ATTACHMENT 3

California Coastal Commission (CC) Staff SuggesteModifications of Principal Concern to County

County-Adopted
Gaviota Coast Plan

CC Staff Suggested
Modification

Legal Authority
and Precedent (Where Known)

County Concern with the Modification

County Suggested Alternativé

1. Agriculture Permitting
Coastal Zoning Ordinance
(CZ0O) Amendment

County proposed to exempt
agricultural cultivation and
grazing from a Coastal
Development Permit (CDP). Thi
reflects the County’s historic
practice of not requiring a CDP
for agricultural cultivation or
grazing on lands designated for
agriculture. However, the

County’s certified CZO identifies

agriculture, including grazing an
cultivation, as a permitted use
and does not provide for
exemption from a CDP.

Historic Agriculture: Exempt
cultivation or grazing on land
cultivated or grazed during the
previous 10 years.

“New Agriculture™ CDP
required for new cultivation or
sgrazing (including new
cultivation on land previously
grazed) (no hearing, not
appealable to CC).

D

d

Legal Authority: The CC Staff Report dated April 24,
2018, does not specifically cite a section of tlrasial
Act to support its requirement for a CDP for new
agriculture, nor does it cite the Coastal Act towalan
exemption for cultivated agriculture and grazinghmwi
existing areas of ongoing cultivated agriculturd an
grazing, respectively, where there is evidenceisibhc
legal use of the site. Regarding exemptions fgoary
agriculture, the CC Staff Report states that theh@€
allowed similar limited exemptions “in past actibns
without referring to said actions.

Instead, the CC relies of the definition of devahgmt
(Coastal Act Section 30106) as the legal authdoity
requiring a CDP for agriculture, along with an
interpretation adopted on March 2, 1981. Sectidl080
states, in relevant part, “Development™ means Jamd
... change in the density or intensity of use of lanénd
the removal or harvesting of major vegetation othan
for agricultural purposes.” Among other findings
discussed in the CC’s September 29, 2017 Informatio
Guide for the Permitting of Agricultural Developntgtine
CC relies on findings adopted March 2, 1981, that
“expressly state that a CDP is required for agtical
development which involves the removal of major
vegetation to begin or expand agricultural croptaimto
areas not previously farmed.” This Informationalidzu
also states that “the expansion of agriculturasust®
areas of native vegetation or other undisturbed lan
constitutes a ‘change in the intensity of the udards,’
and is therefore considered development under tast@l
Act.”

Precedent: This issue is being addressed throughout thiéle Coastal Act that conflicts between policies tegolved

Coastal Zone and has been the subject of public
workshops in 2017, resulting in the Informationaiid2
for the Permitting of Agricultural Development date
September 29, 2017.

Marin County has been grappling with this issue &

Local Coastal Program (LCP) amendment has still not

The most significant concern with requiring pernfiits
agriculture is that 92% (approximately 46,102 acoéshe
land within the Coastal Zone is located within Apgeal
Jurisdiction. Within the Appeal Jurisdiction, deymmnent
that would otherwise be allowed with a CDP (a péthat
does not require a hearing and that is not appleatatthe
CC) must be approved through a hearing procesdand
appealable to the CC. The CZO implements this germi
requirement through a Coastal Development Perntiit wi
Hearing (CDH), which is reviewed for approval b th
Zoning Administrator.

The suggested modifications address agricultusnas
activity to be permitted, when agriculture shoukbabe
addressed as a coastal resource because agrigsilture
included in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act titled a€tal
Resources Planning and Management Policies. Althou
the Coastal Act does not include a definition ajdstal
resources,” the CC recognizes that agriculturecsastal
resource (Informational Guide for the Permitting of
Agricultural Development, p. 8).

Coastal Act Section 30241 (Chapter 3) states,levamt
part, “The maximum amount of prime agriculturaldan
shall be maintained in agricultural production ssae the
protection of the areas’ agricultural economy, eodflicts
shall be minimized between agricultural and urlzarl
uses through all of the following: ...” Sections 30%b)
and (c) also prioritize the conversion of agrictdtdands
to non-agricultural uses to those lands aroungénghery
of urban areas and lands surrounded by urban uses.

In addition, the Legislature made findings whenzohg

in a manner which is the most protective of sigaifit
coastal resources” (Coastal Act Section 30007.5).

Historically, the County has not required permds f
grazing and cultivation anywhere in the County. Tt
staff's suggested exemption is limited to exempt
agriculture on land that has been subject to aljuicl

1. Exempt new grazing and
cultivation according to criteria

(LUDC certification process):

e Located on slopes < 30%

* Involves< 50 cu yd cut/fill

e Not within 100 ft of a
stream, wetland or other
ESH

* No removal of protected
trees

2. Develop an agricultural

minimis waiver process recently
approved by the Board of

J Supervisors and submitted to th
CC for certification to address
like-for-like rebuilds in the
Montecito mudslide area. The
process would require
notification to the CC Executive
Director and interested parties @
the intent to waive a proposed
agricultural development, but
would not be an appealable
decision. The drawback to this
alternative is that the CC may n
allow a waiver within the Appea
Jurisdiction, approximately 92%
of the Plan area.

that was approved by CC in 201

waiver process, similar to the de
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! Where more than one County alternative is sugdette alternatives are listed in order of the Gpsmpreferred alternative.
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been certified pending ongoing efforts by Marin Gyu
and the CC to reach a compromise.

uses during the previous 10 years.

The exemption does not provide any criteria thalao
allow exemptions to support minor expansions of
agriculture or adjustments to agricultural practiteat
might support the ongoing use of agricultural laimds
agricultural uses.

2. Policy NS-4 ESH Criteria
and Habitat Types
Gaviota Coast Plan

This extensive policy has two
parts. The first part defines the
criteria for determining which
habitats warrant the
environmentally sensitive habitg
(ESH) designation, including an
building upon the criteria of the
County’s certified Local Coastal
Program.

The second part of the policy
identifies and lists the habitats
that qualify as ESH, including
habitats that carry a CNDDB
rarity ranking of G1 and S1

through G3 and S3. For examplemodification removes “rare”,

the policy would protect rare
chaparral habitats such as Burtc
Mesa shrubland chaparral and
wart leaf Ceanothus chaparral,
but not common types such as
Ceanothus megacarpus chapar

dchange to the criteria is the

The suggested modification
deletes the County’s Policy NS-
in the Coastal Zone and replace
it with a new Policy NS-4. It
replaces the criteria for
determining environmentally
sensitive habitat area (ESHA),
although most criteria are simila
tonly reorganized. One notable

addition of the definition of
ESHA from the Coastal Act.

The modification revises the list
of habitats identified as ESH.
However, the list is mostly the
same, including the same list of
habitats ranked as rare pursuan
to the CNDDB. However, the

which qualifies that only rare

pichaparral should be protected b
the ESH Overlay.

ral.

Legal Authority: First, Coastal Act Section 30107.5,

Awhich defines an ESHA as “any area in which plant o
sanimal life or their habitats are either rareespecially
valuable because of their special nature or rol@am
ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or
degraded by human activities and developménts
[emphasis added]

r,
Second, Coastal Act Section 30240, which requires t
protection of ESHA against any significant disroptof
habitat values. The CC staff states, “the habyjaes
provided in Policy NS-4 do not represent all of the
potential habitat types that may be found withia Bian
area and which have the potential to meet the idiefinof
ESH pursuant to Section 30107.5” (CC Staff Repatéd
April 24, 2018).

tThe memo from Jonna D. Engel, Ph.D., Coastal
Commission Senior Ecologist, dated April 24, 2018,
provides evidence and analysis to support CC staff’
modification to include all chaparral as potenE&HA

yfor the Gaviota Coast Plan. The memo concludgs. on
24, “in addition to the rare natural communitiesl gtant
and animal species, other undeveloped native halitat
are large and relatively unfragmented may meet the
definition of ESHA because of their relatively pine
character, physical complexity, and resultant lgadal
diversity and valuable roles in the Gaviota Coast
Mediterranean Ecosystem, regardless of their v&ati
rarity throughout the state. ... all natural habitaithin
the Gaviota Coast are in grave danger of direct tws
significant degradation as a result of many factelated
to anthropogenic changes.”

Precedent: The County adopted the same criteria for {
EGVCP but only pursuant to CC modification. The
criteria did not raise as much concern in EGV bseau
chaparral is not a habitat type within the muchltana
Coastal Zone of the EGV planning area. However,

The County historically has only protected chapgasa
ESH if it is rare according to CNDDB rankings oitifs
habitat for a listed species. It was the Countyjsressed
intent to protect rare types of chaparral, not cammnypes.
This modification would greatly expand ESH to iragu
any type of chaparral, even those ranked as “detradoig
secure.”

There are approximately 2,153 acres of chaparpastyf
vegetation within coastal zone, based on the FgyRre
and 2-2 of the Gaviota Coast Plan. Within the @das
Zone, chaparral vegetation primarily occurs nofth &.
Highway 101 at the Arroyo Hondo Preserve and extenc
westward into the easterly portion of Hollister Rian
properties.

Coupled with the CC staff's suggested modificatoadd
a detailed biological resources study to permitting
requirements (see item 3 below), it may potentihyt
new agricultural activities, or at a minimum adgrsficant
costs that may curtail new or ongoing agricultural
activities, leading to pressure to convert agrigalt lands
to other uses and a loss of agriculture over tinkech
would be inconsistent with the Coastal Act polidies
protect agriculture (Sections 30241, 30242, ancbB2

he

similar to the Gaviota Coast Plan, the EGVCP pdisig

1. Restore “Rare” to Policy NS+
where it modifies chaparral,
coastal bluff scrub, and coastal
sage scrub as ESH, as adopted
the County.

2. Clarify in the policy that this
requirements for determining
ESH are in the context of a CDF
application for development and
provide more clarification as to
when chaparral would be
considered ESH, for example, if
chaparral is not a rare type
according to accepted rarity
rankings, it would be considereg
ESH if (from Engel’'s memo):
large and relatively
unfragmented;
relatively pristine
character; and

physical complexity.

U
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only the rare ranked habitat types occurring withie

planning area (or those that may not be rankedmatre
which have historically been protected in SantebBea
County, including Coast live oak woodlands, and all
riparian habitats (most are ranked as rare, somad).

3. Biological Study/Report
Requirements
CZO Amendment

The suggested modification add
a new subsection to the CZO
under Section 35-430.C Permit
Requirements, to incorporate in
the requirements for “an
application for a CDP for any
new development on a lot that
supports native habitat, has
habitat that may support rare
species, may be part of a wildlif
corridor, and/or potentially
supports an Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat (ESH) area, a
defined in Policy NS-4, shall
include a detailed biological
study of the site ...” The
modification then lists a two-
page highly detailed list of
elements that must be included
the biological study.

d_egal Authority: In general, the CC Staff Report cites
Coastal Act Sections 30107.5 and 30240 regarding
environmentally sensitive habitats. However, ti@2 C

[Staff Report does not cite any specific autholhtgtt
supports or directs the specific modification, whaxdds
the study to the permit requirements as well as the
elements needed in the study. Rather, the CC staff
explains its rationale as follows:

£“The proposed ESH Overlay map for the coastal zone
portion of the Gaviota Coast Plan only identifiesiled
habitat types, because a comprehensive update of th

Additionally, it is impossible to identify and cajpé all
ESH in an ESH Overlay map due to both the dynamic
nature of biological and ecological resources &ed t
small scale of certain resources (e.g., vernalgo8luch
maps can only represent a snapshot in time withierga
imlynamic natural environment ...” Therefore, the stigdy
required “in order to protect ESH areas not showthe
ESH Overlay map.”

Precedent: Similar biological study requirements have
been incorporated in the Santa Monica Mountains and
City of Malibu Implementation Plans (i.e., zoning
ordinances), both of which have been certifiede Tty
of Santa Barbara is currently amending its LCP and
intends to include these requirements also. Incatfmm
of biological study requirements is part of the CC
guidance for amending LCPs statewide. AccordinG@
staff, the level detail to request in the studseiated to
the level of detail of the ESH map. Because thataba
ESH overlay within the Gaviota Coast Plan areartwas
been updated since original certification, the @4if $s
suggesting more detail be required in the modificat

smapping of ESH in the Plan area has not been coeduc

There are three issues with this modification.st-ipoth
the modification language and the location of the
biological study indicates that the study wouldreguired
for the vast majority of CDP applications, incluglin
applications for any new or expanded agriculture or
grazing (no matter how small) due to the permit
requirements for agriculture under the CC staffiggested
modifications.

Second, the study would be required for any lohwitive
habitat not just for projects that may affect haitbit

Third, the elements to include in a biological stsdnply
do not belong in a zoning ordinance. The list of
requirements is too extensive and detailed to dein an
ordinance. The County has been requesting biolbgica
studies for many years and is unaware of significan
deficiencies of the current process for any repenjects
in the Coastal Zone. The County continues to kéepast
of the current biological standards and requiresent

The ESH Overlay of the CZO (Section 35-97) already
includes basic submittal requirements with specific
direction allowing the Director to request any im@tion
necessary for review, and states that the pro\ssibhe
ESH Overlay apply to any ESH not mapped but ideatif
at the time of proposed development.

The County Environmental Threshold and Guidelines
Manual includes in an appendix the requirements for
submittal of an adequate biological study.

1. Remove the biological study
requirement from the submittal
requirements and the required
study elements from the
modification.

2. At a minimum, revise the
introductory language of the
modification to clarify that the
biological study would be
required for “areas of proposed
development” instead of “any
new development on a lot.”

3. Move the biological study
requirement to the CDP submitt
requirements (Section 35-169.3
or to ESH Overlay (Section 35-
97.5).

However, Alternatives 2 and 3
would not address the County’s
root concerns that the biologica
study would be required for the
majority of CDP applications an
the requirement does not belon
in the zoning ordinance.

al

[®X

4. Permitting for Residential
Accessory Structures
CZO Amendment

A Coastal Development Permit
(CDP) is required (no hearing,

The suggested modification
presents a new concept in the
CZO, identifying Principal
Permitted Uses (PPU) for each
zone, and non-Principal

Legal Authority: According to the CC Staff Report
dated April 24, 2018 (p. 62), Coastal Act Section
30603(a)(4) “provides that approval, by a coastainty,
of any development that is not designated in the a8
“the principal permitted use’ls appealable to the Coast

Permitted Uses (hon-PPU). The

Commission. Neither the Coastal Act, nor the

Under the existing certified CZO, the County doet n
separate uses as PPU or non-PPU; however, the CZO
allows single-family dwellings to be permitted wahCDP
on agricultural-zoned lands, without a hearingpeal to
athe CC. It also permits residential accessoryctires
(including uses such as guest house, cabana, sdtithb,

Identify residential accessory
structures as a PPU and thus,
allow them to continue to be
permitted with a CDP without a
hearing.
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not appealable to CC) unlette
development is located within th
Appeal Jurisdiction, in which
case a CDP with a hearing
(CDH) is required and the

approval can be appealed to the

CC.

different uses require different

germits.

D

PPU = CDP, no hearing, not
appealable to CC.

Non-PPU = CDP with hearing
(CDH), appealable to CC.

The modification identifies
residential accessory structures
(e.g., guest house, artist studio
pool house/cabana) and home
occupations as non-PPU (see
PPU and Non-PPU comparison
table).

Commission’s regulations provide further interptieta
regarding the terrfprincipal permitted use”or specify
an exact method that must be used by a local gowvarh
to designate the principal permitted use” [emphasis
added]. Therefore, the CC staff report states the
interpretation of the principal permitted use mustased
on the entire Section 30603.

The entire Section 30603 describes several ciramss
when development should be appealable to the CC. It
includes geographic descriptions that have been
memorialized on County zoning overlay maps as the
“Appeal Jurisdiction.”

Contrary to its statement, the CC staff does nesqnt
any evidence to base its interpretation on allexfti®n
30603 but instead states the County has not prdmose
principal permitted use for each zone but a rarigeses
and thus the CC must “clarify the concept of the
“principal permitted use”of each zone to execute the
provisions of 30603(a)(4).” CC staff then propoaes
definition of “principal permitted use” be addedth®
CZO, a definition that has no precedent (insofanas
evidence of one is presented in the CC Staff Rgpord
is not defined in the Coastal Act. The CC Staff &ep
then states “the principal permitted use on lanteddor
agriculture would include, but not be limited tarfcs of
cultivated agriculture, grazing and ancillary agtiaral
accessory structures, while the principal permitteel on
land zoned as residential would be residentiactires”

(p. 64).

The CC Staff Report then clarifies that “accessmgs
and structures that are incidental, appropriate and
subordinate to the designated principal permittamay
be considered a component of the principal perohifise
...and can be processed as a component of the minciy
permitted use. ... [on agricultural-zoned lands] susés
include agricultural accessory structures as veetha
primary single family dwelling” (p. 64). Thus, agle-
family dwelling is allowed as a PPU only becauss it
accessory to the agriculture use (i.e., the farosbdo the
farm). Accessory uses to the dwelling shall not be
considered accessory to the agricultural principal
permitted use because they are accessory to assacge
use, and are therefore, not a principal permitssd u

detached garage etc.) in the same way with a CDmeH
occupations are also currently allowed with a CDP
provided they are accessory to a residential uZ&(C
Section 35-121) but may also be allowed withouéarpt
under certain provisions of Section 35-121.5.

The suggested modification would change permit
requirements that have been in place since 1982vantil
treat residential accessory structures differemlyoastal
agricultural-zoned lands in Gaviota.

The County believes that the certified CZO complh
Section 30603 because:

1) As stated by the CC staff, “neither the CoaAtd| nor
the Commission’s regulations provide further
interpretation reading the terfprincipal permitted use”
or specify an exact method that must be used bgd |
government to designate the principal permitted”usel
2) Consistent with this lack of interpretation atigection,
the certified CZO identified “conditional uses” whiare
uses not considered “principal” permitted uses givan
zone, and which require Minor or Major Conditiokhke
Permits that require a hearing and are appealaltheet
CC.

Clearly the County’s identification of uses thatulddbbe
permitted with a simple CDP and not appealabl&¢oGC
was accepted by the CC as consistent with Sec0663
when it certified the CZO in 1982. Although the CZO
amendment reorganizes the presentation of thesamuse
table for the Gaviota Coast, the allowable usespamahit
requirements for agriculture follow the same permit
concepts as provided in the certified CZO.

The CC staff instead sets forth its interpretatiatmout
recognizing that the lack of clarity and interptita
»identified in the Coastal Act, can allow for diféert
methods. The CC staff is essentially concludinighout
stating it directly, that the County’s certified O4s
inconsistent with the Coastal Act because it dags n
identify essentially one principal use. Thus, Cé&ifst

agricultural zone and identifies a primary one-figmi
dwelling not as a principal use per se, but ascaessory
use to the agriculture use, which can be permitied be
permitted as a PPU.

identifies_theprincipal permitted use as agriculture for the
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Precedent: The principal permitted use and permitted
use structures is widely used in County coastaingpn
ordinances. The division of uses between the two
categories widely varies.

The majority of the land within the Coastal Zone
(approximately 46,102 acres or 92%) is located iwithe
Appeal Jurisdiction. The suggested modificatioruldo
have no practical effect within this area as allelepment
already requires a CDH, hearing, and is appeatalilee
CC. However, 3,747 acres (8% or about 33 pareets)
located outside the Appeal Jurisdiction and wod b
subject to the changes imposed by this modification

5. Economically Viable Use
Determination (EVUD)
Gaviota Coast Plan and CZO
Amendment

The EVUD was not included in
the Board of Supervisors adopté
Gaviota Coast Plan and CZO
amendments.

The suggested modification
revises Gaviota Coast Plan Poli
LU-2: Policy Implementation for
the Coastal Zone, adding new
language into the Plan that wou
require an EVUD when an
p@pplicant asserts that the
application of the policies does
not provide a reasonable use of
the property before any
exceptions to Plan policies may
be granted.

The suggested modification

CZO that would provide a
process for making such an
economically viable use
determination.

incorporates a new section in thedevelopment that is inconsistent with the poli@éthe

Legal authority: Coastal Act Section 30010, which

cgtates that the Coastal Act is not authorizing@teor
local government to exercise their power to grardemy
a permit in a manner which would take or damageapei

Igproperty for public use, without the payment oftjus
compensation.

CC staff justifies the addition of the policy amemeht
and the EVUD, because the Gaviota Coast Plan iaslug
language allowing exceptions to policy standardd, a
where it “would preclude reasonable use of thegddrc
the Plan “creates a very broad exception to the ESH
requirements, which is unwarranted and extremefyiga
Such an exception could be misapplied to geneaditbyv

Coastal Act whenever the County found that to deey
development would preclude reasonable development
an undefined term” (CC Staff Report dated April 24,
2018, p. 27). The CC staff then states that the
modification is necessary “to ensure that the only
appropriate exception to the sensitive resourcetegtion
policies and standards is that which is necessaayoid
an unconstitutional taking of private property.”

Precedent:County accepted this modification in the To
Canyon Plan and the Eastern Goleta Valley Communi
Plan. Ventura County is intending to incorporat th
EVUD into its ongoing LCP amendment.

During coordination discussions, County staff asted
the modification not be included. CC staff respahttet
the County accepted the EVUD in other communityipla
(i.e., the Toro Canyon Plan and the Eastern Gdleatizy
Community Plan), and therefore we should acceggain.

The County objected to the EVUD during the cerdfion
process for both of those projects. Claims of antakf

| private property should be addressed by the coamtsnot
by planning staff. Even with the detailed submittal
requirements, the required findings indicate thahping
staff would be required to make findings as to \ubet
takings would occur without adequate legal or ftiah
training to do so.

Although the County eventually accepted the EVUD fo
JForo Canyon and Eastern Goleta Valley, the EVUD is
inappropriate for the Gaviota Coast Plan area. Toro
Canyon and Eastern Goleta Valley are primarily nrba
areas within the Coastal Zone, zoned for residensies
with limited areas of agricultural land. The Gaai@oast
Plan area consists primarily of agricultural larfdpwed
by preserves (Dangermond, Arroyo Hondo), and
recreational lands (California State Parks and Goun
r@arks). Approximately 1.1 % of the Coastal Zone is
yesignated for other uses and of this small peagent
nearly all is associated with the Highway 101 aiRRR
transportation corridors. Thus, most of the lanGaviota
Coast is used differently than land within Toro ¢@mand
Eastern Goleta Valley, with the Gaviota Coast’snaiy
land uses of agriculture and recreation alreadyirsgitwo
of the goals of the Coastal Act: preservationgfailture
and coastal access/recreation.

The detailed information to be submitted underBEN& D
and the specific findings that would be made asz=tan

financial and economic factors. It is unclear hbwese

Delete modified Policy LU-2
from the Gaviota Coast Plan
amendment and the suggested
new EVUD process from the
CZO amendment.
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requirements could be practically addressed facalgaral
uses on agricultural-zoned lands that may have taaeity
owned for generations, or on lands owned by nofiitpro
organizations that were purchased with donatedsdiod

preservation in perpetuity or State or County p&wWsch

have no “investment backed expectations”).

Finally, the County is concerned that the ordinance
language, as currently drafted, presumes a landowne
would assert at submittal of a coastal permit apgilbn
that the policies of the Plan would constitutelarg of
private property, and therefore, submit an EVUD
concurrent with proposed development.

Implications of the EVUD include additional costly
expenses for landowners, putting people in a titigi
mode early in the application review process, alatla of
clarity regarding who decides and on what bass thi
decision is made. In addition, takings law is fegécific,
and it is unclear whether the EVUD would be apptdn
entire lot or just the part of the lot with propdse
development, or how much economically viable use is
enough or too much.

6. Policy REC-8 Protection of
Existing Coastal Access
(“Prescriptive Rights”)
Gaviota Coast Plan

The County adopted policy
simply states to ensure to the
extent feasible that developmen
does not interfere with the
Public’s right of access to the sg
where acquired through use.

The suggested modification add
policy language that if substanti
evidence that implied dedication
or prescriptive rights may exist,
the County would protect the
public access area through pub
acquisition measures or permit
tconditions for new development
which incorporate measures to
2g@rovide, maintain, or protect
public access.

d_egal Authority: Coastal Act Section 30211, which
aprovides that development not interfere with thbljas
rights of access to the sea where acquired thrasglor
legislative authorization. It does not clarify eifént
circumstances such as implied dedication or
icinadjudicated prescriptive rights.

, The CC Staff Report dated April 24, 2018, statberé
are also areas of historic public use where thexg loe an
implied dedication, but where the public’s legghtis of
access have not yet been confirmed by a court. New
development could threaten continued use of these
historically-used areas and adversely impact public

access.”

The suggested modification to Policy REC-8 is camytto
case law, which makes it clear that the County ca¢s
have the authority to recognize unadjudicated pigsee
rights to use private property.

Remove the suggested
modification regarding
prescriptive rights.




