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SUBJECT: Revised Findings for City of Crescent City LCP Amendment No. CRC-MAJ-
1-00, (Del Norte Healthcare District). (LCP Amendment approved by the 
California Coastal Commission on March 14, 2001, in San Diego; findings for 
consideration at the California Coastal Commission meeting of April 12, 2001, in 
Santa Barbara) 

STAFF NOTES 

1. Commissioners Eligible To Vote on the Revised Findings. 

By unanimous roll call vote in each case, the Commission adopted a series of four resolutions 
to deny the LCP amendment request as submitted, and then certify the amendment if 
modified as suggested. The prevailing Commissioners on each vote that are eligible to vote 
on the revised findings include the following: 

Commissioners Desser, Dettloff, Estolano, Hart, McClain-Hill, McCoy, Nava, 
Potter, Reilly, Woolley, and Chairman Wan. 

The motions for adoption of the Revised Findings are found below on Page 7. 

2. Commission Review of LCP Amendment and Revised Findings. 

At the Commission meeting of March 14, 2001, the Commission certified City of Crescent City 
LCP Amendment No. CRC-MAJ-1-00 (Del Norte Healthcare District) with suggested 



CRESCENT CITY LCP AMENDMENT (DEL NORTE HEALTHCARE DISTRICT) 
NO. CRC-MAJ-1-00 
PAGE2 

modifications. At the hearing, the Commission revised several of the suggested modifications 
that staff had recommended in the written staff recommendation mailed prior to the hearing, and 
added another suggested modification. i'\s the Commission's action differed from the written 
staff recommendation, staff has prepared the following set of revised findings for the 
Commission's consideration as the needed findings to support its actions. 

The Commission will hold a public hearing and vote on the revised findings at its April 12, 2001 
meeting. The Commission will vote only on whether the attached Revised Findings supports its 
action on the LCP Amendment at the meeting of March 14, 2001, and not on the merits of the 
amendment or whether the adopted suggested modifications should be changed. Public 
testimony will be limited accordingly. 

3. Effective Certification Process. 

Pursuant to Section 13544 of the Commission's regulations, the certification of an LCP 
amendment shall not be deemed final and effective until: (a) the local government acknowledges 
receipt of the Commission's resolution, accepts and agrees to the modifications, takes whatever 
formal action is required to satisfy the modifications, and agrees to issue coastal development 
permits for the total area included in the certified local coastal program; (b) the Executive 
Director determines in writing that the local government's actions take to satisfy the above 
requirements are legally adequate, (c) the Executive Director reports the determination to the 

• 

Commission and the Commission does not object to the determination, and (d) notice of the • 
certification of the LCP amendment is filed with the Secretary of the Resources Agency. 
Pursuant to Section 13542(b), the Commission's certification of an LCP amendment with 
suggested modifications shall expire six months from the date of the Commission's action unless 
the deadline is extended by the Commission pursuant to Section 30517 of the Coastal Act and 
Section 13535(c) of the Commission's Regulations. · 

4. Additional Information. 

For additional information about the LCP Amendment certified by the Commission, please 
contact Jim Baskin at the North Coast District Office at the above address, (707)445-7833. 
Please mail correspondence to the Commission at the saine address. 

5. Analysis Criteria. 

In certifying with suggested modifications the amendment to the Land Use Plan portion of the 
City of Crescent City Local Coastal Program, the Commission found that if modified as 
suggested, the LUP as amended is consistent with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 
In certifying with suggested modifications the amendment to the Implementation Program 
portion of the LCP, the Commission found that if modified as suggested, the Implementation 
Program, as amended, conforms with and is adequate to carry out the amended Land Use Plan . 

• 
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REVISED FINDINGS 
SYNOPSIS: 

Amendment Description: 

The City of Crescent City proposes to amend its Land Use Plan text and maps and corresponding 
Implementation Program text and maps to accommodate the development of a hotel and 
restaurant project at the site of the former Seaside Hospital at the intersection of Front and "A" 
Streets. The subject property is currently planned for both commercial and medical-related uses, 
and is split-zoned for medical related and residential/ professional office development. The 
current LUP also contains several policies encouraging and reserving the whole of the property 
for medical-related development. In addition, the LUP contains several outdated descriptions of 
the property and surrounding features (e.g., the route of a bicycle path, coastal erosion conditions 
on the adjacent beach, provisions for acceptance of access offers of dedication) that do not reflect 
current conditions in this portion of the City. As submitted, Crescent City's LCP Amendment 
No. CRC-MAJ-1-00 would consist of: (1) proposed revisions to the text and land use maps of the 
Coastal Element of the City's General Plan (LUP) providing specific goals and policies intended 
to guide development of visitor-serving facilities at a specific oceanfront site within the City's 
planning area; (2) creation of a Commercial Waterfront zoning district; (3) an associated change 
to the zoning maps to apply the zoning to the specified oceanfront site; and (4) ordinance 
amendments providing revisions as necessary to maintain consistency with the proposed general 
plan and zone changes, as well as to incorporate the newly-created zoning district. On 
November 6, 2000, the City of Crescent City's City Council adopted the amendments and 
directed its staff to submit the changes for certification by the Commission. 

Summary of Commission Action: 

The Commission found that the bulk of the proposed Crescent City Land Use Plan and Zoning 
Ordinance changes as submitted were adequate to meet the requirements of the Coastal Act. The 
City's proposal for redesignating and rezoning the site from a medical facilities designation to 
those that support visitor-serving commercial facilities is consistent with the priority visitor­
serving use policies of the Coastal Act. Due to its waterfront setting adjacent to a sandy-rocky 
beach, availability of coastal views along the shoreline, and its location at a major crossroads in a 
developed area of town with necessary services, the site is especially suitable for such uses. 
However, the Commission adopted a number of suggested modifications to address some 
specific changes proposed to the LCP to accommodate this redesignation and rezoning that in the 
case of the LUP amendment are not consistent with the Coastal Act, and in the case of the IP 
amendment, would not conform with and carry out the LUP as amended. The Suggested 
Modifications recommended by staff would make the LUP amendments consistent with the 
Coastal Act and the IP amendments conform with and carry out the LUP, as amended, for the 
following reasons: 

• The City's proposed amendment to LUP Chapter 1 - Public Access Policy #2 only 
establishes a provision for the acceptance of an offer of dedication for public access by 
the City for development occurring at the proposed resort hotel site. The amendment 
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includes no associated requirement to consider the need for an offer of dedication of 
public access to proportionally offset impacts to existing use of and/or increased demand 

. for public access facilities that would result from any newly proposed development. 
Suggested Modification No. 1 would insert policy language requiring that an offer of 
dedication of public access be made in conjunction with new development where the 
offer of dedication would alleviate significant adverse impacts to public access and the 
offer is related to the impacts in nature and extent. 

• The proposed amendments to the description of the LUP Chapter 2 - Recreation and 
Visitor Serving Facilities Harbor-City Bicycle Path circuitously relocates the route of this 
recreational facility away from the coast in response to the vacation of a street right-of­
way associated with the future development proposal. Given that the existing bicycle 
path is routed for the ocean views it provides, automatically rerouting the bicycle path to 
reduce such viewing opportunities would be contrary to other provisions within the 
certified LCP, and the directives of the Coastal Act to protect and provide maximum 
public access and recreational opportunities. The Coastal Act directs that existing access 
and recreational facilities as well as new or substitute facilities be protected. 
Accordingly, Suggested Modification Nos. 2 and 3 would provide a new policy that 
protects the existing routing of the bicycle path at the subject site, allowing for 
realignment only when retention within new development would not be feasible 
consistent with all applicable LCP provisions. 

• The amendments to the description of the LUP Chapter 5 Diking. Dredging. Filling and 
Shoreline Structures general conditions proposed by the City are structured such that 
provisions for shoreline protective structures are discussed without the limitations, 
prerequisites, and qualifications required by the Coastal Act being stated. The proposed 
language could result in shoreline protective structures being permitted: (1 )for a wider 
assortment of uses than those authorized by the Coastal Act; (2) when other 
environmentally less damaging feasible alternatives were available; and/or (3) without all 
feasible mitigation measures having being included. In addition, no discussion has been 
included addressing the Coastal Act directive to eliminate the need for shoreline 
protective structures through the proper siting and design of new development. 
Furthermore, the amendment would also allow existing inaccurate statements regarding 
the Coinmission having a set wetlands mitigation replacement ratio to remain. Finally, 
although the amendment proposes to excise dated verbiage relating to coastal erosion and 
dredge spoils disposal activities, the City has opted to retain a policy providing for future 
development of a sand management plan. 

Given the potential impacts the proposed amendment could have on coastal 
environmentally sensitive areas, coastal access and recreation, the proposed amendment 
must be modified to achieve conformity with the Coastal Act. Suggested Modification 
No. 4 would include revisions to: (1) further clarify the three-tiered approach of the 
Coastal Act to preclude the need for shoreline protective structures in new development, 

• 

• 

limit the instances where shoreline protective devices may be authorized, and provide • 
criteria for diking, dredging, and filling of coastal waters associated with permissible 
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shoreline protective structures, (2) indicate the parties qualified to prepare geo-technical 
analyses, (3) describe the areas along the City's shoreline where beach nourishment 
might be appropriate, and (4) identify that development of any future sand management 
plan referenced within the Chapter would require an LCP amendment. 

The proposed amendment to LUP Chapter 7 - Public Works Policy Recommendation # 2 
would establish a requirement that best management practices for controlling stormwater 
runoff and maintaining water quality be incorporated into the design and operation of 
development. However, the policy is qualitative in its scope and a corollary quantitative 
standard establishing a threshold by which polluted runoff would be treated is needed to 
ensure that coastal water quality is adequately protected. Suggested Modification No. 5 
would include the "85th percentile 24-hour/1-hour storm event" criteria so that protection 
of coastal water quality would be more effectively assured. 

Although quoted within the preface discussion of LUP Chapter 3 - Coastal Visual 
Resources and Special Communities, the current certified LUP does not contain any 
policies specifically incorporating the requirements of Coastal Act Section 30251 that 
relate to the protection of visual resources. The main areas of concern regarding the 
protection of visual resources as they relate to the proposed amendment are: ( 1) 
prohibiting the erection of signage in areas zoned Open Space; (2) protecting view 
corridors along the Highway 101 southern entrance into the City; and (3) preserving the 
visual character of the town as expressed in its historically or architecturally significant 
structures. The subject site for the proposed amendment is located on a oceanfront site 
along the City's southwestern shoreline. Though views directly to the ocean from the 
property's public road frontage are limited by the site's up-sloping topography towards 
the bluff edge, relatively unobstructed oblique views are afforded of the scenic rugged 
shoreline and offshore rocks to the northwest [see Exhibit No. 6]. The proposed 
amendments would allow development that could adversely affect the views to and along 
the coast at the site. Suggested Modification No. 6 would generally restate the 
requirements of Coastal Act Section 30251 and require that a northwesterly view corridor 
be retained in the approval of any future development at the subject site. 

• The proposed amendment to the description of the "Commercial" land use designation 
would add "recreational and visitor-serving uses" to the list of principally permitted uses. 
However, the City has not proposed the specific wording or form that the addition would 
take. Suggested Modification No. 7 is recommended to provide the specific wording. 

• The proposed amendment to the Implementation Program to establish a new Coastal 
Zone Waterfront Commercial zoning district contains a provision for allowing building 
heights in excess of thirty-five (35) feet with a use permit. Authorizing heights in excess 
of 35 feet may conflict with the language to be added to the LUP by Suggested 
Modification No. 6, which among other requirements, would require that new 
development be sited and designed to be compatible with the character of the surrounding 
area. Accordingly, Suggested Modification No. 8 recommends that the proposed 
provision to allow for heights greater than 35 feet be deleted. 
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• The amendments to the general conditions description and policies of LUP Chapter 5 
Diking. Dredging. Filling and Shoreline Structures proposed by the City are structured 
such that it is not fully consistent with Coastal Act Section 30253(2) with respect to 
"(a)ssur(ing) stability and structural integrity, ... or in any way require the construction 
of protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and 
cliffs." Accordingly, Suggested Modification No. 9 recommends that a policy be 
included requiring that approval of new development on ocean-fronting parcels include a 
condition for recordation of a deed restriction prohibiting the construction of future 
shoreline protective structures to protect the development from bluff erosion. 

I. MOTION. STAFF RECOMMENDATION, AND RESOLUTION FOR LCP 
AMENDMENT NO. CRC-MAJ-1-00 

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following findings in support of its action on 
March 14, 2001 concerning City of Crescent City LCP Amendment No. CRC-MAJ-1-00 (Del 
Norte Healthcare District). 

MOTION: I move that the Commission adopt the revised findings in support of 
the Commission's action on March 14, 2001 concerning City of 

• 

Crescent City LCP Amendment No. CRC-MAJ-1-00 (Del Norte • 
Healthcare District). 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL: 

Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion. Passage of this motion will result in the 
adoption of revised findings as set froth in this staff report. The motion requires a 
majority vote of the members from the prevailing side present at the March 14, 2001 
hearing, with at least three of the prevailing members voting. Only those Commissioners 
on the prevailing side of the Commission's action are eligible to vote on the revised 
findings [see list on p. 1]. 

RESOLUTION TO ADOPT REVISED FINDINGS: 

The Commission hereby approves the findings set forth below for City of Crescent City 
LCP Amendment No. CRC-MAJ-1-00 (Del Norte Healthcare District) on the ground that 
the findings support the Commission's decision made on March 14, 2001 and accurately 
reflect the reasons for it. 

• 
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PART ONE: RESOLUTIONS AND SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 

On March 14, 2001, the Commission adopted the following resolutions and suggested 
modifications: 

I. RESOLUTIONS 

A. DENIAL OF LUP AMENDMENT NO. CRC-MAJ-1-00, AS SUBMITTED: 

B . 

RESOLUTION 1: 

The Commission hereby denies certification of the Land Use Plan Amendment No. CRC­
MAJ-1-00 as submitted by the City of Crescent City and adopts the findings set forth 
below on the grounds that the land use plan as amended does not meet the requirements 
of and is not in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 
Certification of the Land Use Plan amendment would not meet the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act, as there are feasible alternatives and mitigation 
measures that would substantially lessen the significant adverse impacts on the 
environment that will result from certification of the Land Use Plan Amendment. 

APPROVAL OF LUP AMENDMENT NO. CRC-MAJ-1-00 IF MODIFIED AS 
SUGGESTED: 

RESOLUTION II: 

The Commission hereby certifies Land Use Plan Amendment No. CRC-MAJ-1-00 for the 
City of Crescent City if modified as suggested and adopts the findings set forth below on 
the grounds that the Land Use Plan amendment with suggested modifications will meet 
the requirements of and be in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal 
Act. Certification of the land use plan amendment if modified as suggested complies 
with the California Environmental Quality Act because either 1) feasible mitigation 
measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any 
significant adverse effects of the plan on the environment, or 2) there are no further 
feasible alternatives or mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any 
significant adverse impacts on the environment that will result from certification of tlie 
Land Use Plan Amendment if modified. 

C. DENIAL OF IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM AMENDMENT NO. CRC-MA.J-1-
00, AS SUBMITTED: 

RESOLUTION III: 

The Commission hereby denies certification of the Implementation Program submitted 
for the City of Crescent City and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the 
Implementation Program Amendment as submitted does not conform with and is 
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inadequate to carry out the provisions of the Land Use Plan as certified. Certification of 
the Implementation Program Amendment would not meet the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act as there are feasible alternatives and mitigation 
measures that would substantially lessen the significant adverse impacts on the 
environment that will result from certification of the Implementation Program as 
submitted. 

D. APPROVAL OF IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM AMENDMENT NO. CRC­
MAJ-1-00 IF MODIFIED AS SUGGESTED: 

RESOLUTION IV: 

The Commission hereby certifies the Implementation Program Amendment for the City 
of Crescent City if modified as suggested on the grounds that the Implementation 
Program Amendment with the suggested modifications conforms with and is adeqaute to 
carry out the provisions of the Land Use Plan as certified. Certification of the 
Implementation Program if modified as suggested complies with the California 
Environmental Quality Act, because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or 
alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse effects 
of the Implementation Program Amendment on the environment, or 2) there are no 
further feasible alternatives and mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any 
significant adverse impacts on the environment. 

II. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 

Key for Modifications to City Language: 

The attached Exhibit No. 5 presents the complete land use plan and zoning code amendments as 
proposed by the City, showing in strikeout and underline how the proposal would alter the 
existing zoning code text. In this Section, the resulting revised text proposed by the City is 
shown in strikeoHt and underline, while additions suggested by the Commission are in bold 
italics and suggested deletions are in eet:tele sifikethfesglt. Suggested deletions to text proposed 
by the City are in sReerliRee eeslde slriltethfes!lt. 

Prior to the hearing, the Crescent City Manager submitted a letter (dated March 8, 2001) 
requesting that the Commission make certain changes to thoser suggested modifications 
recommended by staff in the staff report. This letter is attached as Exhibit No. 7. The 
Commission incorporated some of the City Manager's recommended changes into the Suggested 
Modifications that it adopted. 

A. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS TO THE LAND USE PLAN: 

• 

• 

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION N0.1: Policy 2 of Chapter 1- "Public Access" of the City of • 
Crescent City Land Use Plan shall be modified as follows: 
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2. ~For any new development at the former Seaside Hospital site (APN 
118-020-28), including any recreational or visitor serving commercial 
development, the City, or the Commission on appeal, may ae:e:e:f!t Seaside 
Hospital's offer for dedicatioa aloag the 'Nestem edge, pro•1ided f1::mdiag 
can be obta:iaed prior to acceptiag any access shall require an offer of 
dedication. er tke: S§ttivaleat. for public access to the City or other public 
or private association acceptable to the Executive Director of the 
California Coastal Commission, if the approving authority finds that the 
proposed development would create significant adverse individual or 
cumulative impacts on the public's demand for and use of public access 
facilities, and the offer of dedication would alleviate the impacts and be 
reasonably related to the impacts in nature and extent. Any offer of 
dedication for lateral public access along the beach shall be located at ef 
the westerly portion of the property extending to the mean· high tide line 
(the westerly property limit). This weald Any offer of dedication for 
lateral public access along any portion of the blufftop shall allow for a 
lateral access trail to be constructed and maintained as public access and 
shall be located far enough inland from the top of the bluff to not 
require the construction of protective devices that could substantially 
alter natural landforms and bluffs and cliffs. Ia a88itiea, a Any offer of 
dedication for a vertical e:eastal public access to the beach shall 
followti!g the Second Street public right-of-way. West of Front Street;-i.s 
alse prepeses te eemply vlith tkis reeemmeatlatiea. The City may accept 
and will: shall not oppose any other agency, so approved by the Executive 
Director of the Coastal Commission, from accepting any offers of 
dedication. 

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 2: The description of the Harbor-City Bicycle Path 
contained in LUP Chapter 2 - "Recreation and Visitor Serving Facilities" at page 14 shall be 
modified as follows: 

5. HARBOR-CITY BICYCLE PATH 

The Bicycle Path starts at eaters the City ffem Peiat St. Geerge te the aerth anti 
i'ellews Pebble Beach Drive in the City and follows Pebble Beach Drive and oo 
Taylor Street~ before merging onto ere8888 Fifth Street The pathway 
continues down Fifth Street then turns oo onto A Street. , thea ere8ses Seeeas 
Street te 8 Street, thea Seath The bicycle path continues m along A Street to 
Battery Drive to Hov1e Drive to 101 to Sunset Circle to the Harbor.! ·where it 
crosses over Elk Creek there is a City built bridge. At Battery Drive the Bike 
Path enters Beachfront Park, following Howe Drive east to Highway 101. The 
Bike Path then follows Highway 101 South to Sunset Circle. to the southerly City 
Limits. The Bike Path continues through the Harbor area to South Beach. +his 
path gives a complete view of the The Path has ocean views at the coastal access 
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points and provides access to recreational oppormeity witllie Creseeet City 
opportunities along the route. Relocation of the route of the Harbor-City Bicycle 
Path may only be allowed in conjunction with new development if relocation 
would be consistent with all relevant LCP policies, including but not limited to 
Recreation and Visitor Serving Facilities Policy No.5. 

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO.3: In addition, as referenced in the preceding Suggested 
Modification No. 2, a new Policy #5 shall be appended to LUP Chapter 2 - "Recreation and 
Visitor Serving Facilities," reading as· follows: 

5. No development at thE! former Seaside Hospital site (APN 118-020-28), 
including any recreational or visitor-serving commercial development, 
shall obstruct the routing of the Harbor-City Bicycle Path to cross over 
Fifth Street to A Street and continue on A Street to Battery Drive. New 
development may result in a detour of the route of the Harbor-City 
Bicycle Path from A Street between Second and Front Streets only if the 
City, or the Commission on appeal, finds that it is infeasible to route the 
bicycle path through the proposed development, consistent with all LCP 
standards and policies. 

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 4: The General Conditions discussion and Policies 1-4 
of Chapter 5 - "Diking, Dredging, Filling and Shoreline Structures" of the City of Crescent City 
Land Use Plan shall be modified as follows: 

General Conditions 

The major concerns of the Coastal Act with regards to diking, dredging, and 
filling; is that it be limited to eight specified uses, that it aeee~Bf'lish:e8 iR a 
MaRRef tfiat is least liuwatfl!l te the eavireRM@Rt be the least environmentally 
damaging feasible alternative, and that all feasible mitigation measures are 
included. In addition, the Coastal Act requires that new development minimize 
risks to life and property in areas of high geologic hazard, assure stability and 
structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, 
geologic instability, or destruction of the site or su"ounding area or in any way 
require the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter 
natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. Furthermore, the Coastal Act 
requires the approval of revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, 
seawalls, cliff retaining walls, and other such construction that alters natural 
shoreline processes only when they are required to serve coastal-dependent uses 
or to protect existing structures or public beaches in danger from erosion, and 
when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand 
supply. 

The major areas of concern regarding dredging, diking, and filing that are in 
Crescent City are tllese located in the Harbor and ift the wetland areas of Elk 

• 

• 

• 
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Creek. The major area in which shoreline protection and/or bluff-top setbacks 
structures needs to be addressed may be necessary is the area from Battery Point 
northward to Pebble Beach. Of this tetal area only Battery Point to just north of 
Preston Island are within the City limits. The issue of shoreline structures needs 
to be addressed because of the steady erosion problem within the immediate area. 
Pr8teeti8a Shoreline protective devices may be necessary when required to serve 
coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public beaches in 
danger of erosion and when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts 
to local shoreline sand supply 'i'there bluff er8Bi8a threatetts puhlie Me private 
stmetttres 8F 8ther imprevemeats. However, new development shall not in any 
way require the construction of protective devices that could substantially alter 
natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. A prefessiettal registered geologist 
(RG) or Certified Engineering Geologist (CEG), registered in the State of 
California must evaluate the magnitude of the problem on a site-specific basis. 
To evaluate the seriousness of a potential problem, address this problem, one 
should the professional must understand coastal processes and underlying sueh 
physical factors such as storms, tides, waves, and wind. 

The high winds occurring during storms produce a surge by pushing tfle-water 
toward the shore, thus-causing local sea level it-to rise temporarily above normal 
levels along the nearshore area along the coast coastal and adjacent short area . 
These high winds also produce high waves which, on the top of above-normal 
water levels, produce destructive forces against at the shoreline. The Crescent 
City bluff and beach in front of the Seaside Hospital are open to wave attack from 
the south southv;est. The maximum wind speed during some local storms has 
been as high as 45 MPH. 

The primary problem of the City area is the vulnerability of the oceanfront to 
direct ·.vave attack during storms v1hen greater than normal tide levels due to 
storm surge or wave setup. During such periods, wa•1es impinge on the shoreline 
and cause erosion on the bluff. The problem within the City area concerns the 
erosion by v;aves and currents of the beach areas along the reach of shoreline 
between the Seaside Hospital area and the Ninth Street in the Crescent City. The 
erosion, v;hieh has been progressive, is now critical along several areas of the 
beach. The County of Del Norte, Public ·works Department, has attempted to halt 
erosion in critical areas by filling with small stones to attenuate the Vlave attack. 

The major damage to the bluff is caused by waves and currents that approach the 
shore from the deep water wave direction from south southvf'est to southwest. 
Local interests beliC"le that ·.vave action coupled with exeessi·;e drainage flo>tv 
contributes to the undermining of the banks. Some of the material is moved 
offshore and a portion of that material is subsequently redeposited on the beach 
during the occurrence of the waves. A comparison on C.O.E. surveys taken in 
1975 and in 1965 shows that the bluff retreat has varied from 0 to 4 feet per year . 
The average erosion rate is estimated to be about one foot per year betv;een the 
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Battery Peiftt and the Seeead Street ia the prejeet aFea. Anether sigaificaB:t 
problem iavelves the iastability ef the beach due te .the eresiea ·.vithia the city 
efe&. 

Pfem South and east of Point St. George, the coastline is rocky and consists of 
precipitous bluffs and numerous offshore pinnacles with several pocket beaches. 
Mineralogy and shape characteristics of sediment of the pocket beaches between 
Point St. George and Battery Point indicate that beach sediments in these 
locations are ef leeal origia originated between these two points. North of the 
Crescent City harbor. +he littoral currents weuM transport sediments from north; 
to south from the mouth of the Smith River toward Point St. George where this 
pattern is disrupted and bedrock dominates the coastal land forms. As a result of 
the seaward projecting bedrock, sand being transported south by longshore drift is 
diverted offshore to deep water where it is lost. eeupled •.vith a feeusiag of 'Na'le 
eaergy, Consequently. only sma:H.; coarse-grained ~ small pocket beaches are 
found from Point St. George to Battery Point. Apparently only small quantities of 
sand move southward around the Point. 

It alse seems that due te the cempletiea ef the euter breai.P.vater, mest ef the 
Iitteral tFBRspert ef saRd is triipped iaside the h&rbor aFea. There has beea ae 
repleaishmeat ef sBRd te the beaeh aFea from Battery Peiat aorth. +he laek of a 
beaeh area duriag seYere storms raises the v;ater level aRd exposes to V/8\'e aetiea 
higher pertieas of the bluff area. Sueh sterms alse geaerate larger, steeper waves, 
thus the tread for this streteh of eeastliae has beea oae ef gradual but coastaflt 
eresien ef the beaeh area and bluff aleng this reaeh. 

IR May, 1965, the beaeh prefile was surveyed by the AnDy C.O.B. (Bxhibit 11). 
At that time, the beach ·.vas eempesed of cearse saad and gnP1el which could 
resist the Vt'aYe aetion against the beaeh but he cliff was still susceptible te the 
surge actiea aRd •••,.as ereded a·Nay gradually. The 1973 shereliae she•.vs a B8ffevl 
strip ef saad aleng the beach. (Bxhibit 12). 

Duriag 1973 74, the Creseeftt City H&rber District had dredged a small beat basia 
west of Citi~eas' '.lfharf. Abeut 600,000 cubic y&rds ef dredged material v1as 
dispesed ef by hydraulic dredge at the shoreliae ia froBt ef the Seaside Hespital. 
Bxhibit /'t 3 she·.vs Septem.Ber 1973 shoreliae ceaditiea dariag dispesal ef 
dredged material at the beaeh. A large pecket ef saad beach had formed aRd the 
fiBe graift si~e ef the dredged material was suspeBded and washed offshere by 
eoastant waYes and eurreats. It should be aetieed that the fle•.v ef water and silt, 
clay aRd sand ·.vas discharged by the eutlet pipe ef the hydraulic dredge ia the 
eeater ef the saad pocket. Bxhibit P 3 shews April1974 shoreliae ceftditioa, after 
disposal of dredged material at the beaeh. Exhibit P I shev+'s February 1976 
shereliae eonditiea with abuadaaee ef driftv'1oed aleag the share. Bxhibit 11 
shows Jaauary 1977 shereliae eeaditioa with ealy a Barrow strip ef shereliae 
remaiBiag. 

• 

• 

• 
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A com.putatioa betweea beach profiles from 1965 and 1975 vlas made by the 
PJtny COE. The com.putatioa assumed that a stable sortiag by the Army C.O.E. 
process had beeR reached at that time (1975). 

In September 1975, a Hew beach profile was takeR Hear Seaside Hospital. This 
study shows a aew loss of 30,000 cubic yards of saad siace the survey of 1975. 
Ia September of 1975, approximately 75,000 cubic yards of saad (origiaally 
600,000 c~· placed ia 1973 74) v1as left oa the beach. Usiag aa anaual loss of 
15,000 cy/year uader aormal coaditioas, almost all of the saHd will be displaced 
by 1980. The bluff aloag the west side of Seaside Hospital will coatiaue to erode 
aad that the buildiags 'Nill agaia be ia daHger is a distiact possibility. 

The Army C.O.E. study figures show that aH aHHual yearly replacemeat rate of 
sand would have to be 90,000 cy/year to maiataiH a stabilized beach froat withiH 
this area. The 90,000 cylyear allows for the settliag out of silts, clays, and fiae 
saads aHd the aormal stabilizatioa of the beach area. The ultimate 
recommeadatioH of the Army C.O.E. study was a rubble wall exteadiag from 
Battery Poiat aorthv;ard to Pebble Beach, a distaace of approximately 1.4 miles. 
However, local coacem is for the replacemeat of the sand. 

It is the City's feeliag that desigaatiag this area as a disposal site will allow the 
disposal of approximately 40,000 cy/year oato the beach area thus reduciag, to a 
larger degree, the amouat of erosioa that takes place withia this area. 

Although various documents provide estimates of the erosion rates along this 
stretch of coast, the actual data base is sparse and open to various interpretations. 
In the absence of conclusive information on which to accurately base long­
range bluff and beach retreat rates, prudent measures are necessary in order to 
ensure that an adequate setback is provided for all shoreline development. 
Geotechnical assessments for projects along the City's oceanfront shall 
specifically take into account that long range bluff and beach retreat rates are 
based on inconclusive and sparse data. As warranted, the reports shall also 
identify other measures to ensure the long-term stability and structural 
integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic 
instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area, or in any way require 
the construction of protective devices. 

The Coastal Act, Section 30233(b) allows for the disposal of beach material into 
appropriate areas as long as wildlife values are not significantly disrupted. Past 
beach nourishment experiments by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers have 
confirmed that the locally available dredge spoils (from the harbor) are too fine­
grained to remain on the high-energy beaches along the Crescent City bluff. and 
that it is prohibitively expensive to haul coarse-grained sand in from offsite 
sources. It is tlu~ City's Sf3iAisA An appropriate evaluation may substantiate that 
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placing the plaeemeHt of ftt!!I!JMnimaMly 4Q,QQQ ey sMEUyetlf' uncontaminated, 
compatible grain-sized sand or other dredge spoil materials on South Beach 
and/or the sand beaches on Pebble Beach north of Preston Island will not have 
any significant adverse impacts on wilelife vebtes coastal resources. Placing 
sand on the rocky beaches H:81'th 8f between Battery Point and Preston Island is 
inappropriate and will cause adverse impacts to tide pool organisms and other 
marine species. 

Section 30233 of the Coastal Act requires that feasible mitigation measures be 
provided to minimize the significant adverse environmental effects of any 
proposed fill project. The general Coastal Commission policy on the filling of 
wetlands has been to require that replacement wetlands be provided at a etMt 

fettr t8 88:8 ratio; tfiet is, fer every 88:8 fJtlf'SSl itllee, it Mtt8t ee reJ!!l&eeS ey Fettf 8f 
8liftltM '8i8l8gieel f!F8Stt8tivity sufficient to offset both the direct loss of the 
existing wetlands being filled and the temporary decrease in biological 

· productivity associated with new replacement wetlands being established. With 
regard to the wetland areas in Elk Creek and the size of the City, it would be 
impossible to replace wetlands at a ratio sufficient to provide equal or greater 
biological productivity, either onsite or offsite 8R e fear t8 81\e M8. The only 
alternative then, appears to be that no filling of the area be done. The Coastal Act 
specifically states that no diking, dredging or filling be done that will not enhance 
the functional capacity of the wetlands, and it further states that any alteration 
shall be limited to ·;e.,· MiA8f specified uses, such as incidental public feeilities 
service purposes or restorative measures. 

The problem then becomes sand accretion in the Harbor. The accretion occurs in 
a west-to-east pattern, with the greatest volumes of .sand accumulating at the 
western edge of the Harbor, near Dutton's Dock. The Harbor District has a 
continuing dredging operation in the Harbor to deal with this problem. However, 
it continues to be one of the major mitigating factors in the Harbor development. 
This problem has been identified in many studies over the years ftfld is eeffefttly 
beiag stedied, yet agaia, by the Army Corps of EagiHeefS. (ExHibit 11 & 13) 

The continued dredging of the Harbor is the only possible way to help mitigate 
the sand accretion problem. Currently, the sand is being disposed of on Harbor 
lands, but other sites are available for disposal and will be needed if the expansion 
of the Harbor is to proceed. The amount of sand that will be dredged and the · 
depths that need to be maintained will require additional disposal sites other than 
those in the Harbor. There are two sites within Crescent City where sand disposal 
could be accomplished. The first area is City-owned property near Elk Creek, 
including the water area and the area in front of Shoreline Campgrounds 
(although that area is directly in front of the west-to-east pattern of movement). 
aad the bleffs iH froat of Seaside Hospital. The site ia froHt of Seaside Hospital 
woeld stop the erosioa of the bluffs. 

• 
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The other alternatives for disposal would be to truck the dredged material to up­
land sites, or to store and stock-pile the dredged material on City property and sell 
it to contractors for fill, or to dispose of it at an ocean disposal site. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. The City shall limit the filling and dredging of coastal waters to those uses 
that are consistent with Section 30233 of the California Coastal Act t\S 

desefihed ea ~age 31, and which directly enhance harbor dependent uses 
such as recreational or industrial programs. 

2. The City shall restrict the diking, dredging and filling of the wetlands in 
Elk Creek and MeN amara annexation within the Coastal Zone to those 
allowable uses identified within Section 30233 of the California Coastal 
Act as ft@8€!fihed en Pag0 31. 

3. 

4. 

~5. 

The City shall require that new development minimize risks to life and 
property in areas of high geologic hazard, assure stability and structural 
integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, 
geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in 
any way require the construction of protective devices that would 
substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs . 

The City shall approve revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor 
channels, seawall, cliff retaining wall, and other such construction that 
alters natural shoreline processes when required to serve coastal­
dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public beaches in 
danger from erosion, and when designed to eliminate or mitigate 
adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply. "Existing structure" 
means a structure in existence on March 14,2001. 

The City of Crescent City shall, in conjunction with the Harbor District, 
County of Del Norte, Del Norte Hospital District, Coastal Commission 
staff, and the Dept. of Fish & Game, develop a sand management program 
for t@e any dispersal of sand on the beach area •Nest of Seaside Hospital on 
existing fine-grained sand beaches only. The plan shall include, but not be 
limited to, amount of sand to be placed yearly, months of the year when 
placement is possible, hours of operation and the need for annual sand 
budget. Any such program shall require a LCP amendment approved by 
the California Coastal Commission. 

The City has established a priority for placement of such dredge sand to be 
west of Seaside Hospital in order to arrest the erosion of the bluffs within 
this location as long as such placement is in conformance with the 
finalined sand management program. 



CRESCENT CITY LCP AMENDMENT (DEL NORTE HEALTHCARE DISTRICT) 
NO. CRC-MAJ-1-00 
PAGE16 

+. 6. The City's priority for use of any dredged sands is to be for the Battery 
Point Recreational Area development. The placement of sand in this area 
shall conform with the th:tly tlde~ted any sand management plM program 
approved by the California Coastal Commission and the following 
restrictions: 

1. The following uses for said sand are prohibited: 

(a) The development of a parking and picnic area. 
(b) The filling between Battery Point and the mainland. 

If the recreational boating marine takes place, the placement of sand for a 
jetty shall be the least amount needed to provide for a single-wide 
roadway on top of the jetty. 

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO.5: Policy 2 of Chapter 7- "Public Works" of the City 
of Crescent City Land Use Plan shall be modified as follows: 

2. The City saall reseFYe for the expaasioft of Seaside Hospital, aad related 
medical facilities, the speeifie area betvleeft Battery Street oft the soath, to 
Seeoftd Street Oft the North to "C" Street Oft tke Bast to tfte Pacific OeeRB 
to tae West. The City shall require that best management practices 
(BMPs) for controlling stormwater runoff and maintaining water quality 
be incorporated into development design and operation. All post­
construction structural BMPs (or suites of BMPs) for new development, 
including but not limited to, recreational or visitor-serving commercial 
development within Coastal Zone • Commercial Waterfront zoning 
districts, shaU be designed to treat, infiltrate or filter stormwater runoff 
from each storm event, up to and including the 85th percentile, 24-hour 
storm event for volume-based BMPs, and/or the 85th percentile, 1-hour 
storm event, with an appropriate safety factor, for flow-based BMPs. 

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO.6: A new Policy #4 shall be appended to LUP Chapter 3 
-Coastal Visual Resources and Special Communities, reading as follows: 

4. The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and 
protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development 
shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and 
scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to 
be visually compatible with the character of su"ounding areas, and, 
where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually 
degraded areas. New development in designated highly scenic areas 
shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. Any future 
development at the former Seaside Hospital site (APN 118-020-28), 

• 
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including any recreational or visitor-serving commercial development, 
shall provide for a substantial view corridor oriented from the vantage 
point of the vicinity of the intersection of Front and First Streets and 
directed toward the offshore rocky areas northwest of the site. 

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 7: The description of the "Commercial" land use 
designation as found on page 60 of the currently certified LUP shall be modified to read as 
follows: 

Commercial: Allows the limited use of commercial activities subject to the 
following recommendations: 

1. No heavy commercial uses shall be allowed in the coastal zone; 
2. Highway oriented services should be located along Highway 101; 
3. The principal commercial uses shall be recreational and visitor­

serving facilities, co-generation energy facilities, and waste water 
production. 

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 9: A new Policy #7 shall be appended to LUP Chapter 5 
- "Diking, Dredging, Filling, and Shoreline Structures" of the City of Crescent City Land Use 
Plan, reading as follows: 

7. The City shall include a condition in the approval of all new 
development on ocean fronting parcels that no shoreline protective 
structure shall be allowed in the future to protect the development from 
bluff erosion. Prior to the issuance of a coastal development permit for 
the development, a deed restriction acceptable to the Planning Director 
shall be recorded memorializing the prohibition on future shoreline 
protective structures. 

B. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS TO THE IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM: 

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 8: Section 17.73.020A of the Coastal Zone Zoning 
Regulations shall be modified as follows: 

A. Height. The maximum building height shall be thirty-five feet, uHlsss a 
H88 fl8¥mit is 8flf!F8Y8a @y th:s f!lanaiag: esmmissisa . 
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PART TWO: INTRODUCTION 

I. AREA DESCRIPTION/HISTORY 

Crescent City is the northernmost incorporated city on the California Coast. The City, which 
covers approximately 1.4 square miles, or 900 acres, has an estimated population of 8,200. 
Crescent City is bounded by broad beaches and coastal bluffs, the Crescent City Harbor, 
scattered forests, and low density, rural-residential development. Crescent City is the most 
urbanized part of Del Norte County and is the county's only municipality. 

The Crescent City planning area encompasses the core commercial district, highway services 
strip, and adjoining residential areas within its municipal boundaries, and extends to the west, 
east and southeast to include the uplifted marine terraces of the Point Saint George area, the 
lower Elk Creek watershed, and exurban areas within the adjoining Bertsch Community Services 
District. Although the City's planning area spans more than 10 square miles, the portion of the 
City within the coastal zone is relatively small, consisting of a narrow, approximately C!_ne-block­
wide band running along the its western ocean shoreline and harbor frontage. 

II. LCP AMENDMENT: BACKGROUND 

A. Crescent City Land Use Plan I Implementation Program. 

The Crescent City Land Use Plan (Coastal Element of the General Plan), adopted in 1983, 
provides general goals and policies governing development throughout those portions of the City 
within the coastal zone. The plan document is organized into seven chapters addressing: (1) 
public access, (2) recreation and visitor-serving facilities, (3) coastal visual resources and special 
communities, (4) environmentally sensitive habitat areas, water, and marine resources, (5) 
diking, dredging, and filling, and shoreline structures, ( 6) industrial development and energy 
facilities, and (7) public works topics. Attached appendices detail further planning information 
in the form of mapping, visitor-serving market analysis, species found in the various designated 
environmentally sensitive areas, an inventory of industrial development, and public infrastructure 
schematics. 

The Crescent City LCP Implementation Program, entitled "Coastal Zone Zoning Regulations," 
comprises Chapters 17.60 through 17.86 of the City Municipal Code. The zoning regulations 
provide definitions for the numerous land use and development terminology, establishes 
prescriptive use and development standards applied City-wide, in specified areas and in the 
various zoning districts, identifies the processes by which proposed development is reviewed and 
permitted, and sets procedures for appeals, variances and exceptions, zoning reclassifications and 
general plan amendments. 

• 
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B. Impetus for LCP Amendments. 

On March 9, 2000, the City of Crescent City Planning Commission approved with conditions a 
Coastal Development Permit No. CDP-2000-61 for the 50-room first phase of a 100-room 
hotel/restaurant complex known as the "Redwood Oceanfront Resort" at the former site of the 
Seaside Hospital at Front and A Streets. The City's action to approve the project in phases was 
based on the recognition that only the portion of the site north of Front Street is currently zoned 
to allow for hotel and restaurant development as a conditionally permitted use. In doing so, the 
City acknowledged that before approval of the project's second phase may proceed (50 
additional hotel rooms and a 4,500 square-foot restaurant), the,. "Medical-Related" land use and 
"Residential-Professional" zoning designations over the southern half of the property would need 
to be amended. In a related action, on May 1, 2000, the Crescent City Council authorized the 
vacation of the public street right-of-way for the segment of "A" Street between Front and 
Second Streets abutting the proposed hotel site. The street abandonment was authorized to allow 
the area to be developed as part of the resort's parking lot. A coastal development permit is 
required to authorize the change in use from a public street to part of the hotel complex, and that 
authorization had been included in the preceding permit issued by the City's Planning 
Commission on March 9, 2000. 

On July 13, 2000, the City's approval of the hotel project permit was appealed to the 
Commission. On September 13, 2000, the Commission determined that a substantial issue had 
been raised regarding the consistency of the project as approved by the City with the certified 
LCP and the access policies of the Coastal Act. Having made this determination, the City's 
approval of the project was stayed and the project application bound over for consideration by 
the Commission at a hearing de novo. 

The appeal filed on the project raised contentions highlighting the proposed development's 
nonconformance with public access and recreation, geologic stability, and visual resources 
policies. However, a central underpinning of the appeal was the fact that the City's action to 
approve the permit in phases had not fully resolved all of the issues of the project's inconsistency 
with the LCP. In addition to the medical-related and residential/professional office land use and 
zoning designations of the property that would preclude development of the second phase, the 
City's LUP contains several other policies and provisions relating directly to development on the 
former hospital property. These policies reserve the whole of the site for medical-related 
development (not just the portion to be developed with the project's second phase), specify the 
acceptance of offers of dedication for public access, identify a public bicycle path crossing 
through the project site, and call for development of a dredging spoils disposal sand management 
plan for the project site. In addition, the LCP contains dated and inaccurate descriptions of 
conditions at the project site regarding coastal erosion hazards exposure that could influence the 
design and siting of the resort's improvements. 

In light of certain project inconsistencies with the LCP, the City initiated the subject LCP 
amendment to amend the LUP provisions with which the proposed hotel resort project is in 
conflict. The City also asked that the Commission's de novo hearing on the appeal be scheduled 
to occur after the LCP Amendment is acted upon by the Commission. On November 15, 2000, 
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the City submitted the LCP application. On February 9, 2001, upon the submission of requested 
information regarding visual resource protection, Commission staff determined the application to 
be complete for filing and scheduled the amendment for a hearing before the Commission. 

PART THREE: AMENDMENT TO LAND USE PLAN 

I. ANALYSIS CRITERIA 

To approve the amendments to the Land Use Plan (LUP), the Commission must find the LUP, as 
amended, will remain consistent with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 

As submitted, the proposed LUP amendment is not fully consistent with the policies of the 
Coastal Act, but if modified as suggested, will be consistent. 

II. FINDINGS FOR LCP AMENDMENT 

The Commission finds and declares as following for Amendment No. CRC-MAJ-1-00: 

A. Findings for Denial of Amendment No. CRC-MAJ-l-00 as Submitted, and Approval 
if Modified. 

1. Amendment Description: 

The subject property for which the LCP amendments are proposed is located at the western 
terminus of Front Street at it intersection with "A" Street on the former site of the Seaside 
Hospital (APNs 118-020-28, 118-030-07, 118-040-33, & -34). As discussed above, these 
amendments were initiated by the City to help resolve issues regarding the nonconformance of a 
proposed hotel and restaurant development currently under appeal to the Commission (File No. 
A-1-CRC-00-033, Del Norte Healthcare District). 

The proposed LUP amendment contains six separate text changes, a reclassification of the land 
use designation for the subject property, and changes to the Land Use and Access and Recreation 
Maps to reflect the changes to policy language and land use designations. 

The LUP Coastal Land Use Map would be amended to change the designation for the 4.45-acre 
former Seaside Hospital site (portion of APN 118-020-28) and the portion of the vacated 
segment of"A" Street between Front and Second Streets within the coastal zone from the current 
Medical Related (MR) designation to a Commercial (C) designation. 

The seven major text changes to the existing LCP proposed by this LUP Amendment are as 
follows: 

• 

• 
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a. Revise LUP Chapter 1 - Public Access Policy #2. The current policy gives general 
direction to the City regarding conditional acceptance of an offer of dedication along the 
western edge of the former Seaside Hospital site. The amendment would modify the 
policy to address acceptance of a specific vertical accessway at the western end of 
Second Street and a lateral accessway along the western edge of the former hospital site . 

b. Revise LUP Chapter 2 - Recreation and Visitor Serving Facilities description of the 
Harbor-City Bicycle Path and amend the accompanying Access and Recreation map. 
These amendments would re-align that portion of the designated bikeway between 
Second and Front Streets from "A" Street to "B" Street 

c. Revise LUP Chapter 5 Diking, Dredging, Filling and Shoreline Structures "General 
Conditions" description and Policies #3 and #4. The amendment would remove dated 
references to hazardous beach and coastal erosion conditions at the Seaside Hospital Site 
that no longer exist. 

d. Revise LUP Chapter 6 - Industrial Development and Energy Facilities to delete 
enumerated reference #3 of the "General Plan" background discussion. (reiterated in 
background discussion). The text references Economic Development Policy P-14 of the 
City's General Plan which encourages the concentration of medical services adjacent to 
Seaside Hospital and urges construction of a medical clinic in that vicinity . 

e. Revise LUP Chapter 7 - Public Works Policy # 2 to replace the current policy which 
directs the City to reserve, for the expansion of Seaside Hospital, and related medical 
facilities, the specific area between Battery Street on the south to Second Street on the 
north to "C" Street on the east to the Pacific Ocean on the west. The policy to reserve the 
site for medical-related development would be discontinued. 

f. Revise LUP Chapter 7- Public Works Policy Recommendations. The amendment would 
add a provision as Policy #2 requiring that best management practices for controlling 
stormwater runoff and maintaining water quality be incorporated into the design and 
operation of new development. 

g. Amend the LUP page 60 - Coastal Land Use Map Designations for the Commercial 
designation. The amendment would include "recreational and visitor serving commercial 
uses" within the Commercial designation's list of allowed limited uses. 

B. LUP AMENDMENT CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS 

1. Priority Coastal Development. 

The Coastal Act establishes certain priority uses which must be protected over other competing 
uses without such priority status. Generally, these priority land uses include uses that by their 
nature must be located on the coast to function, such as ports, and commercial fishing facilities, 
uses that encourage the public's use of the coast, such as various kinds of visitor-serving 
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facilities, and uses that protect existing coastal resources such as wetlands and other sensitive 
habitat, and coastal agriculture. The Coastal Act requires that adequate land be reserved for such 
uses in the local coastal programs adopted for each coastal city and county. For example, 
Section 30222 of the Coastal Act states: 

The use of private lands suital?le for visitor-serving commercial recreational 
facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall 
have priority over private residential, general industrial, or general commercial 
development, but not over agriculture or coastal-dependent industry. 

As discussed previously, the subject oceanfront site for the proposed LUP amendments is 
currently vacant, having been the former site of a regional hospital facility, a non-priority coastal 
use. The proposed LUP amendments would reclassify the current "Medical-Related" land use 
designation to a "Commercial" designation, and revise other text policies and descriptions, which 

· currently recognize the site solely for medical-related development, so that visitor-serving 
facilities development could be pursued. Due to both its setting as a waterfront site with ocean 
views and an adjoining beach, and its location at a major crossroads in a developed area with 
necessary community services, this site is particularly well-suited for visitor-serving uses. 
Moreover, the site is not appropriate for other kinds of priority uses such as for port and harbor 
development. Accordingly, by amending the LUP as proposed, the site would become identified 
as an area slated for priority coastal development where currently no such designation exists. 

• 

Thus, the Commission finds that this LCP Amendment is consistent with Section 30220 and • 
other policies contained in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act which prioritize certain coastal related 
uses in that the amendment will reserve a site suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational 
facilities for such use. 

As submitted, the amendment does not specify the exact language to be added to the LUP to 
recognize visitor serving commercial uses as an allowable use in areas designated as Commerical 
To clarify how the LUP would be amended, the Commission adds Suggested Modification No. 
~ . 

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 7: The description of the "Commercial" land use 
designation as found on page 60 of the currently certified LUP shall be modified to read as 
follows: 

Commercial: Allows the limited use of commercial activities subject to the 
following recommendations: 

1. No heavy commercial uses shall be allowed in the coastal zone; 
2. Highway oriented services should be located along Highway 101; and 
3. The principal commercial uses shall be recreational and visitor-serving 

facilities, co-generation energy facilities, and waste water production. 

• 
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As modified, the provisions of the LUP amendment concerning including visitor serving 
commercial facilities as an allowable use in Commercial land use designation is consistent with 
Section 30222 of the Coastal Act. 

2. Locating and Planning New Development. 

Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act, in part, states: 

New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise 
provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close 
proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such 
areas are not able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public 
services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either individually 
or cumulatively, on coastal resources ... 

The subject site of the proposed LCP amendments is located within a mixed-use area of the City 
within its urban services boundary with adequate water, wastewater, emergency, public safety, 
and other public services to serve the range of allowable uses. The site abuts Front and First 
Streets, identified under the City's circulation system as arterial and collector routes, 
respectively. Therefore, the proposed amendment is consistent with Coastal Act Section 30250 
to the extent that the uses and development that would be allowed by the proposed LUP 
designation would be located in an urbanized area with adequate services. Thus, the 
Commission finds that the proposed LCP amendment as submitted is consistent with Section 
30250 of the Coastal Act. 

3. Visual Resources. 

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states, in applicable part: 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected 
as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and 
designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to 
minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the 
character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance 
visual quality in visually degraded areas. New development in highly scenic 
areas such as those designated in the California Coastline Preservation and 
Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and Recreation and by 
local government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. 

Although quoted within the preface discussion of LUP Chapter 3 - Coastal Visual Resources 
and Special Communities, the current certified LUP does not contain any policies specifically 
incorporating the requirements of Coastal Act Section 30251 as relate to the protection of visual 
resources. The main areas of concern regarding the protection of visual resources in the Crescent 
City area as identified within the currently certified LUP are: (1) prohibiting the erection of 
signage in areas zoned Open Space; (2) protecting view corridors along the Highway 101 
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southern entrance into the City; and (3) preserving the visual character of the town as expressed 
in its historically or architecturally significant structures. Despite its highly scenic setting, no 
other areas within the City are identified as possessing visual resources in need of special 
recognition or protective policies. 

The subject site of the proposed amendment is located on an oceanfront site along the City's 
southwestern shoreline. Though views directly to the ocean from Front Street and portions of 
"A" Street are limited by the site's up-sloping topography towards the bluff edge, relatively 
unobstructed oblique scenic views are afforded of the rocky northwestern shoreline of the City 
and offshore rocks to the northwest [see Exhibit No. 6]. The subject site could be developed 
under the proposed amendment in a manner that could adversely affect the views to and along 
the coast at the site. For example, development of the site with a continuous structure from the 
north to south ends of the property would block the view of the shoreline and offshore rocks to 
the northwest, inconsistent with the provision of Section 30251 of the Coastal Act that permitted 
development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic 
coastal areas. Without a visual policy in the LUP that implements the policy of Section 30251, 
such development could be permitted as consistent with the LCP. In addition, the amendment 
would relocate a bicycle path whose route is specifically cited for the ocean views it provides, 
reducing viewing opportunities. Therefore, the amendment as submitted is inconsistent with 
Section 30251 of the Coastal Act and must be denied. However, the Commission finds that if 
modified to implement the provisions of Section 30251 and protect the specific views afforded 
across the site, the LUP amendment could be found consistent with the Coastal Act. Therefore, 
the Commission attaches Suggested Modification No. 6. The modification would generally 
restate the requirements of Coastal Act Section 30251 and require that retention of a 
northwesterly view corridor be provided in the approval of any future development at the subject 
site. 

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO.6: A new Policy #4 shall be appended to LUP Chapter 3 
- Coastal Visual Resources and Special Communities, reading as follows: 

4. The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and 
protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development 
shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and 
scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to 
be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, 
where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually 
degraded areas. New development in designated highly scenic areas 
shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. Any future 
development at the former Seaside Hospital site (APN 118-020-28), 
including any recreational or visitor-serving commercial development, 
shall provide for a substantial view corridor oriented from the vantage 
point of the vicinity of the intersection of Front and First Streets and 
directed toward the offshore rocky areas northwest of the site. 

• 

• 

• 
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The LUP amendment as submitted is inconsistent with the visual resource protection policies of 
the Coastal Act and must be denied. As modified, the proposed LUP Amendment is consistent 
with Section 30251, as visual resources will be protected at the subject property. 

4. Public Access and Recreation: 

Coastal Act Sections 30210, 30211, and 30212 require the provision of maximum public access 
opportunities, with limited exceptions. Section 30210 states that maximum access and 
recreational opportunities shall be provided consistent with public safety needs and the need to 
protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse. 
Section 30211 states that development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the 
sea where acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the use 
of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation. Section 30212 
states that public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the c;oast 
shall be provided in new development projects except where it is inconsistent with public safety, 
military security needs, or the protection of fragile coastal resources, adequate access exists 
nearby, or agriculture would be adversely affected. 

As the site is a shoreline parcel adjacent to a beach, public access would be a consideration in the 
review of any new development proposed for the site. The proposed amendment would change a 
provision of the existing LUP by authorizing acceptance of an offer to dedicate public access at 
the City's discretion in this location and stating that the intent of an offer of dedication at this 
location would be for development of a lateral access trail. In addition, the proposed amendment 
would state that a vertical accessway is also contemplated, following the Second Street right-of­
way from the intersection of Second and A Streets to the beach. The amendment also proposes to 
change the description of the route of the Harbor-City Bicycle Path to accommodate a proposed 
vacation of street right-of-way that would allow the public street to instead be used as part of the 
hotel complex. 

In its current form, the proposed amended policy on acceptance of the offer of dedication is 
advisory only, provides only for the acceptance of offers of dedication, and does not address the 
need to require offers of dedications for new development where a significant adverse impact on 
existing public access facilities or a demand for new public access facilities would result. 
Although a portion of the proposed policy is consistent with Section 30210 of the Coastal Act by 
providing a mechanism for acceptance of offers of dedication by the City or other agencies, the 
policy does not explain the circumstances in which new development must provide additional 
access. Therefore, as submitted, the LUP Amendment is not fully consistent with the Coastal 
Act policies concerning coastal access and recreation. Suggested Modification No. 1 is 
necessary to ensure consistency with the Coastal Act public access provisions. 

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION N0.1: Policy 2 of Chapter 1 "Public Access" of the City of 
Crescent City Land Use Plan shall be modified as follows: 

2. ~ For any new development at the former Seaside Hospital site (APN 
118-020-28), including any recreational or visitor serving commercial 
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development, the City, or the Commission on appeal, may aeeept Seaside 
Hospital's offer for dedication along the western edge, pro'vided fHnding ea.n be 
obtained prior to accepting any access shall require an offer of dedication, er t.fte 
eft:tti'lalettt, for public access to the City or other public or private association 
acceptable to the Executive Director of the California Coastal Commission, if 
the approving authority finds that the proposed development would create 
significant adverse individual or cumulative impacts on the public's demand for· 
and use of public access facilities, and the offer of dedication would alleviate 
the impacts and be reasonably related to the impacts in nature and extent Any 
offer of dedication for lateral public access along the beach shall be located at 
el the westerly portion of the property extending to the mean high tide line (the 
westerly property limit). This wettltl Any offer of dedication for lateral public 
access along any portion of the blufftop shall allow for a lateral access trail to be 
constructed and maintained as public access and shall be located far enough 
inland from the top of the bluff to not require the construction of protective 
devices that could substantially alter natural landforms and bluffs and cliffs. Itt 
athlittett, a Any offer of dedication for a vertical eeastal public access to the 
beach shall followift! the Second Street public right-of-way. West of Front 
Street, is alse IJF8fl8seti te eE!MJb' with Mtis reeef!tlmeRtlatieA. The City may 
accept and will shall not oppose any other agency, so approved by the Executive 
Director of the Coastal Commission, from accepting any offers of dedication. 

• 

With these modifications, the LUP, as amended, would be consistent with the Coastal Act public • 
access policies as it would: (1) require that an offer of dedication be made for new development 
having a significant adverse impact on existing access facilities, or increasing the demand for 
additional facilities where. the offer of dedication would alleviate the impacts and be reasonably 
related to the impacts in nature and extent; and (2) facilitate acceptance of any offer of dedication 
to ensure that the impact or increased demand is offset. 

As noted, the amendment also proposes to relocate the Harbor-City Bicycle Path through the 
subject property. Though a continuous route would be maintained, bicyclists would be routed 
further away from the shoreline along a route that would not afford the cyclists the same views 
of the ocean and shoreline that they would enjoy in the current bicycle path location. Therefore, 
moving the bicycle path as proposed would significantly adversely affect public access by 
diminishing the recreational value of this public access facility. Although the City makes the 
point that the contemplated Redwood Oceanfront Resort project will offer vertical and lateral 
accessways from Second Street and along the western blufftop, respectively, to purportedly 
offset, enhance and improve both coastal access and views affected by the project, there is no 
certainty that that particular development will be completed at the site. Other development that 
might be proposed at the site in the future may be of a location and design such that moving the 
bicycle path might not even be useful for the development. Moreover, the Commission has not 
yet acted .de novo on the appeal of the Redwood Oceanfront Resort project and it has not been 
determined that a bicycle path could not be accommodated through the development in its 
current location or in another location near the shoreline. Therefore, as submitted, the LUP 
Amendment is not fully consistent with the Coastal Act policies concerning coastal access and • 
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recreation. Suggested Modifications Nos. 2 and 3 are necessary to ensure consistency with the 
Coastal Act public access and recreation provisions. 

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 2: The description of the Harbor-City Bicycle Path 
contained in LUP Chapter 2 - "Recreation and Visitor Serving Facilities" at page 14 shall be 
modified as follows: 

5. HARBOR-CITY BICYCLE PATH 

The Bicycle Path starts at esteFs tl'le City fFem Peist St. GeeFge te tl'le sefffi and 
wll€!W8 Pebble Beach Drive in the City and follows Pebble Beach Drive and te 
Taylor Street, tl'les before merging onto eFesses Fifth Street. The pathway 
continues down Fifth Street then turns te onto A Street. , tl'les efes8e8 Seeesd 
Street tf!) 8 Street, tl'les s~nttft The bicycle path continues te along A Street to 
Battery Drive to Ho•Ne Drive to 101 to Sunset Circle to the Harbor.. Where it 
crosses over Elk Creek there is a City built bridge. At Battery Drive the Bike Path 
enters Beachfront Park, following Howe Drive east to Highway 101. The Bike Path 
then follows Highway 101 South to Sunset Circle. to the southerly City Limits. The 
Bike Path continues through the Harbor area to South Beach. This path gh•es a 
complete view of the The Path has ocean views at the coastal access points and 
provides access to recreational opportunity vlithin Crescent City opportunities along 
the route. Relocation of the route of the Harbor-City Bicycle Path may only be 
allowed in conjunction with new development if relocation would be consistent 
with all relevant LCP policies, including but not limited to Recreation and Visitor 
Serving Facilities Policy No.5. 

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 3: In addition, as referenced in the preceding Suggested 
Modification No. 2, a new LUP Chapter 2- "Recreation and Visitor Serving Facilities" Policy 
No. 5 shall be appended, reading as follows: 

5. No development at the former Seaside Hospital site (APN 118-020-28), 
including any recreational or visitor-serving commercial development, 
shall obstruct the routing of the Harbor-City Bicycle Path to cross over 
Fifth Street to A Street and continue on A Street to Battery Drive. New 
development may result in a detour of the route of the Harbor-City 
Bicycle Path from A Street between Second and Front Streets only if the 
City, or the Commission on appeal, finds that it is infeasible to route the 
bicycle path through the proposed development, consistent with all LCP 
standards and policies. 

With the suggested modifications, the LUP, as amended, would be consistent with the Coastal 
Act policies to protect public access along the coast by requiring that the design of any new 
development at the site must first not obstruct the accessway and that approval for relocation of 
the accessway can only be granted when accommodating the accessway existing route within the 
site plans is not feasible, consistent with all LCP standards and policies. 
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The LUP amendment as submitted is inconsistent with the public access policies of the Coastal 
Act and must be denied. As modified, the proposed LUP Amendment is consistent with the 
public access policies of the Coastal Act as new development would be required to provide 
maximum public access if such access is reasonably related to the impact the development would 
have on the public's demand for and use of public access facilities and would in fact alleviate 
that impact, and existing public access facilities would be protected. 

5. Geologic Hazards. Diking. Dredging. and Filling of Coastal Waters I Shoreline Protective 
Structures. 

Coastal Act Section 30253 states in part that: 

New development shall: 

(1) 

(2) 

Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, 
and fire hazard. 
Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor 
contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or 
destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way require 
the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter 
natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. 

Coastal Act Section 30235 states: 

Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff retaining walls, 
and other such construction that alters natural shoreline processes shall be 
permitted when required to serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing 
structures or public beaches in danger from erosion, and when designed to 
eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply. Existing 
marine structures causing water stagnation contributing to pollution problems 
and fish kills should be phased out or upgraded where feasible. 

Coastal Act Policy 30233(a) states, in applicable part: 

The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries, and 
lakes shall be permitted in accordance with other applicable provisions of this 
division, where there is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative, 
and where feasible mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse 
environmental effects, and shall be limited to the following: ... [8 specified uses 
follow] 

As cited above, the Coastal Act contains policies that require new development minimize risks to 

• 

• 

persons and property, and assure the stability and integrity of the site and its surrounds such that • 
the need for protective devices or major alterations of landforms are precluded. 
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The City of Crescent City planning area includes a number of blufftop lots such as the site of the 
former Seaside Hospital along its western ocean shoreline. The current certified LUP does not 
contain any specific policies concerning geologic hazards such as coastal erosion, landsliding, 
etc., except in the context of identifying select geologic problem areas within the City where 
installation of shoreline protective structures is indicated. The Seaside Hospital site is one of the 
identified areas. However, recent geo-technical analysis (Busch Geotechnical Consultants, 
October 30, 2000) has indicated that the erosion rates mentioned in the LUP are not accurate. 

The proposed amendments to the LUP Chapter 5 "General Conditions" section would modify 
the discussion in the text of the LUP of the City's geologic and coastal erosion setting. The 
majority of the amended language, especially the deletions, is intended to replace outdated 
information, and to correct misquoted technical reports. However, the proposed LUP 
amendment contains language that, while continuing to cite Coastal Act Section 30235, appears 
to minimize the requirements of Section 30253 of the Coastal Act that new development shall 
neither create nor significantly contribute to geologic instability in a way that would require the 
construction of protective devices, and inaccurately reflects the instances where shoreline 
protective structures must be permitted consistent with Section 30235. As submitted, the LUP as 
amended would not be consistent with the Coastal Act policies concerning geologic hazards, as 
policy language similar to Section 30253 is omitted and the requirement to install shoreline 
protective devices for purposes other than those allowed under Section 30235 of the Coastal Act 
is implied . 

Furthermore, other than quoting Coastal Act Section 30233 within a preface discussion of the 
setting and conditions and requiring in the recommendation sections that only fill for uses 
consistent with Section 30233 be allowed, the LUP as amended would not provide any policy 
stating the requirements of Section 30233 with regard to permissible diking, dredging, and filling 
of coastal waters for shoreline protective works or other types of development. The Commission 
is concerned that, without a complete reference to this language, development might be approved 
within the City LUP area that would not be consistent with Section 30233 of the Coastal Act. 

As discussed previously, the LCP amendments proposed by the City are engendered by 
anticipated development of a commercial visitor-serving facility at the subject oceanfront site 
that is currently under appeal before the Commission. The present site plan for the development 
calls for structures to be placed in proximity to a low, 4 to 20-foot-high coastal bluff whose base, 
while above the Mean High Tide Line, is exposed to direct wave attack during storm surges. As 
proposed, the amendments to the LUP text concerning geologic conditions call for the 
preparation of a geotechnical investigation for any new development on this site and other 
oceanfront parcels. 

Although a comprehensive geotechnical evaluation is a necessary and useful tool that the 
Commission relies on to determine if proposed development is appropriate at all on any given 
blufftop site, the Commission finds that a geotechnical evaluation alone is not a guarantee that a 
development will be safe from bluff retreat. It has been the experience of the Commission that in 
some instances, even when a thorough professional geotechnical analysis of a site has concluded 
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that a proposed development will be safe from bluff retreat hazards, unexpected bluff retreat 
episodes that threaten development during the life of the structure sometimes still do occur. 
Examples of this situation include: 

• The Kavich Home at 176 Roundhouse Creek Road in the Big Lagoon Area north of 
Trinidad (Humboldt County). In 1989 the Commission approved the construction of a 
new house on a vacant blufftop parcel (Permit 1-87-230). Based on the geotechnical 
report prepared for the project it was estimated that bluff retreat would jeopardize the 
approved structure in about 40 to 50 years. In 1999 the owners applied for a coastal 
development permit to move the approved house from the blufftop parcel to a landward 
parcel because the house was threatened by 40 to 60 feet of unexpected bluff retreat that 
occurred during a 1998 El Nino storm event. The Executive Director issued a waiver of 
coastal development permit ( 1-99-066-W) to authorize moving the house in September of 
1999. 

• The Denver/Canter home at 164/172 Neptune Avenue in Encinitas (San Diego County) . 
In 1984 the Commission approved construction of new house on a vacant blufftop lot 
(Permit 6-84-461) based on a positive geotechnical report. In 1993, the owners applied 
for a seawall to protect the home (Permit Application 6-93-135). The Commission 
denied the request. In 1996 (Permit Application 6-96-138), and again in 1997 (Permit 
Application 6-97-90) the owners again applied for a seawall to protect the home. The 
Commission denied the requests. In 1998, the owners again requested a seawall (Permit 
Application 6-98-39) and submitted a geotechnical report that documented the extent of 
the threat to the home. The Commission approved the request on November 5, 1998. 

• The Bennett home at 265 Pacific A venue, Solana Beach (San Diego County). In 1995, 
the Commission approved a request to construct a substantial addition to an existing 
blufftop home (Permit 6-95-23). The minimum setback for the area is normally 40 feet. 
However, the applicants agreed to waive future rights to shore/bluff protection if they 
were allowed to construct 25 feet from bluff edge based on a favorable geotechnical 
report. The Commission approved the request on May 11, 1995. In 1998. a substantial 
bluff failure occurred, and an emergency permit was issued for a seawall. The follow-up 
regular permit (#6-99-56) was approved by Commission on May 12, 1999. On August 
18, 1999, the Commission approved additional seawall and upper bluff work on this and 
several other properties (Permit #6-99-100). 

• The McAllister duplex at 574 Neptune Avenue. Encinitas (San Diego County). In 1988, 
the Commission approved a request to construct a duplex on a vacant blufftop lot (Permit 
#6-88-515) based on a favorable geotechnical report. By October 1999, failure of the 
bluff on the adjoining property to the south had spread to the bluff fronting 574 Neptune. 
An emergency coastal development permit (#6-99-114-G) was subsequently issued on 
1111611999). 

• The Arnold project at 3820 Vista Blanca in San Clemente (Orange County). Coastal 
development permit (Permit # 5-88-177) for a blufftop project required protection from 

i 
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bluff top erosion, despite geotechnical information submitted with the permit application 
that suggested no such protection would be required if the project conformed to 25-foot 
blufftop setback. An emergency coastal development permit (Permit #S-93-254-G) was 
later issued to authorize blufftop protective works. 

The Commission notes that the examples above are not intended to be absolute indicators of 
bluff erosion on the subject parcel, as coastal geology can vary significantly from location to 
location. However, these examples do illustrate that site specific geotechnical evaluations cannot 
always accurately account for the spatial and temporal variability associated with coastal 
processes and therefore cannot always absolutely predict bluff erosion rates. Collectively, these 
examples have helped the Commission form it's opinion on the vagaries of geotechnical 
evaluations with regard to predicting bluff erosion rates. 

In the Commission's experience, geologists have no way of absolutely predicting if or when 
bluff erosion on a particular site will take place, and cannot predict if or when a site 
improvements or property may become endangered. Geologic hazards are episodic, and bluffs 
that may seem stable now may not be so in the future. Therefore, the Commission finds that the 
oceanfront sites within the City are inherently hazardous pieces of property, that their bluffs are 
clearly eroding, albeit at a very low rate of retreat, and that the proposed new development will 
be subject to geologic hazards that may someday require a bluff or shoreline protective device, 
inconsistent with Coastal Act Section 30253. 

• The Commission thus attaches Suggested Modification Nos. 4 and 9 to ensure that new projects 
in the City LUP area will: ( 1) minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic 
hazard; (2) not create a geologic hazard or require construction of a protective device; (3) not 
result in shoreline protective structures being required for a wider assortment of applications than 
for those identified in the Coastal Act; and (4) not result in development involving the diking, 
filling, or dredging or coastal waters for uses not specifically recognized in the Coastal Act, 
where environmentally less damaging feasible alternatives exists, or without inclusion of all 
feasible mitigation measures. 

• 

The provisions of Suggested Modifications Nos. 4 and 9 are consistent with Section 30253 of the 
Coastal Act, which states that new development shall minimize risk to life and property in areas 
of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard, assure structural integrity and stability, and nether 
create not contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability of destruction of the site or 
surrounding areas, nor in any way require the construction of protective devices that would 
substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. The Commission finds that new 
development could not be approved as being consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act if 
projected bluff retreat would affect the proposed development and necessitate construction of a 
seawall to protect it. 

In addition, Section 30235 of the Coastal Act allows construction of shoreline protective devices 
only for the protection of existing development. The construction of a shoreline protective 
device to protect new development is not permitted by Section 30235 of the Coastal Act. In 
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addition, as discussed further below, the construction of a protective device to protect new 
development would also conflict with the visual policies of the Coastal Act. 

The Commission also finds that Suggested Modification No. 9 is required to ensure that new 
development is consistent with Sections 30253 and 30235 of the Coastal Act. The requirement 
for a deed restriction contained in Suggested Modification No. 9 will provide notice of potential 
hazards of the property and help eliminate false expectations on the part of potential buyers of 
the property, lending institutions, and insurance agencies that the property is safe for an 
indefinite period of time and further development indefinitely into the future, or that a seawall 
could be constructed to protect the development. 

If modified as suggested below, the proposed amendment could be found consistent with Coastal 
Act policies concerning geologic hazards, provisions for shoreline protective structures, and 
criteria for the diking, dredging, and filling of coastal waters. 

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO.4: The General Conditions discussion and Policies 1-4 
of Chapter 5 - "Diking, Dredging, Filling and Shoreline Structures" of the City of Crescent City 
Land Use Plan shall be modified as follows: 

General Conditions 

The major concerns of the Coastal Act with regards to diking, dredging, and 
filling; is that it be limited to eight specified uses, that it Meemplishe8 iB: a 
manB:er tfiat is least hum:ftd te the efwireB:meB:t be the least environmentally 
damaging feasible alternative, and that all feasible mitigation measures are 
included. In addition, the Coastal Act requires that new development minimize 
risks to life and property in areas of high geologic hazard, assure stability and 
structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, 
geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way 
require the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter 
natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. Furthermore, the Coastal Act 
requires the approval of revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, 
seawalls, cliff retaining walls, and other such construction that alters natural 
shoreline processes only when they are required to serve coastal-dependent uses 
or to protect existing structures or public beaches in danger from erosion, and 
when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand 
supply. 

The major areas of concern regarding dredging, diking, and filing that are in 
Crescent City are -these located in the Harbor and ffi the wetland areas of Elk 
Creek. The major area in which shoreline protection and/or bluff-top setbacks 
strueteres needs to be addressed may be necessary is the area from Battery Point 
northward to Pebble Beach. Of this -total area only Battery Point to just north of 
Preston Island are within the City limits. The issee of shoreline stfl::letHres needs 
to be addressed bee&Hse of the ste&Eiy erosion problem :within the iHlJllediate area. 

• 

• 

• 
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Pr€ltseti€lB Shoreline protective devices may be necessary when required to serve 
coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public beaches in 
danger of erosion and when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts 
to local shoreline sand supply where blMff en~si€lfl thfellh~fls ~M@lie aBEl ~rivllte 
sff'tu~tMres €lf ether i:ffl]?l'8¥emeflts. However, new development shall not in any 
way require the construction of protective devices that could substantially alter 
natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. A ~r€lfsssieBal registered geologist 
(RG) or Certified Engineering Geologist (CEG), registered in the State of 
California must evaluate the magnitude of the problem on a site-specific basis. 
To evaluate the seriousness of a potential problem, address this problem, one 
should the professional must understand coastal processes and underlying see:h 
physical factors such as storms, tides, waves, and wind. 

The high winds occurring during storms produce a surge by pushing -the-water 
toward the shore, thtis-causing local sea level tl:-to rise temporarily above normal 
levels along the nearshore area along the coast coastal and adjacent short area. 
These high winds also produce high waves which, on the top of above-normal 
water levels, produce destructive forces agaiHst at the shoreline. The Crescent 
City bluff and beach in front of the Seaside Hospital are open to ·.vave attack from 
the south southv;est. The maximum vlind speed during some local storms has 
beeH as high as 45 MPH . 

The primary problem of the City area is the vulHerability of the oceanfront to 
direct ·.vaYe attack duriHg storms ·.vhen greater thafl Hormal tide levels due to 
storm surge or ·.vave setup. During such periods, waves impiHge on the shoreline 
and cause erosion Oft the bluff. The problem within the City area concerns the 
erosioH by waves and currents of the beach areas along the reach of shoreline 
between the Seaside Hospital area and the Ninth Street in the Crescent City. The 
erosion, v;hich has been progressive, is now critical aloHg several areas of the 
beach. The County of Del Norte, Public Works Department, has attempted to halt 
erosion in critical areas by filling with small stones to attenuate the wave attack. 

The major damage to the bluff is caused by ·.vaves and currents that approach the 
shore from the deep water 'Nave direction from south southv;est to south'+•,rest. 
Local interests belie·t'e that v1ave action coupled with excessive draiHage flow 
contributes to the undermining of the baHks. Some of the material is moved 
offshore and a portion of that material is subsequently redeposited on the beach 
during the oceurreftce of the waves. A comparison on C.O.E. surveys takefl in 
1975 and in 1965 shmvs that the bluff retreat has varied from 0 to 4 feet per year. 
The average erosion rate is estimated to be about one foot per year beh.v·eeH the 
Battery Point and the Second Street in the project area. 1\nother significant 
problem iHvolves the instability of the beach due to the erosion within the city 
area . 
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Ffem South and east of Point St. George, the coastline is rocky and consists of 
precipitous bluffs and numerous offshore pinnacles with several pocket beaches. 
Mineralogy and shape characteristics of sediment of the pocket beaches between 
Point St. George and Battery Point indicate that beach sediments in these 
locations are of local origia originated between these two points. North of the 
Crescent City harbor. ±he littoral currents we:t:tiEl transport sediments from north; 
to south from the mouth of the Smith River toward Point St. George where this 
pattern is disrupted and bedrock dominates the coastal land forms. As a result of 
the seaward projecting bedrock, sand being transported south by longshore drift is 
diverted offshore to deep water where it is lost. coupled 'Nith a: focosiag of Vlft'le 

eaergy, Consequently. only sma:ll; coarse-grained S8:fM:l; small pocket beaches are 
found from Point St. George to Battery Point. Apparently only small quantities of 
sand move southward around the Point. 

It also seems that Eloe to the eompletioa of the outer breakwater, most of the 
littoral tra:asport of SftHEl is tra:ppeEl iasiEle the harbor a:rea:. There has beea ao 
repleaishmeat of saHEl to the bea:eh area: from Battery Poiat BOrth. The la:ek of 8: 

beach area Eloriag severe storms raises the water level and eKposes to wave a:etioa 
higher portioas of the bluff area. Such storms :also geaerate larger, steeper 'Nft'les, 
thus the tread for this stretch of coastliae has beea oae of gra:Elual bot coastant 
erosioa of the beach area: and bluff aloag this rea:eh. 

In May, 1965, the bea:eh profile was soFYeyeEl by the Army C.O.B. (BKhibit 11). 
At that time, the beach was composed of coarse sand and grft'lel ·.v-hieh could 
resist the wave a:etioa aga:i&st the bea:eh bot he cliff was still susceptible to the 
surge a:etiofl and was eroEleElft'fi'ftY gradually. The 1973 shoreliae sho\vs a HftffO't't' 
strip of sand along the bea:eh. (BKhibit 12). 

Duriag 1973 74, the Cresceat City Harbor.Distriet had ElreElgeEl a small boat basia 
west of Citii\ens' Wharf. About 600,000 cubic yards of ElreElgeEl material was 
disposed of by hydraulic ElreElge at the shoreline in froat of the Seaside Hospital. 
B:Khibit A 3 shmvs September 1973 shoreliae conElitioa Eluriag disposal of 
ElreElgeEl material at the beach. A large pocket of sftHEl bea:eh had formed and the 
flne gra:ia sii\e of the ElreElgeEl material was suspeHEleEl and washed offshore by 
eoastant wft'.•es and comats. It should be ftotieeEl that the flow of "Nater and silt, 
clay and sand was discharged by the outlet pipe of the hyElr6f:Jlic ElreElge ia the 
ceater of the sand pocket. EKhibit P 3 shows A:pril 1974 shoreliae coaElitioft, after 
disposal of ElreElgeEl material at the beach. BKhibit P l shows Februaey 1976 
shoreliae coftditioa .,.;ith abuaElanee of driftvlood aloag the shore. EKhibit 11 
shows Jaauary 1977 shoreliae eonElitioa with oaly a aarrow strip of shoreliae 
rema:iftiftg. 

A computatioa betweea bea:eh profiles from 1965 and 1975 was made by the 
.'\rmy COB. The eompotatioa assumed that a stable sortiag by the Army C.O.E. 
proeess had beea rea:ehed at that time (1975). 

• 

• 

• 
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In September 1975, a Hew beach profile v;as takeR Hear Seaside Hospital. This 
study sho>tvs a Hew loss of 30,000 cubic yards of saHd siHce tfl.e Sl:lf\'ey of 1975. 
In September of 1975, approximately 75,000 cubic yards of Sl:lf!:d (origiHally 
600,000 cy placed iH 1973 74) was left OR the beach. UsiHg aH l:lf!:Hual loss of 
15,000 ey/year uHder normal eoHditioHs, almost all of the sl:lf!:d will be displaced 
by 1980. The bluff aloHg the west side of Seaside Hospital will eontiHue to erode 
aHd that the buildiHgs will agaiH be iH danger is a distinct possibility. 

The Army C.O.E. study figures show that aH l:lf!:nual yearly replacement rate of 
sl:lf!:d >tvould have to be 90,000 ey/year to maintain a stabilized beach front ·.vithiH 
this area. The 90,000 ey/year allo•.ys for the settling out of silts, clays, and fiRe 
sands l:lf!:d the normal stabilizatioH of tfl.e beach area. The ultimate 
reeommendatioH of the l\rmy C.O.E. study vlas a rubble wall exteHdiHg from 
Battery Point northward to Pebble Beach, a distance of approximately 1.4 miles. 
Howe¥er, local concern is for the replaeemeHt of the sati:d. 

It is the City's feeliHg that designatiHg this area as a disposal site vlill allow the 
disposal of approximately 40,000 ey/year oHto the beach area thus reducing, to a 
larger degree, the amount of erosioH that takes place 'tVithiH this area. 

Although various documents provide estimates of the erosion rates along this 
stretch of coast, the actual data base is sparse and open to various interpretations. 
In the absence of conclusive information on which to accurately base long­
range bluff and beach retreat rates, prudent measures are necessary in order to 
ensure that an adequate setback is provided for all shoreline development. 
Geotechnical assessments for projects along the City's oceanfront shall 
specifically take into account that long range bluff and beach retreat rates are 
based on inconclusive and sparse data. As warranted, the reports shall also 
identify other measures to ensure the long-term stability and structural 
integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic 
instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area, or in any way require 
the construction of protective devices. 

The Coastal Act, Section 30233(b) allows for the disposal of beach material into 
appropriate areas as long as wildlife values are not significantly disrupted. Past 
beach nourishment experiments by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers have 
confirmed that the locally available dredge spoils (from the harbor) are too fine­
grained to remain on the high-energy beaches along the Crescent City bluff. and 
that it is prohibitively expensive to haul coarse-grained sand in from offsite 
sources. k is Hie City's eiJiaiea An appropriate evaluation may substantiate that 
placing the placement of ftfJIJFI:illnimately 4 Q,QQQ ey sand/yeM uncontaminated, 
compatible grain-sized sand or other dredge spoil materials on South Beach 
and/or the sand beaches on Pebble Beach north of Preston Island will not have 
any significant adverse impacts on wildlife values coastal resources. Placing 



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

CRESCENT CITY LCP AMENDMENT (DEL NORTE HEALTHCARE DISTRICT) 
NO. CRC-MAJ-1-00 
PAGE36 

sand on the rocky beaches ee'Pth ef between Battery Point and Preston Island is 
inappropriate and will cause adverse impacts to tide pool organisms and other 
marine species. 

Section 30233 of the Coastal Act requires that feasible mitigation measures be 
provided to minimize the significant adverse environmental effects of any 
proposed fill project. The general Coastal Commission policy on the filling of 
wetlands has been to require that replacement wetlands be provided at a tMP-a 

Fetif ~8 efte ratio; th:at is, fer every 8fte f!Meel filled, it MHst 8e Mf!l&ee8 8,· fet~r ef 
8fltiM eielegieal f!P8Stietiviiy sufficient to offset both the direct loss of the 
existing wetlands being filled and the temporary decrease in biological 
productivity associated with new replacement wetlands being established. With 
regard to the wetland areas in Elk Creek and the size of the City, it would be 
impossible to replace wetlands at a ratio sufficient to provide equal or greater 
biological productivity, either onsite or of/site 8ft a fEnw ie efte ratie. The only 
alternative then, appears to be that no filling of the area be done. The Coastal Act 
specifically states that no diking, dredging or filling be done that will not enhance 
the functional capacity of the wetlands, and it further states that any alteration 
shall be limited to very tntRer specified uses, such as incidental public faeilities 
service purposes or restorative measures. 

The problem then becomes sand accretion in the Harbor. The accretion occurs in 
a west-to-east pattern, with the greatest volumes of sand accumulating at the 
western edge of the Harbor, near Dutton's Dock. The Harbor District has a 
continuing dredging operation in the Harbor to deal with this problem. However, 
it continues to be one of the major mitigating factors in the Harbor development. 
This problem has been identified in many studies over the years and is eHFieatly 
beiag stmiied, yet a:gaia, by the Aooy Corps of BHgiHeers. (BKhlbit ll & 13) 

The continued dredging of the Harbor is the only possible way to help mitigate 
the sand accretion problem. Currently, the sand is being disposed of on Harbor 
lands, but other sites are available for disposal and will be needed if the expansion 
of the Harbor is to proceed. The amount of sand that will be dredged and the 
depths that need to be maintained will require additional disposal sites other than 
those in the Harbor. There are two sites within Crescent City where sand disposal 
could be accomplished. The first area is City-owned property near Elk Creek, 
including the water area and the area in front of Shoreline Campgrounds 
(although that area is directly in front of the west-to-east pattern of movement). 
a:Rd the blHffs iR froat of Seaside Hospital. The site iR froat of Seaside Hospital 
woHld stop the erosioR of the bll:lffs. 

The other alternatives for disposal would be to truck the dredged material to up­
land sites, or to store and stock-pile the dredged material on City property and sell 
it to contractors for fill, or to dispose of it at an ocean disposal site. 

• 

• 

• 
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RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. The City shall limit the filling and dredging of coastal waters to those uses 
that are consistent with Section 30233 of the California Coastal Act ~ 
€h~ssrih0€l en ~ag0 31, and which directly enhance harbor dependent uses 
such as recreational or industrial programs. 

2. The City shall restrict the diking, dredging and filling of the wetlands in 
Elk Creek and McNamara annexation within the Coastal Zone to those 
allowable uses identified within Section 30233 of the California Coastal 
Act as €lsssrih0€l en Pags 31. 

3. The City shall require that new development minimize risks to life and 
property in areas of high geologic hazard, assure stability and structural 
integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, 
geologic instability, or destruction of the site or su"ounding area or in 
any way require the construction of protective devices that would 
substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. 

4. The City shall approve revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor 
channels, seawall, cliff retaining wall, and other such construction that 
alters natural shoreline processes when required to serve coastal­
dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public beaches in 
danger from erosion, and when designed to eliminate or mitigate 
adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply. "Existing structure" 
means a structure in existence on March 14,2001. 

~ 5. The City of Crescent City shall, in conjunction with the Harbor District, 
County of Del Norte, Del Norte Hospital District, Coastal Commission 
staff, and the Dept. of Fish & Game, develop a sand management program 
for tOO any dispersal of sand on the beach area west of Seaside Hospital on 
existing fine-grained sand beaches only. The plan shall include, but not be 
limited to, amount of sand to be placed yearly, months of the year when 
placement is possible, hours of operation and the need for annual sand 
budget. Any such program shall require a LCP amendment approved by 
the California Coastal Commission. 

The City has established a priority for placement of such dredge sand to be 
·.vest of Seaside Hospital in order to arrest the erosion of the bluffs within 

. this location as long as such placement is in conformance with the 
finalized sand management program. 

+. 6. The City's priority for use of any dredged sands is to be for the Battery 
Point Recreational Area development. The placement of sand in this area 
shall conform with du~ duly a€le~t0€l any sand management ~program 
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approved by the California Coastal Commission and the following 
restrictions: 

1. The following uses for said sand are prohibited: 

(a) The development of a parking and picnic area. 
(b) The filling between Battery Point and the mainland. 

If the recreational boating marine takes place, the placement of sand for a 
jetty shall be the least amount needed to provide for a single-wide 
roadway on top of the jetty. 

. 
SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO.9: A new Policy #7 shall be appended to LUP Chapter 5 
-"Diking, Dredging, Filling, and Shoreline Structures" of the City of Crescent City Land Use 
Plan, reading as follows: 

7. The City shall include a condition in the approval of all new 
development on ocean fronting parcels that no shoreline protective 
structure shall be allowed in the future to protect the development from 
bluff erosion. Prior to the issuance of a coastal development permit for 
the development, a deed restriction acceptable to the Planning Director 
shall be recorded memorializing the prohibition on future shoreline 
protective structures. 

The LUP amendment as submitted is inconsistent with the geologic hazard and shoreline 
protection policies of the Coastal Act and must be denied. As modified, the proposed LUP 
Amendment is consistent with Sections 30253 and 30235 as the language of those sections has 
been accurately incorporated into the proposed LUP Amendment. 

6. Protection of Marine Resources and Water Quality. 

Coastal Act Section 30230 states: 

Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible, restored. 
Special protection shall be given to areas and species of special biological or 
economic significance. Uses of the marine environment shall be carried out in a 
manner that will sustain the biological productivity of coastal waters and that will 
maintain healthy populations of all species of marine organisms adequate for 
long-term commercial, recreational, scientific, and educational 
purposes. [emphasis added] 

Coastal Act Section 30231 states that: 

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, 
estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine 

• 

• 

• 
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organisms and for the protection of human health shall be maintained and, where 
feasible, restored through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of 
wastewater discharge and entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of 
ground water supplies and substantial interference with surface water flow, 
encouraging waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer 
areas that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams. 
[emphasis added] 

The proposed amendment is intended to accommodate development of the former site of the 
Seaside Hospital with a hotel and restaurant development. Such a development would include 
large amounts of impervious surfaces that would prevent infiltration of stormwater into the 
ground and result in greater amounts of sediment and other pollutants running off the site and 
entering coastal waters. In addition, any such commercial development would likely include 
large parking lots where oil and grease deposits from vehicles would further degrade the water 
quality of stormwater runoff from the site. 

The currently certified Crescent City LUP contains very little policy language specifically 
addressing the protection of water quality. With the exception of quoting Coastal Act Section 
30231 within the preface of the Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas I Water and Marine 
Resources chapter, the City's currently certified LUP contains no policies directly concerning 
protection of water quality. Neither are there any sections within the City's Coastal Zone Zoning 
Regulations that provide standards for runoff control and other water quality standards . 

To address this concern, the proposed LUP amendment would add a policy to Chapter 7- Public 
Works of the LUP stating that the City shall require that best management practices (BMPs) for 
controlling stormwater runoff and maintaining water quality be incorporated into development 
design and operation. 

The proposed policy attempts to carry out the provisions of Section 30231 of the Coastal Act by 
providing a policy framework that could be used for requiring future development at the site to 
incorporate best management practices to treat runoff from the site. The proposed policy would 
set as a City requirement that measures for storm water and runoff management to maintain water 
quality be included within the design and operation of new development. However, the policy 
does not further detail the types of management measures to be used (e.g., onsite 
retention/detention, point-of-discharge filtration, etc.) and moreover, does not reference any 
numerical baseline for when these measures would be provided (i.e., threshold of stormwater 
runoff event). 

Critical to the successful function of post-construction treatment Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) in removing pollutants in storm water to the maximum extent practicable is the 
application of appropriate design goals for sizing BMPs. The majority of runoff is generated 
from small storms because most storms are small. Additionally, stormwater runoff typically 
conveys a disproportionate amount of pollutants in the initial period that runoff is generated 
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during a storm event. Designing BMPs for the small more frequent storms, rather than for the 
large infrequent storms, results in optimal BMP performance at lower cost.* 

The Commission finds that sizing structural BMPs to accommodate the stormwater runoff from 
the 85th percentile storm event is equivalent to sizing BMPs based on the point of diminishing 
returns (i.e., the BMP capacity beyond which, insignificant increases in pollutants removal (and 
hence water quality protection) will occur, relative to the additional costs). 

The stormwater runoff treatment policy proposed to be added to the LUP by the LUP 
Amendment does not contain any such numeric design goal for the best management practices 
that it would require to be incorporated into new development. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the LUP Amendment, as submitted, is not consistent with 
the Coastal Act Section 30231. 'The Commission finds that it is necessary to include language 
providing a numerical design goal for best management practices to ensure consistency with the 
Coastal Act. Therefore, the Commission attaches Suggested Modification No. 5, which adds 
language to proposed amended LUP Chapter 7 Policy #2 providing that the best management 
practices to be required for coastal development projects be designed to treat or filter stormwater 
runoff from each storm, up to and including the 85tti percentile, 24-hour storm event for volume­
based BMPs, and/or the 85th percentile, 1-hour storm event, with an appropriate safety factor, for 
flow-based BMPs. This measure would ensure that future development of the former Seaside 

• 

Hospital site will be required to capture and infiltrate or treat all runoff from development from • 
all but the largest 15% of storms. 

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO.5: Policy 2 of Chapter 7- "Public Works" of the City 
of Crescent City Land Use Plan shall be modified as follows: 

* 

2. The City shaH resen•e fer the expansion of Seaside Hospital, and relat:ed 
fl'ledieal facilities, the speeifie area bet'+'t'eea Battery Street oa the south, to 
Second Street on the North to "C" Street on the Bast to the Paeifie Oeean 
to the \\'est. The City shall require that best management practices 
(BMPs) for controlling stormwater runoff and maintaining water quality 
be incorporated into development design and operation. All post­
construction structural BMPs (or suites of BMPs) for new development, 
including but not limited to, recreational or visitor-serving commercial 
development within Coastal Zone - Commercial Waterfront zoning 
districts, shall be designed to treat, infiltrate or filter stormwater runoff 
from each storm event, up to and including the 85th percentile, 24-hour 
storm event for volume-based BMPs, and/or the 85th percentile, 1-hour 
storm event, with an appropriate safety factor, for flow-based BMPs. 

ASCFJWEF, 1998. Urban Runoff Quality Management. WEF Manual of Practice No. 23, 
ASCE Manual and Report on Engineering Practice No. 87. • 
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The LUP amendment as submitted is inconsistent with the water quality protection policies of 
the Coastal Act and must be denied. As modified, the proposed LUP amendment is consistent 
with Section 30231, as future development would be regulated at the subject property in a 
manner that would ensure that the quality of coastal waters would be maintained. 

7. Conclusion 

Much of the proposed Land Use Plan amendment (i.e., deleting outdated text, amending site land 
use designation, revising the land use map) is consistent with the Coastal Act. The proposed 
inclusion of visitor serving commercial uses as allowable uses within the Commercial LUP 
designation is consistent with the priority use policies and section 30250 of the Coastal Act. All 
of the other existing land use designations set forth for the various planned areas would remain 
as currently certified in conformance with the Coastal Act. Five aspects of the amendment as 
proposed either did not address particular Coastal Act policies relevant to future development of 
the site with the new uses the amendment would allow or were too vaguely worded to be found 
clearly in conformance with the Coastal Act. These policies regarded exactions for public access 
facilities, protecting coastal recreation, authorizing development in coastal waters, and protecting 
water quality. Therefore the Land Use Plan amendment as submitted is not consistent with the 
Coastal Act and must be denied. However, with the suggested modifications, the LUP 
amendment would be more accurate and internally consistent, and as a result, achieve 
consistency with the Coastal Act. Therefore, the Commission finds the City's Land Use Plan, as 
modified, conforms with the requirements of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act pursuant to Section 
30512.2 of the Coastal Act. 

PART FOUR: AMENDMENT TO IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM 

I. ANALYSIS CRITERIA 

Section 30513 of the Coastal Act establishes the criteria for Commission action on proposed 
amendments to certified Implementation Programs (IP). Section 50513 states, in applicable part: 

... The commission may only reject zoning ordinances, zoning district maps, or 
other implementing actions on the grounds that they do not conform with, or are 
inadequate to carry out, the provisions of the certified land use plan. If the 
commission rejects the zoning ordinances, zoning district maps, or other 
implementing actions, it shall give written notice of the rejection specifying the 
provisions of land use plan with which the rejected zoning ordinances do not 
conform or which it finds will not be adequately carried out together with its 
reasons for the action taken . 
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II. FINDINGS FOR DENIAL OF IP AMENDMENT NO. CRC-MAJ-1-00 AS 
SUBMITTED AND CERTIFICATION IF MODIFIED 

The Commission finds and declares as following for Amendment No. CRC-MAJ-1-00: 

1. Description of Proposed hnplementation Program Amendments: 

The proposed IP amendment includes one text change to create a new zoning district, a 
reclassification of the zoning designation for the subject 4.45-acre area, and amendment of the 
Zoning Map to reflect the changes to the zoning designations. 

The three amendments proposed by this IP Amendment are as follows: 

a. Create a Coastal Zone Waterfront Commercial Zoning District. The City of Crescent 
City is seeking to modify the City's Coastal Zone Zoning Regulations to create a new 
visitor-serving commercial zoning district and designate the proposed hotel resort site 
with the new designation. The proposed amendments primarily involve a zoning code 
text change to add a new zoning district titled "CZ-CW Coastal Zone Waterfront 
Commercial District." The proposed zone would provide for development of hotels, 
motels and various other visitor-serving facilities by-right and allow for development of 
accessory uses and structures, parking facilities, and public utility uses and structures 
upon securing a conditional use permit. The zoning district would also establish 
regulations regarding maximum building heights, minimum lot areas and setbacks, 
requirements for site plan architectural review, and include general regulations requiring 
permitted uses to be conducted solely within enclosed buildings, with specific exceptions, 
and operational constraints to prevent nuisances. This code section would be contained 
within the City's Coastal Zone Zoning Regulations as Chapter 17.73. A copy of the 
proposed code section is included in Exhibit No. 5. 

b. Amend the zoning designation for the 4.45-acre former Seaside Hospital site (portion of 
APN 118-020-28) from Residential-Professional (CZ-RP) to the newly created Coastal 
Zone Commercial Waterfront (CZ-CW) zoning designation. 

c. Amend the IP Coastal Zoning Map. The zoning map would be amended to reflect the 
changes in zoning designations from CZ-RP to CZ-CW for the former Seaside Hospital/ 
proposed Redwood Oceanfront Resort site. 

2. Consistency with LUP Land Use Designations. 

Under the City's current coastal zoning ordinance provisions, there are no commercial zoning 
districts that allow for visitor-serving uses such as hotels, motels, restaurants, and licensed 
establishments outside of the highway service corridor setting. To accommodate the proposed 
hotel project at the former Seaside Hospital site and to establish an appropriate zoning district for 

• 

• 

areas outside of the highway service corridor were visitor-serving uses would be desirable, the • 
City has proposed that a new Coastal Zone Waterfront Commercial (CZ-CW) zoning district be 
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established. The proposed amendment would allow development of hotels and motels, and a 
variety of other visitor-serving facilities by right, and, subject to a use permit, accessory uses and 
structures to serve the primary use, parking facilities, and some public utility services on 
property within CZ-CW zoning districts. The full text of the proposed new zoning district may 
be found in Exhibit No.5. 

As amended to incorporate the changes proposed by LUP Amendment No. CRC-MAJ-1-00, the 
LUP would provide for visitor-serving commercial uses to be developed within areas designated 
for "Commercial" land use. The new CZ-CW zone would implement that change to the LUP, 
appropriately allowing a hotel and restaurant project to be developed at the site of the former 
Seaside Hospital. This proposed change to the IP to create this new zoning district would 
therefore conform with and adequately carry out the LUP as proposed to be amended. 

3. Consistency with Visual Resources Protection Policies ofthe LUP. 

LUP Chapter 3 - Coastal Visual Resources and Special Communities Policy #1 states, in 
applicable part: 

The City shall encourage the maintenance of the visual and scenic beauty of 
Crescent City ... 

Although the existing certified LUP includes policies that: (1) prohibit the erection of signage in 
areas zoned Open Space; (2) protect view corridors along the Highway 101 southern entrance 
into the City; and (3) preserve the visual character of the town as expressed in its historically or 
architecturally significant structures, the current certified LUP does not contain any policies 
specifically stating the requirements of Coastal Act Section 30251 as relate to the protection of 
visual resources. 

However, Suggested Modification No. 6 would add language to the LUP that would incorporate 
the requirements of Section 30251, including the provision that new development be compatible 
with the character of surrounding areas. The proposed new Coastal Zone Zoning Regulations 
Section 17.73.040A raises a concern regarding consistency of the proposed zoning regulations 
with these provisions of Suggested Modification No. 6. Section 17.73.040A as proposed, in 
applicable part, provides as follows: 

Height and area regulations. 

In the CZ-CW coastal zone waterfront commercial district the height of buildings 
and the maximum dimensions of yards and lots shall be as follows: 

A. Height. The maximum building height shall be thirty-five feet, 
unless a use permit is approved by the planning commission ... 
[emphasis added] 
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The proposed CZ-CW district would be located along the City's western oceanfront at the 
terminus of Front Street at the former Seaside Hospital site. Adjoining the proposed zoning 
district to the northwest and southeast are a mixed-use residential-professional area (CZ-RP) and 
a single-family residential district (CZ-R1), respectively. Both of these areas are effectively 
built-out with few if any vacant parcels. Most of the development in the area is well below 35 
feet in height with the most dominant structures being located at the former commercial fueling 
depot plant located 200 feet away to the southeast which has tank structures as high as 
approximately 28 feet. To the southwest, the site is bounded by a sandy-rocky shoreline zoned 
as Coastal Zone - Open Space (CZ-0). Restricting the height of new development in the 
proposed new zoning district to protect visual resources is critical to ensure compatibility with 
that of the surrounding structures and avoiding impacts shading and viewshed impacts to the 
Open Space-zoned areas along the beachfront. This concern is especially significant given the 
visually prominent location of this district at a major crossroads in the City along the waterfront. 
To conform to the LUP as amended and modified, the IP must provide for an appropriate height 
limit. 

For the proposed zoning district to be effective in ensuring that new development is consistent 
with the visual resource protection policies of the LUP, any mechanism for considering heights 
greater than those allowed in the surrounding areas should include requirements that specific 
findings be made or that mitigation measures be included in exchange for the granting the 
requested increase in height. As proposed, the new zoning district standards would allow for 
building·heights greater than 35 feet to be granted at the discretion of the Planning Commission 
in the absence of such criteria. This contrasts with other provisions within the current certified 
LCP for granting heights greater than those stated within zoning district regulations. Under 
Coastal Zone Zoning Regulations Section 17.78.020, an increase in height of not more than ten 
feet is allowable in districts with a thirty-five-foot height limit if two side yards of not less than 
fifteen (15) feet each are provided. Furthermore, under the Variance provisions of Coastal Zone 
Zoning Regulations Section 17.85.0 10. unlimited height increases can be authorized provided 
seven affirmative fiJ1dings can be made. The Commission thus finds that it is necessary to 
modify Section 17.73.040A. Suggested Modification No. 8 modifies Section 17.73.040A to 
delete the provision allowing for the Planning Commission to grant approvals for building 
heights greater than 35 feet. This language reflects the stronger and more precise language of 
Coastal Act Section 30251 incorporated into Suggested Modification No. 6 and provides greater 
internal consistency with respect to LUP Chapter 3 - Visual Resources and Special Communities 
Policy # 1 regarding the protection of the scenic beauty of the City while not obviating the ability 
of the City to grant deviations to the height limits of the zoning district in special circumstances 
through other existing hearing processes. 

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 8: Section 17.73.040A of the Coastal Zone Zoning 
Regulations shall be modified as follows: 

A. Height. The maximum building height shall be thirty-five feet. t~nless a 
ttse ft8ffftit is &JJ'fl!Wefll!!,· the plMB:iflg eelfll'ftissiett. 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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4. Conclusion 

For the most part, the zoning code amendments (i.e., amending site zoning, revising the zoning 
map) as proposed would conform with and be adequate to carry out the provisions of the City's 
Land Use Plan as amended. However, one provision of the proposed CZ-CW district that would 
allow for building heights greater than 35 feet to be granted at the discretion of the Planning 
Commission would not ensure that new development in the new zoning district would be 
compatible with the character of the area, contrary to existing LUP Chapter 3 - Visual Resources 
and Special Communities Policy # I and LUP Chapter 3 - Coastal Visual Resources and Special 
Communities Policy #4 as modified by the Commission in Suggested Modification No. 6. 
Therefore the Implementation Program Amendment as submitted does not adequately carry out 
the provisions of the LUP and must be denied pursuant to Section 30513 of the Coastal Act. 
However, with the suggested modification, the zoning code amendment would not allow for the 
development of structures within the proposed CZ-CW district that are significantly taller than 
structures in the surrounding area and thereby conforms with and is adequate to carry out the 
requirements of the LUP, as amended, that new development be compatible with the character of 
the area. 

Therefore, the Commission finds the City's Implementation Program, as modified, conforms 
with and is adequate to carry out the requirements of the certified Land Use Plan consistent with 
Section 30513 of the Coastal Act. 

PART FIVE: CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

In addition to making a finding that the amendment is in full compliance with the Coastal Act, 
the Commission must make a finding consistent with Section 21080.5 of the Public Resources 
Code. Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of the Public Resources Code requires that the Commission not 
approve or adopt an LCP: 

... if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available 
which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effects which the activity 
may have on the environment. 

As discussed in the findings above, the amendment request with incorporation of the suggested 
modifications is consistent with the California Coastal Act. There are no other feasible 
alternatives or mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any significant 
adverse effects which the activity may have on the environment. The Commission finds that 
approval of the LCP Amendment with the incorporation of the suggested modifications will not 
result in significant environmental effects within the meaning of the California Environmental 
Quality Act. 
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EXHffiiTS: 

1. Regional Location Map 
2. Excerpt, Currently Certified Land Use Map 
3. Excerpt, Currently Certified Zoning Map 
4. City Resolution of Submittal 
5. Proposed Amendments to the City of Crescent City Land Use Plan and Implementation 

Program 
6. Sight Line Diagram lllustrating Potential for Retention of a Northwesterly View Corridor 
7. Correspondence 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2000- 41 

APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO THE CRESCENT CITY CALIFORNIA • 
LOCAL COASTAL PLAN TO REVISE CERTAIN POLl&JASTAL COMMISSION 

PROVISIONS PERTAINING TO COASTAL DEVELOPMENT, 
COASTAL ACCESS, AND RELATED ISSUES. 

WHEREAS, the City Council has received a recommendation from the Planning 
Commission to approve an application as submitted by the Del Norte Healthcare District to revise 
certain policy provisions in the Local Coastal Plan pertaining to coastal development, coastal 
access, and related issues; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council has held the required public hearing regarding this Local 
Coastal Plan amendment; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council determines that the public health, safety, and general 
welfare warrant approval of said amendment; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council determines that said amendment will not have a 
significant effect on the environment and has no potential for any adverse impact on wildlife 
resources, and hereby approves a Negative Declaration for same; and 

WHEREAS, the local government intends to carry out the Local Coastal Plan in a 
manner fully consistent with the California Coastal Act; and 

WHEREAS, this amendment will take effect automatically upon Coastal Commission 
approval. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of 
Crescent City hereby approves an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan to revise certain policy 
provisions as identified in Exhibit "A" attached hereto and by reference made a part hereof. 

The above and foregoing Resolution was introduced by Councilmember 
Smith, was seconded by Councilmember Mayer, and passed and adopted at a 
regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Crescent City held on the 6th day 
of November, 2000, by the following polled vote: 

AYES: 

NOES: 
ABSTAIN: 
ABSENT: 

ATTEST: 

Councilmembers Burlake, Mayer, Smith, Hollinsead and 
Mayor Scavuzzo 
None 
None 
None 

~ 4?/L-;£//d~ 
L. Dianne Nickerson, City Clerk 

• 
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Exhibit "A" 

LCPA 2000 -1 

EXHIBIT NO. 5 

& HlPLEHENTATION 
PROGRAH ( 21 n s. ) 

Local Coastal Plan Amendment for the Redwood Oceanfront Resort Project 

The Crescent City Local Coastal Plan is amended as follows: 

Revise ali2:nment of Harbor-Citv Bicycle Path for that portion of A Street between Second and 
Front Streets. This portion of the path would be realigned to B Street between Second and Front 
Streets. This amendment includes changing LCP language on Page 14 and changing the access 
and recreation map -LCP Exhibit 2. The language is revised as follows: 

5. HARBOR BICYCLE PATH 
The Bicycle Path enters the City from Point St. George to the north and follows Pebble 
Beach Drive to Taylor Street, then crosses Fifth Street to A Street, then crosses Second 
Street to B Street, then South to Battery Drive. At Battery Drive the Bike Path enters 
Beachfront Park, following Howe Drive east to Highway 101. The Bike Path then 
follows Highway 101 South to Sunset Circle, to the southerly City Limits. The Bike 
Path continues through the Harbor area to South Beach. The Path has ocean views at 
the coastal access points and provides access to recreational opportunities along the 
route. 

Delete Local Coastal Plan Public Works Recommendation# 2 on Page 57: 
2. The City shall reserve, for the expansion of Seaside Hospital, and related medical 
facilities, the specific area between Battery Street on the South to Second Street on the 
North to "C" Street on the East to the Pacific Ocean on the West. 

Delete Economic Development Policy P-14 (land use policv applicable to the coastal zone). 
P-14 The City should encourage the concentration of medical services adjacent to 
Seaside Hospital and urge construction of a medical clinic in that vicinity. 

Revise Chapter 6 Diking, Dred2:in2:, Filling and Shoreline Structures. The General Conditions 
and Recommendations, on Pages 33-37, are revised to remove references to the Hospital Site, 
erosion and other conditions that are no longer applicable. The General Conditions discussion 
·includes several references to certain conditions at or near the Hospital site that no longer exist 
A geotechnical report completed in September, 2000, evaluated the stability of the Hospital Site 
and shoreline erosion of the adjacent oceanfront area. The report concludes that, "within the 
limits of our mapping accuracy (estimated at 5 feet + 1- ) the position of the top-of-bluff 
remained constant on the site between 1963 and 2000. " The report also concludes that " .. all 
other things being held equal, each year the risk of shoreline erosion decreases slightly at the 
project site.:· (Results of Geotechnical Investigation of Site for Proposed Redwood Oceanfront 
Resort, 100 "A" Street, Crescent City, Del Norte County, California [Yuan], Busch 
Geotechnical Consultants, October 2000). The language is revised as follows: (Proposed 
additions are underlined and deletions are shown as strikeouts.) 
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General Conditions 

The major concern of the Coastal Act with regards to diking, dredging, and filling, (delete, after 
filling) is that it be accomplished in a manner that is least harmful to the environment. The 
major areas of concern that are in Crescent City are tfie5e located in the Harbor and ffi the 
wetland areas of Elk Creek. 

The major area in which shoreline protection and/or bluff-top setbacks structures aeeds to be 
addressed may be necessarv is the area from Battery Point northward to Pebble Beach. Of this 
total area only Battery Point to just north of Preston Island are within the City limits. The issue 
of shorelffie structures fiCeds to be addressed because of the steady erosion problem within the 
immediate area. Protection may be necessary where bluff erosion threatens public and private 
structures or other improvements. A professional must evaluate the magnitude of the problem on 
a site-specific basis. To evaluate the seriousness of a potential problem, address this problem, 
one should the professional must understand coastal processes and underlying sucfl-physical 
factors such as storms, tides, waves, and wind. 

• 

The high winds occurring during storms produce a surge by pushing the-water toward the shore, 
thus-causing local sea level #-to rise temporarily above normal levels along the nearshore area 
along the coast. coastal and adjacent short area. These high winds also produce high waves 
which, on the top of above-normal water levels, produce destructive forces against at the 
shoreline. The Crescent City bluff and beach in front of the Seaside Hospital are opea to wtrre 
attack from the south so'tttlynest. The maximum 'vVind speed during some local storms has beefi • 
as high as 45 MPII. 

The primary problem of the City area is the vulflerability of the oceanfront to direct 'Nave attack 
duriHg storms v1hen greater than aormal tide levels due to storm surge or wave setup. Duriflg 
such periods, ·.va·res impinge on the shoreline and cause erosion on the bluff. The problem 
·.vitliin the City area eoneerflS the efOsion by wfr'fes and eHrrents of the beach areas aloag the 
reach of shorelffie between the Seaside Hospital area and the "Ninth Street in the Crescent City. 
The erosion, v1hieh has been progressi·re, is now critical along seYeral areas of the beach. The 
County of Del Norte, Public Works Deptutment, has attempted to halt erosion iH critical areas 
by filling with small stones to attenuate the wa·ve attack. 

: ~ 

The ftlfljor damage to the bluff is caused by •.-vaves and currents that approach the shore from the 
deep water wave direction from solith southvv'est to ~out:hvtest. Local iiiterests believe that wtrte 
action coupled with excessive drainage flow contri-Butes to the Uftdermi:niH:g of the banks. Some 
of the material is moved offshore and a portioa of that material is· subsequently redeposited on 
the beach during the oceurrefiCe of the Wfr'fes. A comparison oa C.O.E. surveys takea in 1975 
and in 1965 shows that the bluff retreat has varied from 0 to 4 feet per year. The aYerage 
erosion rate is estimated to be about one foot per year between the Battery Point and the Secofid 
Street in the project area. Another significant problem inYoh·es the iflStability of the beach due 
to the erosion 'vVithia the city area. 

City of Crescent City LCPA 2000-1 Exhibit A 
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Frem South and east of Point St. George, the coastline is rocky and consists of precipitous bluffs 
and numerous offshore pinnacles with several pocket beaches. Mineralogy and shape· 
characteristics of sediment of the pocket beaches between Point St. George and Battery Point 
indicate that beach sediments in these locations are of local origin originated between these two 
points. North of the Crescent Citv harbor, g::fie littoral currents woolti: transport sediments from 
north-, to south from the mouth of the Smith River toward Point St. George where this pattern is 
disrupted and bedrock dominates the coastal land forms. As a result of the seaward projecting 
bedrock, sand being transported south bv longshore drift is diverted offshore to deep water 
where it is lost. coupled with a focusing of wave energy, Consequently,-only smaH:; coarse­
grained sand; small pocket beaches are found from Point St. . George to Battery Point. 
Apparently only small quantities of sand move southward around the Point. 

It also seems that due to the completion of the outer breabvater, most of the littoral transport of 
sand is trapped inside the harbor area. There has been no replenishment of sand to the beach 
area from Battery Point north. The lack of a beach area during severe storms raises the v,:ater 
level and exposes to Ytave action higher portions of the bluff area. Such storms also generate 
larger, steeper waves, thus the trend for this stretch of coastline has been one of gradual but 
constant erosion of the beach area and bluff along this reach. 

In May, 1965, the beach profile was surveyed by the A:ffil)' C.O.E. (Exhibit 11). At that time, 
the beach \vas composed of coarse sand and gravel vthich could resist the wa:te action against the 
beach but he cliff was still susceptible to the surge action and was eroded away gradually. The 
1973 shoreline shov1s a narrow strip of sand along the beach. (Exhibit 12) . 

During 1973 74, the Crescent City Harbor District had dredged a small boat basin v1est of 
Citizens' Wharf. About 600,000 eabic yards of dredged material \Vas disposed of by hydraulic 
dredge at the shoreline in front of the Seaside Hospital. Exhibit A 3 sho'Ns September 1973 
shoreline condition during disposal of dredged material .at the beach. A large pocket of sand 
beach had formed and the fine grain size of the dredged material was suspended and washed 
offshore by constant waves and currents. It should be noticed that the flo'vv of \Vater and silt, 
clay and sand was discharged by the outlet pipe of the hydraulic dredge in the center of the 
sand pocket. Exhibit P 3 shows April 1974 shoreline condition, after disposal of dredged 
material at the beach. Exhibit P 1 shows February 1976 shoreline condition with abundance of 
drifi·Nood along the shore. Exhibit 11 shows January 1977 shoreline condition with only a 
narrow strip of shoreline remaining. 

A computation bet•;,:een beach profiles from 1965 and 1975 was made by the Army COE. The 
computation assumed that a stable sorting by the Army C.O.E. process had been reached at that 
time ( 1975). 

In September 1975, a ne·.v beach profile was taken ncar Seaside Hospital. This study shows a 
new loss of 30,000 cubic yards of sand since the survey of 1975. In September of 1975, 
approximately 75,000 cubic yards of sfUld (originally 600,000 ey placed in 1973 74) was left on 
the beach. Using an annual loss of 15,000 cy/year under normal conditions, almost all of the 
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safld will ee displaced ey 1980. The eltlff along the west side of Seaside Hospital 'vVill eoJ.itiftue to • 
erode and that the euildmgs 'vVill again ee m danger is a distinct possibility. 

The Army C.O.E. srudy figures shovt' that an am1ual yearly replacement rate of sand 'Nould have 
to ee 90,000 cy/year to lf.l:ftti:l:taifl: a staeilized eeach from within this area. The 90,000 ey/year 
allo\vS for the settling out of silts, elays, and fine sands and the normal staeilization of the beach 
area. The ultimate reeommendatioB: of the Afffty C.O.E. study was a rubble wllll exteftding from 
Battery Point nortffivard to Pebble Beach, a distance of approximat-ely 1. 4 miles. However, local 
concern is for the replacement of the sfl:fid. 

It is the City's fueling that desigMtifig this area as a disposal site ·;;ill alleYl the disposal of 
approximf.trely 40,000 c~·/year onto the beach area thus reducing, to a lMger degree, the amol:Hlt 
of erosion that takes place withifi this area. 

Although various documents provide estimates of the erosion rates along this stretch of coast, the 
actual data base is sparse and open to various interpretations. 

The Coastal Act, Section 30233 (b) allows for the disposal of beach material into appropriate 
areas as long as wildlife values are not significantly disrupted. Past beach nourishment 
experiments by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers have confirmed that the locally available 
dredge spoils (from the harbor) are too fine-grained to remain on the high-energy beaches along 
the Crescent City bluff, and that it is prohibitively expensive to haul coarse-grained sand in from 
offsite sources. It is the City's opinion that placing the placement of approximately 40,000 cy • 
sand/year on South Beach and/or the sand beaches on Pebble Beach will not have any adverse 
impacts on wildlife values. Placing sand· on the rock:v beaches north of Battery Point is 
inappropriate and will cause adverse impacts to tide pool organisms and other marine species. 

The general Coastal Commission policy on the filling of wetlands has been on a four to one 
ratio; that is, for every one parcel filled, it must be replaced by four of equal biological 
productivity. With regard to the wetland areas in Elk Creek and the size of the City, it would 
be impossible to replace wetlands on a four to one ratio. The only alternative then, appears to 
be that no filling of the area be done. The Coastal Act specifically states that no diking, 
dredging or filling be done that will not enhance the functional capacity of the wetlands, and it 
further states that any alteration shall be limited to very minor incidental public facilities or 
restorative measures. 

The problem then becomes sand accretion in the Harbor. The accretion occurs in a west-to-east 
pattern, with the greatest volumes of sand accumulating at the western edge of the Harbor, near 
Dutton's Dock. The Harbor District has a continuing dredging operation in the Harbor to deal 
with this problem. However, it continues to be one of the major mitigating factors in the Harbor 
development. This problem has been identified in many studies over the years and is currently 
being studied, yet again, by the Army Corps of Engineers. (Exhibit 11&13) Last part of 
sentence (after "years" should be deleted). 
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The continued dredging of the Harbor is the only possible way to help mitigate the sand accretion 
problem. Currently, the sand is being disposed of on Harbor lands, but other sites are available 
for disposal and will be needed if the expansion of the Harbor is to proceed. The amount of sand 
that will be dredged and the depths that need to be maintained will require additional disposal 
sites other than those in the Harbor. There are tfiree- two sites within Crescent City where sand 
disposal could be accomplished: The first area is City-owned property near Elk Creek, including 
the water area and, the area in front of Shoreline Campgrounds (although that area is directly in 
front of the west-to-east pattern of movement):. and the bluffs ffi front of Se&3ide Hospital. ::fhe 
site in front of Se&3ide Hospital 'vVould stop the erosion of the bluffs. 

The other alternatives for disposal would be to truck the dredged material to up-land sites, or 
to store and stock-pile the dredged material on City property and sell it to contractors for fill, 
or to dispose of it at an ocean disposal site. 

RECOMMENDATIONS : 

1. The City shall limit the filling and dredging of coastal waters to those uses that are 
consistent with Section 30233 of the California Coastal Act as described on page 31, and 
which directly enhance harbor dependent uses such as recreational or industrial 
programs. 

2. The City shall restrict the diking, dredging and filling of the wetlands in Elk Creek and 
McNamara annexation within the Coastal Zone to those allowable uses identified within 
Section 30233 of the California Coastal Act as described on Page 31. 

3. The City of Crescent City shall, in conjunction with the Harbor District, County of Del 
Norte, Del Norte Hospital District, Coastal Commission staff, and the Dept. of Fish & 
Game, develop a sand management program for the aey-dispersal of sand on the beach 
area west of Seaside Hospital on existing fine-grained sand beaches only. The plan shall 
include, but not be limited to, amount Qbf sand to be placed yearly, months of the year 
when placement is possible, hours of operation and the need for annual sand budget. 

The City has established a priority for placement of such dredge sand to be vlest of 
Seaside Hospital in order to arrest the erosion of the bluffs Vlithin this location as long 
&3 such placement is in conformance with the finalized sand management program. 

4. The City's second priority for use of any additional dredged sands is to be for the Battery 
Point Recreational A.rea development. The placement of sand in this area shall conform with 
the duly adopted sand management plan and the following restrictions: 

1. The following uses for said sand are prohibited: 

(a) 

(b) 
The development of a parking and picnic area. 
The filling between Battery Point and the mainland. 
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If the recreational boating marine takes place, the placement of sand for a jetty shall be 
the least amount needed to provide for a single-wide roadway on top of the jetty. 

Amend Local Coastal Program Public Access recommendation# 2, on Page 8. 
2. The City may accept Seaside Hospital's offer for dedication along the western edge, 

provided funding can be obtained prior to accepting any access. The City shall not 
oppose other agency, so approved by the Executive Director of the Coastal 
Commission, from accepting offers of dedication. 

This is .amended to be an offer of dedication, or the equivalent, of the westerly portion of the 
property to the mean high tide line (the westerly property limit). This would allow for a lateral 
access trail to be constructed and maintained as public access. In addition, a coastal access 
following the Second Street public right-of-way, West of Front Street, is also proposed to 
comply with this recommendation. 

Amend Coastal Land Use Plan Map to reflect General Plan and Zoning Designation changes 
and new zoning district. The Coastal Land Use Map designations on Page 60 will be revised 
to include recreational and visitor serving commercial uses within the Commercial designation, 
and apply the CZ-CW Zoning and the Commercial designation to a portion of APN 118-020-
28 and the vacated portion of "A,. Street between Front and Second Streets. 

Add Local Coastal Plan Public Works Recommendation #2 on Page 57: 

I • 

Recommendation to follow Best Management Practices for controlling stormwater runoff and • 
maintaining water quality. 

2. The City shall require that best management practices for controlling stormwater 
runoff and maintaining water quality be incorporated into development design and 
operation. 

• 
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li!Bii1 [CW] Commercial Waterfront 
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Redwood Oceanfront Resort -Proposed Zone Change ZCA-2000-2 

Comparison of existing and proposed zoning designations 

Provision or CZ-RP Coastal Zone Residentiul Professional ·CZ-CW Coastal Zone Commercial Waterfront 
Regulation (existing) (~roposecl) 

Purpose Tite CZ-RP district is intended to provide opportunities for the The coastal zone waterfront commercial district is intended 
location of professional and commercial offices in close relationship primarily for the area at the west end of Front Street, within the 
to one another outside of commercial districts, and to protect such coastal zone, for providing visitor serving and recreational uses, 
uses from the noise, disturbances, traffic hazards and other destination services and accommodations, and to encourage 
objectionable influences which would adversely affect professional upgrading of specific sites that will benefit the local economy and 
aud busint:ss practices being carried on. TI1is district is also intended create establishments catering to tourists. 
for application to those areas of the city where it is necessary and 
desirable to encourage tlte full development of properties which lie 
between existing residential and nonresidential districts and which, 
because of existing conditions, cannot be practically included within 
residential districts as ~rovided by this title. 

Uses A. Business and professional offices such as doctors, dentists, A. Hotels and motels; 

permitted lawyers, accountants and other professional offices; n. Visitor-serving facilities, including restaurants (hut not 
B. One-faniily dwellings, occupied by not more than one family and including drive-in establishments), bars and taverns, and other 

not more than two boarders or roomers; establishments that offer retail sales and services to visitors; 
C. Two-family dwellings; c. Recreational facilities including coastal access; 
D. Multiple family dwellings; D. Interpretive exhibits oriented to adjacent marine resources; 
E. Accessory buildings; E. Retail trade. 
F. Day nurseries accommodating not more than five children in 

number; 
G. Foster homes limited to those licensed by the stale or county. 

and accommodating not more than six guests; 
H. Motels and hotels, except for associated sales of food or drink; 
I. Private clubs; 
J. Rooming houses; 
K. Townhouses (row houses); 
L. Real estate and insurance offices. 

Conditional 1. Churches, A. Accessory uses and structures located on the same site as a 

uses 2. Day nurseries, permitted use; 
3. Dormitories for schools and colleges, B. Parking facilities, including fee parking facilities; 
4. Guest homes, --- ------

Public utility service equipment buildings and installations, 

1 

• • •• 
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Provision or 
!l:cgulatim' 

Conditional 
uses 
(continued) 

Height & 
area 
regulations 

Building 
placement 

General 
requirements 

Site plan and 
architectural 
review 

•• • 
CZ-RP Coastal Zone Residential Professional CZ-CW Coastal Zone Commercial Waterfront 

5. Homes for the aged, 
6. I lome occupations, 
7. Nonprolit organizations devoted to charitable, philanthropic or 
social purposes. Such uses shall not engage in the processing, 
repairing, refinishing, treatment, fabrication, manufacture <'\r sale of 
materials or objects except that the sale of new works "Of art created 

drainage ways, and transmission lines found hy the planning 
commission to he necessary for the public health, safety or 
welfare. 

or produced on the premises from raw mate:ials. _____ _ 
A. Height. ·n1c maximum building height shall be thirty-five feet. A. Ileighl. The maximum building height shall be thirty-five feet, 
B. Yards and Areas. unless use permit is approved hy the planning commission. 

I. Front Yards. Twenty feet for residential uses, ten feet for ll. Yard and Areas. 
nonresidential uses; I. Front Yard. None required except where a portion of the street 

2. Side Yards. Minimum five feet for interior and corner lots. frontage is in a zone of greater requirements, the front yard of the 
Reverse corner lots shall have a side yard equal to one-half the CZ-CW zone shall confom1 to the minimum requirements of the 
required front yard of the lots abutting the rear of such reversed more restrictive zone; 
comer lots; 2. Side Yard. None required except where the side yard of the 

3. Rear Yards. Ten feet; CW use abuts upon the side yard of a residential or RP use, and the 
4. Lot Area. Minimum six thousand square feet for residential uses. side yard shall he live feet; 

No minimum for nonresidential uses; 3. Rear Yard. Minimum of ten feet; 
5. Lot Area Per Dwelling Unit. A minimum of fifteen hundred 4. Lot Area. No minimum; 

square feet per dwelling unit, except that single-family uses shall 5. Lot Coverage. 11le maximum llnor area ration is .50 of the 
conform to the CZ-RI requirements and duplexes shall conform to project site. 
the CZ-R2 requirements; 

6. Lot Coverages. For nonresidential uses, no requirements. For 
residential uses, coverage shall be the same as required in the most 
restrictive zone in which they are first permilted. 
None required except for residentialuses; in such cases they shall 
conform to requirements as specified in the zone they are first 
permitted. 

A. Parking. See Chapter 17.76 for requirements. 
B. Fencing. See Chapter 17.75 for fencing requirements. 
C. Sigll~· See Chapter 17.74 tor sign requirements. 
All uses except those permitted in the CZ-Rl and CZ-R2 districts and 
those uses requiring a use permit shall be subject to an approval of 
site plan and architectural review. Procedures for such submittal and 
approval are found in Chapter 17.79. 

2 

Whenever property classified for a CZ-CW use is separated from 
adjacent. residential property by a pem1anent open space or parking 
area of no less than twenty-five feet in width, the required front 
yard or side yard setback shall not be required. 
A. Parking. See Chapter 17.76 for parking requirements. 
B. Fencing. See Chapter 17.75 for fencing requirements. 
C. Signs. See (:hapt~r 17.74 for sign requirements. 
All uses permitted in the CW district except those requiring a use 
permit shall be subject to the approval of a site plan and 
architectural review. Procedure for such submittal and approval will 
be found under Ch~ter 17.79. · 
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Provision or CZ..RP Coastal Zone Residential Professional 
Regulation (existing) 

General None. 

regulations 
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CZ..CW Coastal Zone Commercial Watel"front I 

(pro eoserl) 
All uses shall comply with the regulations prescribed. 
A. In a CZ-CW district all businesses, services, and processes shall 
he conducted entirely within a completely enclosed building, except 
for off street parking and loading areas, recreation uses, outdoor 
dining areas, and utility substations and equipment installations. 
Material storage shall he confined behind a six-foot solid wall or 
fence. 

D. No use shall be permitted, and no process, equipment or 
material shall be employed which is found by the planning 
commission to be objectionable to ·persons residing or working in 
the vicinity by reason of odor, insect nuisance, fumes, dust, smoke, 
cinders, dirt, refuse, water carried wastes, noise, vibration, 
illumination, glare, unsightliness, or heavy truck traffic or to. 
involve any hazard of fire or explosion. 

C. Accessory uses shall be permitted only to the extent necessary 
to the limiled uses permitted under thi~~r~._ 

• 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2000- 40 CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO THE CRESCENT CITY GENERAL PLAN 
TO CHANGE THE LAND USE DESIGNATION OF A PORTION OF 
APN 118-020-28 AND THE VACATED PORTION OF "A" STREET 

8E1WEEN FRONT AND SECOND STREETS TO C (COMMERCIAL). 

WHEREAS, the City Council has received a recommendation from the Planning 
Commission to approve an application as submitted by the Dei Norte Healthcare District 
to change the land use designation of a portion of APN 118-020-28 and the vacated 
portion of "A" Street between Front and Second Streets from MR (Medical Related) to C 
(Commercial); and 

WHEREAS, the City Council has held the required public hearing regarding this 
general plan amendment application; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council determines that the public health, safety, and 
general welfare warrant approval of said amendment; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council determines that said amendment will not have a 
significant effect on the environment and has no potential for any adverse impact on 
wildlife resources, and hereby approves a Negative Declaration for same; and 

WHEREAS, the local government intends to carry out the Local Coastal Plan in a 
manner fully consistent with the California Coastal Act; and 

WHEREAS, this amendment will take effect automatically upon Coastal 
Commission approvaL 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of 
Crescent City hereby approves an amendment to the General Plan to change the land 
use designation of a portion of APN 118-020-28 and the vacated portion of "A" Street 
between Front and Second Streets from MR (Medical Related) to C (Commercial) as 
identified and located on Exhibit "A" attached and by reference made a part hereof. 

The above and foregoing Resolution was introduced by Councilmember 
Smith, was seconded by Councilmember Mayer, and passed and adopted at a 
regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Crescent City held on the 6th day 
of November, 2000, by the following polled vote: 

AYES: Councilmembers Burlake, Mayer, Smith, Hollinsead and 
Mayor Scavuzzo 

NOES: 
ABSTAIN: 
ASSENT: 

None 
None 
None 

~/- -~ 
C/J' /(W£~ #~ 

L. Dianne Nickerson, City Clerk 

Ml 
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CITY OF CRESCENT CITY 

ORDINA.t'{CE NO. 686 

CAL!FORNIA 
CCASTP.!.. COMMISS!C·N 

ADDING CHAPTER 17.73 TO THE CRESCENT CITY ZONING CODE 
EST~4\.BLISHING A COASTAL ZONE COMl\IIERCIAL WATERFRONT 

(CZ-CW) ZONING DISTRICT CLASSIFICATION 

WHEREAS, Section 17.81.010 of the Crescent City Municipal Code allows 
for the amendment, by ordinance, of the Zoning Code; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council has received a r~commendation from the Planning 
Commission to approve an amendment to the Zoning Code to include an ordinance 
establishing a Coastal Zone Commercial Waterfront (CZ-CW) zoning district 
classification; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council has held the required public hearing regarding an 
ordinance to amend the Zoning Code; and 

W1:IEREAS, the City Council has determined that this amendment will not have a 
negative effect on the environment and has no potential adverse effect on wildlife 
resources, and hereby adopts a Negative Declaration for this project; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council determines that the public health, safety, and 
general welfare warrant such an amendment to the City's Zoning Code and that such an 
amendment is consistent with applicable land use policies in the coastal element of the 
general plan. 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CRESCENT CITY, 
CALIF0&11.,flA as follows: 

SECTION ONE. Classification. This ordinance is considered to be of a general 
and permanent nature and as such is classified as a code ordinance. 

SECTION TWO. Severability Clause. Should any part of this ordinance be 
found to be in conflict under law, such action shall not affect the other sections 
adopted hereunder. 

SECTION THREE. Effective date. This ordinance shall become effective 
immediately upon approval of the California Coastal Commission . 

\ / 1'\ 
\ '-_) Co\\ -~ \ 
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Page Two 
Ordinance No. 686 

SECTION FOUR. Repealer Clause. This ordinance does not repeal any existing 
provisions of the Crescent City Municipal Code. 

SECTION FIVE. Adoption Clause. There is hereby added Chapter 73 to Title 17 
of the Crescent City Municipal Code entitled CZ-CW Coastal Zone Waterfront 
Commercial District, as reflected in Exhibit "A" attached and by reference made a 
part hereof. 

PASSED Al'iD ADOPTED by the City Council ofthe City of Crescent City on 
this 6th day of November, 2000, by the following polled vote: 

AYES: Councilmembers 1\'Iayer, Smith, Hollinsead, Burlake, and 
Mayor Scavuzzo 

NOES: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
ABSENT: None 

ATTEST: 

~/)· / ~ 
0·k'~L·~/(../ #d~ 

L. Dianne Nickerson, City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FOR.\1:: 

dohn r. henion, CITY ATTORNEY 

\ 1--.o 
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EXHIBIT "A" 
Chapter 17.73 

CZ- CW COASTAL ZO~"E WATERFRONT COI\1NfERCIAL DISTRICT 
N ore: upon approval by the City, the appropriate ordinance references will be added 
and the text will be formatted in double columns for consistency with the Zoning code. 

Sections: 
17. 73.010 
17. 73.020 
17. 73.030 
17. 73.040 
17. 73.050 
17. 73.060 
17. 73.070 
17. 73.080 

Purpose. 
Uses permitted. 
Conditional uses. 
Height and area regulations. 
Building placement. 
General requirements 
Site plan and architectural review 
General regulations. 

17. 73.010 Purpose and intent. 
The coastal zone waterfront commercial district is intended primarily for the 

area at the west end of Front Street, within the coastal zone, for providing visitor 
serving and recreational uses, destination services and accommodations, and to 
encourage upgrading of specific sites that will benefit the local economy and create 
establishments catering to tourists . 

17. 73.020 Uses permitted. 
The following uses shall be permitted in the CZ-CW coastal zone waterfront 

commercial district: 
A. Hotels and motels; 
B. Visitor-serving facilities, including restaurants (but not including drive-in 

establishments), bars and taverns, and other establishments that offer retail sales and 
services to visitors; 

C. Entertainment and recreational facilities including coastal access; 
D. Interpretive exhibits oriented to adjacent marine resources; and 
E. Retail trade, including specialty shops. 

17. 73.030 Conditional uses. 
The following conditional uses shall be permitted in the CZ-CW coastal zone 

waterfront commercial district upon the granting of a use permit. The applicant shall 
demonstrate and the city shall find that granting of a use permit will not diminish 
recreational or visitor-serving opportunities: 
A. Accessory uses and structures located on the same site as a permitted use; 
B. Parking facilities, including fee parking facilities; 
C. Public utility service equipment buildings and installations, drainage ways, and 

transmission lines found by the planning commission to be necessary for the public 
health, safety or welfare. 



17. 73.040 Height and area regulations. 
In the CZ-CW coastal zone waterfront commercial district the height of buildings and 

the maximum dimensions of yards and lots shall be as follows: 
A. Height. The maximum building height shall be thirty-five feet, unless 

a use permit is approved by the planning commission. 
B. Yard and Areas. 

1. Front Yard. None required except where a portion of the street frontage is in a 
zone of greater requirements, the front yard of the CZ-CW zone shall conform to the 
minimum requirements of the more restrictive zone; 

2. Side Yard. None required except where the side yard of the CW use abuts upon the 
side yard of a residential or RP use, and the side yard shall be five feet; 

3. Rear Yard. Minimum of ten feet; 
4. Lot Area. No minimum; 
5. Lot Coverage. The ma."'Cimum floor area ration is .50 of the project site. 

17. 73.050 Building placement. 
Whenever property classified for a CZ-CW use is separated from adjacent 

residential property by a permanent open space or parking area of no less than twenty­
five feet in width, the required front yard or side yard setback shall not be required. 

17. 73.060 General requirements. 
A. Parking. See Chapter 17.76 for parking requirements. 
B. Fencing. See Chapter 17.75 for fencing requirements. 
C. Signs. See Chapter 17.7 4 for sign requirements 

17. 73.070 Site plan and architectural review. 
All uses permitted in the CW district except those requiring a use permit shall be 

subject to the approval of a site plan and architectural review. Procedure for such 
submittal and approval will be found under Chapter 17.79. · 

17. 73.080 General regulations. 
All uses shall comply with the regulations prescribed. 

A. In a CZ-CW district all businesses, services, and processes shall be conducted 
entirely within a completely enclosed building, except for off street parking and loading 
areas, recreation uses, outdoor dining areas, and utility substations and equipment 
installations. Material storage shall be confmed behind a six-foot solid wall or fence. 

B. No use shall be permitted, and no process, equipment or material shall be 
employed which is found by the planning commission to be objectionable to persons 
residing or working in the vicinity by reason of odor, insect nuisance, fumes, dust, 
smoke, cinders, din, refuse, water carried wastes, noise, vibration, illumination, glare, 
unsightliness, or heavy truck traffic or to involve any hazard of fire or explosion. 

C. Accessory uses shall be permitted only to the extent necessary to the limited uses 
permitted under this pan. 
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CITY OF CRESCENT CITY 

ORDINANCE NO. 687 

~ ~© ~w~ frll 
u U NOV 1 7 2000 ll:!J 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

At"V1ENDING THE OFFICIAL CRESCENT CITY ZONING MAP 
TO REZONE A PORTION OF APN 118-020-28 

FROI\tl COASTAL ZONE RESIDENTIAL PROFESSIONAL (CZRP) 
TO COASTAL ZONE WATERFRONT COMI\t1ERCIAL (CZCW) 

WHEREAS, the City Council has received a recommendation from the Planning 
Commission to rezone a portion of .A..PN 118-020-28 and the vacated portion of "A" 
Street between Front and Second Streets from Coastal Zone Residential Professional 
(CZRP) to Coastal Zone Waterfront Commercial (CZCW); and 

WHEREAS, the City Council has held the required public hearing regarding this 
application for rezone; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council determines that this project will not have a 
significant effect on the environment and has no potential for adverse effect on wildlife 
resources, and hereby adopts a Negative Declaration for same; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council determines that the public health, safety and 
general welfare warrant such an amendment to the City's official zoning map, and that 
the zoning amendment is consistent with applicable land use policies in the coastal 
element of the General Plan. 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF CRESCENT CITY AS 
FOLLOWS: 

SECTION ONE. Classification. This ordinance is considered to be of a general 
and permanent nature and as such is classified as a code ordinance. 

SECTION TWO. Severability Clause. Should any part of this ordinance be 
found to be in conflict under law such action shall not effect the other sections 
adopted hereunder. 

SECTION THREE. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 
immediately upon approval of the California Coastal Commission. 

SECTION FOUR. Repealer Clause. This ordinance amends the official 
Crescent City Zoning Map . 



Page Two 
Ordinance No. 687 

SECTION FIVE. Adoption Clause. This ordinance rezones a portion of APN 
118-020-28 _and the vacated portion of "A" Street between Front and Second 
Streets from Coastal Zone Residential Professional (CZRP) to Coastal Zone 
Waterfront Commercial (CZCW) as identified and located on the attached Exhibit 
"A". 

PASSED A!~D ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Crescent City on 
this 6th day of November, 2000, by the following polled vote: 

AYES: 

NOES: 
ABSTAIN: 
ABSENT: 

ATTEST: 

Councilmembers lYiayer, Smith, Hollinsead, Burlake, and 
Mayor Scavuzzo 
None 
None 
None 

@.e:~~t"~~ 
L. Dianne Nickerson, City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

dohn r. henion, CITY ATTORNEY 
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Zoning Deslgnalions 
(iillffi (CWJ Commercial Walerfmnl 
lillJICZ-C2J Coastal Zona General Commercial 
(~:r'](CZ-CWJ Cpaslal Zona Commercial Waterfront 
!Z'L1 (CZ·IIRJ Coastal Zona lla1hor Related 

fi [CZ-OJ Coastal Zone Open Space 
jCZ-Rll Coastal Zone Single Family Rasidanllal 
[CZ-H 101 Coastal Zone Single family Beach 

~ 
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California Coastal Commission 
Northcoast Resional Office 
710 "E" Street Suite 200 
Eureka, California 95501-1865 

03-12-01 

RE: LCP #CRC-MAJ-1-00 
Agenda Item # WllB 

Attn: Mr. Robert Merrill 

Dear Mr. Merrill: 

© ~~~H~~ ill) 
\.fU ~1 AR 1 2 2001 

CA\JrORN\A 
COASTAL coMM\SSION 

As on adjacent property owner to this proposed development (AP# 118~030-2 
& 23), I would like to inform you of my total support for this project. 

I have lived and worked in Del Norte county for the past 26 years 
and have seen the decline of both logging and fishing. The loss of 
these two revenue generating industries has had a devistating 
economic impact on this area. 

This proposed service-oriented non-resource depleting industry 
is the type of business that will benefit both the local economy 
as well as preserving the natural beauty of our area. This project 
is exactly the type of non-polluting indusLry I would like to see 
in this countys future. 

Againt I would like to express my total support for this proposed 
project and the land use changes. 

R:t?:ul ~ b\..md.i~t .... t---
7 

(X. Swinney 
P.O. Box 640 
Crescent City, California 95531 
(707) 464-5J34 
(707) 465-9088 (W) 

EXHIBIT NO. 7 

APPLICATION N~. 
CRC-MAJ-1- 0 

CORRESPONDENCE 

TOHlL P. Ell 



377 ..J STREET CRESCENT CITY, CALIFORNIA 95531-4025 • 

Administration/Finance: 707-464-7 483 

Utilities: 707-464-6517 

Public Works/Planning: 

FAX: 
707-464-950. 

707-465-4405 

March 8, 2001 

California Coastal Commission 
North Coast Area 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 

SUBJECT: March 14 Hearing ITEM- Wllb 
City of Crescent City LCP Amendment No. CRC-MAJ-1-00 

Dear Commissioners: 

City staff has met with Coastal staff to discuss the issues raised by the City's submittal 
for this LCP amendment. The proposed modifications are in keeping with those discussions. 
However, the City at this time asks that the Commission consider the following requests for 
amendments to the modifications for greater clarity. 

Page 9 - Modification No. 1: This modification addresses public access. The original City • 
language was developed to address a specific project which includes a vertical access, lateral 
access and development of a trail upland of the bluff ridge. During discussion of the issues 
within this staff report, the potential for change in project design to address potential visual 
impact solutions was developed (Exhibit 6). This change led to an opportunity for better trail 
connections for the upland trail in a different configuration. However, modification of the public 
access language to reflect a different trail design was not considered. At this time the lateral 
beach access and trail access are co-mingled. The City suggests the following change B 

2. 

to the staff proposal to identify these accessways separately. 

+M For any new development at the former Seaside Hospital site (APN 
118-020-28), including any recreational or visitor serving commercial 
development, the City, or the Commission on appeal, MflY eeeef't 
Seaside HesJ'ifa:l's offer fer EletiieMieB aleftg t:fte weslem etige, f)feviEleEl 
fafttiiftg ee ee eefai:e:eti f)fior to aeeef)tifig ey eeeess shall require !Ill 
offer of dedication. er ~~ e~!fi'l'&leB:t, for public access to the City or 
other public or private association acceptable to the Executive Director 
of the California Coastal Commission, if the approving authority finds 
that the proposed development would create significant adverse 
individual or cumulative·impacts on the public's demand for and use of 
public access facilities, and the offer of dedication would alleviate the 
impacts and be reasonably related to the impacts in nature and extent. 
Any offer of dedication for lateral public access shall be located at -ef • 



• 

• 

• 

.....:!ft~t!H!!!h.:! Any offer 
of dedication for a vertical coastal access shall follow4ftg the Second 
Street public right-of-way, West of Front Street. is also f!FOf!Osee te 
eotl!ffllY Ylitk this reeefl'lffteAElatieB. The City may accept and shall not 
oppose any other agency, so approved by the Executive Director of the 
Coastal Commission, from accepting any offers of dedication. 

Page 9- Modification No.2: This modification addresses change in the bike route however staff 
report editing has deleted a leg of the route. The retention of the reference to Taylor Street 
Ql!liJIIJII) is neeessary to correct the description: 

The Bicycle Path starts at li!Rtli!Fs tlllil Ci~' from Poiat ~t. GsaFge to thlil aartll aad. 
i'ollaws Pebble Beach Drive in the City · · !!!!!tJ!i !! crosses over Fifth 
Street to A to Battery 
Drive te Howe Drive te 101 te Saaset Cirele ta the Harher! Waere it eresses a''er 
Elli: Creeli: tkeFe is a City hailt hridge. At Battery Drive the Bike Path enters 
Beachfront Park, following Howe Drive east to Highway 101. The .................. !. 

Page 11- Modification No. 4: This modification discussion regarding diking, dredging, filling 
and shoreline structures is lengthy. In this case staff has suggested the addition of language under 
the General Conditions discussion regarding new development requiring new protective devices. 
However, it must be noted that, unseen to most eyes, the site has a shoreline revetment 
constructed in the early 1960's which has since been covered with the soil, driftwood, sand, 
rocks and ground vegetation which are a portion of the existing bluff. No disturbance of this 
structure is planned or proposed, in fact it's removal could result in significant issues. In order to 
provide clarification that the intent of the staff language is for no new protective structures the 
following word addition (~ is suggested: 

.......... Mea. PreteetieA Shoreline protective devices may be necessarv when required 
to serve coastal-dependeni uses or to protect existing structures or public beaches in 
danger of erosion and when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts to local 
shoreline sand supply y;lieFe ehtff eresieA tfifeateBS f!Yelie aaEl f!riv~Me strnetures er 
etlter imf!revemeats. However, new development shall not in anv way require the 
construction of ll1Jllfllll protective devices that could substantially alter natural 
landforms along bluffs and cli(fs. A f!FefessieHfll registered geologist (RG) or 
Certified Engineering Geologist (CEG), registered in the State of California must 
evaluate the magnitude of the problem on a site-specific basis. To evaluate the 
seriousness of a potential problem. address this flFOelem, OBe should the professional 
must understand ............. . 

Page 15- Modification No 4: A continuation ofthe diking, dredging discussion, specifically as 
to modifications proposed to recommendation 5. Currently there is no sand dispersal activity and 



no plan to begin one in Crescent City. A City proposed change in wording from "any" to "the" 
now appears to reflect an unanticipated shift from a matter of choice to a requirement that there • 
be a program developed. This was not the intent. Furthermore, new language in the latter 
renumbered item six (page 16) refers to "any" program. The request is to retain the word "any" 
and strik~ use of "the" (highlighted). 

~ 5. The City of Crescent City shall, in conjunction with the Harbor District, 
County of Del Norte, Del Norte Hospital District, Coastal Commission 
staff, and the D •. d of Fish & Game, develop a sand management 
program for fll ispersal of sand Oft t:fte eeaeh: area: west of Sea:sitle 
HospiW on existing fme-grained sand beaches only. The plan shall 
include, but not be limited to, amount of sand to be placed yearly, 
months of the year when placement is possible, hours of operation and 
the need for annual sand budget. Any such program ·shall require a 
LCP amendment approved by the California Coastal Commission. 

Page 16- Modification No. 5: This section discusses stormwater language. A correction in 
zoning district reference is requested as the official district title is Coastal Zone-Commercial 
Waterfront. Change noted by the 

2. The City shall require that best management practices (BMPs) for controlling 
stormwater runoff and maintaining water quality be incomorated into development 
design and operation. All post-construction structural BMPs (or suites of BMPs) for • 
new development within Waterfront zoning districts, 
including but not limited to, or visitor-serving commercial development, 
shall be .••.•..• 

Page 17- Modification No.6: Correction of street names is requested as there is no First St. in 
Crescent City, the referenced point is on A Stat Front St. Change noted as 

..............• development at the former Seaside Hospital site (APN 118-
020-28), including any recreational or visitor-serving commercial 
development, shall provide for a ·view corridor oriented from the 
vantage point of the intersection of Front and-1 Streets and 
directed toward the offshore rocky areas northwest of the site. 

City staff wishes to thank the Commission for its time . in considering these change 
requests. Our staff plans to be available during your hearing to answer any questions which you 
may have. 

• 


