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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
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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. ‘As 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 LLCP 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 same 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 L.and 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-MAIJ-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 Commission 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 L.CP 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 “85" 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 LLUP 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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o 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.

L 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-MAIJ-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:

L. RESOLUTIONS

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

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.

B. APPROVAL OF LUP AMENDMENT NO. CRC-MA J-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 the
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:

RESOLUTIONIV:

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 Citzy 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 strikkeout and underline, while additions suggested by the Commission are in bold
italics and suggested deletlons are in doable-s&m Suggested deletions to text proposed
by the City are in sadesk :

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 NO.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, Fhe For any new development at the former Seaside Hospital site (APN
118-020-28), including any recreational or visitor serving commercial
development tke Clty, or the Commtsswn on appeal ﬁ%&ff%eep% Seas&ée

eaﬂ—be—ebeameé—pﬁer—{e—aeeep&ﬂg—:my—aeeess skall requtre an offer of
dedication-esthe-equivaleat: 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
Jacilities, 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). Fhis—weuld 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. la-edditen; a Any offer of
dedication for a vertical eeastel public access to the beach shall
. followaae the Second Street nubhc nght-of-wav West of Front Street=is
also-prop o-comphy-with- ccommendation. The City may accept
tmd will shall not oppose any other agency, So approvcd 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 enters-the-Ei am-Potntot—Geor B
fellows Pebble Beach Drive in the Ctty and follows Pebble Beach Dnve and %e
Taylor Streets—then before merging onto eresses Fifth Street. The pathway
continues down Fi zfth Street then turns te onto A Street. =then-eresse
: ans outh The bicycle path continues te along A Street to
Battery Drlve f&-HGWé—Bﬂ%—tO—I@HB—S—HﬂS&FG&GI&—{G—Eh&—Hﬂbef Where—it
erosses—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. Fhis
. 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
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
ﬁlhng, is that it bc hmzted to ezght speaﬁ'ed uses, that it seeempliched—in—g
manner—that—s-least-hasmiul-te environment be the least environmentally
damagmg feaszble altermztzve, 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 ia 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 w1th1n the Clty llrmts ?he—rsswef—sher-ekﬁe—s&ae&}fes—neeés

{%pe%ee&% Shorelme protecttve devzces may be neccssary when requtred to serve
coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public beaches in
danger of erosion and when deszgned to ellmmate or mmgate adverse zmpacts
to local shorelme sand sapply wherebluth-crovknrtar 4 and-privat

way reqmre tke constmctwn of protective devices that could substantially alter
natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. A prefessienal 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 the-water
toward the shore, thus-causing local sea level #-to rise temporarily above normal
levels along the nearshore area along the coast eeastal-and-adjacent-short-area.
These high winds also produce high waves which, on the top of above-normal
water levels, produce destructlve forces agamst—-a% the shorehne iFhe-Gfeseeﬂt
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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-ef-lecal-erigin originated between these two points. North of the
Crescent City harbor, Fhe littoral currents weuld 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-with-a-feeusing-of-wave
energy; Consequently, only small; 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.
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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. H=is-the-City’s-opinion An appropriate evaluation may substantiate that
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placing the-placement—of epprewi ea¥ uncontaminated,

compatible grain-sized sand or otker dredge spozi matenals on South Beach
and/or the sand beaches on Pebble Beach north of Preston Island will not have
any significant adverse impacts on widlife~values coastal resources. Placing
sand on the rocky beaches mexth=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 reqmre that replacement wetlands be provzded at a en-a

sattat-hictopieni-f b sufﬁczent fo oﬁ’set botk the dxrect loss of the
exzstmg wetlands bemg 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 ep-e-fous-to-ene-satio. 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 wesy-miner 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 and-is-eurrently

being-studieds-yet-again-by-the-Army-Corps-of- Engineers. (Exhibit H&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).

MMMM%HMMM
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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 as -
deseribed-en-page-3+, and which directly enhance harbor dependent uses

such as recreatlonal 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 1dent1ﬁcd within Section 30233 of the California Coastal

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 surrounding 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.

3=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 the any dispersal of sand en-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.
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4: 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-duly-adepted any sand management plan program
approved by the California Coastal Commission and the following

restrictions:
1. The following uses for said sand are prohibited:

(@)  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. 35: Policy 2 of Chapter 7 ~ “Public Works” of the City
of Crescent City Land Use Plan shall be modified as follows: '

[ 1T aiid
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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
Jfrom 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.

-
Y

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),
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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—unless—a
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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 one-block-
wide band running along the its western ocean shoreline and harbor frontage.

18 LCP AMENDMENT: BACKGROUND

A. Crescent City Land Use Plan / 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,



CRESCENT CITY LCP AMENDMENT (DEL NORTE HEALTHCARE DISTRICT)
NO. CRC-MA]J-1-00
PAGE 20

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
L 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.

IL FINDINGS FOR L.CP AMENDMENT

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

A. Findings for Denial of Amendment No. CRC-MA J-1-00 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 suitable 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.
7. '

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

Jacilities, 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 coast
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 NO.1: Policy 2 of Chapter 1 — “Public Access” of the City of
Crescent City Land Use Plan shall be modified as follows:

2.  Fhe 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 Cxty, or the Commlsswn on appeal, mey—aoeopt Se&s-}ée

eb&maed—pmar»—te—aeeep&&g—&ﬁy—aeeess shall requzre an offer of dedxcatlon«-eﬂhe

eguivalent: 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

of the westerly portion of the property extending to the mean high tide line (the
westerly property limit). Fhis-wowld 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. n
additien: & Any offer of dedication for a vertical eesstet public access to the
beach shall followg the Second Strect gubhc nght of-way, West of Front
Streets—is~also-preposed—to—comply his-recommendation. The City may
accept and er 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 enters-the-Gi Roin COrge orth-an
follows Pebble Beach Drive in the Cu‘y and follaws Pebble Beach Dnve and e
Taylor Streete—then before merging onto esesses Fifth Street. The pathway
continues down szth Street then turns te onto A Street.
-Seuth The bicycle path continues +e along A Street to
Battcry DI‘IVC te—Hewe—Drwe—&e&Ql—te—Sanse&—Gﬁe}e—ﬁe—ﬂae—Hafbef Where-it

erosses-over Ell-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-gives—a

complete—view—ef-the The Path has ocean views at the coastal access points and

provides access to recreational eppertunity-within-Creseent-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 / Shoreline Protective
Structures.

Coastal Act Section 30253 states in part that:
New development shall:

(1)  Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood,
and fire hazard. '
(2)  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 S “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:

o 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 Avenue, 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
11/16/1999).

. 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
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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 #5-93-254-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
ﬁlhng, is that it be limited to exgkt spec:ﬁed uses, that it eeeomphished—in—a
manner=that-is-teast-harmf —envitonment be the least environmentally
damagmg feaszble alternatzve, and that all Jeasible 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 thet-are in
Crescent City are these located in the Harbor and in the wetland areas of Elk
Creek. The major area in which shoreline protection and/or bluff-top setbacks
struetures-needs-to-be-addressed may be necessary is the area from Battery Point
northward to Pebble Beach. Of this tetal area only Battery Pomt to just north of

Preston IsIand are w1th1n the Cxty limits.
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Beoteetion 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 eltmmate or mmgate adverse tmpacts
to local shorelme sand supply whe

: However, new development shall nnt in any
way require the construction of protective devices that could substantially alter
natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. A professional 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 underlving sueh
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 eeastal-and-adjacent—short-area.
These high winds also produce high waves which, on the top of above-normal
water levels, produce destructlve forces agaiﬁst—-a/e the shorehne The-Grescent

* ) ) s - £ =t am
o .
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Erom 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-loeal-erigin originated between these two points. North of the
Crescent City harbor, Fhe littoral currents sweuld 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 bemg transported south by longshore drift is

diverted offshore to deep water where it is lost. eeupled-with-a—foeusing-of-wave

epergy; Consequently, only small; 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.
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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 prohlbltlvelv expenswe to haul coarse-grained sand in from offsite
34 Hs-gpinien An appropr:ate evaluatwn may substantiate that
Seac e ~ -ey—sandiyear uncontaminated,
compatible grain-sized sand or otker dredge spoz! matenals 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
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sand on the rocky beaches nesih-of 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 reqazre that replacement wetlands be provzded at a en-a

o€ elog produstiv sujﬁcwnt to offset both the dzrect loss of the
exlsang wetlands bemg 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 en-a-fous-te-one~satio. 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 »esy-miner 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 and-is-eurrently

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).

%QMMMW%WMMMM

The other altematives 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 as
d , and which directly enhance harbor dependent uses
such as recreauonal 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 1dent1ﬁed within Section 30233 of the California Coastal

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 surrounding 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.

3=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 the any dispersal of sand en-the-beach-areawest-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.

4 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-duly-adepted any sand management pian 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 Chapier 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,  scientificc,  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 / 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 stormwater 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 stormwater 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



CRESCENT CITY LCP AMENDMENT (DEL NORTE HEALTHCARE DISTRICT)
NO. CRC-MAJ-1-00
PAGE 40

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 85™ 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 prcuects be designed to treat or filter stormwater
runoff from each storm, up to and including the 85" percentile, 24-hour storm event for volume-
based BMPs, and/or the 85" 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. S: Policy 2 of Chapter 7 — “Public Works” of the City
of Crescent City Land Use Plan shall be modified as follows:

f&-{he—Wes{— The Clty shall requn'e that best managcment pracnces
(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.

* ASCE/WEF, 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 Implementation 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 [P 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 of the 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-O). 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 17.85.010, unlimited height increases can be authorized provided
seven affirmative findings 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—tnless-a

SO SApPprovea-DY-tHE-PraRRe=ce
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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 # 1 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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EXHIBITS:
L. 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 '
Sight Line Diagram Illustrating Potential for Retention of a Northwesterly View Corridor
Correspondence
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RESOLUTION NO. 2000 -41

MOV 1 7 2000

APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO THE CRESCENT CITY ¢aL(FORNIA .
LOCAL COASTAL PLAN TO REVISE CERTAIN POLIE¥ASTAL 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 6" day
of November, 2000, by the following polled vote:

AYES: Councilmembers Burlake, Mayer, Smith, Hollinsead and
Mayor Scavuzzo
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: None

ATTEST:

% /ééﬂﬂ%&é“//’&/ | - EXHIBIT NO. 4 *

L. Dianne Nickerson, City Clerk

APPLICATION NO.
CRC-MAJ-1-00

CITY RESOLUTION
OF SUBMITTAL
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. LCPA 2000 - 1

Local Coastal Plan Amendment for the Redwood Oceanfront Resort Project
The Crescent City Local Coastal Plan is amended as follows:

Revise alignment 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 (1and use policy 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, Dredging, 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 + /- ) 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.)

City of Crescent City LCPA 2000-1 1 - Exhibit A




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 these located in the Harbor and im the
wetland areas of Elk Creek.

The major area in which shoreline protection and/or bluff-top setbacks struetures—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 C1ty limits. CPhe—tssaie

mediafe—afea 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 suaeh—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 pearshore area
along the coast. eoastal-and-adjecent—shert—area- These high winds also produce high waves
which, on the top of above-normal water levels produce destrucuve forces &gams{—af the
shoreline. The § ; : 5P S RYE
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From 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-efJeeat-origin originated between these two
points. North of the Crescent City harbor, Fhe littoral currents wetldd 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—eoupled—with-a—feeustng—of-wave-energy—Consequently,—only smmatl; coarse-

grained sasd; small pocket beaches are found from Point St. George to Battery Point.
Apparently only small quantities of sand move southward around the Point.
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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 alon:
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-plaeement-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 rockv 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 mczdental 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 three- two sites within Crescent City where sand i
disposal could be accomplished. The first area is City-owned property near Elk Creek, mcluding
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) aﬁd—fhe-blﬁffs—m-ﬁeﬁ&ef—Sewde—Hespfm% The

The other alternatives for dvispesal 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.

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 any-dispersal of sand es-the-beach

area-west-of-Seaside-Hospital on existing fine-grained sand beaches only. The plan shall

w

include, but not be limited to, amount obf sand to be placed yearly, months of the year ]
when placement is possible, hours of operation and the need for annual sand budget.

4. The City's seeend-priority for use of any addittonat-dredged sands is to be for the Battery |
Point Recreational Area 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) The development of a parking and picnic area.
. (b)  The filling between Bartery 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

o

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: :
Recommendation to follow Best Management Pracnces 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.

City of Crescent City LCPA 2000-1 6 =X WY Exhibit A
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Redwood Oceanfront Resbrt -Proposed Zone Change ZCA-2000-2

Comparison of existing and proposed zoning designations

Provision or CZ-RP Coastal Zone Residential Professional "CZ-CW Coastal Zone Commercial Waterfront
Regulation (existing) (proposed) ’
Purpose The 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
1o 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 sitcs that will benefit the local economy and
and business practices being carried on. This 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 the full development of properties which lie
between existing residential and nonresidential districts and which,
because of existing conditions, cannot be practically included within
residentiat districts as provided by this title.
- Uses A. Business and professional offices such as doctors, dentists, A. Totels and motels;
) permitted lawyers, accountants and other professional offices; B. Visitor-serving facilities, including restaurants (but not
c B. One-family dwellings, occupied by not more than one family and | incinding drive-in establishiments), bars and taverns, and other
,,/Q 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;
7) D. Mutiiple family dwellings; D. Interpretive exhibits oriented to adjacent marine resources;
- E. Accessory buildings; E. Retail trade. '
F. Day nurseries accommodaling not more than five children in
number;
(. Foster homes limited to those licensed by the state or county,
and accommodating not more than six guests;
H. Motels and hotels, except for associated sales of food or drink;
1. 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,

C. Public utility service equipment buildings and installations,

l v
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Provision or

CZ-RP Coastal Zone Residential Professional

CZ-CW Coastal Zone Commercial Waterfront

Regulation (existing) (proposed)
Conditional 5. Homes for the aged, drainage ways, and transmission lines found by the planning
uses 6. llome occupations, commission lo be necessary for the public health, safety or
. 7. Nonprolit organizations devoted to charitable, philanthropic or welfare.
{(continued)

social purposes. Such uses shall not engage in the processing,
repairing, refinishing, treatment, fabrication, manufacture dr sale of
materials or objects except that the sale of new works -of art created
or produced on the premises from raw materials.

Height &
area
regulations

A. Height. The maximum building height shall be thirty-five feet.
B. Yards and Areas.

1. Front Yards. Twenty feet for residential uses, ten feet for
nonresidential uses;

2. Side Yards. Minimum five feet for interior and corner lots.
Reverse corner lots shall have a side yard equal to one-half the
required front yard of the lots abutting the rear of such reversed
comer jots;

3. Rear Yards. Ten feet;

4. Lot Area. Minimum six thousand square feet for residential uses.
No minimum for nonresidential uses;

5. Lot Ared Per Dwelling Unit. A minimum of fifteen hundred
square feet per dwelling unit, except that single-family uses shall
conform to the CZ-R1 requirements and duplexes shall conform to
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 permitied.

A. Height. The maximum building height shall be thirty-five feet,
unless 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 zong; .

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 maximum floor area ration is .50 of the
project site. '

Building
placement

None required except for residential uses; in such cases they shall

conform 1o requirements as specified in the zone they are first
permitted.

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.

General
requirements

A. Parking. See Chapter 17.76 for requirements.
B. Fencing. See Chapter 17.75 for fencing requirements.
C. Signs. See Chapter 17.74 for sign requirements.

A. Parking. See Chapter 17.76 for parking requirements.
B. Fencing. See Chapter 17.75 for fencing requirements.
C. Signs. See Chapter 17.74 for sign requirements.

Site plan and
architectural
review

Al uses except those permitted in the CZ-R1 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.

All uses permitied 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.
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Provision or

CZ-RP Coastal Zone Residential Professional

CZ-CW Coastal Zone Commercial Waterfront

Regulation (existing) (proposed)
General None. Al uses shall comply with the regulations prescribed.
regulations 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 confined 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, 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 fo the extent necessary
10 the limited uses permiited under this part.
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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
BETWEEN 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 Del Norte Healthcare District
to change the land use designaticn 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 Councii has held the required public hearing regarding this
general plan amendment application; and

WHEREAS, the City Council determines that the public health, safety, and
generzl 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 te carry out the Local Coastal Plan m 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 6 day
of November, 2000, by the following poiled vote:

AYES: Councilmembers Burlake, Mayer, Smith, Hollinsead and
Mayor Scavuzzo
NQES: None

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: None
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CITY OF CRESCENT CITY
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CALIFORNIA
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COASTAL COMMISSION

ORDINANCE NO. 686

ADDING CHAPTER 17.73 TO THE CRESCENT CITY ZONING CODE
ESTABLISHING A COASTAL ZONE COMMERCIAL WATERFRONT
(CZ-CW) ZONING DISTRICT CLASSIFICATION

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

WHEREAS, the City Council has received a recommendation 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

WHEREAS, 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,
CALIFORNIA as follows: '

SECTION ONE. Classification. This ordinance is considered to be of a generai
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.

\ & 0&
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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 AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Crescent City on
this 6™ day of November, 2000, by the following polled vote:

AYES: Councilmembers Mayer, Smith, Hollinsead, Burlake, and
Mayor Scavuzzo
NOES: None ‘

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: None

ATTEST:

w&’ LA/ //Afmg/

L. Dianne Nickerson, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

dohn r. henion, CITY ATTORNEY

\\i\@ ‘5\\ 2N




EXHIBIT “A”

Chapter 17.73

CZ- CW COASTAL ZONE WATERFRONT COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
Note: 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  Purpose.
17. 73.020  Uses permitted.
17.73.030  Conditional uses.
17.73.040  Height and area regulations.
17. 73.050  Building placement.
17.73.060  General requirements
17.73.070  Site plan and architectural review
17.73.080  General reguiations.

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 facilites, 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.

VL
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17.73.040 Height and area regulations.
In the CZ-CW coastal zone waterfront commercial district the height of buﬂdmgs 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. Nope 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 maximum 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. Ses Chapter 17.74 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 prescnbed

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 confined 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, 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 neccssary to the limited uses
permitted under this part.

AN
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CITY OF CRESCENT CITY MOV 17 2000

. CALIFCRNIA
ORDINANCE NO. 687 COASTAL COMMISSION

AMENDING THE OFFICIAL CRESCENT CITY ZONING MAP
TO REZONE A PORTION OF APN 118-020-28
FROM COASTAL ZONE RESIDENTIAL PROFESSIONAL (CZRP)
TO COASTAL ZONE WATERFRONT COMMERCIAL (CZCW)

WHEREAS, the City Council has received a recommendation from the Planning
Commission to rezone 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); 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

elermnent 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.

Axey = N




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

&iA”

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Crescent City on
this 6™ day of November, 2000, by the following polled vote:

AYES: Councilmembers Mayer, Smith, Hollinsead, Burlake, and
Mayor Scavuzzo :
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: None

sl o, oo °

MICHAEL J@tz(vuzzo, MAYOR
ATTEST:

%{szz) <7 4@%

L. Dianne Nickerson, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

dohn r. henion, CITY ATTORNEY
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@3-12,2881 18:57  FROM

Californis Coastal Commission
Northcoast Regional Office

710 "E" Street Suite 200
Eureka, California 95501-1865

03-12-01 - @ ;—; %\\g E !\D

1% 2001
RE: LCP #CRC-MAJ-1-00 AAR 2
Agenda Item # W11B CALk
| COASTAL OOMMISS!ON

Attn: Mr. Robert Merrill

Dear Mr, Merrill:

As an 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 vears
and have seen the decline ¢f 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- pollutlng industry I would like to sce
in this countys future.

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

Respectfully submitt

ol
Ry E. Swinney
P.0. Box 640 o
Crescent City, California 95531
(707) 464-5134
(707) 465-9088 (W)
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377 J STREET CRESCENT CITY, CALIFORNIA 85531-4025

*

Administration/Finance:  707-464-7483 Public Works/Planning: 70‘?-464-950‘
Utilities: 707-464-6517 FAX: 707-465-4405
March §, 2001

California Coastal Commission
North Coast Area

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105

SUBJECT: March 14 Hearing ITEM - W11b
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 Neo. 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 {7
} J to the staff proposal to identify these accessways separately.

2. Fhe For any new development at the fomzer Seaside Hospital site (APN
118-020-28), including any recreational or visitor serving commercial
development, the Clty, or the Commzsszon on appeal may—-eeeept

Fundin : sIzaIl requzre an
ww for publw 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 of




the westerly gomon of the property extending |

of dedzcatzon f“or'a' ven‘zcal coastal access shall followsne the Second
Street p_ubhc rlght—of—way, Wcst of Front Streetris—alse—propesed—to

it 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
i is necessary to correct the description: .

The Bicycle Path starts at enters— ity-from
follows Pebble Beach Drive in the Czty %ﬁ 5 | ~ther
Street to A Streete-then—eresses-Seeond : puth to Battery
Drive é&H&#%—Déve—%e—l—Gl—%—Sa&se&-GEele—te—the—Ha—Fbef %ex—‘e—*t—emsses—ovef
Elk—Creelc—there—is-a-City—built-bridge: At Battery Drive the Bike Path enters

Beachfront Park, following Howe Drive east to Highway 101. The...... ceenes ceosnes

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
prov1de clanﬁcatlon that the mtent of the staff language is for no new protective structures the

to serve coa,siai-dependem uses or to protect exzstmg stmcmres or public beaches in
danger of erosion and when deszgned to ehmmate or mztzgate adverse zmpacts to Iocal

shoreline sand supply

e&heﬁw Hoever new develonment shall not in _any way reguire tke
construction of ar‘f"”ﬁjp‘ f‘%' protective devzces that_could substantially alter natural

landforms along bluffs and cliffs. A prefessional 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-sheuld the professional
must understand..............

Page 15 — Modification No 4: A continuation of the 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 strike use of “the” (highlighted).

3- 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 | é—dlspersai of sand
Hespitat 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.

Page 16- Modification Ne. 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 #tehiighted :

l

2. 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 within | Commercial Waterfront zoning districts,
including but not limited to, recreatzonal or visitor-serving commercial development,
shall be........

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

......... «e«...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 5558 ﬁ 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.

Sincerely,

/j}" 77 / e v/év

David M. Welks
City Manager




