decision-makers to consider when considering the merits of a project.  An EIR is 

not an analysis of whether a project is “good” for the community, only what its 

impacts would be to the environment. 
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24-13. Impact 3.1-G discusses consistency with existing land use plans.  Land use 

consistency, in and of itself, is not an environmental impact, because plans are 

not part of the physical environment that CEQA addresses.  Impact 3.1-H 

discusses the economic concern that the commenter has, and finds that the 

impact is significant and unavoidable.  The commenter’s opinion that the remedy 

is to limit new commercial development is noted for the record.  The commenter 

is referred to Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR where alternatives that accomplish the 

commenter’s goal are assessed and compared. 

 

24-14. These suggestions made in the County’s WSA are options for providing more 

water.  The commenter’s opinion about the likelihood that any of these sources 

would be developed is noted for the record.  In the absence of new water 

sources, future development in some water districts would not be approved. 

 

24-15. The traffic model and study was done to assess roadway links and not 

intersections.  The existing level of service at this intersection is unknown.  

 

24-16. The traffic study was based on the traffic model developed by the firm of Fehr & 

peers for the Mendocino Council of Governments (MCOG).  The following link 

will lead the commenter to the report that describes how the model was 

developed: 

 

 http://www.mendocinocog.org/pdf/MCOG Travel Model-Devt Report.pdf 

 



From: Steve Scalmanini <sscalmanini@yahoo.com>
Date: March 24, 2011 5:39:58 PM PDT
To: Roger Mobley <mobleyr@co.mendocino.ca.us>, Leonard Charles 
<lcharlesassociates@comcast.net>
Subject: Comments on dUVAP dEIR

Hello Leonard and Roger, 

Attached are the comments on the dUVAP dEIR from a committee of the Ukiah Valley Smart Growth Coalition.  I 

will hand deliver copies to the Planning Department in minutes.  

One additional issue arose in the Planning Commission's hearing today.  There is confusion regarding how much 

infrastructure currently exists for the Masonite plant site.  Please study in the EIR the availability of water and sewer 

capacity as affected by the documents on record with the County regarding ownership of the wells at the site, by the 

documents on record with the State of California regarding the status of the availability for use of the water in those 

wells, and by the documents on record with the County and the Ukiah Valley Sanitation District regarding the 

capacity of the sewer infrastructure at and to the site.  

Best regards, 

Steve Scalmanini 

25-1
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Response to Letter from Steve Scalmanini 
 

25-1. Examination of the status of wells and water availability to the Masonite site is 

beyond the scope of and not required for this Program EIR. This is not an EIR 

that addresses specific developments on specific project sites. The Water Supply 

Assessment prepared by the County discusses the well and Millview County 

Water District (CWD) on page 3-14.  On page 313, the Draft EIR describes how 

Millview CWD has adequate water supplies to meet existing and projected 

demand through 2020 and that additional supplies will likely be needed after that 

date.  As described in the EIR on page 314, new development cannot be 

approved if there is not an adequate water supply to serve it.  For purposes of a 

Program EIR, the policies of the Draft 2007 UVAP adequately mitigate impacts to 

water providers.  The explicit availability of water at the time an application is 

submitted to develop a project on the Masonite site will need to be assessed in 

the project-specific CEQA document prepared at that time 

 

25-2. The Draft EIR discusses the Ukiah Valley Sanitation District (UVSD) on pages 

319 to 325.  The UVSD currently has sufficient capacity to serve development of 

the Masonite site.  However, it has inadequate capacity to serve plan buildout, so 

depending on when a request for service was made, there may or may not be 

available capacity.  Again, this would need to be examined during the project-

specific CEQA document prepared when an application is filed to develop a 

project at this site. 
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Response to Letter from Steve Scalmanini for the SMARTGrowth Coalition 
 
26-1. This letter is a cover letter accompanying the SMARTGrowth Coalition’s 

submittal (which is addressed below).  The concerns expressed are noted for the 

record. As the points summarized in this cover letter are discussed in more detail 

in the accompanying submittal, responses will be made to the submittal itself. 

 

26-2. The project assessed in the EIR is the draft plan identified as the project by the 

Board of Supervisors in 2007.  The Board directed staff to prepare a CEQA 

document on that project.  That plan allows a certain maximum level of 

development.  The EIR assesses a worst case scenario that assumes maximum 

buildout of all vacant parcels by the year 2030. 

 

26-3. The commenter is correct that the Board of Supervisors directed that an EIR be 

prepared on a draft plan that contains 41 land use classification changes.  It is 

accurate that changing the land use classification of a parcel allows a property 

owner to apply for development consistent with the land use classification.  It is 

likely accurate that in some case further discretionary review may not be 

required.  However, development of the larger sites (with subdivisions, multi-use 

projects, or large commercial development) or dense housing projects on small 

sites will require additional CEQA review. 

 

26-4. See the previous two responses regarding the history of the “project.” The 

question about entitlement is a legal issue that County Counsel would need to 

answer.  For purposes of this EIR, a land use plan classification describes the 

type and maximum amount of development that may occur on a property.  Where 

that development requires discretionary approval, the County may, but is not 

obligated to, allow that maximum level of development, depending on project 

consistency with the goals and policies of the UVAP and the General Plan.  It is 

accurate that if a property is classified for a particular use that a property owner 

would have rights to develop the property consistent with that classification and 

consistent with all other applicable land use plan goals, policies and 

implementation measures, zoning requirements, and other requirements adopted 

by the County, State, and Federal governments. 

 

26-5. Again, the EIR addresses the project that the County Board of Supervisors 

selected.  The commenter is referred to the discussion of the Existing General 

Plan Alternative and Alternative C in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR for analysis of 

alternatives that accomplish the commenter’s aim – a plan that does not include 

these 41 land use changes. 

 

26-6. The Market Constrained Alternative was developed by BAE for the Fiscal and 
Economic Impact Analysis for the Ukiah Valley Area Plan (UVAP).  This 

alternative identifies what BAE projected to be the reasonable amount of growth 

that would occur to the year 2025.  It uses the same land use classifications as 

the Draft 2007 UVAP, but it reduces the buildout down to a level more consistent 

with past and projected growth rates.  As such, it describes what growth could be 

expected, but it does not contain alternate land use classifications or policies or 

implementation measures. As such, it is not an alternative to the project; rather, it 
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is a description of development that BAE predicts will occur in the next 15 years 

under the Draft 2007 UVAP.  

 

 BAE projected that by 2025, there would be 381 new single-family units, 447 

multi-family units, 26,136 square feet of industrial, and 926,160 square feet of 

commercial development.  If one were to develop a land use plan that matched 

these buildout figures, much of the plan area would have to be reclassified to 

reduce maximum development.  Even under the existing General Plan, as many 

as 1,726 new residential units, 3.7 million square feet of industrial, and 1.8 million 

square feet of commercial development could be built.  If the question is what 

would the impacts from such a land use plan be, all the impacts would obviously 

be significantly reduced.   

 

 If the aim is to restrict development in the plan area to meet these (or some 

alternate) growth targets, then the appropriate mechanism would be the Growth 

Management Plan called for in UVAP Implementation Measure LU4.1a (as 

revised by EIR-recommended Mitigation Measure 3.1-B.1). 

 

26-7. The  impacts to downtown Ukiah are described in Impact 3.1-H on pages 88 to 

93 of the Draft EIR.  The recommended mitigation measure is listed on page 93 

of the Draft EIR. 

 

26-8. Alternative C includes the policies and implementation measures of the Draft 

2007 UVAP but not the proposed 41 land use changes.  The land use plan would 

remain the existing General Plan land use plan. 

 

 Under Alternative C, there would be a loss of 558 acres of Farmland (which is the 

total of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide 

Importance).  The primary areas where Farmland would be converted include the 

area between the Russian River and North State Street (south of Lake 

Mendocino Drive), the South Ukiah area (west of South State Street), and the 

Brush Street Triangle.  The only mitigation would be to reclassify those lands in 

the North State Street area and the Brush Street area from Industrial to 

Agriculture, in the South Ukiah area from Suburban Residential to Agriculture,  

and reclassification of other smaller sites to Agriculture. 

 

26-9. Alternative C maintains the existing land use classification of the General Plan.  It 

is unclear what the commenter believes the environmental impacts are to these 

communities from Alternative C.  However, if the County believes there are land 

use changes in the Draft 2007 UVAP that would benefit these small communities, 

then these could be added to Alternative C. 

 

26-10. The commenter is correct that this is a goal of the plan.  The commenter is 

referred to Mitigation Measure 3.1-B.1 on page 78 of the Draft EIR.  The 

mitigation measure plus the cited Implementation Measure LU4.1a would provide 

a Growth Management Plan that focuses new development into existing 

communities, consistent with the goal cited by the commenter. 
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26-11. The comment that the EIR should include an analysis of the advantages and 

disadvantages of development on area villages is noted for the record.  The 

intent of the EIR is to assess the impacts of a project and project alternatives on 

the physical environment.  It is not a forum for community planning.  The 

community planning forum was the public process used to develop the Draft 

2007 UVAP, as well as the future public process when the Board of Supervisors 

considers the plan for adoption.   

 

 That said, the Draft Plan does contain development potential in the Calpella and 

Forks neighborhoods.  Talmage has little land available for development. The 

reason why water could be a constraint on development in Calpella is that the 

Calpella CWD has virtually no surplus water to serve additional development.  It 

would have to purchase additional water from some other agency. 

 

26-12. We refer the commenter back to previous responses about how the project was 

defined for CEQA review.  We do not have the authority to amend the plan, only 

the Board of Supervisors has that authority.  It is also not the role of the EIR to 

provide the language that will be used to define allowed uses in the Mixed Use 

classifications.  The Draft 2007 UVAP provides details about those classifications 

in Appendix 1 of the plan.  Questions about why certain percentages were 

selected for the classifications are questions for County staff at the time the 

County considers the merits of the project. 

 

26-13. The EIR does not identify any environmental impacts specific to future Mixed Use 

development.  If the County concurs with the commenter’s recommendation, 

these conditions could be part of the new zoning that will be needed for the 

Mixed Use classifications and/or to the Growth Management Plan required in 

Implementation Measure LU4.1a. 

 

26-14. The Draft 2007 UVAP does not make any land use classification changes for 

Talmage.  It does change some land use classifications in the North State Street 

area and the Forks area that are currently classified as Agriculture, Commercial, 

or Industrial to Mixed Use.  It is possible that future development proposals may 

redevelop certain properties in the area and displace existing residents or 

businesses.  Given mixed use development proposals, the existing development 

would be replaced with new development.  However, it is speculative what the 

effects would be on any particular street or neighborhood without knowing what a 

project would consist of and where it would be proposed.  It is also noted that 

much of this area is within the County-adopted North Ukiah Redevelopment 

Area. 

 

26-15. The comment is incorrect.  CEQA allows the cumulative impact analysis of a 

project to use growth forecasts in a plan.  As such, this Program EIR examined a 

worst case analysis of building out the entire area in 20 years.  At a program 

level, the impacts resulting from these individual projects are incorporated in the 

overall impact of area buildout.  This Program EIR is not an EIR on specific 

projects on specific sites.  EIRs are being or have been prepared for the four 

projects cited, and the commenter is directed to those EIRs for an assessment of 

the site-specific and project-specific impacts of those projects. 
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26-16. The EIR assesses buildout of the area including the City.  Any additional 

development that could occur due to form-based zoning would be minor when 

compared to the buildout conditions that serve as the worst case setting for this 

EIR.  In addition, the Draft UVAP would not affect the City’s form-based zoning in 

the downtown area. 

 

26-17. The recommendation is noted for the record.  We do not believe that this 

reduction in building size prior to requiring an economic study is needed, but it 

would provide additional oversight of new commercial development. 

 

26-18. The comment is incorrect. Under Alternative C, there would be a loss of 558 

acres of Farmland (which is the total of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and 

Farmland of Statewide Importance).  It is accurate that there is no mitigation for 

this impact, and it remains a significant and unavoidable impact. 

 

26-19.  The recommendation is noted for the record, and it may be considered by the 

Board of Supervisors.  However, it should be noted that using fees to protect 

other agricultural land from development does not mitigate for the loss of 

agricultural land.  That would be a mitigation only if the fees were used to 

purchase non-agricultural land that had agricultural soils and return it to 

agricultural use. 

 

26-20. See earlier responses regarding water availability, including responses to the 

letters from LAFCO.  The recommendation is noted for the record, though we 

would note that Alternative C does not include any changes to the existing land 

use classifications. 

 

26-21. Septic systems are installed consistent with County Environmental Health 

requirements, including requirements for soils and distance from trench bottoms 

to groundwater.  These are ministerial permits and do not require discretionary 

approval by the County. 

 

26-22. See Responses 10-10 and 10-11 regarding the dam inundation issue. The 

requested data is not needed to identify any impact.  The Draft EIR clearly 

describes the potential impacts of dam failure in Impact 3.3-B and finds the 

impact less than significant.  Table 3.3-2 describes the amount of new 

development that would be in the inundation zone for each alternative.  In 

addition, the Draft 2007 UVAP includes the map showing dam inundation.  The 

EIR does not include a “Market Constrained Alternative” because one does not 

exist; see Response 26-6 above. 

 

26-23. The EIR does not require such a map to identify flooding impacts at a program 

level or mitigations needed for flooding.  The map will not be provided.  The 

commenter can compare Figure 1-4 that shows the land use changes and Figure 

3-6 showing the 100-year floodplain.  As that figure shows, of the major 

development sites the Masonite site, some sites in the Calpella area, and areas 

on the eastern side of the North State Street and Forks would be subject to 

flooding. 
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26-24. The Draft 2007 UVAP is not required to identify where low-income housing 

projects would be developed.  The Draft 2007 UVAP provides land use 

classifications that would allow development of affordable housing.  The EIR 

assesses the buildout impacts of all new residential development at a program 

level, not specific housing projects on specific sites.  The EIR is not a 

housing/land use planning document. 

 

26-25. As stated in Response 26-11, this EIR is not a planning document.  The UVAP 

community planning process used to developed the Draft 2007 UVAP was the 

forum for discussing issues involving villages or preferences regarding type of 

land use classifications. These issues may be reexamined when the County 

considers adoption of a plan. The EIR focuses on environmental impacts of a 

project proposed by the County and how the impacts can be minimized.  That 

said, we concur that paths and other pedestrian facilities should link various parts 

of the plan area.  The cited path adjacent to the railroad tracks is specifically 

identified as a future project in Implementation Action CT1.4d. In addition, this 

trail plus bike access improvements to Vichy Springs Road. Redemeyer Road, 

Lovers Lane, Marina Drive, East Side Calpella Road, Lake Mendocino Drive and 

other roads in the plan area are included in the County’s 2006 Regional Bikeway 

Plan.  Draft 2007 UVAP Implementation Measure CT2.1b calls for pedestrian 

pathways linking key destinations when considering new private projects.   

 

 To ensure that the County has the authority to require such pedestrian 

improvements, we recommend an additional mitigation measure for Impact 3.5-C 

that states that when considering new development projects, the County will 

require pedestrian and bicycle access across the property to provide north-south 

connections between the center of Calpella and the Brush Street Triangle and 

east-west connections between the City and the center of Talmage. To ensure 

these improvements or dedications for improvement are coordinated, the County 

will request that MCOG develop a map showing these pedestrian linkages as 

part of its next Regional Transpiration Plan update. See this addition in Chapter 

3.  

 

26-26. The Regional Transportation Plan that is prepared by MCOG is the appropriate 

format for identifying public transport improvements.  It is noted that the Draft 

2010 RTP does not include any capital improvements involving public transport, 

and the transit center was not a project that MTA sought funding for.  The transit 

center recommended by the commenter was in the 2001 RTP but has been 

deleted from the current draft plan.  It is also noted that the North Coast Railroad 

Authority is not proposing passenger service to or through Ukiah.  Because MTA 

is not seeking funding for a transit center, it appears that such a facility is not 

currently warranted.  However, this issue should periodically be reviewed by MTA 

and MCOG for possible inclusion in the next RTP.  The location of such a center 

should be identified by MTA. 

 

26-27. Policy CD2.2 states that the County will adopt and enforce design guidelines.  

Such guidelines would have the same enforcement effect as an ordinance.  In 

fact, the design guidelines would be adopted as part of an ordinance.  The policy 
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already states that International Dark Sky Association recommendations will be 

incorporated into the guidelines. 

 

26-28. Impact 3.9-A applies to highways and roads because one of the significance 

criteria for aesthetics refers to scenic roadways.  In addition, it is from roadways 

that most of the public will be affected by new development in a specific location.  

However, Impacts 3.9-B and 3.9-C specifically address impacts on the visual 

character of the entire plan area. The EIR finds that new development would 

have a significant and unavoidable impact on the visual quality.  This impact 

would also be true from many parks, greenways, and specific neighborhoods.  

Consistent with the commenter’s recommendation, the Draft 2007 UVAP and EIR 

provide strong recommendations to ensure that new development maintains the 

small town character of the area; see the many policies and implementation 

measures listed under Goals CD1 and CD2 in the draft plan. 

 

26-29. The comment is incorrect.  Implementation Measures are included after each 

policy. 

 

26-30. This comment is consistent with what is stated on pages 67 and 68 of the Draft 

EIR regarding the feasibility of mitigation. Regarding the specific example 

provided in the comment, if required roadway improvements needed to serve 

development in the Brush Street Triangle are not built, then the significance of 

the traffic impacts on the local roadway system will be determined in the 

subsequent CEQA documents. If the impacts are found to be significant, as 

stated in this Program EIR, then the applicant will be responsible for funding its 

fair share of the improvements, and the County has the option of not approving 

the project if significant traffic impacts remain. 

 

26-31 The commenter is referred to Figure 1-4 that shows the parcels where land use 

classification changes are proposed. Table 1.6-5 explicitly identifies whether the 

land use change is part of each alternative.  The map coloration was prepared by 

the County and is the same as was used in presenting the draft plan for the 

Board’s consideration in 2007. 

 

26-32. Most of the Lovers Lane area is classified as Agriculture under the Existing 

General Plan and Alternative C.  The area is not being reclassified under these 

two alternatives, which is why the cited table does not show new residential 

development in this area for these two alternatives. 

 

26-33. The County opted not to include these “villages” on the plan maps.  They are not 

needed for this EIR.  The County may consider adding these definitions back into 

the maps when it adopts the final plan. 

 

26-34. This is a typographic error.  The reference should be to Mitigation Measure 3.3-

A.1 not 3.3-G.1.  See the text change presented in Chapter 3. 

 

26-35. The comment is incorrect.  This is neither a major error nor misleading. The Draft 

2007 UVAP is the draft plan that the Board of Supervisors directed County staff 

to prepare an EIR on.  It included the land use map shown on Figure 1-3 of the 
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EIR. The Notice of Preparation prepared and circulated in July 2007 had 

electronic links to this map as well as the goals, policies, and implementation 

measures. Subsequently, County staff was not satisfied with the layout and 

formatting of the draft plan.  They revised its layout, eliminated duplicative 

policies and measures, and provided additional introductory text and maps.  

However, the revisions did not make any changes to the land use map nor 

change the intent or direction of goals, policies, and implementation measures 

included in the draft plan that was circulated for public comment in 2007.  The 

reason the EIR refers to the 2007 UVAP is that this 2007 date is how the project 

is referenced by the State Clearinghouse.  The 2010 version is simply a better 

written and formatted version of the draft 2007 plan.   
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Response to Letter from The Smart Growth Coalition 
 

27-1. See Response 26-35 regarding this same comment. 

 

27-2. See Response 26-1 regarding this same comment. 

 

27-3. See Response 26-2 regarding this same comment. 

 

27-4. See Response 26-3 regarding this same comment. 

 

27-5. See Response 26-6 regarding this same comment. 

 

27-6. See Response 26-31 regarding this same comment. 

 

27-7. See Response 26-11 regarding this same comment. 

 

27-8. See Response 26-10 regarding this same comment. 

 

27-9. See Response 26-29 regarding this same comment. 

 

27-10. The Draft EIR assesses a worst case scenario of full buildout of the plan area.  It 

does not rely on projections in other documents. 

 

27-11. See Response 26-18 regarding this same comment. 

 

27-12. See Response 26-17 regarding this same comment. 

 

27-13. See Response 26-21 regarding this same comment. 

 

27-14. See Response 26-22 regarding this same comment. 

 

27-15. See Response 26-23 regarding this same comment. 

 

27-16. See Response 26-34 regarding this same comment. 

 

27-17. See Response 26-25 regarding this same comment.  Also, see  the text under 

Policy LU1.1a that states that safe networks for walking are to be included in new 

development. 

 

27-18. See Response 26-26 regarding this same comment. 

 

27-19. See Response 26-28 regarding this same comment. 

 

27-20. The commenter’s opinion and recommendations about the plan itself are noted 

for the record.  As no questions are asked about the EIR, no additional response 

is required.  The Board of Supervisors may consider these recommendations 

when making a decision on the final plan. 
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27-21. The County Board of Supervisors chose not to extend the public review period 

for the EIR.  
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Response to Letter from Daniel Myers 
 

28-1. Alternative C is identified as the environmentally superior alternative.  It and the 

Existing General Plan Alternative have the least water demand of any of the 

alternatives.  The EIR is not required to find that buildout of an alternative be fully 

served by existing water supplies.   

 

28-2. Agricultural water demand and use are part of the baseline conditions.  The Draft 

2007 UVAP would not expand agricultural use in the plan area, so it does not 

need to address this use.  That said, agricultural producers obtain water from 

wells and contracts with the RRFCD. 

 

28-3. The Draft EIR and the Water Supply Assessment prepared for use in the EIR 

provide a detailed analysis of the increased water demand from buildout under 

the plan alternatives.  This program EIR is not required to assess the increased 

water demand for each particular land use change.  It is also questionable 

whether converting a property from, say, a vineyard to a commercial use would 

increase overall water demand.  It may shift where the water comes from, but it 

may not increase overall water use. 

 

28-4. The EIR is an informational document.  It is not intended to provide support or 

opposition to the project.  If a plan is not approved, then land use will continue to 

be guided by the existing General Plan, and development under this plan has the 

same water constraints as Land Use Alternative C. 
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Response to Letter from Residents of the Wagenseller Neighborhood 
 

29-1. The Draft 2002 EIR prepared for the City of Ukiah on the Orr Creek Bridge, 

Orchard Avenue Extension, and Brush Street Improvements (Leonard Charles 

and Associates, 2002) states: “Virtually the entire Study Area is within the 100-

year floodplain of the Russian River and/or Orr Creek (FEMA, 1983).  The Study 

Area would be subject to shallow inundation during the 100-year flood.  The 

FEMA maps show that Highway 101 is above the 100-year floodplain, and the 

roadbed of Highway 101 is virtually the same elevation as most of the adjacent 

lands on the Study Area.  Areas near Orr Creek may be up to 2 feet below the 

100-year storm elevation, while properties to the north could be less than one 

foot below this flood elevation.”  This information is out of date and new maps 

that FEMA is preparing may show greater depth of inundation.  Mitigation for new 

development in areas subject to flooding is presented on pages 119 to 120 of the 

Draft EIR. 

 

29-2. The traffic analysis was done based on the County’s implementation of these 

roadway improvements.  The EIR preparers cannot predict if the improvements 

will be funded and constructed.  At the time that a development application, 

except for an affordable housing project, is made in the area, this EIR requires 

that a specific plan be developed for the entire area (see Mitigation Measure 3.9-

A.1 on page 261), and a CEQA document would need to be prepared for that 

specific plan.  The affordable housing project would be subject to a project-

specific EIR that will address traffic impacts given the situation existing at the 

time an application is filed.  If the area buildout or the housing project would 

generate traffic that cannot operate at acceptable levels of service, then 

mitigation would be required, and the specific EIR will need to make a 

determination of the significance after mitigation.  It is not the responsibility of this 

Program EIR to conduct that project-specific and site-specific analysis.  Any 

circulation or other impacts to the Wagenseller neighborhood would also need to 

be addressed in that subsequent EIR(s).  Without knowing what type of project 

would be constructed where and what the roadway system would, we cannot 

predict the impacts to the neighborhood.  

 

29-3. See the above responses regarding this issue.  This Program EIR states that the 

cumulative impacts that proposed measures like roadway extensions would 

mitigate will remain unmitigated in the case that the improvements are not made 

at the time a future project begins operation. That said, it is likely that 

development of the area in the absence of the Orchard Avenue extension and, 

possibly, the hook ramps, would have significant traffic impacts.  If the 

subsequent EIRs determine this to be the case, then the EIR will require 

mitigation to reduce that impact, and this mitigation could be to fund these major 

roadway improvements with possible repayment from future development that 

would use the improvements.  The EIRs could find that mitigation is infeasible 

and thus that the impact remains significant and unavoidable.  But that is a 

conclusion that needs to be considered at the time an application is made and 

undergoes environmental review.   
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29-4. This Program EIR is not an assessment of possible future development of 

specific sites.  The EIR calls for the preparation of a specific plan (except for an 

affordable housing project) for this area.  That plan and the accompanying CEQA 

document would a assess loss of open space and specific area or site 

mitigations.  The EIR states that “Prior to any new discretionary project approvals 

in the Brush Street Triangle (except for the existing application for an affordable 

housing project), a specific plan shall be prepared for the Brush Street Triangle to 

coordinate areawide circulation and infrastructure, preserve open space, provide 

recreational facilities, and maximize ultimate development potential. Prior to any 

new discretionary project approvals in the Lovers Lane area, a specific plan shall 

be prepared for the area to coordinate areawide circulation and infrastructure, 

preserve open space, provide recreational facilities, and maximize ultimate 

development potential.” 

 

 The commenter is referred to the Draft EIR that our firm prepared for this area in 

2002.  That EIR recommended at least 20% of the area be retained as open 

space and that a unified plan be developed to maximize the connection and 

integration of this open space regardless of parcel boundaries.  This open space 

should incorporate existing valley oaks, existing and new wetlands, and area 

drainage features.  It should extend along at least the northern frontage of 

Highway 101, and as far south as feasible.  Native trees and shrubs shall be 

planted in the open space per City guidelines.  These trees and shrubs will be 

fertilized and watered to ensure rapid and healthy growth.  We assume that 

similar recommendations would be included either in the specific plan, the 

housing project application, and/or the accompanying CEQA document. 

 

29-5. The possible effects of an affordable housing project in the Brush Street Triangle 

is not required for this Program EIR and would need to be addressed in the EIR 

prepared for such a housing proposal.  The Draft 2007 UVAP classifies the site 

where a previous, but withdrawn, application for an affordable housing project as 

Multi-Family, while the remainder of the Brush Street Triangle is classified for 

Multi-Use.  This Program EIR assesses the cumulative impacts of area buildout, 

including multi-family development of this site.  The neighborhood-specific 

impacts of a possible multi-family project, be it affordable or not, would be 

addressed at the time an application is filed.  At this time, it would be speculative 

to say that additional affordable housing within the Brush Street Triangle would 

cause such blight. Nevertheless the commenter’s recommendation that this site 

not be classified Multi-Family is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors. 

 

29-6. We concur with the statement, but could not find a location where we stated that 

the public classification was the same as parks and open space, so no change 

will be made to the EIR text. 
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Response to Letter from Linda Sanders, Friends of Gibson Creek

30-1. The recommendation is noted for the record. As no questions are asked about 

the EIR, no additional response is required. 

30-2 We concur with this recommendation.  It is expected that these types of design 

recommendations will be incorporated in the standards for river corridors as 

described in the EIR-recommended Implementation Measure OC1.1h.  However, 

the County could consider adding this specific direction to that implementation 

measure when adopting the plan. 

30-3 The commenter is referred to EIR-recommended implementation measures on 

pages 159 to 160 of the Draft EIR.  These measures establish river corridors and

limit what development can occur in those corridors until final setbacks are 

adopted.  For example, no residence would be allowed within 200 feet of the 

Russian River or 50  feet from the other streams.  The County should consider 

the recommendation to increase this corridor for other streams to 100 feet for 

other streams. 



31-1



31-2



31-3

31-5

31-4



31-16

31-15

31-14

31-13

31-12

31-11

31-10

31-9

31-8

31-6

31-7

31-17

31-18



31-19

31-20

31-21

31-22

31-23

31-24





 

 

2007 Ukiah Valley Area Plan Final Program EIR  Page 136 

County of Mendocino Leonard Charles and Associates  

 

Response to Letter from Richard Grassetti 
 

This is the same comment letter submitted on October 20, 2005 on the original Draft EIR 

(except that the date of the letter has been changed to March 24, 2011).  As such, it 

cites language that is not part of the current policies or implementation measures. We 

have responded to those comments that are still relevant to the current plan and EIR but 

not those that no longer apply. 

 

31-1 This introductory discussion of CEQA requirements for Program EIRs is noted for 

the record.  Nothing in these comments about CEQA contradicts what was done 

in preparing this EIR.  The commenter also cites specific legal decisions 

regarding CEQA.  We will not provide specific responses to these citations as no 

specific questions are asked about the EIR.  We would note that the commenter 

in discussing mitigation measures has selected court cases dealing with specific 

projects and not general plans or specific plans.  For example, we would note 

that the commenter cites the Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino case, which is 

an inappropriate citation for commenting on this EIR, since the Sundstrom case 

concerned a Negative Declaration where the County stated that future studies 

(as mitigation) would identify whether there were significant impacts, and then 

the County would identify mitigation measures to address those impacts.  That 

situation is not comparable or applicable to the Draft 2007 UVAP and the 

extensive analysis that has gone into preparing this Program EIR and its 

attendant mitigations. 

 

31-2. The commenter is correct.  Please see the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

Program (MMRP) contained in Chapter 4.  CEQA does not require that the 

MMRP accompany the Draft EIR.  It is commonly prepared as part of the Final 

EIR when the final decisions about impacts and mitigations have been 

determined.  The remainder of this comment is noted for the record.  As no 

questions are asked of the EIR, no response is required. 

 

31-3. The opinions are noted for the record. As no specific question is asked about the 

EIR, no response is required.  However, we will expand on this point, as it is also 

relevant to some of the subsequent comments.  

 

 The County’s implementation of programs from its old General Plan has no 

bearing on this Program EIR (see the discussion on page 68 of the Draft EIR that 

specifically addresses this issue). As is stated clearly in the introduction to the 

impact analysis chapter on pages 67 to 68, the Draft 2007 UVAP is a plan that 

was selected by the Board of Supervisors for environmental review.  Therefore, 

the EIR preparers necessarily accept that if the plan states that the County will 

implement actions called for in the draft plan, it will do so.  As far as whether 

these actions mitigate the impact, as stated on those same pages, the 

implementation measure or policy is considered to mitigate the impact if there is 

an identified funding source (for those actions requiring development of a future 

plan) or if the action can be implemented within the normal departmental 

workload and that it is ongoing or will be implemented in the short term.  

Otherwise, the policy or implementation action would not necessarily mitigate the 

impact. 
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31-4.   The comment is incorrect as regards the current plan and EIR.  Mitigation 

Measure 3.4-C.1 provides specific protection criteria and provides interim 

protections until such time as the Riparian System Management Plan called for in 

the draft plan can be completed and adopted.  The commenter has provided no 

explanation why this mitigation is deficient, so no additional response is required. 

 

31-5. See the above response.  The cited text is not included in the current plan. 

 

31-6. Mitigation Measure 3.4-C.1 establishes the setbacks.  Enforcement of those 

setbacks would be a legal matter and not an EIR issue.  See the Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program for the responsibility for enforcement. The 

mitigation identifies certain uses within the setbacks, as it is not feasible to 

prohibit all uses within the setbacks.  The mitigation would reduce the impact to a 

less than significant level even with the inclusion of these uses. 

 

31-7. The commenter is incorrect.  As stated on page 142 of the Draft EIR, there are 

no adopted Habitat Conservation Plans, Natural Community Conservation Plans, 

or other approved habitat plans covering the plan area. 

 

31-8. The cited text is not included in the current plan. 

 

31-9. The cited language is part of the old plan and is not included in the current plan. 

The commenter is referred to Mitigation Measure 3.4-C.1 regarding setbacks and 

standards for the riparian zone.  These setbacks and standards are clearly 

described in that mitigation measure. 

 

31-10. The cited text is not included in the current plan.  See Mitigation Measure 3.4-C.1 

for a description of clear setbacks and standards. 

 

31-11. There is no Policy OC-5.4.1 in the current plan. See Mitigation Measure 3.4-C.1 

for a description of clear setbacks and standards. 

 

31-12. The cited text is not included in the current plan. The current draft plan does not 

defer mitigation for special status species.  See the discussions of Impacts 3.4-A 

and 3.4-B. 

 

31-13. The cited mitigation is not part of the current draft plan or EIR.  See the 

discussions under Impacts 3.4-B and 3.4-C for current recommended mitigations 

for fisheries. 

 

31-14. The cited policy is not part of the current draft plan.  See the discussions under 

Impacts 3.4-B and 3.4-C for current recommended mitigations for fisheries. 

 

31-15. This comment refers to the earlier EIR. See the discussions under Impacts 3.4-B 

and 3.4-C for current recommended mitigations for fisheries and Impacts 3.3-F 

and 3.3-G for mitigations for water quality impacts. 
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31-16. The comment refers to the earlier plan and EIR, as no “hillside development 

guidelines” are mentioned in the current EIR.  See the discussions under Impacts 

3.2-A to 3.2-C regarding seismic and landsliding impacts. 

 

31-17. Again, the comment cites text that is no longer part of the draft plan.   

 

31-18. The current plan does not contain reference to a grading ordinance. See the 

discussions under Impacts 3.2-A to 3.2-C regarding seismic and landsliding 

impacts. 

 

31-19. This comment refers to the earlier plan and EIR.  This text is not part of the 

current EIR. 

 

31-20. This comment refers to earlier implementation measures aimed at reducing flood 

impacts.  The commenter is referred to Impact 3.3-A in the current EIR for a 

discussion of policies, measures, and recommended mitigations to address this 

impact.  Specific performance standards are included in this discussion. 

 

31-21. This comment refers to an earlier implementation measure that addressed water 

quality impacts from parking lots.   The commenter is directed to Impact 3.3-G to 

see current policy mitigation for this impact. 

 

31-22.  This comment refers to an earlier implementation measure that addresses 

groundwater impacts. The commenter is directed to Impacts 3.3-I to see current 

policy mitigation for this impact. 

 
31-23. This comment refers to an earlier EIR impact discussion regarding water quality. 

The commenter is directed to Impact 3.3-G to see current policy mitigation for 

this impact. 

 

31-24. This comment applies to the earlier EIR and is incorrect for the current EIR.  This 

EIR provides “real mitigation measures that comply with CEQA requirements.”  

There is no need to revise mitigation measures given comments in this letter, and 

no need to recirculate the EIR. 
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the neighborhood of such proposed use, or be detrimental or injurious to property and 

improvements in the neighborhood or to the general welfare of the county. 

 

3. That such use preserves the integrity of the zoning district. 

 

AYES: Little, Calvert, Warner, Holtkamp, Hall, Ogle  

NOES: None 

ABSTAIN: Nelson 

 

 [Break 10:52 AM – 11:01 AM] 

 

Chairman Little passed the gavel back to Commissioner Nelson. 

 

5c. **TIMED ITEM: 11:00 AM -  PROJECT TITLE:  DRAFT UKIAH VALLEY AREA PLAN (UVAP) AND 
DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT. 

 PROJECT APPLICANT:  COUNTY OF MENDOCINO 

 PROJECT LOCATION:   The project is situated within the unincorporated area of Mendocino County extending from 

immediately north of the Highway 101/20 interchange north of Calpella (excludes Redwood Valley area), southerly to 2+- 

miles south of the Highway 253/101 interchange, and approximately from ridge top to ridge top east and west of the Ukiah 

Valley. 

 PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  The County proposes to adopt the 2007 Ukiah Valley Area Plan (UVAP) as an element of the 

Mendocino County General Plan.  The draft plan tentatively approved by the Board of Supervisors as “the project” 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. 

 PROJECT COORDINATOR:  ROGER MOBLEY 

 
Mr. Gonzalez provided opening comments on the process of the day’s meeting.  He noted that the 

Planning Commission would be taking public comments on the Draft EIR and there would be future 

meetings for additional comment on March 3, 2011 and on March 15, 2011 there would be a joint 

meeting with the Board of Supervisors.  He discussed the evolution of the project since 1990 and 

noted the current UVAP was essentially the 2007 version.  He introduced Leonard Charles, who had 

prepared the EIR, Gary Pedroni Planner that had worked on the staff report and Roland Sanford who 

had prepared the Water Assessment.  Last, Mr. Gonzalez noted that the comment period on the Draft 

EIR would close on March 24, 2011, and comments may be presented in writing or verbally to the 

Commission on any of the aforementioned dates.  

 

Gary Pedroni, Planner, further discussed the background of the UVAP and how the County got to 

this point.  He commented that work began in 1998, when the City of Ukiah and Mendocino County 

decided to undertake a cohesive planning effort on the outer fringes of Ukiah.  He stated that process 

had produced the 2007 Framework Goals and Policies, which was the plan that the Board had 

adopted in 2007.  Since then, the Board had directed the plan to be completed, which is what is 

before the Commission, dated 2010.  He noted that the UVAP was based on a Program Level EIR, 

which did not consider specific projects and discussed the public hearing process.  Finally, he noted 

that the Planning Commission would make recommendations to the Board of Supervisors on the 

proposed land use changes and the Board would certify and adopt the plan, a hybrid of the plan or 

not adopt the plan and use the previously adopted General Plan for zoning, etc.  

 

Leonard Charles, Leonard Charles and Associates, discussed the CEQA process for an EIR and 

stated the purpose was to allow the Commission to make an informed decision.  He stated the EIR 

process was not exhaustive, but would compare the main concerns for the preferred project to the 

alternatives.  He further discussed the meaning of a Program EIR, that the overall cumulative impacts 

of the Ukiah Valley as a whole with total buildout by 2030 was considered as the “worst case 

scenario”.  He noted the possibility of full buildout in 20 years was absurd, but allowed for alternate 

scenarios that would be covered under the EIR.  He noted after the end of the comment period, the 

Final EIR would be completed and have the response to comments.  Mr. Charles further discussed 

the process and noted that if the plan was adopted in some form or a hybrid of the proposed 

alternatives, a Statement of Overriding Considerations would have to be included for impacts that 

cannot be mitigated.  He noted some impacts could not be addressed in the plan, such as public 

infrastructure, schools, parks, waste water treatment, storm drains, etc.  Several impacts that were 

considered significant and unavoidable include, loss of farmland with prime agricultural soils, water 
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quality/runoff from new construction, and protection of the Russian River corridor.  He noted that the 

main difference in project alternatives was the reduction in the amount of development, both 

residential and commercial, and that the EIR was flexible enough to cover the alternatives.  

 

Commissioner Holtkamp thought Mendocino County would fit the “Market Constrained” category 

under Fiscal and Economic Impacts.  

 

Mr. Charles thought that was likely. 

 

Commissioner Little asked if the Commission would be taking comments on the reports that had been 

mailed with the EIR.   

 

Mr. Charles noted the EIR relies on those documents, so the Commission could take comment.  

 

Mr. Gonzalez noted the documents were background reports and could be considered appendices of 

the EIR.  

 

Commissioner Little commented that the market constrained analysis could reduce or eliminate 

impacts due to lack of building.  

 

Mr. Charles noted impacts can be reduced below a level of significance and the Commission can 

make a recommendation as such when they hear the plan.  

 

Commissioner Little commented that he appreciated the contract value printed on the Transportation 

Study and thought it would be informative for the public to see what the County had spent to bring the 

UVAP up to this point.  

 

Commissioner Warner noted some of the appendices contradicted each other and asked if the 

differences would be highlighted for discussion.  

 

Mr. Charles commented that the EIR did not rely on the impact analysis and data from different firms 

would not affect the outcome of the EIR.  

 

The public hearing was declared open.   

 

Bill Koehler, General Manager Redwood Valley Water District, was concerned that Redwood Valley 

was not included in the study area of the UVAP because the people might live in Redwood Valley, but 

they drive, eat, work, shop, and spend money in Ukiah.  

 

Daniel Myers, Sierra Club, was concerned with water in the EIR, specifically the conversion of land 

into vineyards and asked if the EIR considered conversion as buildout. 

 

Mr. Charles stated that the EIR did not predict conversion because it was speculative, but noted there 

were protections in place for oak woodlands.   

 

Commissioner Warner was confused by the labeling of Table 2.61 on page 41.  

 

Mr. Charles clarified how the table could be read with the policies in the UVAP sited, level of 

significance and mitigation measures.  

 

Commissioner Hall commented that the biological impacts, sensitive habitat, riparian area mitigation 

measures, on page 160 do not seem protective.  He felt more could be done to reduce impacts to 

less than significant. 

 

Mr. Charles noted the Commission had the ability to add mitigation measures.  

 

Commissioner Little commented that it appears that developing fees are based on the general 

buildout conditions in the Ukiah Valley, but the greatest potential to develop is in the unincorporated 

32-1

32-5

32-4

32-2

32-3
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areas outside city, thus it appears that the bulk of costs are in the City, while the revenue is in the 

County due to impact fees.  

 

Mr. Charles noted the study follows a particular formula to determine growth, but could not answer for 

the study.  

 

Chairman Nelson noted there appeared to be no further public comment for the day and asked the 

Commission of they would like to adjourn for lunch and come back or adjourn to the next meeting. 

 

Commissioner Little noted that if some individuals wished to head home due to the weather, there 

would still be a quorum for public comment after lunch.  

 

[Lunch 12:06 PM –12:50 PM] 

 

Commissioner Calvert commented on Table 2.6-1, regarding dam inundation, that flooding was not 

addressed if an earthquake caused the dam to fail.  She noted pages 32, 44, 94, 121, 110, all have 

references that should be modified to include dam inundation.  She also noted that page 41 should be 

corrected to match, either all “LTS” or “LS”. 

 

Commissioner Warner commented on page 321 that the connection fee to Ukiah Valley Sanitation 

was included and it would be valuable to list the hookup fees for each water district. 

 

Commissioner Little commented that any new development would transport sediments into streams 

and asked for further reference or explanation on Table 3.1-2, page 92.  He also noted that the EIR 

mitigations require expenditures for further studies and asked how to analyze the ultimate cost to 

implement UVAP. 

 

{Commissioner Calvert left at 1:00 PM} 

 

Todd Schapmire discussed full buildout versus what had been called the worst case scenario.  He 

was not familiar with how an EIR worked or related to the plan, but thought it was better to let 

economic growth dictate mitigation versus having a mitigation measure to dictate future growth.  

 

Commissioner Little noted the City of Ukiah was negotiating with several large chain stores and 

asked how major projects were integrated into the EIR. 

 

Mr. Charles noted the EIR did not look at projects, but considered buildout for the whole area so the 

total number of residential and nonresidential square foot of development was considered.  

 

Steve Scalmanini commented that he was unclear of the process and asked what would happen 

with the EIR if UVAP was changed by the Board of Supervisors.  

 

Mr. Charles stated that the EIR looks at alternatives with less development potential, but does identify 

an environmentally superior alternative.  He stated the EIR has findings and data that will fit any final 

project if approved.  

 

Mr. Gonzalez discussed the timeline for adoption of the UVAP and stated the Board could choose to 

adopt a number of variations of the plan or could choose not to adopt the plan.  He stated the 

environmental document had been prepared and the plan provides for alternatives, so the process is 

to move forward with public comment on the EIR, allow the Planning Commission to comment, further 

comments will be take March 3
rd

 and there will be a joint meeting on March 15
th
 between the Board of 

Supervisors and Planning Commission to allow for additional public comment.  Mr. Gonzalez noted at 

that point it would be up to the Board to take action on the EIR while the Planning Commission made 

recommendations on the plan itself. 

 

6. Matters from Staff. 
 

There were no matters from staff. 

 

32-6

32-7

32-10

32-11

32-9
32-8

32-12
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Responses to Comments Made at the February 17, 2011 Planning Commission 
Public Hearing 
 

Bill Koehler 
 
32-1. The EIR preparers do not have the authority to decide what areas are included in 

the UVAP.  This decision was made by the Board of Supervisors. 

 

Daniel Meyers 
 

32-2. The Draft EIR does address conversion of oak woodlands to vineyards; see page 

162 where it states that this conversion to agriculture is as significant as 

conversion due to residential development.  The Draft 2007 UVAP polices for 

protecting oak woodland, along with the EIR-recommended additions to those 

policies provide a strong framework to prevent significant oak woodland 

conversion.  Though agricultural conversions are not explicitly mentioned, 

Implementation Measure OC2.3a calls for the County to work with the 

Department of Fish and Game, the U.C. Extension Office, and the Inland Ukiah 

Valley Land Trust to develop and implement an Oak Woodland Inventory and 

Conservation Plan.  This plan can include measures to control conversion of oak 

woodlands to vineyards.  This plan plus existing and recommended policies and 

implementation measures will reduce the impact in the plan area to a less than 

significant level.  If the County wants additional protection for this resource, it 

would need to develop and adopt an ordinance to make agricultural conversions 

a discretionary project, and then the specific oak woodland protections included 

in the Draft 2007 UVAP and the EIR would apply. 

 

Commissioner Warner 
 

32-3. As was stated at the hearing, the table lists UVAP policies but not all the 

implementation measures included in the policy. 

 

Commissioner Hall 
 

32-4. The Commissioner specifically said that the Policy OC1.1b should also apply to 

ephemeral streams.  Including ephemeral streams is not needed to reduce the 

overall impact to a less than significant level.  The County certainly has the 

option of accepting the commenter’s recommendation. 

 

Commissioner Little 
 

32-5. The traffic nexus fee study was prepared for the Mendocino Council of 

Governments (MCOG) with input and guidance from a Technical Advisory 

Committee with representatives from MCOG, the City of Ukiah, Mendocino 

County, and Caltrans. The study looked at the road system as a whole and 

identified what improvements would be needed for the entire system to serve 

buildout within the City and the unincorporated plan area.  The study and the fee 

are intended to address traffic problems on an areawide basis.  The following is 

from page 1 of the study: 
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 This Study provides a schedule of fees to be established by the TIFP Ordinance 
and Resolution. The TIFP described herein provides funding for transportation 
improvements in the Ukiah Valley area, including the City of Ukiah and 
unincorporated areas of Mendocino County near Ukiah, required to serve new 
development and to ensure that existing service levels can be maintained. An 
overview of the study process is provided in Figure 1. As shown, the study effort 
was initiated based on policy direction from (1) the Mendocino Council of 
Governments, (2) Mendocino County, and (3) the City of Ukiah. Ultimately, the 
final fees and corresponding implementing Ordinances and Resolutions must 
also be approved by each of these entities. 

 
 The proposed TIFP fee, if approved, will need to be enabled through adoption by 

the City of Ukiah and Mendocino County of a new Ordinance. The enabling 
Ordinance would allow the jurisdiction to adopt, by Resolution, a fee schedule 
consistent with supporting technical analysis and findings. The Resolution 
approach to setting the fee allows periodic adjustments of the fee amount that 
may be necessary over time, without amending the enabling Ordinance. 

 

 The commenter is correct that most of the growth would occur in the plan area, 

so more of the fee would be collected from development in the County’s 

jurisdiction.  Looking at Table 3.6-5 in the Draft EIR, approximately $74,000,000 

of the total $127,672,602 would be for transportation improvements in the 

unincorporated area or needed to serve proposed development in the 

incorporated area (e.g. improvements to Brush Street which are needed if the 

Brush Street Triangle is to be developed). 

 

 While more of the revenue could be generated in the unincorporated area (if 

buildout actually occurs) than is spent on County roads, it needs to be kept in 

mind that many of the residents in the unincorporated area drive to and through 

Ukiah for shopping, work, schools, entertainment, and other purposes.  These 

drivers make a major contribution to congestion and other traffic problems in the 

City. This is why MCOG (with City and County input) took the approach of a 

developing a single impact fee to address the entire system. 

 

 As the Study states, the County and/or City may not charge the maximum fee for 

all of the land uses.  However, in that case the revenue shortfall would need to 

be made up by other revenue sources, or the improvements would not be 

constructed, and this would have adverse impacts on traffic circulation. 

 

Commissioner Calvert 
 

32-6. See previous Responses 10-1 to 10-14 to these same concerns from this 

Commissioner.  As explained in those earlier responses, we do not concur that 

the risk of dam failure needs to be identified as a significant and unavoidable 

impact on pages 32, 44, or 121 of the Draft EIR.  The cited page 110 talks about 

the dam and is not an impact discussion.  The cited page 94 is a discussion of 

the seismic setting, and it does not discuss the dam. 
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Commissioner Warner 
 

32-7. This information is not required for the EIR.  County staff may wish to provide this 

data prior to considering adoption of a plan. 

 

Commissioner Little 
 

32-8. The Commissioner’s opinion is noted for the record.  Whether he is correct or not 

does not alter the conclusions of the EIR, which note that any sedimentation 

caused by agricultural pursuits is part of the existing conditions in the plan area. 

 

32-9. The costs of implementing the plan are not an EIR issue.   

 

Todd Schapmire 
 

32-10. The Draft 2007 UVAP is the “project.”  The Board of Supervisors identified this 

draft plan as the “preferred alternative” for purpose of analysis. 

 

Commissioner Little 
 

32-11. The EIR assessed buildout of the areas where the large stores are being 

proposed. So, the Draft EIR did address the cumulative impact of this additional 

development. 

 

Steve Scalmanini 
 

32-12. The EIR covers a range of alternatives.  So long as the final plan does not 

contain more growth than what could occur under the Draft 2007 UVAP or growth 

in areas where growth is not considered in the Draft 2007 UVAP, the EIR would 

address the alternative.   



MENDOCINO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

MINUTES FOR THE MEETING HELD ON: March 3, 2011 

LOCATION: Mendocino County Board of Supervisors Chambers 

501 Low Gap Road, Room 1070  

 Ukiah, California 

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Little, Calvert, Nelson, Warner, Holtkamp, Hall 

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: Ogle 

PLANNING & BLDG SVC STAFF PRESENT: Ignacio Gonzalez, Director 

Roger Mobley, Chief Planner 

Jessica Stull-Otto, Planner I 

Gary Pedroni, Contract Planner 

Leonard Charles, EIR Consultant 

Adrienne Thompson, Commission Services Supervisor 

OTHER COUNTY DEPARTMENTS PRESENT: Tom Peters, Department of Transportation 

Terry Gross, Deputy County Counsel 

1. Roll Call.

 The meeting was called to order at 10:00 a.m.  Commissioner Ogle was absent by prior arrangement. 

2. Determination of Legal Notice.

 The Clerk advised the Commission that all items had been properly noticed. 

3. Director’s Report and Miscellaneous.

Mr. Gonzalez did not present a Director’s Report. 

4. Regular Calendar.

4a PROJECT TITLE: DRAFT UKIAH VALLEY AREA PLAN (UVAP) AND DRAFT PROGRAM 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (CONTINUED FROM 2-17-11) 
PROJECT APPLICANT:  COUNTY OF MENDOCINO 

 PROJECT LOCATION:   The project is situated within the unincorporated area of Mendocino County extending from 

immediately north of the Highway 101/20 interchange north of Calpella (excludes Redwood Valley area), southerly to 2+- 

miles south of the Highway 253/101 interchange, and approximately from ridge top to ridge top east and west of the Ukiah 

Valley. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The County proposes to adopt the 2007 Ukiah Valley Area Plan (UVAP) as an element of the 

Mendocino County General Plan.  The draft plan tentatively approved by the Board of Supervisors as “the project” 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. 

 PROJECT COORDINATOR:  ROGER MOBLEY 

Mr. Gonzalez provided opening comments and discussed the purpose of the meeting; for the 

Commission to discuss the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and take public comments on 
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the document.  He noted the Planning Commission would also have a joint meeting with the Board of 

Supervisors on March 15, 2011 at 6:00 pm, to allow for further public comment on the DEIR.  Mr. 

Gonzalez reintroduced Leonard Charles, Gary Pedroni, Roland Sanford, turned the discussion over 

to Roger Mobley. 

Chairman Nelson asked individuals to fill out speaker forms in advance to help facilitate the meeting. 

Mr. Mobley advised the Commission that he had asked both Mr. Charles and Mr. Pedroni to present 

their previously prepared power point presentations for those in the audience that had not been able 

to attend the February meeting.  He noted Mr. Charles would also discuss the CEQA process again 

for the audience. 

Gary Pedroni, Planner, further discussed the background of the UVAP and how the County got to 

this point.  He commented that work began in 1998, when the City of Ukiah and Mendocino County 

decided to undertake a cohesive planning effort on the outer fringes of Ukiah.  He stated that process 

had produced the 2007 Framework Goals and Policies, which was the plan that the Board had 

adopted in 2007.  Since then, the Board had directed the plan to be completed, which is what is 

before the Commission, dated 2010.  He noted that the UVAP was based on a Program Level EIR, 

which did not consider specific projects and discussed the public hearing process.  Finally, he noted 

that the Planning Commission would make recommendations to the Board of Supervisors on the 

proposed land use changes and the Board would certify and adopt the plan, a hybrid of the plan or 

not adopt the plan and use the previously adopted General Plan for zoning, etc.  He also discussed 

one new slide and commented that the UVAP would facilitate the implementation of the Housing 

Element, would complete the General Plan and provides for an opportunity of future change.  

Leonard Charles, Leonard Charles and Associates, discussed the CEQA process for an EIR and 

stated the purpose was to allow the Commission to make an informed decision.  He stated the EIR 

process was not exhaustive, but would compare the main concerns for the preferred project to the 

alternatives.  He further discussed the meaning of a Program EIR, that the overall cumulative impacts 

of the Ukiah Valley as a whole with total buildout by 2030 was considered as the “worst case 

scenario”.  He noted the possibility of full buildout in 20 yeas was absurd, but allowed for alternate 

scenarios that would be covered under the EIR.  He noted after the end of the comment period, the 

Final EIR would be completed and have the response to comments.  Mr. Charles further discussed 

the process and noted that if the plan was adopted in some form or a hybrid of the proposed 

alternatives, a Statement of Overriding Considerations would have to be included for impacts that 

cannot be mitigated.  He noted some impacts could not be addressed in the plan, such as public 

infrastructure, schools, parks, waste water treatment, storm drains, etc.  Several impacts that were 

considered significant and unavoidable including loss of farmland with prime agricultural soils, water 

quality/runoff from new construction, and protection of the Russian River corridor.  He noted that the 

main difference in project alternatives was the reduction in the amount of development, both 

residential and commercial, and that the EIR was flexible enough to cover the alternatives.  

Commissioner Little commented on the impact that ministerial projects would have on the EIR and 

noted that there could potentially be more environmental impacts from abandoning the UVAP versus 

adopting the mitigation measures in the document.   

Mr. Charles agreed that the EIR presumes the Ukiah Valley is undeveloped land to determine the 

effects of buildout and noted the environmentally superior alternative was to maintain the existing 

General Plan and adopt the policies of the UVAP.  Mr. Charles commented that he understood 

Commissioner Little’s concern and would try and clarify in the analysis.  He also noted that the Board 

of Supervisors would have to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations for each impact, when 

it came to plan approval. 

Commissioner Warner discussed the Transportation fee and asked how it related to the UVAP, noting 

there was a policy for impact fees. 

Mr. Charles noted he could check whether the Transportation Nexus Study was part of the EIR.  

The public hearing was declared open. 

33-1

33-2
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Alan Nicholson commented that the preferred project was flawed and felt the EIR should be 

modified to reflect Alternative C as the preferred project.  He was concerned that the EIR did not 

include future development in the City Limits, such as Costco or the expansion of Walmart and 

thought the increased traffic, demand for services, depletion of resources, etc. could devastate the 

valley.  

Guinness McFadden discussed potential development at the Masonite site and disagreed with 

changing the zoning to mixed use.  He stated it was unfair to the voters and owners of the Masonite 

property to include the zoning change after the ballot measure was defeated.  

Ebo Thorbas discussed the population numbers in the EIR and did not think the potential increase 

anticipated by the UVAP was possible.  He thought there was a better way to develop rather than 

letting business/corporations dictate development.  

Mary Ann Miller commented that Mr. Charles had produced an excellent EIR, but also felt that the 

Plan, policies, objectives and mitigation measures were important.  She stated the mitigation was 

necessary to fill the void left in the General Plan.  She also thought that Alternative C should be the 

preferred project.  

Jim Houle thought the UVAP was out of date.  He felt studies were pointless after 6 months and 

thought County staff should be used instead of consultants to cut costs.  

Pinky Kushner agreed with previous comments and was concerned with the Housing Element 

numbers, which were calculated before the recession.  She was also concerned with the list of 

finished and unfinished projects in the Housing Element and asked if there was an updated list.  She 

was also confused by the discussion of available land and did not see a discussion of converting 

development to farmland, since there were lands informally farmed.  

[Break 10:56 AM - 11:05 AM]  

Lee Howard felt that the information in the EIR was incorrect in numerous areas and discussed page 

133, stating the Ukiah Valley Sanitation District pond system was an underflow of the Russian river.  

He noted that during previous meetings, it had not been discussed widening roadways such as 

extending Orchard Avenue to Lake Mendocino Drive or making Lake Mendocino Drive 4 lanes.  He 

also discussed page 6-10 from the water assessment, which stated there was insufficient water to 

implement any of the 4 land use alternatives thru 2030.  He thought the County was playing a “shell 

game” and stated there were no resources to develop. 

Kerri Vau commented that she was in favor of growth and stated it was the only way to have a future. 

She thought it was important to have jobs, low income housing, services, etc. for younger generations 

to find Mendocino County valuable.  She stated she would rather have retail shopping than drive by 

Masonite and look at the blight that is there today.  She supported a mixed use designation, noting 

there was adequate industrial for expansion.  She also noted, as a local farmer, that it was a tough 

business and several farmer were in foreclosure due to the economy.  She did not see any reason to 

increase the land zoned for agriculture and found it offensive that she should be forced to preserve 

the lands as open space if it was not viable for farming.  

Andrew Nicoll commented that the DEIR assumes growth is neither good nor bad, but evaluates a 

project on its own merit.  He felt some impacts would be beneficial, such as converting some 

agricultural parcels to mixed use would take pressure off the larger parcels.  He thought there was 

sufficient infrastructure and resources for growth and stated the plan would result in jobs. 

Tony Shaw felt there was a flaw with the environmentally superior alternative and the feasibility of the 

mitigation measures.  He was concerned that the mitigation could cause more impacts then they were 

attempting to mitigate and felt the “sprawl” development pattern around the City should be corrected 

by updating the zoning.  
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Todd Schapmire noted he had originally supported full buildout, but after moving away and then 

coming back, he felt people need economic development and a self sustainable economy to make 

Ukiah their home.  

Steve Scalmanini was concerned that since the label “preferred project” had been associated with 

one project, it would be chosen due to the title and hoped the Commission and Board would be 

careful in adopting the Plan.  He also noted that the census was set to be updated and thought the 

information could be useful.  

Jack Cox noted during previous meetings, annexation of several properties into the City Limits had 

been discussed and asked to have the issue addressed. 

The public hearing was closed for the day. 

Commissioner Hall commented on page 159, that ephemeral streams be included in the discussion of 

mitigation impacts and riparian zones.   

Commissioner Warner commented that it was difficult to finding the mitigation measures because 

they were scattered throughout the chapters and asked if there was somewhere that all mitigation 

measures were listed on one page.  

Mr. Charles commented that the Final EIR will have all the mitigations complied in a list as part of the 

mitigation monitoring, but he would try and add something for the Commission.  

Commissioner Warner noted that she had insufficient knowledge of the Ukiah Valley to make a 

determination on the transportation extensions and asked if there was a map that showed all the 

connections and corridors. 

Mr. Charles was not aware of a map and noted that the extensions were conceptual and would 

depend on future development in the area for completion. 

Chairman Nelson was concerned that unique farmland was not listed on Page 78 under Table 2.6-1, 

or in mitigation measures 3.1-b1 under B and asked that it be added since that was the best soil for 

wine grapes.  

Commissioner Little noted that the majority of the public comment appeared to have issues with the 

preferred alternative due to the level of buildout assumed; however he felt that full buildout would not 

happen in 20 years.  He used the commercial square footage from the EIR, which was 4.6 million 

square feet, and noted it was impossible to reach that buildout by 2030; however an EIR could not 

assume that something would not happen.   

Mr. Charles added a clarification that the EIR never uses the term “preferred”, it only refers to the 

“project”.  

Chairman Nelson referenced page 130 under water quality, which stated that agricultural uses were a 

major source of sediment and challenged the statement.  He commented that Mendocino County had 

the largest organic crops of any County in the State and felt the rural roads were to blame for the 

sediment.  He also was not aware of any coho salmon north of Sonoma County aside from along the 

Coast. 

In closing, Mr. Mobley reminded the audience that the Planning Commission and Board of 

Supervisors would hold a joint meeting on the Draft Environmental Impact Report on March 15, 2011, 

beginning at 6:00 PM.  

Commissioner Hall asked if the first meeting on the UVAP itself would be March 17 2011. 

Mr. Mobley stated the Plan discussion would begin on March 17, 2011.  

5. Matters from Staff.
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There were no matters from staff. 

6. Matters from Commission.

There were no matters from the Commission. 

7. Approval of Minutes.

There were no minutes to approve. 

8. Matters from Public.

No one was present from the public who indicated a desire to address the Commission. 

9. Adjournment.

Chairman Nelson declared the Planning Commission hearing adjourned at 11:53 a.m. 
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Responses to Comments Made at the March 3, 2011 Planning Commission Public 

Hearing

Commissioner Little 

33-1. We concur that not adopting the Draft 2007 UVAP policies would result in more 

impact to some resources; see the EIR conclusions about the environmental 

disadvantages of the no project alternative on page 394 of the Draft EIR.  To 

further clarify this, we have added some additional text to page 394 – see 

Chapter 3. 

Commissioner Warner 

33-2. See Response 32-5 regarding the transportation impact fees. 

Alan Nicholson 

33-3. These are the same comments that this commenter made in his Comment Letter; 

see Responses 13-1 to 13-4. 

Guinness McFadden 

33-4. The opinion regarding the appropriate land use classification for the Masonite 

site is noted for the record. 

Ebo Thorbas 

33-5. The EIR examines the maximum buildout.  We concur that it is unlikely that this 

will be reached. 

Mary Ann Miller 

33-6. The commenter’s opinions are noted for the record. The commenter also asked 

how the mitigations included in the EIR would become part of the final adopted 

plan. The County will decide whether to incorporate the recommended 

mitigations.  If it decides a particular mitigation is not warranted, then it will need 

to make a Finding that tells why the recommended mitigation is not needed to 

reduce the impact it addresses to a less than significant level.  If the impact 

would remain significant, then the County would need to explain the overriding 

reasons it is approving the plan given this significant impact to the environment.  

The commenter also asked for a list of who requested each land use change 

listed in Table 1.6-5.  This is not an issue that affects the EIR.  The County may 

produce such a list when considering the merits of the project.

Jim Houle 

33-7. The opinion is noted for the record.  It is impossible to conduct a large scale 

planning project that involves substantial public input in 6 months. 
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Pinky Kushner 

33-8. The commenter’s concerns about the Housing Element are noted for the record.  

Because the Draft 2007 UVAP does not address housing issues, this is not a 

concern for this EIR.  

33-9. The commenter asked where people would live. Table 1.6-1 shows where 

development would be located in the plan area if buildout occurs.   

33-10. The commenter stated that the UVAP does not address returning developed land 

to Agriculture. This is not a goal of the Draft 2007 UVAP.  However, the EIR does 

recommend prioritizing new development on areas that are not farmed and that 

are infill projects (see Mitigation Measure 1.1-B.1 on page 78 of the Draft EIR).  

By focusing developing in these areas, it reduces pressure on agricultural lands. 

Lee Howard 

33-11. The EIR does not state that the UVSD pond is underflow.  The commenter also 

noted, and is correct, that septage is no longer accepted at the Hopland facility.  

However, the commenter is incorrect that it is hauled to Lincoln.  There are four 

sites in Mendocino County that accept septage – HBarH Ranch in Point Arena, 

Tunzi Ranch near Comptche, the Covelo Sewer District, and the City of Willits 

wastewater plant.  The EIR remains accurate that there is currently no immediate 

concern regarding adequate sites for septage disposal (David Jensen, 

Mendocino County Environmental Health Land Program Manager, personal 

communication, March 24, 2011).  The reference to Hopland has been deleted 

from the text – see Chapter 3.  

33-12. The commenter also noted, and is correct, that on page 133 the Draft EIR 

inaccurately stated that the Ukiah Valley Sanitation District operates the sewage

treatment facility.  It is actually operated by the City of Ukiah.  This has been 

changed – see Chapter 3.  

33-13. The roadway widening proposals are part of the UVAP (see Table 5.2 In the 

Circulation and Transportation element of the Draft 2007 UVAP).  

33-14. The commenter states that page 6-10 the Water Supply Assessment states that 

there are inadequate water supplies to serve any of the plan alternatives and that 

the EIR does not present this conclusion.  The commenter is incorrect.  The 

commenter is referred to page 314 of the Draft EIR where the first sentence 

under the Summary and Discussion heading states this very conclusion.  The 

EIR concludes that additional water sources would be needed to serve buildout 

and identifies some potential sources.  It concludes that developing such sources 

could have significant adverse impacts. 

Kerri Vau 

33-15. The commenter’s opinions are noted for the record.  As no questions were asked 

concerning the EIR, no additional response is necessary. 
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Andrew Nicoll 

33-16. The commenter is correct that development under the Draft 2007 UVAP would 

have some benefits compared to growth under the existing General Plan.  This is 

discussed in the comparison of the project alternatives on pages 418 to 419 of 

the Draft EIR. 

Tony Shaw 

33-17. The commenter stated that Alternative C would have the same effects of sprawl 

as the existing General Plan and that it should not be identified as the 

environmentally superior alternative.  It is true that given the lack of vacant 

developable land, there could be more pressure to develop rural residential lots.  

However, the EIR assesses buildout under all alternatives, and these lands 

would be developed under any alternative.  Over the short term, however, there 

could be more development of rural residential parcels under Alternative C than 

under the Draft 2007 UVAP  and Alternatives A or B. 

 The commenter also stated that the feasibility of the mitigation measures should 

be reviewed.  The mitigation measures recommended by the EIR are all feasible 

and do not involve extensive costs to the County to implement.  The more 

expensive programs are implementation actions in the County’s plan, and the 

County will need to determine whether to maintain those actions when it 

considers plan adoption. 

Todd Schapmire 

33-18. The commenter’s opinions are noted for the record.  As no questions were asked 

concerning the EIR, no additional response is necessary. 

Steve Scalmanini 

33-19. The Draft 2007 UVAP is the “project.”  The Board of Supervisors identified this 

draft plan as the “preferred alternative” for purposes of analysis. 

Jack Cox 

33-20. The commenter stated that the Draft 2007 UVAP should show land use 

classifications for each parcel.  It does.  Figure 1-3 is a graphic representation of 

the land use classifications.  The County Department of Planning and Building 

Services maintains the database showing the classification for each parcel that 

was used to develop this map.  Regarding what parcels should be annexed, this 

is not a County concern.  The City of Ukiah has an adopted Sphere of Influence 

that shows what parcels the City may consider annexing. 

Commissioner Hall 

33-21. See Response 32–4 to this same comment. 
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Commissioner Warner 

33-22. All policies, implementation actions, and EIR-recommended mitigations are 

included in the draft Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program that is provided 

as Chapter 4 of this Final EIR. 

Chairman Nelson 

33-23. Chairman Nelson recommended that Unique Farmland be added to the priority 

list for Mitigation Measure 3.1-B.1.  We concur that this provides better protection 

of area farmlands than the term “prime farmlands.  This has been added as 

requested in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR. Table 3.1-1 lists the category of 

Farmland, which includes Unique Farmland.   

33-24. The Chairman may be correct.  However, it would not alter the analysis of the 

EIR since sediment from agricultural practices is considered part of the baseline 

conditions.  Development under the Draft 2007 UVAP would not increase 

agricultural runoff. 

33-25. The Chairman noted that coho salmon do not occur in the plan area.  This is 

correct and the text has been so revised – see Chapter 3. 
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Responses to Comments Made at the March 15, 2011 Joint Board of Supervisors 

and Planning Commission Public Hearing

The minutes of this hearing do not identify specific comments made by the public.  

Therefore, the following summarizes the comments and provides responses. 

Tony Shaw 

34-1. The commenter reiterated some comments he made at the March 3 Public 

Hearing.  See Response 33-17.  

34-2. The commenter requested the CEQA definition for “feasible.”  CEQA Section 

15364 defines feasible as:  “Feasible” means capable of being accomplished in a 
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account 
economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.”

Alan Nicholson 

34-1.  See Response 26-35 regarding this same comment about the publication date of 

the Draft UVAP. 

34-2. See the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program in Chapter 4 of this report, 

which shows who is responsible for implementation of policies and actions. 

34-3. See Response 26-35 regarding the issue of loss of Farmland under all plan 

alternatives. 

Judy Pruden 

34-4. The paragraph on page 376 of the Draft EIR describes how the additional (or 

cumulative) demand for water that would result from the buildout within the City 

of Ukiah could be served by water that is available to the City.   

34-5. “Cultural resources” are defined under CEQA as resources associated with 

humans, which includes both archaeological and historical resources. 

34-6. Paleontological resources addressed under Impact 3.5-B are defined as non-

human fossil remains. 

Richard Shoemaker 

34-7. See Response 24-2 regarding the ability of Millview CWD to serve existing users 

and future development. 

34-8. The DEIR concurs with the commenter that the Ukiah Valley Sanitation District 

has inadequate capacity to serve plan area buildout.  Also, see Response 25-2 

regarding this issue. 

34-9. See Response 24-6 regarding this same comment. 
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34-10. The commenter states that new development should not be allowed if mitigation 

measures are not required and implemented.  We concur with this opinion.  The 

Draft 2007 UVAP includes numerous policies that state that new development 

will be allowed only if there are adequate services and infrastructure to serve that 

development. 

Steve Scalmanini 

34-11. The commenter states that the Market Constrained Alternative should be 

included in the EIR.  See Response 26-6 regarding this issue. 

34-12. The commenter states that each area of new zoning for each alternative should 

be identified and impacts assessed for each.  Figures 4-1 to 4-3 show the land 

uses for each alternative.  Figure 1-4 shows the properties that would be 

reclassified and Table 1.6-5 describes how they would be classified for each 

alternative.  The alternatives analysis in the Draft EIR assesses the overall 

impacts of all new development (including the reclassifications) for each 

alternative. The Program EIR is not intended to be a site-specific analysis of 

impacts of each vacant parcel in the plan area. 

34-13. The commenter stated that the dam inundation zone should be mapped and

discussed for each alternative.  See Response 26-22 regarding this issue. 

Daniel Myers 

34-14. The commenter notes that the WSA says there is inadequate water to serve 

buildout of any alternative.  This is accurate; see Response 33-14. 

34-15. The commenter states that the proposed land use reclassification should be 

separated form the plan.  See Response 26-5 regarding this issue. 

Other Commenters 

Several other individuals made comments on the merits of the project or other non-EIR-

related issues.  This includes comments made by Jim Houle, Beth Schwarz, Emily 

Dougherty, Carol Meyer, Todd Schapmire, Guinness McFadden, Ernie Fine, Anil Bhuta, 

Jim Ishwar, Robin Collier, and Phil Baldwin.  As no questions were asked concerning  

the EIR, no response is required to comments made by these commenters. 
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4e. CASE#:  CDRES 1-2006
DATE FILED:  6/21/2006  

OWNER:  WILLIAM & TONA MOORES  

REQUEST:  Revision of Coastal Re-Subdivision of two legal parcels which total 8.8 acres into four parcels of 2.0 acres, 2.11 

acres, 2.25 acres and 2.44 acres and a modification to Use Permit 118-75 to allow for five lots where three lots are permitted 

and Exception to roadway access width and roadway width required under Sec. 17-48.5 e (1).
LOCATION:  Within the Coastal Zone, approximately 3.75 miles north of Manchester, approximately 0.33 miles east of the 

intersection of Highway One and Sea Cypress Drive (CR# 568), in the Irish Beach Subdivision, located at 43586 and 43592 

Sea Cypress Drive; AP# 132-320-42 and 132-320-43.  

PROJECT COORDINATOR:  FRED TARR

The Commission noted the project had been continued to April 21, 2011. 

[Break 9:55 AM – 10:58 AM] 

4d. **TIMED ITEM:  11:00 AM.
PROJECT TITLE:  DRAFT UKIAH VALLEY AREA PLAN (UVAP)

PROJECT APPLICANT: COUNTY OF MENDOCINO 

PROJECT LOCATION:   The project is situated within the unincorporated area of Mendocino County extending from 

immediately north of the Highway 101/20 interchange north of Calpella (excludes Redwood Valley area), southerly to 2+- 

miles south of the Highway 253/101 interchange, and approximately from ridge top to ridge top east and west of the Ukiah 

Valley. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The County proposes to adopt the 2007 Ukiah Valley Area Plan (UVAP) as an element of the 

Mendocino County General Plan.  The draft plan tentatively approved by the Board of Supervisors as “the project” 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. 

PROJECT COORDINATOR:  ROGER MOBLEY

Chairman Nelson noted the Commission would take final comments on the Draft EIR before moving 

on to discussion of the UVAP Plan itself.  

Mr. Mobley discussed the process for the day and noted after public comment was taken on the Draft 

EIR, staff would provide a presentation on the UVAP Plan and then open the public hearing on the 

Plan.  

Chairman Nelson opened public comment on the Draft EIR. 

Pinky Kushner stated she was not prepared for the discussion and was unaware of how the EIR 

could be heard without notice.  

Mr. Mobley noted the public hearing had not been closed at the last meeting and was continued to 

the current date.  He also noted that during the discussion of the evening meeting, the Board had 

stated additional comments would be taken.  

Chairman Nelson noted this would be the last public hearing on the Draft EIR, however written 

comments could be submitted until March 24, 2011. 

Richard Shoemaker commented that the Commission should have all the answers they need before 

making a decision and hoped that the decision would not be rushed.  He noted it would take time for 

the Consultant to prepare a response to all the comments and supported Alternative C.  

Guinness McFadden felt the Land Use Map Changes should be removed from the UVAP as poor 

planning. 

Mary Ann Miller felt the public needed to hear the Consultant’s response to comments before the 

public hearing could be closed.  She also felt that any Alternative would cost the County money. 

Pinky Kushner distributed a chart from the EIR to the Commission, which she felt demonstrated the 

amount of money it would cost to adopt any plan.  She stated that even the market constrained 

alternative leaves the County in the red by $655,000.   She stated development will cost money, not 

produce money. 

35-1

35-2

35-3

35-4
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Mary Ann Miller further commented that the EIR mitigation measures, regulations, and guidelines 

have to be developed by staff and there is not enough staff for the implementation.  

Ibo Thorbas felt it was important to consider human health when planning development and thought 

the water assessment was the most important information to consider. 

The public hearing was declared closed for the Draft EIR. 

Commissioner Little noted there was a significant amount of interest in the Masonite and clarified that 

the “no project” alternative assumed that Masonite would remain industrial, while the “project” 

assumed the zoning would be changed to mixed use. 

Mr. Mobley stated that was correct and that the EIR had addressed the site as mixed use. 

Commissioner Little noted that there were several different types of mixed use zonings in the Land 

Use category and asked if they type of mixed use for Masonite could be changed and still covered 

under the EIR; for example, could the site become mixed use commercial/industrial and still be 

covered under the EIR. 

Mr. Mobley thought the EIR would cover a change to the site as long as it was within the maximum 

intensities covered by environmental analysis. 

Mr. Pedroni agreed that the EIR would cover all use types, retail, light industrial, office, and multi-

family. 

Commissioner Little noted the mixed use North State zoning had no prohibition of heavy industrial 

under the EIR and thought that, potentially, that would be a good option to alter the Masonite site 

designation.  Commissioner Little further commented on the traffic study and felt all reference to 

transportation plan should be removed because the projects rely on funding from the County to 

provide for improvements in the City of Ukiah. 

Mr. Mobley commented that the study had been completed by the Mendocino Council of 

Governments (MCOG) for the City of Ukiah and County both to assist in the development of traffic 

impact fees. 

Commissioner Little noted that the recommendation in the EIR is a sum of money per project, which 

places the burden in the County with no burden in the City and asked that any reference to mitigation 

fees be pulled out of the EIR because there could be confusion and a misunderstanding as to who 

pays for projects. 

Mr. Mobley noted that Mr. Charles would respond to the comments and clarify in the Final EIR.  

Commissioner Ogle was concerned with the flaws and typos in the Draft EIR.  She noted pages 83 

and 84 listed the same policy duplicated four times and hoped the information would be corrected in 

the Final EIR.  

Chairman Nelson commented that he hoped any alternative that was chosen would not have severe 

consequences to the outlying areas and “suck the life” out of surrounding communities. 

Mr. Pedroni asked the Commission to email edits or comments to Mr. Mobley to ensure that all 

changes were incorporated into the Final EIR.  

Mr. Mobley commented on the EIR process for the public and noted that once the comment period 

ended on March 24, 2011, the Consultant would prepare a response to each comment that would be 

included in the Final EIR for action by the Board of Supervisors.  

Commissioner Holtkamp asked if the Planning Commission would review the Final EIR before making 

a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors on the UVAP.  

35-5

35-6

35-7

35-8
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Mr. Gonzalez commented that there was no requirement under CEQA for the Commission to review 

the Final EIR.  He noted that once the comment period closed on March 24
th

, Leonard Charles would 

respond to comments and prepare the Final EIR, which would go to the Board of Supervisors to 

certify, at which point the Board can take action on the plan.  

Mr. Pedroni introduced the Ukiah Valley Area Plan (UVAP) and discussed a power point presentation.  

He noted there had been some confusion on how the staff report was written and he clarified that 

staff was not recommending any alternative over another; just asking the Planning Commission to 

select their preferred alternative.  He also noted the confusion between the 2007 and 2010 UVAP.  

He noted in 2007, a framework, goal and policies plan had been created that included the goals, 

policies, implementation measures, and alternatives, which the Board had ordered to be finished.  He 

noted the directions were not to change any goals, policies, or implementations, or the land use 

changes, just finish the document and schedule for hearing.  Mr. Pedroni noted the implementation 

and responsible parties had been removed from the document and placed in a matrix called the 2010 

UVAP Implementation Matrix that would be included as an appendix to the document.  He also noted 

that the implementation matrix would be included in the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for the EIR.  

Mr. Pedroni thought it would be easier for the Commission to discuss the goals and policies first and 

then discuss the land use changes, to prevent being bogged down by the process.  He noted that the 

UVAP contained 16 land use classifications similar to the General Plan, but with a more sophisticated 

mixed use designation described in appendix 1.  He noted at this time, staff was asking the Planning 

Commission to take public comment, make their own comments and modifications and choose an 

alternative to send to the Board for adoption.  

Commissioner Little commented that the land use changes had been reviewed and accepted by the 

Board to be in the process and were previously agreed upon by the Commission.  

Mr. Pedroni agreed that was his understanding.  

Commissioner Little noted the point was that this was not the first time the public had addressed the 

land use changes. 

Mr. Gonzalez noted that some Commissioners were not present in 2006/2007 when the land use 

changes were heard and it was up to the Commission if they wished to go through the requests one 

at a time.  

Chairman Nelson noted it seemed like the Commission was covering the same ground.  

Commissioner Warner asked if there was a record of the land use changes being reviewed by the 

Board of Supervisors.  

Mr. Gonzalez stated it was his understanding that the map was created at the Board’s direction as a 

result of workshops and public meetings.  

Mr. Pedroni commented there was a key at the bottom of the Land Use Comparison Table that 

showed if the process originated in 2007 or 2003 and if the process was initiated by the County or a 

member of the public.  

Commissioner Hall thought the most logical way to proceed would be to take Alternative C and then 

add in the land use changes that the Commission agreed upon.  

Commissioner Ogle noted the voters had come out against changing the Masonite site zoning to 

mixed use and thought the Commission should address that site specifically. 

Mr. Mobley continued with a presentation of the differences between project alternatives.  He noted 

the most intensive development proposal included the highest allocation of commercial, residential, 

and multi-family development, but the lowest allocation of industrial and the rest of the Alternatives 

gradually reduced in intensity.  He noted that Alternative C would rely on the General Plan, but 
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Responses to Comments Made at the March 17, 2011 Planning Commission Public 

Hearing

Richard Shoemaker 

35-1. The comment is noted for the record.  As no questions are asked concerning the 

EIR, no additional response is required. 

Guiness McFadden 

35-2. The recommendation is noted for the record.  As no questions are asked 

concerning the EIR, no additional response is required. 

Mary Ann Miller 

35-3. The comment is noted for the record.  As no questions are asked concerning the 

EIR, no additional response is required. 

Pinky Kushner 

35-4. The opinion is noted for the record.  As no questions are asked concerning the 

EIR, no additional response is required. 

Mary Ann Miller 

35-5. The comment is noted for the record.  As no questions are asked concerning the 

EIR, no additional response is required. 

Ibo Thorbas 

35-6. The comment is noted for the record.  As no questions are asked concerning the 

EIR, no additional response is required. 

Commissioner Little 

35-7. See Response 32-5 regarding the traffic impact fee issue. 

Commissioner Ogle 

35-8. This typographical error listing adopted Housing Element policies has been 

corrected.  See the revised text in Chapter 3. 
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CHAPTER 3   
REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT PROGRAM EIR 

The following chapter presents changes to the text of the Draft Program EIR that are 

warranted given the comments presented in Chapter 2.  Changes are shown in the 

following manner: 

• Additions to the text are shown as underlined text like this added text.

• Deletions from the text are shown as strike-out text, like this strike-out.

1. Page 9. “There is scattered residential development further south, extending as 

far as Highway 235 253.” 

2. Page 21. “These changes include widening of N. State Street, an extension of 

Redemeyer Road, extension of Orr Springs Road to Lovers Lane, extension of 

Oka Oak Knoll Road to Stipp Lane or Highway 53 253…” 

3. Page 34. “The plan as proposed would result in construction of a maximum of 

5,430 new dwelling units and 7 million square feet of non-residential 

development.”   

4.  Page 40. “Table 2.6-1, below, provides a summary of the impacts identified in 

this Draft EIR.  The first column of the table describes the impact that would 

result from buildout of the project.  Following each impact is a description of the 

level of significance resulting from that impact.  Levels of significance include 

"beneficial," "less than significant" (that is, less than significant as measured 

against significance criteria established for each area of impact), "potentially 

significant" (i.e., significant prior to implementation of mitigation measures), or 

"significant."  

 The next column lists the policies of the Draft 2007 UVAP that address the 

impact.  To conserve space, only the policies are listed, but it is assumed that the 

implementation measures for each policy will also be enacted. When a policy is 

listed as a mitigation, it includes pertinent Implementation Actions listed under 

that policy. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program identifies 

monitoring and reporting The next column lists the policies of the Draft 2007 

UVAP that address the impact.  To conserve space, only the policies are listed, 

but it is assumed that the implementation measures for each policy will also be 

enacted. When a policy is listed as a mitigation, it includes pertinent

Implementation Actions listed under that policy. The Mitigation Monitoring and 

Reporting Program identifies monitoring and reporting responsibilities for those 

implementation measures that are required to mitigate the impact in question.”

5. Page 41. The Note at the Bottom of Table 2.6-1 is changed to say that LS (rather 

than LTS) = Less Than Significant Impact. 



2007 Ukiah Valley Area Plan Final Program EIR  Page 161

County of Mendocino Leonard Charles and Associates

6. Page 72. “The City's plan included land use classifications and policies that 

would apply to portions of the Planning Area if they were annexed to the City. 

The Brush Street Triangle in particular is a high priority annexation project for the 

City of Ukiah.”

7. Page 75. “Objections were made to the preliminary classification as “prime 

farmland” of certain lands in the Lovers Lane area by representatives of one of 

the landowners in that area. who own about 150 acres). These representatives 

stated in a response to the NOP that the preliminary State mapping of prime 

farmlands shown on Figure 3-4 is in error because the lands do not meet all of 

the State's criteria for defining prime farmland, namely the criterion regarding 

irrigation.”  

8. Page 78.  “Priority shall be given to projects that:  

a. Do not displace existing commercial agricultural activities; 

b. Do not develop sites containing prime agricultural soils or Unique Farmland;” 

 This change will also be made to Table 2.6-1 on page 41. 

9. Page 83-84. The list of Housing Element policies is revised to state: 

 “Policy 3.4: Encourage the development of an adequate supply of housing and 

range of housing densities and types to meet the diverse needs of County 

residents. Promote new residential development in or adjacent to towns and cities 

that facilitate infill and compact development and assist in the creation and 

improvement of community water and sewer services.

 Policy 3.5: Encourage the development of an adequate supply of housing and 

range of housing densities and types to meet the diverse needs of County 

residents. Encourage and assist developers in developing affordable housing by 

reducing constraints and identifying incentives and tools for affordable residential 

unit development.

 Policy 6.1: Encourage the development of an adequate supply of housing and 

range of housing densities and types to meet the diverse needs of County 

residents. Pursue State, federal and other funding sources to assist lower and 

moderate-income households with water or sewage disposal system installations 

or upgrades necessary to conserve the housing stock and provide sanitary and 

decent housing conditions.

 Policy 6.2: Encourage the development of an adequate supply of housing and 

range of housing densities and types to meet the diverse needs of County 

residents. Support agencies and organizations pursuing funding for development, 

preservation, and rehabilitation of affordable housing.

10. Page 87.  “Brush Street Triangle.  The City’s GP designates most of the area 

as commercial with a small amount of industrial near the railroad line. The Draft 

2007 UVAP would include multi-family and mixed use, and parkland. This is 
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inconsistent with the City’s classification. However, the City prezoned the entire 

Brush Street Triangle in 1988 to “P-D” (Planned Development) and is currently 

developing a concept development plan for the area.  The City is also pursuing 

annexation of the Brush Street Triangle with full concurrence of the property 

owners, and currently envisions a balanced mix of residential, commercial, light 

industrial, and potential open space for the site.”

11. Page 133. “Septage hauled from septic systems is disposed of at four existing 

sites in the County, the closest one to the plan area being the Hopland PUD 

treatment plant.“ 

12. Page 133. “The Ukiah Valley Sanitation District City of Ukiah and the Calpella 

County Water District operate municipal wastewater treatment and disposal 

systems.”   

13. Page 143. “Of particular importance when considering future planning for the 

area are the three listed salmonid species that inhabit the Russian River and

many of its tributaries.  These three species include Central California Coast 

coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch), Central California Coast steelhead 

(Oncorhynchus mykiss), and California Coastal chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus 
tshawytscha). Habitat conditions for salmonids in the plan area are highly 

variable.  Coho salmon do not inhabit the plan area, but downstream populations 

could be affected by plan area land use.

14. Page 156. “Mitigation Measures 3.3-A.1 3.3-G.1 and 3.4-A.1 applies to this 

impact.” 

 This change will also be made to Table 2.6-1 on page 47. 

15. Page 159. “Mitigation Measures 3.3-A.1 3.3-G.1 and 3.4-A.1 applies to this 

impact.”   

 This change will also be made to Table 2.6-1 on page 51. 

16. Page 191. The following note is added to Table 3.6-3: “Bold type indicates 

streets that would operate an unacceptable Level of Service.”

17. Page 199. “UVAP policies and General Plan policies will reduce the safety 

impact of new traffic and/or new roadways. In particular, General Plan Policy DE-
128 states that the circulation system will be required to accommodate the safety 

and mobility of all users.  These policies will reduce the impact to a less than 
significant level. In addition, Mitigation Measure 3.1-B.1 applies to this impact.  

It gives priority to infill projects near public transit. However, to ensure that the 

County has a clear ability to require pedestrian improvements when approving 

new developments, the County could consider adding the following to 

Implementation Measure CT2.1b:  When considering new development projects, 

the County will require pedestrian and bicycle access across the property to 

provide connections for a route between the center of Calpella (along North State 

Street) and the Brush Street Triangle or between the City and the center of 
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Talmage. The County will request that MCOG develop a map of these pedestrian 

linkages and include that map in the next Regional Transportation Plan update.”

18. Page 305. “The City of Ukiah’s current water supplies are sufficient to meet the 

existing and projected future water demands for normal, critically dry and

extended dry years, even in the event that the City’s percolating groundwater 

supply were to be classified, for regulatory purposes, as underflow.  The Brush 

Street Triangle is not within the boundaries of a public water provider, and water 

service for the existing development on the site is provided by independent wells 

or by the City of Ukiah via an on of service area agreement.  The City is prepared 

to provide domestic and fire protection water service upon annexation of the 

Brush Street Triangle into the City limits.”

19. Page 345. “The one hospital in Mendocino County the Ukiah Valley (Ukiah Valley 

Medical Center at 275 Hospital Drive, Ukiah) has a variety of hazardous 

materials on-site.” 

20. Page 362. “Greenhouse gas emissions shall be reduced to the degree feasible 

by requiring the following changes and new measures: 

 Add the following new policy: 

 EA1.1h Building Code and Standards Update

 Revise the County Building Code to require structures to be 25% more efficient

than existing Title 24 standards in energy and water use.  include a 15% 

reduction below existing Title 24 standards for structures under 4,000 square 

feet, 20% for residences between 4000-5,500 square feet, and 30% for 

residences over 5,500 square feet; and 15% reduction for multi-family units and 

commercial buildings.

   

EA1.1i   Zero Net Energy Development

 All new development shall have sufficient onsite renewable energy 

collection/generation devices to meet the expected annual demands of that 

unit.   If space or other considerations preclude installation of onsite renewable 

generation devices, off-site installation of renewable energy sources will 

suffice. The applicant can choose to install the energy-generating system 

directly or pay an offset fee for a third party to construct the devices elsewhere.

[Timeframe: Ongoing. Responsibility: Department of Planning and Building 
Services]

EA1.1j  Electric Vehicle Recharging Opportunities

  All new construction and vehicular related remodeling efforts in urbanized 

areas are required to include at least one electric vehicle recharging 

opportunity.  Mendocino County Planning and Building Services shall codify 

this measure into the building code and establish specific standards such as 

the number of connections per unit or square feet.” [Timeframe: Ongoing. 
Responsibility: Department of Planning and Building Services]

 Revise Implementation Measure EA1.3b to say: 
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EA1.3b  Clean Air Sources 
 Update the County building code and other relevant ordinances to require that 

primary heat sources in all new development and additions involving space 

heating use low/no air zero emission heat sources (solar, electricity, or 

geothermal natural gas, propane or butane) for space heating and hot water 

appliances. All-electric housing and commercial structures are to be 

encouraged. Verify through plan-check process.” 

 These changes will also be made to Table 2.6-1 on page 64. 

21. Page 372. “Implementation of the Draft 2007 UVAP policies would reduce the 

danger from these hazards, however; this would be remain a significant 

cumulative impact as regards damage from seismic events. The Draft 2007 

UVAP contribution to this impact would be cumulatively considerable. This would 

result in a significant cumulative impact for which the Draft 2007 UVAP 

contribution would be cumulatively considerable. Mineral resource and septic 

suitability impacts would not be exacerbated by development in the city, and no 

cumulative impact would occur.“ 

22. Page 394. “The principal environmental disadvantages are that General Plan 

policies do not provide as strong:  

1. Preservation of Farmlands;  

2. Regulation of development in floodplains;  

3. Protection of water quality from new runoff;  

4. Protection of wetlands, riparian habitat, oak woodlands, and wildlife travel 

corridors; and  

5. Protection of views. 

In general, the policies of the Draft 2007 UVAP provide much more 

environmental; protection than the policies of the General Plan.”

23. The following change is made to Table 3-2 in the Water Supply Assessment that 

was used in preparing the EIR. 



2007 Ukiah Valley Area Plan Final Program EIR  Page 165

County of Mendocino Leonard Charles and Associates

“Table 3- 2  Summary of RRFC Water Supply Agreements
(All Quantities in Acre-Feet) 

Annual Contract Amount 

Ukiah 800 

Willow 515 

Millview 1,520 970
1

Calpella 51 

Rogina 192 400

Hopland
(a)

 400 222 

Sub Total: 3,478 2,958

Agricultural Users
(b)

 4,029 

Grand Total 7,507(c) 6,987

(a) Not located in the UVA 

(b) Includes agricultural users not in the UVA 

(c) The difference between the allocated supply and the maximum quantity available (8,000 acre-

feet) is considered surplus to the needs of the RRFC water contractors and has historically 

been sold to the Redwood Valley County Water District. 

(1) Currently in CEQA review for potential increase to 1,520 afy.”




