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\“ { Department of Toxic Substances Control

Maureen F. Gorsen, Director
Linda S. Adams 700 Heinz Avenue Armold Schwarzenasgger

Secretary for Berkeley, California 94710-2721 Governor
Environmental Protection

August 28, 2008

Mr. Chip Hilarides

General Manager, Bellingham Operations
Georgia-Pacific LLC

300 West Laurel St.

Bellingham, WA 88225 EXHIBIT NO. 6
APPLICATION NO.

Ms. Bridgette DeShields A-1-FTB-05-053-A6

Vice President/Principal Scientist GEORGIA PACIFIC CORP.

ARCADIS BBL CORRESPONDENCE FROM

1670 Corporate Circle, Suite 200 8T§03)‘\PPROV'NG RAP

Petaluma, CA 94954
Dear Mr. Hilarides and Ms. DeShields:

The document entitled Draft Final Operable Unit A Remedial Action Plan and Feasibility
Study dated March 2008, and prepared for Georgia-Pacific LLC by ARCADIS BBL
("OU-A RAP”) was received and has been reviewed by the Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC). The OU-A RAP has been submitted pursuant to Section
5.11 of the Site Investigation and Remediation Order (“Order” Docket No. HSA-RAO 06-
07-150) for the former Georgia-Pacific Wood Products Facility located at 90 West
Redwood Avenue, Fort Bragg, Mendocino County, California (“Site"). An
Implementation Plan is included as Appendix C of the OU-A RAP. This section satisfies
the requirements set forth in Section 5.12 of the Order.

In accordance with Chapter 6.8 of the California Health and Safety Code (H&SC), the
DTSC is notifying you that the OU-A RAP has been approved. The OU-A RAP was
released for a 45-day public comment period from March 13, 2008 to April 28, 2008,
The comments received are addressed in the Responsiveness Summary which will be
included in the Final OU-A RAP. DTSC had previously adopted the Mitigated Negative
Declaration for the project on June 3, 2008.

Pursuant to Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section 33459.3 (b), DTSC acknowledges
that upon proper completion of the work in accordance with the approved QU-A RAP,
the immunity provided by HSC section 33459.3 shall apply to the City of Fort Bragg
Redevelopment Agency, and any other entities as specified and limited in that section.
However, in the event of the failure of the courts to uphold this determination, this

® Printed on Recycled Paper



Mr. Hilardes & Ms. DeShields
August 28, 2008
Page 2

determination shall not create any additional rights against DTSC by the City of Fort
Bragg Redevelopment Agency or by any third party.

We look forward to the implementation of the OU-A RAP and appreciate your
cooperation in achieving our mutual cleanup objectives. If you have any questions, you
may contact Mr. Edgardo Gillera of my staff at (510) 540-3826 or via e-mail at
EGillera@dtsc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

e Om/(_/
(
Barbara Cook, ., Performance Manager
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program
Berkeley Office

cc: US Fish and Wildlife Service
Atin.: Ms. Sonce De Vries
Division of Environmental Quality
75 Hawthorne Street
SFD-8-B
San Francisco, California 94105

Mr. Roger W. Foote

Mendocino County Environmental Health Department
501 Low Gap Road — Room 1326

Ukiah, California 95482

Ms. Linda Ruffing, City Manager

Fort Bragg Community Redevelopment Department
416 N. Franklin Street

Fort Bragg, California 95437

California Department of Fish and Game
Attn: Ms. Jane Vorpagel

601 Locust Street

Redding, California 96001

PNt
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cc:  (continued)

California Department of Fish
and Game

Attn: Ms. Vicki S. Frey,
Environmental Scientist
Marine Region

619 2nd Street

Eureka, Califorina 95501

California Department of Fish
and Game

Attn: Michael J. Anderson,
Ph.D., Senior Toxicologist
Office of Spill Prevention and
Response

1700 K Street

P.0O. Box 944209
Sacramento, CA 94244-2090

Mr. James Baskin

California Coastal Commission
North Coast District Office

710 E Street, Suite 200
Eureka, California 85501

Mr. Al Wanger

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, California 84105-
2218

North Coast Regional Water
Quality Control Board

Attn.: Mr. Craig Hunt

5550 Skylane Boulevard, Suite A
Santa Rosa, California 95403

California Integrated Waste
Management Board

Attn.. Mr. Gino Yekta

1001 “1" Street

P.O. Box 4025

Sacramento, California 95812

Ms. Denise Klimas

National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration
California State CRC

8800 Cal Center Drive
Sacramento, California 95826

Mr. Matt Gerhart

California Coastal Conservancy
1330 Broadway, 13th Floor
Oakland, CA 94612

Ms. Vivian Murai

Office of Legal Affairs
Department of Toxic Substances
Control

1001 | Street, MS-23A

P.0. Box 806

Sacramento, California 95812



SIATE OF CALIFORNIA -- THE RESOURCES AGENCY

AHNGLE SOHWARZENEGGER, GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

NORTH COAST DISTRICT OFFICE MAILING ADDRESS
710 £ STREET » SUITE 200 fro G BOX 4908
EUREK#A, Civ 858501-1865 FUREKA, T 95502-4908

VOICE (7071 445-7833
FACSIMILE (707 445-7877

ADOPTED FINDINGS

Date: May 17, 2000

Hearmg Date: May 12, 2000

Commission Action: Mayv 12, 2000
EXHIBIT NO. 7

APPEAL NO.:

APPLICANT:

LOCAL GOVERNMENT:

DECISION:

PROJECT LOCATION:

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

APPLICATION NO.
A-1-FTB-05-053-A6
A-1-FTB -05-053 GEORGIA PACIFIC CORP.

A-1-FTB-05-053 ADOPTED
FINDINGS (1 of 45)

Georgia-Pacific Corporation

City of Fort Bragg
Approval with Conditions

At the former Georgia-Pacific California Wood
Products Manufacturing Facility, 90 West Redwood
Avenue, Fort Bragg: APNs 008-010-26, 00&-020-
09, 008-151-22, 008-053-34, 00&8-161-08, 018-010-
67, 018-020-01, 018-030-42, 018-040-32, 018-120-
43, 018-120-44, 018-430-01, 018-430-02, 018-430-
07, 018-430-08.

Georgia-Pacific Mill Site Foundation Removal,

Additional Investigation and Interim Remedial

APPELLANTS:

Measures Project — Entailing: (1) removal of
building foundations, additional investigation, and
if necessary, mterim remedial measures (IRMs) at
the following areas: (a) Compressor House, (b)
Former Sawmill #1, (¢) Powerhouse and associated
buildings, (d) Fuel Bamn, (e) Chipper Building, (f)
Water Treatment Plant, (g) Powerhouse Fuel
Storage Building, (h) Sewage Pumping Station, (1)
Dewatering  Slabs, () Waler Supply Switch
Building, (k) Former Mobile Equipment Shop, and
(1) associated subsurface structures; (2) removal of
debris from Glass Beaches #1 through #3: and (3)
removal of geophysical anomalies on Parcels 3 and
10 of the {former Georgia-Pacific Sawmill site.

(1) North Coast Action; and



A-1-FTB-05-053

GEORGIA-PACIFIC CORPORATION

Page 2

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS:

(2) Sierra Club — Redwood Chapter, Mendocino Group.

(1) Staff Report and Envirommental Review
Documentation for City of Fort Bragg Coastal
Development Permit CDP 3-05 and Local Appeal,
(2) Work Plan for Foundation Removal, Additional
Investigation, and Interim Remedial Measures;
mncluding appendices (Acton-Mickelson
Environmental, Inc., March 21, 2005 with
subsequent revisions and addenday;

(3) Excavation and Stockpile  Quantification
Estimation and Site Plan Map (Acton-Mickelson
Environmental, Inc., February 2006);

(4) Hazardous Materials Assessment Logistics
Analysis  (Acton-Mickelson Environmental, Inc.
March 2006);

(5) Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan for
Foundation Removal, Additional Investigation, and
Interim  Remedial Measures (Acton-Mickelson
Environmental, Inc., September 28, 2005);

(6) Jurisdiction Determination and Habitat
Assessment (TRC Companies, Inc., August 2003);
(7) Botanical Field Study of Some of the Bluff Areas
at the GP Mills Site (Teresa Scholars, Biological
Consultant, undated);

(8) Late Season Botanical Survey for the GP Mill
Site Bluffs (Teresa Scholars, Biological Consultant,
August 16, 2005);

(9) Avian Habitat  Utilization and  Impact
Assessment  (WRA  Environmental Consultants,
January 2006);

(10) Rocky Intertidal Envirommentally Sensitive
Habitat  Area  Engineering and  Biological
Assessment (Acton-Mickelson Environmental, Inc.
and WRA Environmental Consultants, February
2006);

(11) Conceptual Glass Beach 3 Mitigation and
Monitoring Plan (Teresa Scholars, Biological
Consultant, September 22, 2005);

(12)  Conceptual  Revegetation Plan  Former
Georgia-Pacific ~ California  Wood — Products
Manufacturing Facility (Circuit Rider Productions,
Inc., September 22, 2005);

(13) Engineering Geologic Reconnaissance Report
— Planned Bluffiop Access Trail Georgia-Puacific

5
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Property Fort Bragg,  Californic  (Brunsing
Associates, Inc., September 29, 2004 ):

(14) Geotechnical Evaluation — Searing Support for
Heavy Lquipment Loads, Blackburn Consulting,
Inc., February 2000);

(15) Assessment Alternatives Analysis — Removal
vs. Retention of Industrial Luilding FFoundations,
Acton-Mickelson  Environmental, Inc.. (February
2000,

(10) Clarification and Modification o the Work
Plan  for  Foundation — Removal, — Additional
Investigation, and Interim Remedial Measures,
Acton Mickelson Environmental. Inc. (March 28
2000),

(17) Draft, Site Specific Treatment Plan for Cultural
Resources  Georgia-Pacific  Lumber Mill Fort
Bragg, California (TRC Companies, Inc., undated),
(18) Archacological Survey of the Georgia-Pacific
Lumber Mill  Fort  Bragg, California (TRC
Companies, Inc., March 2003); and

(19) City of Fort Bragg Local Coastal Program.

I STAFF NOTES:

1. Adopted Findings.

The Commission held a public hearing and approved the permit at the meeting of May
12, 2006. The adopted conditions for approval of the development defer slightly from
those contained 1n the written staff recommendation dated April 27. 2006. At the
hearing, staff orally amended the staff recommendation to make an additional
specification to require that all revegetation plantings utilize native plant species obtained
from local stock. This change adopted by the Commission is reflected in: (1) Special
Condition No. 1, sections B and C; (2) Special Condition No. 2, sections A and B; (3) the
Sensitive Avian Species Nesting Survey, Rare Plant, and Rocky Intertidal Marine
Biological Resources requirements and protective measurcs of Special Condition No. 3;
and (4) Special Condition No. 4, section A. In addition, many of the bulleted sub-points
of the special conditions have been renumbered for greater ease of citation.

The following resolution, conditions, and findings were adopted by the Commission on
May 12, 20006 upon conclusion of the public hearing.

3 of 45
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I1.

I11.

Resolution to Approve Permit:

The Commission hereby approves a coastal development permit for the proposed
development and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the
development, as conditioned will be in conformity with the certified City of Fort
Bragg L.CP, is located between the sea and the nearest public road to the sea and
1s 0 conformance with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter
3 of the Coastal Act. Approval of the permit complies with the California
Environmental Quality Act because there are no further feasible mitigation
measures or alternatives that would substantially lessen any significant adverse
impacts of the development on the environment.

STANDARD CONDITIONS: See attached.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

Scope of Approved Development

This Coastal Development Permit authorizes: (a) the removal and stockpiling of
concrete and reinforcement stee! building foundation materials from a 26 structure
complex of former industrial buildings; (b) the excavation, stockpiling, and/or
disposal of underlying soil with COPC concentrations exceeding cleanup levels;
(c) the excavation and extraction of buried “geophysical anomalies” from Parcels
3 and 10; and the extrication of visible debris and excavation and removal for
stockpiling and/or disposal of any underlying, near-surface soil with COPC
concentrations exceeding cleanup levels from Glass Beaches 1, 2 and 3 at
Georgia-Pacific Corporation’s former California Wood Products Manufacturing
Facility, situated at 90 West Redwood Avenue, Fort Bragg, as further detailed and
conditioned, in the following documents:

] Workplan for Foundation Removal, Additional Investigation, and Interim
Remedial Measures, Acton Mickelson Environmental, Inc., March 21,
2005;

) Addendum #1 to Workplan for Foundation Removal, Additional

Investigation, and Interim Remedial Measures, Acton Mickelson
Environmental, Inc., May 6, 2005;

. Addendum #2 to Work Plan for Foundation Removal, Additional
Investigation, and Interim Remedial Measures, Acton Mickelson
Environmental, Inc., August 19, 2005;

. Response to RWQCB Comments on Work Plan for Foundation Removal,
Additional  Investigation, and Interim Remedial Measures, Acton
Mickelson Environmental, Inc., September 22, 2005;

4 of 45
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. Revised Appendix D for Work Plan jor Poundation Removal, Additional
Investigation, and Interim  Remedial  Measures,  Acton  Mickelson
Environmental, Inc., September 28, 20035,

. Clarification and Modification to Work Plan for Foundation Removal,
Additional  Investication, and Interim  Remedial  Measures — Dated
March 21, 2005, Addenda #1 and #2 to the Worle Plan jor Foundation
Removal, Additional Investigation, and Interim Remedial Measures Dated
May 6 and August 19, 2005, Respectively, and Responsce 1o RWOCE
Comments Dated July 18, 2005 Former Georgia Pacific Calijornia Wood
Products  Manujucturing  Fucility  Fort  Bragg,  Culijornia,  Acton
Mickelson Environmental, Inc., March 28, 2006; and

. Stormwater  Pollution  Prevention Plan  for Foundation Kemoval,
Additional — Investication, and Inierim  Remedial Measures, Acton
Mickelson Environmental, Inc., September 28, 2005.

All revegetation planting identified in any of the above-enumerated documents
shall utilize native plants obtained from Jocal genetic stocks.

The permittee shall undertake the removal. excavation, stockpiling, and disposal
activities as proposed in accordance with the above-listed plans as modificd by
sub-section B above, and shall implement all collection and testing of soil
samples for COPCs and all mitigation measures contained and described therein.
Any proposed changes to the work plans shall be reported to the Executive
Director. No changes to the work plan shall occur without a Commission
amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director
determines that no amendment 1s legally required.

Performance Standards for Development Adjacent to Wetlands

The permittee shall undertake the remediation development proposed for areas
adjacent to the wetlands on the project site as delineated i Jurisdictional Waters
and Wetlands Delineation (TRC Companies, Inc., August 2004) and shall
implement all mitigation measures contained therein, including but not limited to
the following measures as modified below:

1. Solid board-on-board fencing shall be erccted to protect the Log Pond
from erosion and siitation at all locations less than 50 feet from the
Powerhouse or any other location where subsurface disturbance is {o
oceur;

2. Temporary fencing shall be erected around the two industrial processing

ponds located west and southwest of the Fuel Barn to prevent the

encroachment of heavy equipment into the environmentally sensitive
habitat areas;

No equipment, materials or stockpiles shall be located within 50 feet of

the ponds;

(W)

5 of 45



A-1-FTB-05-053
GEORGIA-PACIFIC CORPORATION

Page 6

4. To the maximum extent feasible, foundation removal and IRM activities
in the vicinity of the Fuel Barn and Powerhouse structures shall be staged
from the north side of the structures. No materials may be stockpiled on
the berm/roadway that 1s located between these structures and the Mill
Pond;

5. All stockpiles arcas, including hazardous waste storage areas and non-
hazardous soil, debris and concrete storage arcas shall be located a
minimum of 50 feet from delineated wetlands and other Environmentally
Sensitive Habital Areas;

0. Prior to initiation of removal and excavation activities in the vicinity of the
Botler Fuel Building foundation, the permittee shall have the boundary of
the wetland staked by a qualified wetlands biologist. If the
removal/excavation activities would occur within 50 feet of the wetland,
the boundary shall be fenced with temporary construction fencing. The
operation of construction equipment and storage of materials and
equipment shall be prohibited within the wetland area; and

7. All revegetation planting shall utilize native plants obtained from local
genetic stocks.

Protection of Marine and Coastal Biological Resources

All removal, excavation, stockpiling, and disposal activities authorized by this
Coastal Development Permit shall be performed consistent with the conclusions
and recommendations contained in: (1) Jurisdiction Determination and Habitat
Assessment (TRC Companies, Inc., August 2003); (2) Botanical Field Study of
Some of the Bluff’ Areas at the GP Mills Site (Teresa Scholars, Biological
Consultant, undated); (3) Late Season Botanical Survey for the GP Mill Site Bluffs
(Teresa Scholars, Biological Consultant, August 16, 2005); (4) Avian Habitat
Utilization and Impact Assessment (WRA Environmental Consultants, January
20006); (5) Rocky Intertidal Environmentally Sensitive Habital Area Engineering
and Biological Assessment (Acton-Mickelson Environmental, Inc. and WRA
Environmental Consultants, February 2006); (6) Conceptual Glass Beach 3
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (Teresa Scholars, Biological Consultant,
September 22, 2005); and (7) Conceptual Revegetation Plan Former Georgia-
Pacific California Wood Products Manufacturing Facility (Circuit Rider
Productions, Inc., September 22, 2005), and shall implement all mitigation
measures contained therein including but not limited to the following measures as
modified below:

1 For the Protection of Coastal Bluff Avian Resources:
. Sensitive  Avian  Species  Nesting Survey - PRIOR TO

COMMENCEMENT OF DEBRIS EXTRICATION ACTIVITIES AT
GLASS BEACHES 1-3 AND ON PARCELS 3 AND 10, and consistent
with the applicant’s proposed project description, the permittee shall

6 of 45
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submii for review and approval of the Executive Dircetor, o survey of the
associated coastal bluff face and blufftop margin areas, conducted by «
qualified biologist or resource ccologist with specific knowledge of
threatened, endangered, species of special concerit, or (realy-protected
migratory birds (“sensitive avian species”) which fully evaluates any and
all indications of the presence or absence of these specics, and which
demonstrates compliance with all of the {ollowing:

a)

b)

No less than 14 days and no more than 30 days prior to the
beginning of construction, a qualificd biologist or resource
ecologist shall conduct a non-invasive survey for any sensitive
avian species nesting in the coastal bluff face and blufflop margmn
areas. 1f the survey finds any indication that nesting sensitive avian
species with unfledged young are present on the bluff face and
blufftop margins, project work shall be hmited consistent with the
mitigation measures identified in the Avian Habitat Utilization and
Impact Assessment (WRA  Environmental Consultants, January
2006). imcluding the imposition of exclusionary buffer arcas
identified therein, however, in no case shall the exclusionary butfer
be less than 100 horizontal feet from the affected nesting site.
Work within the exclusionary buffers shall not proceed until a
subsequent bird survey has been conducted by a qualified biologist
or resource ecologist that demonstrates that the young have fledged
and are not nesting in the for thirty (30) continuous days, and such
surveys have been submutted for the review and approval of the
Executive Director:;

If no indications of nesting sensitive avian species are found during
the initial survey, no additional surveys or mitigation 1s required.
provided the project commences within 30 days of completion of
the surveyv, and provided the project does not extend into the
commencement of the nesting season of the sensitive avian
species;

If more than 30 days have passed since completion of the initial
survey and work has not commenced, or 1f 1t 1s delermined that
work will extend past the corimencement of the nesting seasons of
the various sensitive avian species (sce Avian Habitat Utilization
and Impact Assessment, Tables Al, A2, and A3) a new survey
shall be conducted and submitted for the review to the Exccutive
Director, no more than 30 days and no less than 14 days prior to
the start of the nesting-seasen or the start of work. and submit a
report to the Executive Director for review and approval. If any
survey discovers indications of sensitive avian specics nesting in
the coastal bluff face and blufflop margin arcas, human activity in
the affected arca(s) shall be minimized and construction shall ceasc
until a sensitive avian species survey has been conducted by a
qualified biologist or resource ecologist that demonstrates that all

7 of 45
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2)

young have fledged and are not nesting in the coastal bluff face
and blufflop margins for thirty (30) continuous days, and such
surveys have been submitted for the review and approval of the
Executive Director; and

d) Following completion of the excavation, all arcas that are
cxcavated or otherwise left with exposed soils shall be revegetated
with native plant species. Revegetation of disturbed areas in Glass
Beaches 1 through 3 and in the geophysical survey areas of Parcels
3 and 10 shall be performed m accordance with the Conceptual
Revegetation Plan. The permittee shall provide irrigation,
maintenance and replacement of revegetated arcas, as needed, to
ensure the long-term viability of the plants.

For the Protection of Rare Plant Biological Resources:

Final Plant Restoration Monitoring Proeram - PRIOR TO
COMMENCEMENT OF DEBRIS EXTRICATION ACTIVITIES AT
GLASS BEACHES 1-3 AND ON PARCELS 3 AND 10, the applicant
shall submit for review and written approval of the Executive Director, a
final detailed restoration monitoring program designed by a qualified
wetland biologist for monitoring of the plant restoration site. The
monitoring program shall at a minimum include the following provisions:
a) Performance standards that will assure achievement of rare plant
species replacement at coverages, densities, and associative
compositions, as applicable, that existed in the areas prior to
development;
b) Surveying the relative cover and density of each plant species of
special concern found in the proposed development area prior to
the commencement of construction;

c) Monitoring and restoration of the affected areas in accordance with
the approved final monitoring program for a period of five years;

d) All revegetation planting shall utilize native plants obtained from
local genetic stocks;

e) Submission of annual reports of monitoring results to the

Executive Director by November 1 each year for the duration of
the required monitoring period, beginning the first year after
completion of the project. Each report shall include copies of all
previous reports as appendices. Each report shall also include a
“Performance Evaluation™ section where information and results
from the monitoring program are used to evaluate the status of
recolonization of the affected plant species in relation to the
performance standards;

D Submission of a final monitoring report to the Executive Director
at the end of the five-year reporting period. The final report must
be prepared in conjunction with a qualified botanist or wetlands

8 of 45
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biologist. The report must evaluate whether the restoration sites

conform with the goals, objectives, and performance standards set

forth above. The report must address all of the monitoring data
collected over the five-year period. If the final report mdicates that
the success standards have not been achieved, the applicant shall

submit a revised or supplemental restoration program 1o

compensate for those portions of the original program which did

nol meet the approved success standards. The revised

enhancement program shall be processed as an amendment to this
coastal development permit;

Monitoring and restoring the plan restoration siles 1n accordance

with the approved monitoring program. Any proposed changes

from the approved monitoring program shall be reported to the

Fxecutive Director.  No changes lo the approved monitoring

program shall occur without a Commission amendment to this

coastal development permit unless the Executive Director
determines no amendment 1s legally required;

h) Flagging of the locations of the rare plant species by a qualified
botanist prior to commencement of the grading in bluff face and
blufftop areas. Work shall only be permitted to occur within 100
feet of the outer perimeter of the rare plant populations if such
work 1s mecessary to perform the required environmental
remediation activities on the property;

1) No storage of equipment or stockpiling of materials within 100 feet
of the outer perimeter of the rare plant populations;

1) If debris or soil removal 1s necessary within the rare plant sites
and/or the 100-foot buffer zones, the following measures shall be
required:

() If a rare species cannot be avoided, the botanist shall make
a determination as to the feasibility of whether the species
can be removed for the affected area prior to waste removal
activities within the arca and transplanted back to the
affected area after work activities are completed.

g2
—

(2) If possible, work shail be conducted after sced set at
locations where rare species are identified.
(3) The botamist shall make a determination at cach work

location as to whether removal of the surface soil
(contaimng the seed bank) for stockpiling 1s warranted. 11
warranted, and contingent upon analytical test results for
the presence of chemicals of potential concern, stockpiled
soil containing the seed bank shall be placed at the location
(laterally and wvertically) from which it was removed
following completion of work activities. The permittec
shall follow the recommendations for incrcasing the

0 of 45



A-1-FTB-05-053
GEORGIA-PACIFIC CORPORATION

Page 10

3)

b)

g)

likelihood for survival of transplanted rare species as made
by the botanist; and

4) Following completion of restoration activities and
revegetation, the botanist shall prepare a follow-up report
that 1dentifies all measurcs taken fo protect rarc plant
species in each location and that evaluates the success of
the mitigations in protecting and/or re-establishing the rare
plant populations. The report shall be submitted to the
Executive Director.

For the Protection of Rocky Intertidal Marine Biological Resources:

Bluff face and blufftop margin grading activities shall only be conducted
during the dry season, from April 15 through October 15;

Excavation activities shall be initiated leaving a 4-foot-thick strip of
fill/topsoil at the sea cliff to prohibit any sediment or water falling onto the
rocky intertidal area. Upon completion of excavation activities to the east,
the remaining 4-foot-thick strip shall be excavated in a manner to
minimize soil or debris dropping onto the rocky intertidal area;

Manual methods shall be used to remove any material that falls onto the
rocky intertidal area;

Excavated soil and debris shall be segregated and stockpiled on heavy-
duty plastic at designated locations to the east of the work areas. These
storage locations are paved with asphalt and are greater than 300 feet from
the sea cliff;

Holes and imperfections in the asphalt surface cover of the proposed
stockpile areas shall be repaired prior to stockpile placement to prevent
surface water infiltration;

If necessary, both storage areas can be expanded onto existing paved
surface to accommodate any additional storage requirements.
Alternatively, excavated soil and debris may be transported to the central
debris and soil stockpile areas as specified in the Excavation and Stockpile
Quantification Estimate and Site Plan Map;

Berms or ditches shall be constructed upslope of the work areas to
intercept surface water runoff and redirect it to engineered locations away
from the work areas; '

Test pits will be backfilled with acceptable soil material, compacted, and
covered to minimize rainfall or runoff infiltration; and

All revegetation planting shall utilize native plants obtained from local
genetic stocks.

For the Protection of Offshore Rocky Marine Biological Resources:

Baseline observations of pinnipeds in the project area shall be conducted
prior to initiating project activities. The baseline study shall be submitted
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to the Executive Director prior to commencement ol development 1
coastal bluff face and biufflop margin arcas. A morming and aftcrnoon
count shall be conducted the day prior to work activities arc scheduled to
commence. Observations shall also be made every mornimng work 1s
scheduled to occur;

b) Surveyimg and monitoring shall be conducled by a qualified biologist
using minimum §x42 magnification power binoculars or a spolting scope;
c) Survey data shall include type of marine mammals present, numbers, age

class, sex (if possible). location, ume. tide, type of development activity
beimg conducted, and whether anumals respond to the activity. Rates of
departure and arrival of animals to and from the haul-out shall be noted:

d) If scals flush for a work-related reason, the portion of the project that
caused the seals 1o flush shall be delayed until the animals leave the area;
c) As harbor seals are more likely to use haul-outs at low tide, work in arcas

in proximity to sensitive haul-out areas shall only be performed during the
time period beginning and ending onc and one-half hours before and
following high tides to lessen the chence of harassment;

) If a Steller sea lion is observed, work activities within the mmediate
blufftop edge area shall be postponed until the animal(s) leaves the project
area;

g) Additional counts shail be conducted every two davs for one week after all

work 1s terminated to compare the use of haul-out sites without work-
related disturbances pursuant to the pre- and post-activity behavior-
specific monitoring recommendations of the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS); and

h) All surveying data shall be compiled and submitied 1o the Executive
Director at the end of the construction season.

The permittee shall undertake the removal, excavation, stockpiling, and disposal
activities in accordance with the above-listed biological mitigation measures.
Any proposed changes to the work plans shall be reported 1o the Executive
Director. No changes to the work plan shall occur without a Commission
amendment 1o this coastal development permit unless the Exccutive Director
determinces that no amendment is legally required.

Avoidance of and Minimization of Exposure to Geological Instability

All removal, excavation, stockpiling, and disposal activities authorized by this
Coastal Development Pernmt shall be performed consistent with the conclusions
and rccommendations contained in Geotechnical Evaluation - Bearing Support

Jor Heavy Fguipment Loads, Blackburn Consulting, Inc., February 2006), and all

mitigation measures contained therein shall be implemented, including but not
himited to the following:
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1. Heavy mechanized equipment operations shall be staged at locations a

minimum of 20 feet landward from the blufftop edge;

Pickup trucks, rubber-tired backhoes may be operated within the 20-foot

setback provided the ground in such Jocations 1s firm and non-yielding;

3. Conditions along the base of the bluffs shall be inspected by a California
Certified Engineering Geologist (CEG) prior to mobilizing all heavy
mechanized equipment conducting work at bluff face and bluffiop margin
locations.  If recent sca cave formation or other significant slope
undercutting 1s observed, the light and heavy mechanized cquipment
operational and staging setbacks shall be adjusted accordingly; and

4. All revegetation planting shall utilize native plants obtained from local
genetic stocks.

ro

B. The permittee shall undertake the removal, excavation, stockpiling, and disposal
activities in accordance with the above-listed geotechnical cvaluations. Any
proposed changes to the work plans shall be reported to the Executive Director.
No changes to the work plan shall occur without a Commission amendment o
this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no
amendment 1s legally required.

5. Protection of Archaeological Resources

A. All removal, excavation, stockpiling, and disposal activities authorized by this
Coastal Development Permit shall be performed consistent with the conclusions
and recommendations contained in: (1) Draft Site Specific Treatment Plan for
Cultural Resources Georgia-Pacific Lumber Mill Fort Bragg, California (TRC
Compantes, Inc., undated); and (2) Archaeological Survey of the Georgia-Pacific
Lumber Mill Fort Bragg, California (TRC Companies, Inc., March 2003), and all
mitigation measures contained therein shall be implemented, including but not
limited to the following mitigation measures as modified below:

1. Pre-construction surficial and shallow subsurface testing and evaluations
shall be conducted in all areas proposed for excavation and the outer
extent of known cultural resource areas shall be delineated by survey
staking;

2. In the event prehistoric archaeological resources (marked by shellfish
remains, flaked and ground stone tools, fire affected rock, human bone, or
other related materials) are uncarthed during site excavation and grading
activities, all work in the vicinity of the site shall cease immediately, the
Executive Director shall be notified, and the proper disposition of
resources shall be accomplished as required by City of Fort Bragg Land
Use Development Code Section 18.50.030.D;

3. If cultural resource artifacts or human remains are incidentally discovered
within designated low site potential rated areas, all project work shall be

12 of 45



A-1-FTB-05-053
) GIA-PACHIC CORPORATION

I an ar

t

|9S]

halted in the affected arca until an archaeologist and/or coroner has
assessed the significance of the discovered materials; and

Subsurface disturbances at the Former Sawmill #1, the Powerhouse, Glass
Beaches 1 and 2 and on Parcel 10 shall be monitored by an archacologist
and Native American representative.

ca ol cultural deposits is discovered during the course of the project:

All construction shall cease and shall not recommence cxeept as provided
in subscction 2. hereof;

Within 90 days afier the date of discovery of such deposits, the permittee
shall submit for the review and approval of the Executive Director, an
Archacological Plan, prepared by a qualified professional, that describes
the extent of such resources present and the actions necessary to protect
any onsite Archacological resources;

If the Executive Director approves the Archacological Plan and
determines that the Archaeological Plan’s recommended changes to the
proposed development or mitigatior: measures arc de minimis 1n nature
and scope, construction may recommence after the Executive Director
receives evidence of recordation of the deed restriction required below:

If the Executive Director approves the Supplementary Archacological Plan
but determines that the changes therein are not de mininis, construction
may not recommence until after an amendment to this permit 1s approved
by the Commission and the Executive Director receives evidence of
recordation of the deed restriction required below; and

Within 90 days after the date of discovery of such deposits, the permittee
shall provide evidence to the Executive Director of an exccution and
recordation of a deed restriction, in & form and content acceptable to the
Executive Director, stating that, in order to protect archaeological
resources, development can only e undertaken consistent with the
provisions of the Archaeological Plan approved by the Executive Director.
The deed restriction shall run with the land, binding all successors and
assigns, and shall be recorded frec of prior liens that the Executive
Director determines may affect the enforccability of the resuiction. This
deed restriction shall not be removed or changed without a Commission
amendment to this coastal development permit approved by the Coastal
Commission.

An apphecant secking to recommence construction following discovery of the

cultural

deposits shall submit a supplementary archacological plan for the review

and approval of the Executive Director.

['the Executive Director approves the Supplementary Archacological Plan
and determines that the Supplementary  Archacological Plan’s
recommended changes to the proposed development or mitigation
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measures  are de minimis 1 nature and scope, construction may
recommence after this determination 1s made by the Executive Director;
and

2. If the Excecutive Director approves the Supplementary Archacological Plan
but determines that the changes therein are not de minimis, construction
may not recommence until after an amendment to this permit is approved
by the Commission.

D. The permittee shall undertake the demolition, excavation, stockpiling, and
disposal activities in accordance with the above-hsted archacological resource
evaluations. Any proposed changes to the work plans shall be reported to the
Executive Director. No changes to the work plan shall occur without a
Commission amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive
Director determines that no amendment 1s legally required.

6. National Marine Fisheries Service Approvals

PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF DEBRIS EXTRICATION ACTIVITIES AT
GLASS BEACHES 1-3 AND ON PARCELS 3 AND 10, permittee shall provide to the
Executive Director a copy of all permits, letters of permission, and/or authorizations to
proceed as issued by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), or evidence that no
permits or permissions are required. The applicant shall inform the Executive Director of
any changes to the project required by the NMFS. Such changes shall not be incorporated
into the project until the applicant obtains a Commission amendment to this coastal
development permit, unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is
legally required.

7. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Approvals

PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION, permittee shall provide to
the Executive Director a copy of all informal technical assistance consultations, permits,
letters of permission, and/or authorizations to proceed as issued by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS), or evidence that no permits or permissions are required. The
applicant shall inform the Executive Director of any changes to the project required by
the USFWS. Such changes shall not be incorporated into the project until the applicant
obtains a Commission amendment to this coastal development permit, unless the
Executive Director determines that no amendment is legally required.

8. Conformance with Mendocino County Air Quality Management District
Requirements

PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF OPERATIONS AUTHORIZED UNDER
THIS COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the permittee shall submit to the
Exccutive Director for review, a copy of all permits, licenses, grants of authority as
required to be secured from the Mendocino County Air Quality Management District
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(MCAQMD). or evidence that no MCAQMD permit or authorization is necessary. The
applicant shall inform the Executive Director of any changes to the project required by
the MCAOMD. Such changes shall not be mcorporated into the project until the
applicant obtains a Commission amendment to this coastal development permit, unless
the Exccutive Director determines that no amendment is legally required.

9, Conditions hmposed By 1.ocal Government.

This action has no cffect on conditions mmposed by a local government pursuant io an
authority other than the Coastal Act.

IV.  FINDINGS AND DECILLARATIONS:

The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows:

A. Incorporation of Substantial Issne Findings.

The Commission hereby incorporates by reference the Substantial Issue Findings
contained in the Commission staff report dated December 14, 2005.

B. Limitations on Commission’s Actions Recarding Water Quality.

Article Two, Chapter Five of the Coastal Act (California Public Resources Code Sections
30410-30420) establishes specific limitations on the actions of the Commission in
relation to the authority of other state regulatory agencies. With respect to the
administration of water quality, Section 30412(b) directs that the Commission shall not
“...modify, adopt conditions, or take any action in conflict with any determination by the
State Water Resources Control Board or any California regional water quality control
board in matters relating to water quality or the administration of water rights.”
Exceptions to these limitations are provided to permit the Commission to exercise its
authority to regulate development as granted by the Coastal Act, and certain aspects of
publicly owned wastewater treatment works located within the coastal zone. As to the
former exception, under Section 30230 and 30231 of the Coastal Act, the Commission 1s
charged with assuring that marine resources, wilh particular emphasis on the
productivity, health, and population levels of its biological components. are maintained,
enhanced. and where feasible restored.  The Commission notes that to date the subject
site investigation project has been undertaken vo.untarily by the applicants with the
proposed investigation activities having been reviewed and consented 1o at the Regional
Water Quality Control Board staff level. Consequently, no formal determination has
specifically been made by a regional water quality control board or state water resources
board proper for which the Commission’s actions on the related coastal development
permit might conflict.
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The state and regional water control boards have direct and/or delegated authority to
regulate the chemical and thermal characteristics of surface and groundwater resources,
specifically i controlling the presence and concentrations of chemical constituents
within the aqueous environment, in the interest of protecting human health, biological
resources, and other “beneficial uses”™ of the waters of the state and the nation. The
Commuission acknowledges the distinctions in thesc responsibilitics and limits its actions
accordingly to preclude conflicts in Instances where a water board has madc
determinations on a development project that is also subject to the Commission’s
authority, particularly with regard to the setting of quantitative limitations on point and
non-point source pollutants through the issuance of National Pollution Discharge
Elimination Permits, waste discharge requirements, cease and desist directives, and
cleanup and abalement orders.

The Commission’s hearing de novo of the proposed development is undertaken pursuant
solely to the authority duly granted to the Commission by the Coastal Act, is limited to
ensuring the approved development’s conformance with the standards of the certified
Local Coastal Program of the City of Fort Bragg (including those related to the
qualitative protection of coastal waters) and the access policies of the Coastal Act, and in
no way represent actions which modify, supplant, condition, or other wise conflict with a
determination of either the state or any regional water quality control board in matters
relating to water quality or the administration of water rights. The Commission notes that
staff members of the Commission and the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control
Board have consulted with one another and developed coordinated and mutunally agreed
upon measures for ensuring that both agencies concerns are met in the review and
administration of the subject remediation project.

C. Project History / Background.

On February 11, 2005, the City of Fort Bragg Community Development Department filed
a coastal development permit application from the Georgia-Pacific Corporation for the
removal of concrete foundation materials, additional investigation, and if warranted,
interim remedial measures to remove underlying soil with COPC concentrations
exceeding cleanup levels at eleven building site locations within the 435-acre property of
the applicant’s former lumber mill complex located between Highway One the Pacific
Ocean, and Noyo Bay, on the western shoreline of the City of Fort Bragg in west-central
Mendocino County. The application also sought authorization to excavate and remove
debris from three coastal bluff areas above so-called “Glass Beaches Nos.1-3.” In
addition, the applicants requested permission to excavale numerous locations on two of
the mill site bluff top parcels to ascertain the composition of various metallic
“peophysical anomalies™ discovered in the area and to similar remove the materials if
COPC concentrations exceed cleanup levels,

The purpose of the project is to provide further information regarding the extent of

COPCs 1n soll and groundwater and allow areas on the mill site where initial soil borings
have indicated the presence of COPCs to be uncovered so that they may be further
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assessed 1o provide data for a risk asscssment and comprehensive remediation plan.
Interim remediation measures, including the excavation of exposed soil with COPC
concentrations cxcecding cleanup levels, and temporary stockpiling for future in-sin
treatment or removal to a appropriate disposal {acility, and back-filling the excavations.
would be implemented depending upon the presence, composition, and concentrations of
any COPCs encountered. 1n addition, the applicants requested authorizations lo remove
refuse and debris materials at the coastal biuff sites 1o reduce the liability associated witl
possible injuries to humans and wildlifc from the presence of these materials, especially
with regard to the on-going efforts by the Coastal Conservancy and the City to acquire
and develop a public blufflop trail in these arcas.

Following completion of the Community Development Department staff”s review of the
project, and the requisite preparation and circulation of environmental review
documentation. on August 10, 2005, the Fort Bragg Planning Commission approved with
conditions Coastal Development Permit No. CDP 3-05 for the subject development (see
Exhibit No. 4). The planning commission atlached fifty-eight special conditions.
Principal conditions included requirements that: (1) the project be conducted in
conformance with the excavation and stockpiling, performance standards set forth in the
work plan and stormwater pollution prevention plan; (2) all other apphicable permits be
obtained prior to commencement and copies thereof be provided to the City; (3) a final
dust prevention and control plan be submitted for the review and approval of the City
Engineer; (4) temporary fencing be erected around the impounded wetlands at the site
and no equipment or stockpiling be placed within 50 feet of wetland arcas or within 100
feet from the outer perimeter of rare plant areas; (5) a copy of the finalized rare plant
mitigation and monitoring plan approved by the California Department of Fish and Game
be submitted to the City; (6) a final revegetation plan be submitted for the review and
approval of the Community Development Director; (7) additional rare plant surveys be
conducted for those plants which were not in their blooming cycle at the time preceding
botanical reports had been prepared; and (8) 1f evidence of cultural resource materials are
uncovered, all work cease and a qualified archaeologist be consulted as to the
significance of the materials and appropriate disposition and/or mitigation measures.

The decision of the planning commission was locally appealed to the Fort Bragg City
Council. On October 11, 2005, the Council upheld its planning commission’s conditional
approval of the development, affecting no changes to the permit scope or conditions, and
denied the appeal. The City then issued a Notice of Final Local Action that was reccived
by Commission staff on October 17, 2005. The appellants filed their appeals to the
Commission on October 27, 2005, within 10 working days after rececipt by the
Commission of the Notice of Final Local Action (sec Exhibit No. 5).

At 1ts meeting of December 14, 2005, the Commission found that the appeal raised a
substantial 1ssue of conformance of the project as approved with the certified LCP
regarding protection of marine biologieal resources, protection of cnvironmentally
sensitive habitat areas, namely rocky intertidal areas and coastal bluffs, and the avoidance
and minimization of geologic instability. The Commission also found that additional
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information was required to allow for a full analysis of the proposed development’s
consistent with the policies and standards of the City’s LCP.  These requisite
informational items entailed: (1) an assessment of potential avian habitat utilization of the
project site’s coastal bluff areas; (2) engineering and biological analyses of the project’s
potential effects on rocky intertidal areas; (3) a geo-technical evaluation of the coastal
bluff face and blufftop margins; (4) an estimation of foundation material and soil removal
volumes and slockpile quantities; and (5) an allernatives analysis of other
characterization and assessment logistics, including sampling via the use of low-angle
horizontal directional drilling with the foundation materials retained 1 place.

During the period from January through carly March 2006, the requested supplemental
information items were prepared by the applicant’s consultants and forwarded to the
Commission staff for review. Throughout March 2006, both Commission and Regional
Water Quality Controt Board staff members conferred over the varlous concerns relating
to coastal resources and identified a set of project changes that if accepted by the
applicant and incorporated into the project description would resolve many of the
identified concerns. The suggested project modifications included: (1) provisions for pre-
demolition testing for COPCs at perimeter areas around select building foundations; (2)
requirements for the use of appropriately low-permeable capping back-fill in the areas
where materials would be excavated and 1t is determined that soil with COPC
concentrations exceeding cleanup levels would have to remain until full remediation of
the site at a later date; and (3) further specification to the scope of the debris removal and
confirmation testing to be performed on the site’s coastal bluff face and blufftop margins
to minimize disruption of bluff stability and bluff face and intertidal habitat.

On March 28, 2000, the applicant amended the project description for purposes of the
Commission’s de novo review of the appeal to incorporate the suggested changes (see

Exhibit No. 6, pages 1 through 13).

D. Project and Site Description.

1. Project Setting

The project site consists of portions of the approximately 435-acre Georgia-Pacific
Corporation lumber mill complex situated on the uplifted marine terrace that spans a
roughly four-mile-long stretch of open ocean coastline to the west of Highway One and
the city center of Fort Bragg. Immediately to the south of the site lies the mouth
embayment of the Noyo River. The project area is bounded on the north by low-density
single-family residential housing (see Exhibit Nos. 1 and 2). The property consists of a
gencrally flat, heavily graded industrial site with scattered thickets of brushy vegetation
along its western coastal bluff face, and within and around the various log curing and fire
suppression ponds developed on the site.

The project site propertics are situated within the incorporated boundaries and the coastal
development permit jurisdiction of the City of Fort Bragg. The site is designated in the
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City’s Land Use Plan as “Heavy Industrial”™ (M), implemented through a Heavy
[ndustrial with Coastal Zonc combining zoning designation (HI-CZ). The property 1s not
situated within any viewpoint, view corridor, or highly scenic arca as designated m the
visual resources inventory of the LCP’s Land Use Plan. Due 1o the elevation of the
project site relative to the beach and occan, and, until recently, the presence of
intervening industrial structures and timber products processing and slorage arcas, no
public views of blue water across the property from Highway One to and along bluc-
water arcas ol the ocean and designated scenic arcas exist. The views that are afforded
across the property are limited 1o either ghimpses of distant horizon vistas from Highwayv
One, or lateral views of the coastal biuff arcas as viewed from the public-accessible arcas
al Glass Beach to the north and from the beach arcas to the west of Ocean Front Park at
the mouth of the Novo River.

2. Project Description

The development consists of foundation and debris removal, additional site investigation,
and interim remedial measures. if necessary associated with the voluntary site assessment
of the former Georgia-Pacific Corporation sawmill complex. Since October 2002, when
the mill ccased production and closed, the site has undergone a series of assessments for
reuse of the site. Preliminary evaluations as part of the Georgia-Pacific Mill Site Reuse
Study and Specific Plan projects have been performed to assess the presence of COPCs
resulting from past operations on the mill properties, including numerous soils and
groundwater samples taken from the network of surface-grab, anger-bored and trench-
excavated and monitoring well sample points on the site. In addition, to eliminate the
source of any identified COPCs, much of the industrial machinery has been removed
from the site and many of the former industrial buildings have been demolished (sec City

)

of Fort Bragg Coastal Development Permit Nos. CDP 1-03 and 2-04).

Notwithstanding whatever mix of uses may eventually be provided for under the specific
planning process, the applicants acknowledge that thorough remediation and clean-up of
the property will facilitate reuse of the property. Accordingly, the current
owner/applicant is voluntarily pursuing the current sile assessment, and the specific
planning cfforts to enhance the marketability of the property.

The current round of assessments authorized by the City’s coastal development permit
approval entail the removal of concrete building foundations from the 26 structure
complex of former industrial buildings clustered on the central portion of the mill site
inland of Soldicr’s Bay / Fort Bragg Landing and at the site of the mobile equipment
shops to the northeast of the sawmill complex. The work to be performed at Glass
Beaches 1-3 1s located along the northwestern bluf? face of the mill property, while the
exploratory and material removal activities slated 1o be conducted on Parcels “3” and
“107 are situated on the upper bluffs {lanking the north and south sides of the Soldier Bay
/ Fort Bragg Landing inlet (see Exhibit Nos. 1-3). Heavy tractored and rubber-tired
construction cquipment including excavators, backhoes, dump trucks, and hand and
power tools would be utilized to perform the concrete break-out, material
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excavation/extrication, and transportation to stockpile areas located along the eastern side
‘of the sawmill / powerhouse / water treatment complex and equipment shop buildings,
and inland of the Glass Beach and Parcel 3/10 sites (sec Exhibit Nos. 6 and &).

Once the concrete foundation rubble and refuse materials are removed from the building
sites and blufl areas and secured at the designated storage locations, the exposed areas
would be examined for the presence and extent of any underlying COPCs. A soils
sampling grid would be established over and around the exposed foundation arcas. An
adaptive management approach would be taken with respect to the specific spacing and
number of sampling points. Soil samples would then be collected and analyzed for a
variety of chemical constituents, including Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons as gasoline,
diesel, diesel with silica gel cleanup, and motor oil (TPHg, TPHd, TPHdsge, TPHo),
solvents in the form of Volatile and Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs),
Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAH), Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs),
Organochlorine pesticides, Dioxins and furans, site-specific pesticides/herbicides, certain
heavy metals subject to California water quality regulations, Hexavalent chromium, and
tannins and lignin compounds.

The project as amended includes provisions for collecting soil samples from select areas
adjacent to the foundation perimeters (outside the foundation footprint) prior to removal
of the foundations; however, removal of the foundations is not conditioned on whether
these samples are collected or the analytical results of the samples. In the event physical
constraints preclude collection of specific perimeter samples prior to foundation removal
(e.g., personnel or equipment access 1s impeded by foundation layout), these samples will
be collected following removal of the foundations. Based on the results of the analysis of
the perimeter samples, additional pre- or post-foundation removal perimeter samples may
be collected as specified in the Work Plan.

As warranted by field conditions to be determined by the work site supervisor subject to
criteria enumerated within the work plan, “interim remedial measures,” including the
further excavation of soils containing COPC concentrations exceeding cleanup levels to
unspecified depths for either direct removal from the sites to an appropriate disposal
facility or stockpiling of the materials on the mill property for in-place treatment or
eventual transport and disposal would be implemented. Additional soil column testing
for COPCs would be performed as warranted by site conditions and the determination of
the site supervisor and/or regional water board staff.

The excavation and stockpiling activities would be performed pursuant to certain water
quality best management practices and performance standards, including provisions for
covering the excavation and stockpiles with plastic sheeting, constructing berms, placing
stormwater and soil debris interception barriers, discontinuing work during windy
periods, site watering from furtive dust abatement, and conducting the excavation to
minimize further introduction of COPCs in groundwater (sece Exhibit Nos. 6 and 7).
Excavated areas would then be back-filled with appropriately low-permeable earthen,
geo-textile fabric, or paving materials to stabilize the excavation sites.
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The mformation derived {rom this round ol assessment activities would then be reviewed
by the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board to delermine appropriate
follow-up characterization and clean-up goals and activities to be carricd out m a
subsequent Remedial Action Plan (RAP). Additional coastal development permils will
be needed for those activities within the finalized RAP that meet the defimuion of
“development” under the Coastal Act.

E Protection of Coastal Water Quality and Marince Resources.

1. LCP Provisions
Pohicy VI-3 of the City’s LUP states:

Special Review of Runoff Prone and Runoff Sensitive Areas. The city shall
require all development occurring in the runoff (‘RO’) special review
areas on the Coastal Environment Map to undergo the special review
process set out in Chapter XVII, Section E. Permitted development in
these areas will be designed to protect and maintain the biological
productivity and guality of coastal waters, marine resources, and riparian
habitats, and to maintain optimum populations of marine organisms.

Policy VI-4 of the City’s LUP states:

Changes in Runoff Patterns. Changes in runoff patierns which result from
new development, either by virtue of changes in land jorms or from
increases in impervious surfaces, shall not cause increases in soil erosion
or stream sedimentation, nor shall they disturb environmenially sensitive
riparian or wetland habitats. Such changes may be allowed only if

mitigation measures sufficient to allow for the interception of any material
eroded as a result of the proposed development have been provided.

LUP Policy VI-5/X1-2 further provides:

Alteration of Landforms. The alteration of cliffs, bluff tops, faces or
bases, and other natural land forms shall be minimized in the Coastal
Zone and especially in runoff ('RO’) special review areas. Such changes
may be allowed only if mitigation measures sufficient to allow for the
Interception of any malterial croded as a result: of the proposed
development have been provided.

Scction 18.61.022 of the City of Fort Bragg Zoning Code states, in applicable part:

Water and marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced and where
Jeasible restored pursuant 1o the following specific standards: ...
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B. Runoff and soil erosion.

New development located in the (RO) Runoff Special Review Areas
shall undergo the review process set out in Section XVII (E) of the Land
Use Plan and as subject 1o the following standards:

1. Runoff shall be controlled in new developments such that
biological productivity and quality of cousial waters, marine resources
and riparian habitats is protected, maintained and where appropriate
restored. New development shall not cause increases in soil erosion nor
disturb wetland or riparian habitats.

2. Where there is the threat of such harm associated with new
development, report or reports shall be prepared by a soils engineer,
biologist and/or other qualified professionals to assess such threats and to
recommend measures to eliminate or mininmize harm.

3. The approving authority shall require that appropriate I?lilig(iti()n
measures be adopted prior to project approval. Mitigation measures must
be sufficient to intercept any eroded material and provide for disposal.

9. Among specific mechanisms or measures which shall be utilized
where appropriate to minimize harm are the following:
a. Stripping of vegetation, grading or other soil disturbance
shall be done in a manner which will minimize soil erosion.
b. Whenever feasible, natural vegetation shall be retained and
protected.
c. The extent of the disturbed area and the duration of its
exposure shall be kept within practical limits.
d. Either temporary seeding, mulching or other suitable

stabilization measures shall be used to protect exposed
critical areas during construction or other land
disturbance.

e Drainage provisions shall accommodate increased runoff
resulting from modified soil and surface conditions during
and after development or disturbance. Such provisions
shall be in addition to all existing requirements.

I Water runoff shall be minimized and retained on site
whenever possible to facilitate water recharge.

g Sediment should be contained on site when feasible.

h. Diversions, sediment basins and similar required structures
shall be installed prior to any on site grading or
disturbance.

i. Any drainage systems required shall be completed and

made operational at the earliest possible time during
construction.

J. Interceptor ditches shall be established above all cut and
Jill slopes and the intercepted water conveyed to a stable
channel or drainageway with adequate capuacity.
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k. Soil erosion and scdiment control measures installed under
this chapier shall be adeguately maintained for once vear
after completion of the approved plan, or until such time as
the soil is permanently stabilized 1o the satisfaciion of the
municipal engineer.

/. Runoff from areas of concentrated impervious cover (e.g.,
roofs, driveways, roads) shall be collected and transported
1o natural drainage channels with sufficient capacity 1o
accept the discharge without unduc erosion.

J. New development shall minimize ihe alteration of cliffs, bluff tops,
Juces or buses and other natural landjorms. Such changes may be
permitied by the approving authority only if mitigation measures sufficient
to allow for the interception of any material eroded us a resull of the
proposed development have been provided.

2. Discussion

The City’s LLCP scts forth criteria for the review of development projects proposed for
areas delineated as being prone to impacts from stormwater runoff, sedimentation, and
siltation from associated ground disturbances, natural landform alterations, or changes to
site dratnage. In general, the land use policies direct that the development be designed to
protect and maintain the biological productivity and quality of coastal waters, marine
resources, and riparian habitats, that optimum populations of marine organisms be
maintained, that no increases in soil erosion or stream sedimentation result, nor
disturbances environmentally sensitive riparian or wetland habitats occur, and that such
changes be allowed only if mitigation measures sufficient to allow for the nterception of
any material eroded as a result of the proposed development have been provided.
Furthermore, the alteration of cliffs, bluff tops, faces or bases, and other natural land
forms arc to be mimimized and any such changes be allowed only if mitigation measures
sufficient to allow for the interception of any material eroded as a result of the proposed
development have been provided.

To implement these policies, the City’s Zoning Code at Section 18.62.022.3.4
enumerates a variety of water quality best management practices and mitigation measures
to be incorporated into the design of any development being proposed in a run-off impact
prone area. These practices and measures include the temporal and spatial minimization
of vegetation removal and ground disturbances, retention of the greatest amount of native
vegetative cover practicable, use of various barriers and impoundments to contro]
stormwater entry mto or discharges from denuded/disturbed sites, and the mulching and
revegetation of disturbed areas following completion of construction activities.

As detailed in the building foundation removal additional investigation, interim
remediation measures, and stormwater pollution prevention plans, the project has
incorporated a suite of the water quality best management practices and mitigation
measures 1dentificd in Zoning Code Section 18.62.022.8.4 (sec Exhibits ¢ and 7). To
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ensure that significant impacts to water quality and sensitive coastal resources do not
resull from the development, the Commission attaches Special Condition No. 1. Special
Condition No. 1 requires the applicant to implement the various proposed water quality
contro] measures identified in the work plans.  Therefore, as conditioned, the
Commission finds the development to be consistent with the Water and Marine
Resources policies and standards of the LCP.

F. Development within_ and Adjacent to Environmentally Sensitive Habitat
Areas (ESHAs).

1. LCP Provisions

Sections A and G of Chapter IX of the City of Fort Bragg’s Land Use Plan incorporates
by reiteration the Coastal Act’s definition of “environmentally sensitive habitat area,”
stating 1n applicable part:

‘Environmentally sensitive habitat area’ means any area in which plant or
animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because
of their special nature or role in an ecosystem and which would be easily
disturbed or degraded by human activities and developments.” (Section
30107.5)... [Parenthetic in original. ]

LUP Policy IX-1 of the City of Fort Bragg’s Land Use Plan states:

General Policy.  Environmentally sensitive habitat areas in the city’s
Coastal Zone include: Intertidal and marine areas, coastal Dluffs,
wetlands, and riparian habitats. Such areas shall be protecied against
any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent upon
such resources shall be allowed within such areas. Development in areas
adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be sited and
designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade such
areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of such habitat areas.

Intertidal and marine areas, coastal bluffs, wetlands, and riparian
habitats shall be protected against any significant disruption of habitat
values and only uses dependent upon such resources shall be allowed
within such areas.

The City’s ESHA inventory, as set forth in Sections H.1 and H.2 of the Land Use Plan
states the following with regard to the environmentally sensitive coastal bluff and rocky
intertidal marine areas along the project site’s western ocean {rontage:

Coastal bluff’” environments are sensitive habitats because endemic
vegelation Is often rare or uncommon and because, if the bluffs are
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denuded, thie potential for erosion of the blufis is significant. frosion of
coastal bluffs could impact rocky intertidal arcas at the base of the cliffs..

The rocky intertidal areas along the coast south of Gluss Beach to Noyo
Bay contain extremely biologically rich tide pools, rocks, nesting grounds,
bluffs and kelp beds. The blufis and adjacent industrial activity form an
effective buffer protecting these habitats from human disruption. They are
presently inoa relatively  pristine  condition and biologically  quite
productive. In addition to limiting public access, the adjacent industrial
land wusc should be closely monitored to assure these areas arc nor
impacied, e.g., via water runoff. Rocky intertidal areas exist south of Noyo
Bay which also must be protected, e.g., via setbuacks for development on
blufis and close monitoring and mitigations to assure no significant
increase in water runoff to these areas...

Section 18.61.025 of the City of Fort Bragg Zoning Code states, in applicable part:

A The city shall protect all environmentally sensitive habitat areas
against any significant disruption of habitai values.
/. Development in areas adjacent 1o environmentally sensitive

areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which
would significantly degrade such areas.
2. Development shall be compatible with the protection and
continuance of environmenially sensitive habitat areas ...
B. Specific Criteria.
The following standards provide guidelines for development occurring
near a sensitive habitat area.

L. Sensitive habitat areas. Environmentally sensitive habitat
areas shall include, but not be limited to the following:
a. Intertidal and marine areas.
b. Coastal bluffs
c Wetlands ...

Buffer arcas. A buffer area shall be established for permitted
development adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas
based on the standurds enumerated in Appendix D of the Coastal
Land Use Plan. The width of a buffer arca may vary depending
upon specific conditions. The buffer area should be a minimum of
Jifty (50) feet unless it is demonstrated that [ifty (50) feet is
unnecessary to protect the resources of the habitat area. Where
substantial improvements or increased human impacts  are
involved, a much wider buffer arca should be required. For a
wetland, the buffer area should be measurcd from the lundward
edge of the wetland. For a stream or river, the buffer area should
be measured landward form the landward edee of riparian
vegelation or from the (op cdge of the bank (e.g., in channelized
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streams). Maps and supplemental information should be used to

determine these boundaries. Standards for determining the

appropriate width of the buffer area are contained in Chapier

XVII of the Coastal Land Use Pluan.

4, Bluff/riparian  vegetation (BRV) areas. Developments
proposed within the area designed bluff/riparian vegetation

(BRV) on the Coastal Environmental Map shall be

reviewed pursuant to the special review process set out in

Section XVII (E) of the Land Use Plan and the provisions

of this section.

a. Prior to the issuance of a coastal development
permit in BRYV areas, the approving authority shall
require an assessment of the impact on bluff and
riparian vegetation, to be undertaken by a qualified
biologist.

b. Where the assessment reveals the existence of an
environmentally sensitive habitat area pursuant to
the definitions contained in Chapter IX of the
Coastal Land Use Plan, the necessary buffers
and/or mitigation measures shall be imposed to

ussure habitat protection or restoration.

c. Standards for determining the appropriate width of
required buffer zones are contained in this section
and Section XVIII of the Coastal Land Use Plan...
[Emphasis added.]

2. Discussion

Although extensively modified since the late 1800s when the property was first cleared
and graded for use as a shipping and rail terminus and for related forest products
processing, the project site still contains a variety of environmentally sensitive habitat
areas of varying biological integrity. These areas include impounded aquatic and
emergent wetlands in the form of a series of lumber storage and fire suppression “log
ponds,” riparian corridor remnants along original or re-aligned watercourses, uplifted
marine terrace blufftop margins populated with rare plants, coastal bluff face areas
containing potential nesting sites to a variety of shoreline avian species, and intertidal
rocky habitat providing substrate for intermittently exposed tidepool and persistently
submerged littoral flora and fauna. In addition, adjoining the site are offshore sea stack
areas used as nesting, holding, and foraging habitat for a variety of marine mammals and
waterfowl.

Wetlands

A wetlands delineation and habitat assessment was prepared for the project site pursuant
to Coastal Act definitions (see Exhibit Nos. 10 and 11). Although currently in a highly
degraded state, the impounded areas on the terrace portions of the project site arc

26 of 45



A-1-FTB-05-053
GEORGIA-PACIFIC CORPORATION

Page 27

recognized as LSHA under the City’s LCP and are subject to the policies and standards
therein for protecting and restoring thesc arcas in assoclation with any development

occurring within or adjacent to thesc arcas.

Coustal BlufTs

As observed it the foregoing quoted LUP sections and documented 1 recent studies.' the
offshore rocks. rocky intertidal arca and their immediate landward coastal bluff environs
where the Glass Beach and Parcel 3/10 clean-up and mvestigations would be performed
are coastal marine resources of particularly high ecological valuc.  Adjacent to these
areas are the various vegetation communities and component species o the coastal bluffs
in proximity to the sawmill complex, Glass Beaches 1-3 and the headland areas flanking
Soldier’s Bay where the exaction work on Parcels 3 and 10 would be performed. Several
listed rare and sensitive plant species, ncluding Mendocino coast Indian paintbrush
(Castilleja mendocinensis), Blasdale’s bent-grass (Agrostis blasdaler), and short-eared
evax (Hesperevax sparsifolia var. brevifolia) were found in this area durmg botanical
surveys conducted in March and May 2005 (see Exhibit No. 12). From these data,
recommendations were developed in subsequently prepared mitigation and monitoring
programs and conceptnal revegetation plans to reduce the potential significant adverse
impacts of the proposed work activities to less-than-significant levels through a
combination of impact avoidance strategies restoration actions (see Exhibit Nos. 12 and
14). These actions included the performance of follow-up botanical surveys for certain
rare plant specics which were not in bloom at the time the majority of the botanical
assessment work was conducted.”

With regard to potential bird nesting uses in the coastal bluff and rocky intertidal arcas
where the work activities would be performed. the habitat assessment prepared for the
errestrial portions of the project site (see Exhibit No. 10) noted:

Potential nesting for migratory bird species including passerines,
waterfow], and rapiors exists in a variety of habitats within the project area
mncludimg industrial ponds, non-native grassiands, the nursery, and nparian
arcas to the north, Fort Bragg Landing Beach and the clilfs along the
coast. ..

The tuffed puffin (Fratercula cirrhatay 1s an open ocecan bird that nests
along the coast on islands, 1slets, or (rarcly) mainland clilfs... They
require sod or earth to create burrows in which they nest on cliffs and
grassy slopes. There is potential habitat [or these species to nest in the
cliffs along the western margin of the Facility...

“Field Report for A Marine Biological Survey of the Proposed Pacific Marine Farms
Mariculture Facility at Fort Bragg, California,” Applied Marine Sciences, Inc.,
September 2001

A late-scason botanical survey conducted m August 2005 subsequently found no late-
blooming rare plants of concern, including supple fleabane (Erigeron supplex).
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The federally threatened western snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus
novosus) inhabits sandy beaches, salt pond levees, and shores of large
alkali lakes and requires sandy, gravelly or friable soils for nesting.
Potential nesting habitat, although degraded, exists for these species on the
beach at Fort Bragg Landing. ..

Nesting habitat exists on the Facility for sensitive avian species including
the western snowy plover, tri-colored blackbird, tufted puffin, raptors
(including osprey), waterfowl, and other migratory species. All migratory
bird species are protected by the Migratory Bird Act of 1918. The nesting
and breeding season for raptors is February through September. Most
other migratory birds nest and breed from March through September.

To avoid disturbance of areas that may provide habitat for sensitive plant
and wildlife species, the following recommendations should be followed:

e Limit construction activities to previously disturbed areas within
the Facility to avoid potential habitat for sensitive species along the
outer margins of the property.

e Schedule ... all construction operations ... outside of the nesting
and breeding season of raptors (February through September) and
other migratory birds including western snowy plover (March
through September)

e If construction operations are required during these months, a
qualified biologist should conduct pre-construction surveys to
identify active nests in the project area. Should nests be found, a
determination will be made in consultation with the CDFG and
USFWS whether or not construction will impact the nests...
[Parenthetics in original; emphases added.]

A supplemental Avian Habitat Utilization and Impact Assessment was also prepared for
the bluff face, intertidal, and offshore arecas on and adjoining the project property (see
Exhibit No. 15). This document reiterated many of the findings of the earlier habitat
assessment and included recommendations that specific measures be taken in the interest
of avoiding and minimizing significant impacts to bird nesting and marine mammal haul-
out habitat use in these arcas. These measures include the conducting of pre-construction
breeding bird surveys, provisions for establishing fifty-foot-wide buffer areas around any
such nests discovered during the surveys, and that clean-up and remedial work be
postponed until all young in the nest(s) have fledged.

Rocky Intertidal and Offshore Rocks
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An analysis of the rocky mtertidal and offshore rock habitat arcas was also prepared for
the project (see Exhibit No. 16). Particular focus was made on idenlifying mitigation
measures for avoiding and minimizing potential impacts to sensitive coastal resources n
these arcas. especially as relales 1o the sediment entrained m stormwater runoff
associated with the debris and soil removal activities, and the potential disturbance of
marine mammals utilizing offshore rocky arcas as pupping and haul-out habitat.  This
assessment document reiterated and identified a variety of nutigation measures to be
employed to reduce potential water quality and human disturbance related impacts to
these habitat arcas, mcluding the use of the various water quality best management
practices identified n the work and stormwater pollution prevention plans, and specific
survey, response, and monitoring actions o be taken to minmmize potential disturbances

to marine mammals.

Development in or Adjacent to ESHAg

Due to their susceptibility to disturbance and degradation from human activities and
development, and because they provide habitat to especially rare or especially valuable
plant and animal life, the LCP sets forth review standards for use in approving
development in and in proximity to such designated sensitive arcas. Most notably, the
effects on the biological resources that are contained within or utilizes the ESHAS are to
be considered, restrictions placed on the permissible uses within ESHAs, limiting them to
those dependent upon and compatible with the resources therein, and requiring that the
design and siting of the development or activity be appropriate for preventing impacts
that would significantly degrade such areas.

The coastal bluff areas on the project site in which the proposed debris removal would be
performed are identified as ESHA within the City’s LCP. The LCP specifically identifies
the coastal bluff ESHA as a significant resource, whose relatively pristine condition is
due in part to the bluff area having been relatively undisturbed by human activity because
of being closed off to the public for industrial use. The area has significant ccological
value, especially m terms of the rare plants growing therein, its potential for seabird
habitat, its largely undamaged adjoining tide pools and offshore rocks, and the fact that
its four-mile length spans a relatively long distance along the shoreline. Pursuant to the
LUP Policy IX-1, only uses dependent upon and compatible with the habitat resources
therein may be permitted. The Commission {inds that the project work proposed to be
conducted within the coastal bluff ESHA is being conducted with the mtention of
restoring and improving these degraded areas to greater levels of biological productivity
and habitat sustainability.  Thus, as the removal of debris and soil with COPC
concentrations exceeding cleanup levels requires entry into these arcas 1o conduct the
intended restoration, the use is dependent upon and compatible with the habitat resources
within the coastal blufT areas.

Moreover, the adjoining rocky intertidal marine resources that flank the western side of
the mill near where debris extrication is proposed and the wetlands on the terrace portions
of the site in the vicinity of the proposed building foundation and soil removal arcas are
both specifically identfied as ESHA in the City's LCP. As set forth in LUP Policy 1X-1
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and Zoning Code Section 18.01.025.A.1 any approved development adjacent to the
wetlands and rocky intertidal ESHAs must be designed and sited so as not to degrade and
be compatible with the continuance of those adjacent ESHAsS.

Removal of the building foundations and excavation work to unplement the mterim
remediation measures will entail work in proximity to the delineated wetlands on the
terrace portions of the site. Moreover, the proposed work on and along the relatively
remote coastal bluff arcas above Glass Beaches 2 and 3 and above Soldier’s Bay/Fort
Bragg Landing Beach on Parcels 3 and 10 will entail the operation of heavy motorized
construction equipment and the presence of human hand labor crews to remove debris
and soil with COPC concentrations exceeding cleanup levels. To avoid potential water
quality impacts associated with conducting this work during the wet season, these
activities would be performed during the drier mid-April to mid-October timeframe,
partially coinciding with the nesting season of several of the sensitive bird species who
may be utilizing this portion of the project site for habitat.

Given the potential for impacts to sensitive habitat areas as disclosed in the various
habitat assessments and botanical surveys prepared for the project and the specific
mitigation measures to prevent noise and human activity impacts to species cited above,
the Commission attaches Special Condition Nos. 2 and 3. Special Condition No. 2 sets
specific operational performance standards for building foundation removal and
excavation activities slated for areas in the vicinity of the wetlands on the project site.
Special Condition No. 3 requires the applicant to implement the mitigation measures
recommended in the various habitat assessments, botanical surveys, and conceptual
restoration and revegetation plans prepared for the coastal bluff, rocky intertidal and
offshore rock areas on or adjoining the project site. The mitigation measures identified mn
the rare plant surveys have been further modified to include a five-year monitoring
program for ensuring that these species are reestablished to pre-project coverage,
densities, and associative compositions, as applicable.

Therefore, the Commission finds that the project with the attachment of Special
Condition Nos. 2 and 3 requiring the use of various operational performance standards
for work conducted in the proximity of wetlands and mmplementing the mitigation
measurcs 1dentified in the various habitat assessments, botanical surveys, and restoration
and revegelation plans conforms with the provisions of the certified LCP for the
protection of environmentally sensitive coastal bluff and rocky intertidal marine areas,
including Land Use Plan Policy IX-1 and Section 18.61.025 of the City of Fort Bragg
Zoning Code.

G. Avoidance of and Minimizing Exposure to Geologic Instability.

1. LCP Provisions

Policy VI-5/X1-2 of the City of Fort Bragg’s Land Use Plan states:
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Alteration of Landforms.  The alicration of cliffs, bluff 1ops, faces or
hases, of ather natural land forms shall be minimized in the Coustal Zone
and especiallv in runoff (“RO7) special review arcas. Such changes may
be allowed only if mitigation measures sufficient (o allow jor the
interception  of any material croded as o« result of the  proposed
development have been provided.

Section 18.61.020 of the City of Fort Bragg’s Zoning Ordinance estates. in applicable

part:

A. Development in Fort Bragg's Coasial Zone shall (1) minimize risks
to life and property in arcas of high geologic and flood hazard, (2) assure
structural integrity and stability, (3) neither create nor contribute
significantly 1o erosion, geologic instability. or destruction of the site or
surrounding ared, nor in any way requirc the consiruction of protective
devices that would substantially alter natral landforms along bluffs and
cliffs.

B. All development occurring in_a demonsiration wrea, us defined

below, musi demonstrate by credible evidence that ithe area is siable jor

development and will neither creaie u geologic hazard nor diminish the
stability of the area pursuant to the following specific standards.
/. A demonstration _area of stability shall include the bhase,
face and rop of all bluffs and cliffs. The extent of the blufl top
includes the area between the face of the bluff and a line described
on_the bluff top by the intersection of a planc inclined ai a rwenty
(20) degree angle from a horizonial plane passing through the toe
of the bluff or cliff. or fiftv (30} feet inland from the edee of the
bluff or cliff. whichever is greater.
2. In_a demonstration arca, the applicant shall file a report
evaluating the geologic condirions of the_site and effects of
development, to  be prepared by a_ registered geologist,
professional civil_cngineer with _cxpertise in soils or foundation
engincering, or a ceriified engincering geolpgisi,
C. Alteration of cliffs, bluft tops, faces or bases and other natural
landforms shall be minimized in the Coastal Zone and especially in RO,
runoff review areas. Any material eroded as a result of development must
be intercepted. The runoff standards provided in Section 18.01.022(B)
shall apply... [Emphases added. ]

Cited Section 18.61.022(B) further references Chapter XVII, Section X of the City’s

Land Use Plan, which states, in applicable part:

E. Special Review Areas
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Special review areas are designated on the map with abbreviations. Any
proposed development on parcels which are located in whole or in part
within the special review arcas will require a report by a qualified
professional as well as review of that report by the approving agency (o
ensure that Coastal Act and Local Coastal Program policies concerning
the sensitive resource or feature are properly freated in the specific
proposed development. These review requirements are in addition to the
bluff hazard review noted in Chapter XI. The types of special review areas
and required reports are as follows: ..

RO ~-- Runoff. The impacts _of runoff _erosion, and_natural _landform
modification shall be evaluated by a civil engineer. Where induced, runoff
may _have significant_biological effects, review by a biologist will be
necessary. The evaluation will identify mitigation measures necessary Lo
minimize the adverse effects of runoff. [Emphasis added. ]

2. Discussion

Section 18.61.026 of the City of Fort Bragg’s Zoning Ordinance requires that: (1) the
approving authority review all applications for coastal development permits to determine
threats from and impacts on geologic hazards, and in areas of known or potential
geologic hazards such as shoreline and bluff top lots and areas, (2) a geologic
Investigation and report be prepared prior to development approval; and (3) any
authorized alteration of cliffs, bluff tops, faces or bases and other natural landforms be
minimized. As incorporated by reference within Section 18.61.026, Zoning Ordinance
Section 18.61.022(B) further requires that for development occurring in runoff special
review areas, as mapped on the Land Use Plan’s Coastal Environment Map: (1) any
material eroded as a result of development must be intercepted; (2) the impacts of runoff
erosion, and natural landform modification be evaluated by a civil engineer; (3) the
biological cffects of runoff be reviewed by a biologist; and (4) the evaluation identify
mitigation measures neccssary to minimize the adverse effects of runoff.

The proposed clean-up work on the coastal bluff above Glass Beaches 1-3 and on the
upper bluff areas on Parcels 3 and 10 are all located within the “area of demonstration” as
defined in Section 18.61.026.B.1 of the City of Fort Bragg’s Zoning Ordinance. Pursuant
to Section 18.61.026.B.2, a report evalnating the geologic conditions of the site and the
effects of development is to be prepared by a registered geologist, a professional civil
engineer with expertise in soils or foundation engineering, or a certified engineering
geologist and filed with the City for that agency’s review and approval. In addition, the
entire coastal bluff area along the western side of the G-P mull site appears on the [LUP
Coastal Environment Map with an “RO” designation indicating its status as a special
review area subject to additional engineering and biological review, and the inclusion of
mitigation measures relating to potential runoff impacts associated with runoff from the
development.
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Given the scope of the subject development (1.c., no proposcd structural improvements),
the geotechnical information submitted with the project application was prepared
primarily for the staging and operation on the bluft fuce and along the bluffiop edges of
the mill property (see Exhibit No. 17). The report specifically addresses the subject debris
removal work 1o the conducted within the coastal bluff areas, with the principal purpose
of the report being to determine how far back from the bluff edge heavy mechanized
cquipment can be salely stationed and operated given the potentially compromised
structural competeney and stability of this area (1.e., underlyimg fractured lithology with
numerous underlying sea caves and groundwater seeps). In addition. as required under
Zoning Code Section 18.61.022.B, an engineering and biological assessment of the
project’s potential effects on rocky intertidal habitat arcas from erosion and sediment
related impacts was also prepared (sec Exhibit No. 16).

;
§

Based on the information in these reports, potential impacts from geologic mstability
related erosion, sedimentation, and slope failures could result if the proposed grading on
the bluff face and biufftop margins did not employ appropriate water quality best
management practices to avoid, contain and impound stormwater-entrained sediment or
soil materials dislodged during excavation and debris extrication activities. Furthermore,
given the friable character of the natural ground and fill at the mmediate bluffiop
margins and the undercut conditions along some of the shoreline, the staging of heavy
mechanized equipment in such areas could instigaie slope failures 1n the form of
slumping or mass wasting if positioned within 20 feet of the bluff edge.

To prevent the 1dentified impacts to coastal resources, the Commission attaches Special
Condition Nos. 1 and 4. Special Condition No. I requires that the sediment and erosion
control measures identified in the various excavation, internm remediation measures, and
stormwater pollution prevention plans be impiemented as proposcd by the applicants.
Furthermore, Special Condition No. 4 requires that the constraints on the staging and
operation of light and heavy mechanized equipment on coastal blufftop margin arcas be
followed during the performance of refuse and waste debris clean-up aclivities in that
locale.

Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed development as conditioned by the
attachment of Special Condition Nos. 1 and 4 conforms with the provisions of the
certified LCP for the avoidance and minimization of exposure {o geologic instability,
including LUP Policies IX-1 and XI-5/X1-2, and Scction 18.61.026 of the City of Fort
Bragg’s Zoning Ordinance.

H. Archaeological Resources.

1. 1.CP Provisions

Policy XIII-2 of the City of Fort Bragg Land Use Plan states:
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Archaeological Discoveries During Construction. When in the course of
grading, digging or any other development process, evidence of
archaeological artifacts is discovered, all work which would damage such
resources shall cease and city planning staff shall be notified immediately
of the discovery. City planning staff shall notify the State Historical
Preservation Officer and the Sonoma State University Cultural Resources
Fuacility of the find. At the request of the State Historical Preservation
Officer, development at the site may be halted until an archaecological
assessment of the site can be made and mitigation measures developed.

Chapter XVII, Section E of the City’s Land Use Plan states, in applicable part:

E. Special Review Areas

Special review areas are designated on the map with abbreviations. Any
proposed development on parcels which are located in whole or in part
within the special review areas will require a report by a qualified
professional as well as review of that report by the approving agency to
ensure that Coastal Act and Local Coastal Program policies concerning
the sensitive resource or feature are properly trealed in the specific
proposed development. These review requirements are in addition to the
bluff hazard review noted in Chapter XI. The types of special review areas
and required reports are as follows: ...

AR - Archaeology. A report is to be prepared by a qualified
archaeologist or anthropologist. The report shall identify and evaluate all
archaeological and paleontological resources, assess the effects of the
proposed development on those resources, and recommend resource
preservation or mitigation measures. A copy of the report shall be
transmitted to the State Historical Preservation Officer and the Cultural
Resource Fuacility at Sonoma State University for their review and
comment. They shall be requested to comment on all aspects of the report,
including the recommended preservation and/or mitigation measures.

Similarly Chapter XVII, Section F.20 of the City’s Land Use Plan states, in applicable
part:

Any proposed development on parcels which are located in whole or in
part within the special review areas will require a report by a qualified
professional as well as review of the report by the city to ensure that
Coastal Act and Local Coastal Program policies concerning the sensitive
resources or features are properly treated in the specific proposed
development. These review requirements are in addition to the bluff
hazard review. Special studies may be completed prior 1o submission of an
application, as part of an environmental impact report, or as an
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independent document. In any case, the sclection of the professional
preparing the report must he with the approval of the permitting agency. A
discussion of the special review areas and required reports Jollows:

a. Archacology Review (AR). A report must be prepared by a
qualified archacologist or anthropologist. The report shall identify and
evaluate all archacological and palcontological resources, assess e
effects of the proposed development on those resources and recommend
resource preservation and mitigation nieasures. A copy of the report shall
be submitied 1o the Siate Historical Preservation Officer and the Cultural
Resource Facility at Sonoma  State University for their review and
comment. They shall be requested to comment on all aspects of the report,
including the recommended preservation and/or mitigation measures.

b

Discussion.

The City’s LCP sets forth several policies regarding the protection of archaeological
resources.  LUP Policy X1II-2 requires that, when in the course of grading, digging or
any other development process, evidence of archaeological artifacts is discovered, all
work which would damage such resources be ceased and city planning staff be notified
immediately of the discovery. The permitling authority is directed to notify the State
Historical Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the Sonoma State University Cultural
Resources Facility of the find. At the request of the State Historical Preservation Officer,
development at the site may be halted until an archaeological assessment of the site can
be made and mitigation measures developed. In addition. due to the designation on the
Coastal Environment Map of portions of the project site as being situated within an
archaeology special review area, Sections E and F.20 of LUP Chapter XVII reiterate the
requirements that an archacological investigation be preparcd. mitigation and
conservation measures be identified, and the report transmitted to the SHPO and Sonoma
State University for further consultation.

A cultural resources site reconnaissance was prepared for the proposed project
(Archaeological Survey of the Georgia-Pacific Lumber Mill Fort Bragg, California, TRC
Companies, Inc., March 2003). As part of 1ts review of the development, the City
Community Development Department stated the following with respect to the site
analysis:

A records search at the California Historic Resources Information System
identified six previously recorded cultural resource sites located within the
property boundaries and two sites immediately adjacent to the property. A
field assessment of the Mill Site was conducted including a pedestrian
survey and examination of existing buildings to assess their age and
architectural significance. The field assessment identified five previously
recorded sites on the property and identified {ive additional sites. The five
previously recorded sites were recorded more than 50 years ago and
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consist of fow to moderately dense shell middens along with associated
artifacts. Threce additional prehistoric sites were 1dentified by the
pedestrian survey ncluding an additional shell middens and tiwo
campsites. ..

The results of the field survey indicate that there 1s a high potential for as
yet unidentified cultural resource sites in large portions of the property. A
follow-on Site Specific Treatment Plan for Cultural Resources, prepared
by TRC, mcludes a map which defines areas with moderate and high
potential for cultural resources. Specific mitigation measures are identified
to protect, test and preserve archaeological resources. The cultural
resources investigation included consultation with Native Americans. The
results of the Native American consultation are recorded in confidential
Appendix F of the Archaeological Survey...

The results of the initial cultural resources investigation indicated that the
entire property has achieved significance as an historic district under the
Cahifornia Register of Historic Places. The study recommended that a Site
Specific Treatment Plan be developed to provide detailed measures to
mitigate negative impacts to cultural resources on the property. TRC
prepared two follow-on studies: Phase Il Determination of Significance-
Standing Structures and Site Specific Treatment Plan for Cultural
Resources.

The site-specific treatment plan contains numerous mitigation measures for preventing
and reducing impacts to archaeological resources, including:

. Pre-construction surficial and shallow subsurface testing and evaluation of all
areas proposed for excavation and the survey staking of the outer extent of known
cultural resource areas.

. On-site observation of excavation and other ground disturbing activities in arecas
with moderate and high resource site potential rate by an qualified archaeologist
with authority to halt work upon the discovery of potentially significant cultural
resources.

. Operational standards for the incidental discovery of cultural resource artifacts or
human remains within designated low site potential rated areas, including
provisions for halting work until an archaeologist and/or coroner has assessed the
significance of the discovered materials.

. Special performance standards for any work fo be performed in unique resource
arcas including the Pomo cemetery and any dredging to be conducted in inter-
tidal areas (not applicable to this assessment and interim remediation project).

The Commission finds that the requisite archaeological investigation was performed and
identified mitigation measures for the protection of such resources. The report was
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transmitted to the SHPO and Sonoma State University as directed m LUP Policy XIH-2
and Sections [! and I 20 of LUP Chapter }\\’ll.

To assure that the mitigation measures identified m the archaeological investigation and
proposed to be implemented by the applicant are carried out, the Conmmission attaches
Special Condition No. 5. Special Condition No. S requires that all excavations in areas of
moderate and high cultural resource sensitivity be monitored by a qualified Native
American observer. In addition, Special Condition No. § contains specific contingencies
for the incidental discovery of any cultural resource artifacts or human remains whereby
all project worlk in the affected arca would be haltec and & qualified archacologist brought
in to assess the significance of the materials and the coroner, respectively.

Thercfore, the Commission finds that, as conditioned, the proposed project will protect
archacological resources and 1s consistent with the archaeological resources protection
policies of the certified LCP.

L Public Access.
1. Coastal Act Provisions

Projects located between the first public road and the sea and within the coastal
development permit jurisdiction of a local government are subject to the coastal access
policies of both the Coastal Act and the LCP. 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 {rom overuse. Section
30211 states that development shall not interfere with the public's nght 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.

2. LCP Provisions

Section HLE of the City of Fort Bragg’s LUP describes public access conditions through
the project site as follows:

This area presently supports very limited public access. A few people go
south from Glass Beach along the bluff fuces and beaches to the more
rugged beaches and rocky intertidal areas. While the area has attractive
beaches, tide pools, and nesting grounds, all in « relatively pristine state,
access from one beach to the next along the rugged bluff faces is both
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dangerous and damaging 1o the habitats. Thus, either vertical or lateral
access in these areas would have to be provided on top of the bluffs, in
what is now Georgia-Pacific’s lumber storage and working areas.  This
would call for extensive fencing and security measures in order to avoid
serious threats to public safety and private property. Access to the
coustline at the sewage treatment plant should not be permitted.

This area presents an opportunity to preserve relatively pristine, sensitive
and biologically rich sections of coastline. To do so would avoid at best
costly and worst ineffective measures to protect public safety and private
property.  Given these considerations and the nearby presence of other
locations where demand for coastal access can probably be met better,
access in this area should be limited 1o controlled scientific and
educational wuses. However, if use of the mill land were to change
substantially on the bluff top area, the possibility of access corridors
should be reevaluated in lighi of these changes as well as the biological
and safety considerations discussed above. [ Emphasis added. ]

Policy I1I-8 of the City’s LUP states:

Access south of Glass Beach to the city limits shall be limited to
educational and scientific uses. '

3. Discussion

In its application of the above policies, the Commission is limited by the need to show
that any denial of a permit application based on this section, or any decision to grant a
permit subject to special conditions requiring public access is necessary to avoid or offset
a project's adverse impact on existing or potential access.

Although the subject property is situated on a portion of an uplifted coastal terrace that is
between the first through public road (Highway One) and the sea, the property is
surrounded on its eastern sides by a combination of general commercial, visitor-serving
commercial, and medium- to high-density residential development (see Exhibit No. 3).
The northern side of the project site abuts the coastal access and recreational facility
known as “Glass Beach,” a former municipal solid waste dump where beachcombing
through the surf-polished glass and ceramic waste remnants are a popular attraction.

The City's land use plan does not designate the subject parcel for public access, and there
does not appear to be any safe vertical access to the rocky shoreline down through the
steep bluffs along the site’s western and southern ocean and river shorelines that would
avoid trespassing through the work areas on the property.

Public access and coastal recreational facilities are located within a Ys-mile radius of the
project site, including the aforementioned Glass Beach and the parklands and beach
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access at the terminus of North Harbor Drive 1 Occan Front Park on the northern
shoreline of the Noyo River. Additional boat launching and public access facilities to the
river and occan are also available at various locations within Noyo Harbor,

The proposed development would not significantly inercase the demand jor public access
to the shorcline and would have no other significant adverse mmpacis on existing or
potential public access. In addition, a variety of access facilities are locuted within a
convenient proximity from the project site. Moreover, a major impetus for the coastal
bluff debris removal portions of the project 1¢ to ameliorate the degraded conditions on
the property’s shoreline through climination of aebris and soil potentally containing
COPCs exceeding cleanup levels for the eventual development of a blufftop coastal trail
and parkland areas on the site as cuwrently funded by the Coastal Conservancy.”
Therefore, the Commission finds that the developmient, which does not include provision
of public access, 1s consistent with the public access policies of the Coastal Act and the
City's LCP.

J. Visual Resources.

1. LCP Provisions
Policy XIV-1 of the City of Fort Bragg’s LUP states:

New development within the ciny’s Coastal Zone shall be sited and
designated to protect views to and along the ocean, be visually compatible
with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, 1o restore
and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas.

Zoning Code Section 18.61.028 establishes the following standards with regard to the
protection of coastal visual resources and special communities within the City of Fort
Bragg:

A. The following shall be considered Coastal scenic corridors:
1. Along the west side of Highway One.
2. Along the bluff of the Novo River including any area within

viewing distance from the bluff, and the blufis at the mouth
of Pudding Creek within the Coastal Zone (CZ).

3. The area along Highway 20, with views io the ocean and
Hure Creek Cove within the Coastal Zone (C7).

B. Permitted development within the Coastal scenic corridors, where
otherwise consistent with the Coastal Land Use Plan, shall, as determined
by the approving authorify:

Sce hittp:4www. coastaleonservancy,ca.povisee Sbb/0505Board04d Fort e

e, Waterfront.pdf
for additional information regarding the Conservancey’s Fort Bragg Waterfroni Acquisition project.,
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l. Minimize the alteration of natural landforms.

2. Be visually compatible with the character of the
surrounding area.

3. Be sited and designed to protect views to and along the
ocean and scenic coastal areas.

4. Wherever feasible, restore and enhance visual quality in
visually degraded areas.

C. All new industrial development sited next to visitor serving lund

uses and facilities including public accessways shall be designed so as to
minimize the visual impact on adjacent visitor serving land wses and
Jucilities.

2. Discussion.

The 435-acre project site is situated between Highway One, the Noyo River, and the
Pacific Ocean (see Exhibit Nos. 2 and 3). The property 1s not situated within a
designated highly scenic area as enumerated within the LUP. Thus, the majority of the
LCP’s policies and standards regarding visual resource protection are not applicable to
the project site and its surroundings. The closest designated coastal scenic corridors are
located at the public access facility at the mouth of Pudding Creek approximately 2 mile
to the north of the project site and along the base of the bluffs along the lower Noyo
River at the end of North Harbor Drive, to the south of the site. Both of these vista points
have their ocean and coastline views oriented away from the subject property. Due to the
property’s location on private roads, the surrounding private land development pattern,
and the clevation of the uplifted marine terrace on which the project is situated, public
views to and along the ocean across the property from a third scenic corridor identified in
the LCP as, “along the west side of Highway One,” are limited.

Additionally, given the presence of mature vegetation and intervening structures between
the highway and project parcel, views of the site from Highway One vantage points are
limited to a relatively brief gap in the roadside industrial, commercial, and residential
development along this route as it passes the property’s highway frontage. Similarly
because of the site’s elevated terrace topography relative to the shoreline, views across
the project property from along the West Elm Street public accessway to Glass Beach are
limited to distant horizon views of the ocean and/or are oriented westward towards the
shoreline and ocean areas directly offshore of Glass Beach.

The proposed stockpiling of concrecte foundation demolition materials and soils at
designated sites on the project parcels will inevitably cause some blockage of the limited
coastal views through the site that do exist from public vantage points surrounding the
property. However, as the stockpiling 1s a temporary use to be in place only unti} the
subject materials are reused on site and/or disposed of at appropriate offsite facilities, will
partially entail storage within existing vacated industrial buildings, and given the general
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indusirial character of the site, the Commission {inds that the proposced development will
not result m significant long-term impacts to the visual resources ol the project area.

Furthermore, as subsequent development is undertaken at the mill site pursuant to an
reuse plan currently in development, the City and the Commission through review of any
related LCP amendments and/or in consideration of any associated subsequent coastal
development permit actions, will have opportunities to assess the effects such structural
redevelopment would have on visual resources of the arca, These LCP amendment and
permit reviews will also provide an occasion for ensuring that all related grading and
utility extensions are sinnlarly performed consistent with the LCP.

Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed foundation removal. additional
investigation, and interim remediation deveiopment as proposed and conditioned 1s

consistent with the visual resource protection provisions of the certiiied LCP.

K. National Marine Fisheries Service Review.

Based on discussions with and correspondence received from the staff of the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) Coastal Protection and Restoration
Division (see Exhibit No. 18, pages 2-5), the portions of the project to be conducted on
and near the coastal bluff are subject to the Marine Mammals Protection Act, as these
activities have the potential to adversely affect harbor seals (Phoca vitulina richardsi)
that utilize the adjoining offshore rocky areas as habitat. Accordingly, a “harassment
permit” may be required to be obtained from NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) prior to initiation of work in these areas. The applicant has not as vet either
secured a harassment permit or received a determination from NMFS that such a permit
would not be required. Therefore, to ensure that the project as may be conditionally
authorized under any harassment permit 1s consistent with the project approval granted
under Special Condition No. 1, the Commission attaches Special Condition No. 6.
Special Condition No. 6 requires that prior 1o commencing clean-up and interim
remediation measures on Glass Beaches 1-3 and/or Parcels 3 and 10, the applicant submit
a copy of the harassment permit issued by the NMES or evidence that no such permit is
required. The applicant must also report to the Executive Director any proposed changes
to the project required by the harassment permit and apply for any needed amendment to
the coastal development permit to authorize such changes.

1. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Review.

As discussed within the biological assessments prepared for the development, the water
surface and wetlands in and adjoining the lumber storage and fire suppression ponds,
open grassland, and coastal bluffs in the vicinity of the proposed work sites represent
areas where either observed or potential habitat utilization by several environmentally
sensitive wildlife species subject to protections afforded by the Federal Endangercd
Species Act and/or the Migratory Bird Act, as administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS), has been documented. These species include, but are not limited to
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brown pchican (Pelecanus occidentalis californicus), snowy egret (Egretta thula), white
tatled kite (Zlanus leucurus), bald eagle (Haliaetus leucocephalus), and western snowy
plover (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus). In addition, as stated in correspondence
received from the USFWS (see Exhibit No. 18, page 1), the project site also is considered
as containing habitat conditions suwitable for the endangered Howell's spineflower
(Chorizanthe howellii)y and Menzies’ wallflower (Elysium menziesii). In addition, the
larval host plant Early Blue Violet (Viola adunca) for the endangercd Behren's silverspot
butterfly (Speyeria zerene hehrensii) may also occur on portions of the former mill site.

The comment letter does not state that these species are actually present at the project
site, but that conditions suitable to their growth on the subject property exist in the
locality.  The USFWS recommend that the Commission not approve the permit
application until a complete and scasonally appropriate botanical survey of all areas
affected by the project have been provided to the agency and an opportunity is afforded
the USFWS to review site-specific information so that a determination could be made as
to whether the proposed work would pose a risk to these listed species.

The botanical studies performed for the project specifically do not report that any of these
species are found at the site. The studies surveyed for Howell's spineflower and
Menzies® wallflower with negative results. However, the biological habitat assessment
does not state whether Behren's silverspot butterfly or Early Blue Violet were specifically
looked for during the site evaluation. The applicant has forwarded copies of the
biological habitat assessments and botanical surveys to the USFWS for its review.

Therefore, the proposed project is being reviewed by the USFWS to ensure that the
project as may be conditionally authorized by USFWS under any technical assistance
consultation, incidental take statement, or harassment permit is consistent with the project
approval granted under Special Condition No. 1, the Commission attaches Special
Condition No. 7. Special Condition No. 7 requires that prior to commencing clean-up
and mterim remediation measures on the project site, the applicant submit a copy of all
such consultations, permits and authorizations issued by the USFWS, or indication from
that agency that no such permits or authorizations are required. The applicant must also
report to the Executive Director any proposed changes to the project required by the
harassment permit and apply for any needed amendment to the coastal development
permit to authorize such changes. '

M. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Section 13096 of the Commission's administrative regulations requires Commission
approval of Coastal Development Permit applications to be supported by a finding
showing the application, as modified by any conditions of approval, to be consistent with
any applicable requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being
approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which

42 of 45



A-1-FTB-05-053
GEORGIA-PACITIC CORPORATION
Page 43

would substantially lTessen any stgnilicant adverse cffect which the activity may have on
the environment.

The Commission incorporates s findings on conformity with LCP polhictes at this point
as 1f set forth in full. These findings address and respond 1o all public comnients
regarding potential significant adverse environmental effeets of the project that were
reccived prior to preparation of the staff report.  As discussed herein, in the {indings
addressing the consistency of the proposed project with the certified LCP, the proposed
project has been conditioned o be found consistent with the City of Fort Bragg LCP and
the access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. Mitigation measures which will
minimize all adverse environmental impacts have been made requirements of project
approval. As conditioned, there are no feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation
measures available, beyond those required. which would substantially lessen any
significant adverse impact that the activity may have oun the environment. Therefore, the
Commission {inds that the proposed project can be found to be consistent with the
requirements of the Coastal Act to conform to CEQA.

e
~

EXHIBITS:

Regional Location Map

Vicinity Maps

Site Plans

Notice of Final Local Action

Appeal, filed October 27, 2005 (North Coast Action; Sierra Club — Redwood

Chapter-Mendocmo Group)

0. Excerpts, Work Plan for Foundation Removal, Additional Investication, and
Interim Reniedial Measures, Appendix D - Excavation and Soil Management
Plan and subsequent revisions (Acton-Mickelson Environmental, Inc., 2005-
2000)

7. Excerpt, Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan for Foundation Kemoval

Additional Investigation, and Interim Remedial Measures (Acton-Mickelson

Environmental, [nc., September 2005)

[P T LN S N (NG QY

8. Excerpt, Excavation and Stockpile Quantification Estimation and Site Plan Map
(Acton-Mickelson Environmental, Inc., February 2006)

9. Excerpl, Hazardous Muaterials Assessment Logistics Analysis (Acton-Mickelson
Environmental, Inc., March 2006)

10. Excerpt, Jurisdiction Determination and Habitat Assessment (TRC Companies,
Inc., August 2003)

11 Excerpt, Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands Delineation (TRC Companies, Inc.,
August 2004)

12. Excerpt, Botanical Field Study of Some of the Bluff' Arcas at the GP Mills Site
(Tercsa Scholars, Biological Consultant, undated)

13. Conceptual Glass Beach 3 Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (Teresa Scholars,
Biological Consultant, September 2005)
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14. Conceptual Revegetation Plan (Circuit Rider Productions, September 2005)

15. Excerpt, Avian Habitat Utilization and [Impact Assessment (WRA Environmental
Consultants, January 20006)

16. Rocky Intertidal Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Engineering and Biological
Assessment (Acton-Mickelson Environmental, Inc., February 20006)

17. Excerpt, Geotechnical Evaluation - Bearing Support for Heavy Equipment Loads
(Blackburn Consulting, Inc., February 2000)

18. Review Agency Correspondence

19. General Correspondence

20.  Applicant’s Correspondence
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ATTACHMENT A:
STANDARD CONDITIONS

Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development
shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permitice or authorized
agent, acknowledging reccipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and
conditions, 1s returned to the Commuission office.

Expiration. 1f development has not commenced. the permit will expire two vears
rom the date on which the Commission voied on the apphcation. Development sha
f the dat hich the Commus votced on the appheation. Development shall
be pursued in a diligent manner and completed 1 a reasonable period of time.
Application for extension 1¢ permit must be made prior to the expiration date.
Application f L of the permit must be made prior to the expiration dat

Interpretation.  Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be
resolved by the Executive Director of the Commission.

Assignment. The permil may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee
files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the
permit.

Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bmd all
future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCLS AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, GOVERNOF

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

NORTH COAST DISTRICT OfFFICE MAILING ADDRESS:
710 B STREET « SUITE 20C PG BOX 4808
EUREKA, CA 95501-1865 EUREKA, CA 95502-4908

VOISE (707) 445-7833
FACSIMILE (707 445-7877

Hearing Date: March 10, 2007
Commission Action:  Approved with Conditions
March 16,2007

ADOPTED FINDINGS EXHIBIT NO.8
[ APPLICATION NO.
APPLICATION NO.: A-1-FTB-05-053-A2 A-1-FTB-05-053-A6
GEORGIA PACIFIC CORP.
APPLICANT: Georgia-Pacific Corporation AA-FTB-05-053-A2 ADOPTED
FINDINGS (1 of 29)
AGENT: Arcadis BBL
PROJECT LOCATION: At the former Georgia-Pacific California Wood

Products Manufacturing Facility, 90 West Redwood
Avenue, Fort Bragg;, APNs 008-010-26, 008-020-
09, 008-151-22, 008-053-34, 008-161-08, 018-010-
67, 018-020-01, 018-030-42, 018-040-52, 018-120-
43, 018-120-44, 018-430-01, 018-430-02, 018-430-
07, 018-430-08.

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

PREVIOUSLY APPROVED: Georgia-Pacific Mill Site Foundation Removal,
Additional Investigation and Interim Remedial
Measures Project — Entailing: (1) removal of
building foundations, additional mvestigation, and
if necessary, interim remedial measures (IRMs) at
the following areas: (2) Compressor House, (b)
Former Sawmill #1, (¢) Powerhouse and associated
buildings, (d) Fuel Barn, (e) Chipper Building, (f)
Water Treatiment Plant, (g) Powerhouse Fucl
Storage Building, (h) Sewage Pumping Station, (i)
Dewatering  Slabs, (j) Waler Supply Switch
Building, (k) Former Mobile Equipment Shop, and
(1) associated subsurface structures; (2) removal of
debris {rom Glass Beaches #1 through #3; and (3)
removal of geophysical anomalies on Parcels 3 and
10 of the former Georgia-Pacific Sawmill site.

DESCRIPTION OF

AMENDMENT REQUEST: Modify previously-granted permit to: 1) substitute
different operational hours and constraints to further
minimize harassment impacts to marine mammals;
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SUBSTANTIVEFILE DOCUMENTS:

and 2) include provisions for monitoring ground-
disturbing activities at Glass Beaches 1, 2 and 3 to
prevent impacts to cultural resources.

(1) Staff Report and Envoonmental Review
Documentation for City of Fort Bragg Coastal
Development Permit CDP 3-05 and Local Appeal;
(2) Work Plan for Foundation Removal, Additional
Investigation, and Interim Remedial Measures;
including appendices (Acton-Mickelson
Environmental, Inc., March 21, 2005 with
subsequent revisions and addenda);

(3) Excavation and Stockpile Quantification
Estimation and Site Plan Map (Acton-Mickelson
Environmental, Inc., February 2000);

4) Hazardous Materials Assessment Logistics
Analysis  (Acton-Mickelson Environmental, Inc.,
March 2006);

(5) Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan for
Foundation Removal, Additional Investigation, and
Interim  Remedial Measures (Acton-Mickelson
Environmental, Inc., September 28, 2005);

(6) Jurisdiction Determination and Habitat
Assessment (TRC Companies, Inc., August 2003);
(7) Botanical Field Study of Some of the Bluff Areas
at the GP Mills Site (Teresa Scholars, Biological
Consultant, undated);

(8) Late Season Botanical Survey for the GP Mill
Site Bluffs (Teresa Scholars, Biological Consultant,
August 16, 2005);

(9) Avian Habitar  Ulilization —and  Impact
Assessment (WRA  Environmental Consultants,
January 2006);

(10) Rocky Intertidal Environmentally Sensitive
Habitat  Area  Engineering and  Biological
Assessment (Acton-Mickelson Environmental, Inc.
and WRA Environmental Consultants, February
2006);

(11) Conceptual Glass Beach 3 Mitigation and
Monitoring Plan (Teresa Scholars, Biological
Consultant, September 22, 2005);

(12)  Conceptual Revegetation Plan  Former
Georgia-Pacific  California  Wood — Products
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Manufacruring Faciliny (Cireuit Rider Productions,
inc., September 22, 2005);

(13) Engineering Geologic Reconnaissance Report
~ Planned Bhiffiop Access Trail Ceorgia-Pacific
Property  Fort  Bragg,  California  (Brunsing
Associates, Inc., September 29. 2004);

(14) Geotechnical Evaluation - Bearing Support for
Heavy FEquipment Loads, Blackburn Consulting,
Inc., February 20006);

(15) Assessment Alternatives Analysis -- Removal
vs. Retention of Industrial Building Foundations,
Acton-Mickelson Environmental, Inc., (February
2000);

(16) Clartfication and Modification to the Work
Plan  for  Ioundation — Removal, — Additional
Investigation, and Interim Remedial Measures,
Acton Mickelson Environmental, nc. (March 28
2006);

(17) Draft, Site Specific Treatment Plan for Cultural
Resources  Georgia-Pacific  Lumber Mill  Fort
Bragg, California (TRC Companies, Inc., undated);
(18) Archacological Survey of the Georgia-Pacific
Lumber Mill  Fort  Bragg, California (TRC
Companies, Inc., March 2003); and

(19) Citv of Fort Bragg Local Coastal Program.

Adopted Findings.

STAFF NOTES:

The Commission held a public hearing and approved the permit at the meeting of March
16, 2007. The adopted findings and conditions for approval of the amended development
are 1dentical to those contained n the written report dated February 23, 2007,

The following resolution, conditions, and findings were adopted by the Commission on
March 16, 2007 upon conclusion of the public hearing.
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L. RESOLUTION

Resolution to Approve the Permit:

The Commission hereby approves the proposed permit amendment and adopts the
findings set forth below, subject to the conditions below, on the grounds that the
development with the proposed amendment, as conditioned, will be in conformity with
the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Approval of the permit complies with the
California Environmental Quality Act because all feasible mitigation measures and
alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse
impacts of the development on the environment.

IL STANDARD CONDITIONS: Sce attached.

II1.  SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

Note:  Special Condition Nos. 1, 2, 4, and 6 through 9 of the original permit are
reimposed as conditions of this permit amendment without any changes and remain in
full force and effect. Special Condition Nos. 3 and 5 of the original permit are modified
and reimposed as conditions of Permit Amendment No. A-1-FTB-05-053-A2. Deleted
wording within the modified special conditions is shown in strikethreugh text, new
condition language appears as bold double-underlined text. For comparison, the text of
the original permit conditions are included in Exhibit No. 4.

3 Protection of Marine and Coastal Biological Resources

Al All removal, excavation, stockpiling, and disposal activities authorized by this
Coastal Development Permit shall be performed consistent with the conclusions
and recommendations contained in: (1) Jurisdiction Determination and Habitat
Assessment (TRC Companies, Inc., August 2003); (2) Botanical Field Study of
Some of the Bluff Areas at the GP Mills Site (Teresa Scholars, Biological
Consultant, undated); (3) Late Season Botanical Survey for the GP Mill Site Bluffs
(Teresa Scholars, Biological Consultant, August 16, 2005); (4) Avian Habitat
Utilization and Impact Assessment (WRA Environmental Consultants, January
2006); (5) Rocky Intertidal Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area Engineering
and Biological Assessment (Acton-Mickelson Environmental, Inc. and WRA
Environmental Consultants, February 2000); (6) Conceptual Glass Beach 3
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (Teresa Scholars, Biological Consultant,
September 22, 2005); and (7) Conceptual Revegetation Plan Former Georgia-
Pacific California Wood Products Manufucturing Facility (Circuit Rider
Productions, Inc., September 22, 2005), and shall implement all mitigation
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measures contained therein including but not fimited to the following measures as

modified below:

b

For the Protection of Coastal Blufl Avian Resources:

Sensitive  Avian  Species  Nesting  Survey -  PRIOR ~ TO
COMMENCEMENT OF DEBRIS EXTRICATION ACTIVITIES AT
GLASS BEACHES 1-3 AND ON PARCELS 3 AND 10. and consistent
with the applicant’s proposed project description, the permittee shall
submit for review and approval of the Exccutive Director, a survey of the
associaled coastal blufl face and blufftop margin arcas, conducted by a
qualified biologist or resource ccologist with specific knowledge of
threatened, endangered, species of special concern, or treatv-protected
migratory birds (“sensitive avian species”™) which fully evaluates any and
all indications of the presence or absence of these species, and which
demonstrates compliance with all of the following:

a) No less than 14 days and no more than 30 days prior to the
beginning of construction, a qualified biologist or resource
ecologist shall conduct a non-invasive survey for any sensitive
avian species nesting in the coastal bluff face and blufftop margin
areas. If the survey finds any indication that nesting sensitive avian
species with unfledged young are present on the bluff face and
blufftop margins, project work shall be limited consistent with the
mitigation measures identified in the Avian Habirat Utilization and
Impact Assessment (WRA Environmental Consultants, January
2006), including the 1mposition of exclusionary buffer arcas
identified therein, however, 11 no case shall the exclusionary buffer
be less than 100 horizontal feet from the affected nesting site.
Work within the exclusionary buffers shall not proceed until a
subsequent bird survey has been conducted by a qualified biologist
or resource ecologist that demonstrates that the young have fledged
and are not nesting in the for thirty (30) continuous days, and such
surveys have been submitted for the review and approval of the
Executive Director;

b) 1f no indications of nesting sensitive avian species are found during
the initial survey, no additional surveys or mitigation is required,
provided the project commences within 30 days of completion of
the survey, and provided the project doecs not extend into the
commencement of the nesting season of the sensitive avian
species;

¢) If more than 30 days have passed since completion of the initial
survey and work has not commenced, or if it is determined that
work will extend past the commencement of the nesting seasons of
the various sensitive avian species (see Avian Habitat Utilization
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and Impact Assessment, Tables Al, A2, and A3) a new survey
shall be conducted and submitted for the review to the Executive
Director, no more than 30 days and no less than 14 days prior to
the start of the nesting-season or the start of work, and submit a
report to the Executive Director for review and approval. If any
survey discovers indications of sensitive avian species nesting in
the coastal bluff face and blufftop margin arcas, human activity in
the affected area(s) shall be minimized and construction shall cease
until a sensitive avian species survey has been conducted by a
qualified biologist or resource ecologist that demonstrates that all
young have fledged and are not nesting in the coastal bluff face
and bluffiop margins for thirty (30) continuous days, and such
surveys have been submitted for the review and approval of the
Executive Director; and

d) Following completion of the excavation, all areas that are
excavated or otherwise left with exposed soils shall be revegetated
with native plant species. Revegetation of disturbed areas in Glass
Beaches 1 through 3 and in the geophysical survey areas of Parcels
3 and 10 shall be performed in accordance with the Conceptual
Revegetation Plan. The permittee shall provide irrigation,
maintenance and replacement of revegetated areas, as needed, to
ensure the long-term viability of the plants.

For the Protection of Rare Plant Biological Resources:

Final Plant Restoration Monitoring Program - PRIOR TO
COMMENCEMENT OF DEBRIS EXTRICATION ACTIVITIES AT
GLASS BEACHES 1-3 AND ON PARCELS 3 AND 10, the applicant
shall submit for review and written approval of the Executive Director, a
final detailed restoration monitoring program designed by a qualified
wetland biologist for monitoring of the plant restoration site. The
monitoring program shall at a minimum include the following provisions:
a) Performance standards that will assure achievement of rare plant
species replacement at coverages, densities, and associative
compositions, as applicable, that existed i the areas prior to
development;
b) Surveying the relative cover and density of each plant species of
special concern found in the proposed development area prior {o
the commencement of construction;

c) Monitoring and restoration of the affected areas in accordance with
the approved final monitoring program for a period of five years;
d) All revegetation planting shall utilize native plants obtained from

local genetic stocks;
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b

J)

2
¢

CORPORATION

Submission of annual reports of monitoring results 1o the
Executive Director by November 1 cach vear for the duration of
the required monitoring period, beginning the first year alter
completion of the project. Each report shall include copies of all
previous reports as appendices.  Each report shall also mclude a
“Performance Evaluation” scetion where mjormation and results
from the monitoring program are used to cvaluate the status of
recolonization of the affected plant species m relation 1o the
performance standards;
Submission of a final monitoring report to the Executive Director
at the end of the five-year reporting period. The final report must
be prepared in conjunction with a qualified botanist or wetlands
biologist. The report must evaluate whether the restoration sites
conform with the goals, objectives, and performance standards set
forth above. The report must address all of the monitoring data
collected over the five-year period. If the final report indicates that
the success standards have not been achieved, the apphcant shall
submit a revised or supplemental restoration program to
compensate for those portions of the original program which did
not meet the approved success standards. The revised
enhancement program shall be processed as un amendment to this
coastal development permit;
Monitoring and restoring the plan restoration sites in accordance
with the approved monitoring program. Any proposed changes
from the approved monitoring program shall be reported to the
Executive Director. No changes to the approved monitoring
program shall occur without a Commission amendment to this
coastal development permit unless the Executive Director
determines no amendment 1s legally required;
Flagging of the locations of the rare plant species by a qualified
botanist prior to commencenient of the grading mn bluff face and
blufftop areas. Work shall only be permitied to occur within 100
feet of the outer perimeter of the rare plant populations if such
work 1s necessary to perform the required environmental
remediation activities on the property;
No storage of equipment or stockpiling of materiats within 100 feet
of the outer perimeter of the rare plant populations;
If debris or soil removal 1s necessary within the rare plant sites
and/or the 100-foot buffer vones, the followimg measures shall be
required:
(hH If a rare species cannot be avoided, the botanist shall make
a determination as to the feasibility of whether the species
can be removed {or the affected area prior to waste removal
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3)

b)

activities within the area and transplanted back to the
affected area afiler work activities are completed.

(2) If possible, work shall be conducted after seed set at
locations where rare species are identified.

(3) The botanmist shall make a determination at cach work
location as to whether removal of the surface soil
(containing the seed bank) for stockpiling is warranted. [
warranted, and contingent upon analytical test results for
the presence of chemicals of potential concern, stockpiled
soil containing the seed bank shall be placed at the location
(laterally and vertically) from which it was removed
following completion of work activities. The permittee
shall follow the recommendations for increasing the
likelihood for survival of transplanted rare species as made
by the botanist; and

4) Following completion of restoration activities and
revegetation, the botanist shall prepare a follow-up report
that identifies all measures taken to protect rare plant
species 1n each location and that evaluates the success of
the mitigations in protecting and/or re-establishing the rare
plant populations. The report shall be submitted to the
Executive Director.

For the Protection of Rocky Intertidal Marine Biological Resources:

Bluff face and blufftop margin grading activities shall only be conducted
during the dry season, from April 15 through October 15;

Excavation activities shall be initiated leaving a 4-foot-thick strip of
fill/topsoil at the sea cliff to prohibit any sediment or water falling onto the
rocky intertidal area. Upon completion of excavation activities to the east,
the remaining 4-foot-thick strip shall be excavated in a manner to
minimize soil or debris dropping onto the rocky intertidal area;

Manual methods shall be used to remove any material that falls onto the
rocky intertidal area;

Excavated soil and debris shall be segregated and stockpiled on heavy-
duty plastic at designated locations to the east of the work arcas. These
storage locations are paved with asphalt and are greater than 300 feet from
the sea cliff;

Holes and imperfections in the asphalt surface cover of the proposed
stockpile areas shall be repaired prior to stockpile placement to prevent
surface water infiltration; ‘

If nccessary, both storage arcas can be expanded onto existing paved
surface to accommodate any additional storage requirements.
Alternatively, excavated soil and debris may be transported to the central
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4)

a)

b)

d)

e)

debris and soil stockpile arcas as specified in the Excavation and Stockpile
Quantification Estimate and Site Plan Map;

Berms or ditches shall be constructed upslope of the work areas to
intercept surface water runoff and redirect it to engincered locations away
{rom the work arcas;

Test pits will be backfilled with acceptable soil material, compacted, and
covered to minimize rainfall or runof{f infiltration; and

All revegetation planting shall utilize native plants obtained from local
genetic stocks,

For the Protection of Offshore Roclky Marine Biolouical Resources:

Baseline observations of pinnipeds in the project arca shall be conducted
prior to initiating project activities. ['he baseline study shall be submitted
10 the Exccutive Director prior to commencement of development i
coastal bluff face and blufflop margin arcas. A morning and afternoon
count shall be conducted the day prior to work activities arc scheduled to
commence. Observations shall also be made every morning work 1s
scheduled to occur;

Surveying and monitoring for behavioral changes shall be conducted by
a qualified biologist using minimum 8x42 magnification power binoculars
or a spotling scope;

Survey data shall include type of marine mammals present, numbers, age
class, sex (if possible), location, tume, tide, type of development activity
being conducted, and whether anumals respond to the activity. Rates of
departure and arrival of animals to and from the haul-out shall be noted;

If seals flush for a work-related rcason, the portion of the project that
caused the seals to flush shall be delayed until the animals leave the area;

If a marine mammal shows behavioral changes that are potentially

ef)

related to restoration activities all work shall be stopped immediatelv;
As-harber-sealsare-more-tikehto-usehavl-outsai-dow tide—work Project
work in areas In proximity to seasitive haul-out arcas shall only be
performed during the-time period -begmning-and-ending-one-and-one-half
heurs—before—and—HfoHowine—hizh-tides davlight hours when visibility
allows detection of marine mammals within 200 meters (656 feet) of
the project area to lessen the chance of harassment;

Project work shall only be conducted when no marine mammals are

present within 100 meters (328 feet) of the project areas;
I a—Stellersea—thion—is—observed marine mammals wander within 100

blulftep-edge arca shall be postponed until the animal(s) leaves the project
area;

Additional counts shall be conducted cvery two days for one week after all
work is terminated to compare the use of haul-out sites without work-
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related disturbances pursuant to the pre- and post-activity behavior-
specific monitoring recommendations of the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS); and

ki) All surveying data shall be compiled and submitted to the Executive
Director at the end of the construction season.

The permittee shall undertake the removal, excavation, stockpiling, and disposal
activities in accordance with the above-listed biological mitigation measures.
Any proposed changes to the work plans shall be reported to the Executive
Director. No changes to the work plan shall occur without a Commission
amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director
determines that no amendment 1s legally required.

Protection of Archaeological Resources

All removal, excavation, stockpiling, and disposal activities authorized by this
Coastal Development Permit shall be performed consistent with the conclusions
and recommendations contained in: (1) Draft Site Specific Treatment Plan for
Cultural Resources Georgia-Pacific Lumber Mill Fort Bragg, California (TRC
Companies, Inc., undated); and (2) Archaeological Survey of the Georgia-Pacific
Lumber Mill Fort Bragg, California (TRC Companies, Inc., March 2003); and
3) Executive Summary Regarding the Preliminary Excavation Results from
Glass Beach 1. 2, and 3 and Geophysical Anomaly Areas 3 and 10 _at the
Georgia-Pacific Former Sawmill, _Fort Bragg, California (Garcia and
Associates, January 21, 2007, and all mitigation measures contained therein
shall be implemented, including but not limited to the following mitigation
measures as modified below:

1. Pre-construction surficial and shallow subsurface testing and evaluations
shall be conducted in all areas proposed for excavation or where
subsurface disturbance is likely to occur and the outer extent of known
or_discovered cultural resource areas shall be delineated by survey
staking; '

2. In the event prehistoric archacological resources (marked by shellfish
remains, flaked and ground stone tools, fire affected rock, human bone, or
other related materials) are unearthed during debris removal, geophysical
anomaly investigations, or site excavation and grading activities, all
worl in the vicinity of the discovery site shall cease immediately, the
Execcutive Director shall be notified, and the proper disposition of
resources shall be accomplished as required by City of Fort Bragg Land
Use Development Code Section 18.50.030.D;

3. If cultural resource artifacts or human remains are incidentally discovered
within designated low site potential rated arcas, all project work shall be
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:JI

halted in the affected arca until an archacologist and/or coroner has
assessed the significance of the discovered malterials; and

Subsurface disturbances at the Former Sawmill #1, the Powerhouse, Glass
Beaches 1 and 2 and on Parcel 10 shall be monitored by an archacologist
and Nalive American representalives;

If it is determined that soil disturbance cannot be avoided at

0.

prehistoric archaeological sites CA-MEN-3141H, -409H, and 6120-01,
phase Il (data recovery) surveys shall be conducted prior to soil
disturbance due to the high potential to uncover_historic or
prehistoric resources during excavation at these three sites;

A qualified archaeologist shall be present to_monitor debris removal

in archaeological site CA-MEN-1401H and the (lass Beach 3 area to
recover and record anv artifacts associated with early historic

A _qualified archaeologist shall monitor earth disturbing activities at

all prehistoric archaeological sites in debris removal or ceophvsical
anomaly areas in order to record evidence of buried cultural
resources; and

If debris removal will not_disturb buried resources (i.e., will consist

only of removal to_existing ground surface) at identified prehistoric
archaeological sites, additional archaeological investications are not

required.

B. I an—area—of cultural deposits +s are discovered at_any location within the
project area during the course of the project:

o

All construction shall cease and shall not recommence except as provided
in subsection 2. hereof?

Within 90 days after the date of discovery of such deposits, the permitiee
shall submit for the review and approval of the Exccutive Director, an
Archaeological Plan, prepared by a qualified professional, that describes
the extent of such resources present and the actions necessary to protect
any onsite Archaeological resources;

If the Executive Director approves the Archaeological Plan and
determines that the Archacological Plan’s recommended changes to the
proposed development or mitigation measures arc e minimis in nature
and scope, construction may recommence after the Executive Director
receives evidence of recordation of the deed restriction required below;

If the Executive Director approves the Supplementary Archacological Plan
but determines that the changes therein are not de minimis, construction
may not recommence unul after an amendment to this permit is approved
by the Commission and the Execcutive Director receives cvidence of
recordation of the deed restriction required below; and
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I11.

Within 90 days after the date of discovery of such deposits, the permittee
shall provide evidence to the Executive Director of an execution and
recordation of a deed restriction, 1n a form and content acceptable to the
Executive Director, stating that, in order to protect archacological
resources, development can only be undertaken consistent with the
provisions of the Archacological Plan approved by the Executive Director.
The deed restriction shall run with the land, binding all successors and
assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens that the Executive
Director determines may affect the enforceability of the restriction. This
deed restriction shall not be removed or changed without a Commission
amendment to this coastal development permit approved by the Coastal
Commission.

An applicant secking to recommence construction following discovery of the
cultura] deposits shall submit a supplementary archaeological plan for the review
and approval of the Executive Director.

1.

If the Executive Director approves the Supplementary Archaeological Plan
and determines that the Supplementary Archaeological Plan’s
recommended changes to the proposed development or mitigation
measures are de minimis in nature and scope, construction may
recommence after this determination is made by the Executive Director;
and

If the Executive Director approves the Supplementary Archaeological Plan
but determines that the changes therein are not de minimis, construction
may not recommence until after an amendment to this permit is approved
by the Commission.

The permittee shall undertake the demolition, excavation, stockpiling, and
disposal activities in accordance with the above-listed archaeological resource
evaluations. Any proposed changes to the work plans shall be reported to the
Executive Director. No changes to the work plan shall occur without a
Commission amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive
Director determines that no amendment is legally required.

FINDINGS AND DECLLARATIONS.

The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows:

A.

Project Background.

On February 11, 2003, the City of Fort Bragg Community Development Department filed
a coastal development permit application from the Georgia-Pacific Corporation for the
removal of concrete foundation materials, additional investigation, and if warranted,
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interim remedial measures to remove underliving soil with Constituents of Particular
Concern (COPC) concentrations exceeding cleanup levels al cleven building  siic
locations within the 435-acre property of the applicant’s former lumber mill complex
located between Highway One the Pacific Occan, and Noyo Bay, on the western
shoreline of the City of Fort Bragg in west-central Mendocino County. The apphcation
also sought authorization to excavate and remove debris from three coastal bluff arcas
above so-called “Glass Bceaches Nos.1-3.7  In addition, the applicants requested
permission to excavate numerous locations on two of the mill site blufl top parcels to
ascertain the composition of various metallic “geophysical anomalies™ discovered in the
arca and lo stmilar remove the materials if COPC concentrations exceed cleanup levels.

The purpose of the project is to provide further information regarding the extent of
COPCs in soil and groundwater and allow areas on the mill site where nitial soil borings
have indicated the presence of COPCs to be uncovered so that they may be further
assessed 1o provide data for a risk assessment and comprehensive remediation plan.
Interim remediation measures, including the excavation of exposed soil with COPC
concentrations exceeding cleanup levels, and temporary stockpiling for futurc in-situ
treatment or removal (o a appropriate disposal facility, and back-filling the excavations,
would be implemented depending upon the presence, composition, and concentrations of
any COPCs encountered. In addition, the applicants requested authorizations to remove
refuse and debris malerials at the coastal bluff sites to reduce the liability associated with
possible injuries to humans and wildlife from the presence of thesc materials, especially
with regard to the on-going efforts by the Coastal Conservancy and the City to acquire
and develop a public blufftop trail in these arcas.

Following completion of the Community Development Department staff™s review of the
project, and the requisite preparation and circulation of environmental review
documentation, on August 10, 2005, the Fort Bragg Planning Commission approved with
conditions Coastal Development Permit No. CDP 3-05 for the subjcct development.

The decision of the planning commission was locally appealed 1o the Fort Bragg City
Council. On October 11, 2005, the Council upheld its planning commission’s conditional
approval of the development, and the City’s approval was appealed {o the Comimission on
Oclober 27, 2005.

At 1its mecting of December 14, 2005, the Commission found that the appeal raised a
substantial issue of conformance of the project as approved with the certified LCP
regarding protection of marine biological resources, protection of environmentally
sensitive habitat areas, namely rocky intertidal arcas and coastal bluffs, and the avoidance
and minimization of geologic instability. The Commission also found that additional
information was required to allow for a full analysis of the proposed development’s
consistent with the policies and standards of the City’s LCP.  These requisite
informational items cntailed: (1) an assessment of potential avian habitat utilization of the
project site’s coastal bluff areas; (2) engincering and biological analyses of the project’s
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potential effects on rocky intertidal arcas; (3) a geo-ltechnical evaluation of the coastal
bluff face and blufftop margins; (4) an estimation of foundation material and soil removal
volumes and stockpile quantities; and (5) an aliernatives analysis of other
characterization and assessment logistics, including sampling via the use of low-angle
horizontal directional drilling with the foundation materials rctained in place.

During the period from January through early March 2006, the requested supplemental
information items were prepared by the applicant’s consultants and forwarded to the
Commission staff for review. Throughout March 2006, both Commission and Regional
Water Quality Control Board staff members conferred over the various concerns relating
to coastal resources and identified a set of project changes that if accepted by the
applicant and incorporated into the project description would resolve many of the
identified concerns. The suggested project modifications included: (1) provisions for pre-
demolition testing for COPCs at perimeter areas around select building foundations; (2)
requirements for the use of appropriately low-permeable capping back-fill in the areas
where materials would be excavated and it is determined that soil with COPC
concentrations exceeding cleanup levels would have to remain until full remediation of
the site at a later date; and (3) further specification to the scope of the debris removal and
confirmation testing to be performed on the site’s coastal bluff face and bluffiop margins
to minimize disruption of bluff stability and bluff face and intertidal habitat.

On March 28, 2006, the applicant amended the project description for purposes of the
Commission’s de novo review of the appeal to incorporate the suggested changes.

On May 12, 2006, the Commission approved with conditions Coastal Development
Permit No. A-1-FTB-05-053 with nine special conditions attached to the permit. Five of
the conditions required that finalized biological surveys and rare plant restoration
monitoring plans be approved, and evidence that all authorizations from other permitting
and review agencies had been secured prior to work commencing in certain
environmentally sensitive areas.

During the summer and fall of 2006, the building foundation removal portions of the
project were undertaken and largely completed, while work on the blufftop and bluff face
areas of Glass Beaches 1, 2, and 3, and the Parcel 3 and 10 geophysical anomaly sites
deferred until all necessary studies were completed for the areas and related approvals
secured.

On August 11, 2006, the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) assumed from
the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (NCRWQCB) the lead agency
oversight role for future site investigation and remedial activities at the former mill site.

On October 13, 2006, upon its reporting to the Commission and the absence of

objections, Coastal Development Permit Amendment No. A-1-FTB-05-053-Al,
imvolving the excavation and removal from the site of 2,200 to 2,800 cubic yards of fly-ash
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and associated contaminated soil materials from Parcel 7 (APN 008-020-09); and  post-
extrication confirmation testing of the excavation site was decmed to be an mmmaterial
amendment and approved.

B. Project and Site Description.
1. Originallv Approved Project Locations and Descriptions
1. Project Setting

The project site consists of portions of the approximately 435-acre Georgla-Pacific
Corporation lumber mill complex situated on the uplified marine terrace that spans a
roughly four-mile-long stretch of open ocean coastline to the west of Highway One and
the city center of Fort Bragg. Immediately to the south of the site lies the mouth
embayment of the Noyo River. The project area is bounded on the north by low-density
single-family residential housing (see Exhibit Nos. 1 and 2). The property consists of a
generally flat, heavily graded industrial site with scattered thickets of brushy vegetation
along its western coastal bluff face, and within and around the various log curing and fire
suppression ponds developed on the site.

The project site properties are situated within the incorporated boundaries and the coastal
development permit jurisdiction of the City of For: Bragg. The site is designated in the
City’s land Usc Plan as “Heavy Indusuial” (HI), implemented through a Heavy
Industrial with Coastal Zone combining zoning designation (HI-CZ). The property is not
situated within any viewpoint, view corridor, or h:ghly scenic area as designated in the
visual resources inventory of the LCP’s Land Use Plan. Due 1o the clevation of the
project site relative to the beach and ocean, and, until recently, the presence of
intervening industrial structures and timber products processing and storage arcas, no
public views of blue water across the property from Highway One to and along blue-
water areas of the ocean and designated scenic arcas exist. The views that are afforded
across the property are limited to either glimpses of distant horizon vistas from Highway
One, or lateral views of the coastal bluff{ areas as viewed from the public-accessible arcas
at Glass Beach to the north and from the beach areas to the west of Occan Front Park at
the mouth of the Novo River,

2. Original Project Description

The originally authorized development consists of foundation and debris removal,
additional site investigation, and interim remedial measures, if necessary, associated with
the voluntary site assessment of the former Georgia-Pacific Corporation sawmill
complex. Since October 2002, when the mill ceased production and closed, the site has
undergone a series of assessments for reuse of the site. Preliminary evaluations as part of
the Georgia-Pacific Mill Site Reuse Study and Specific Plan projects were performed to
assess the presence of COPCs resulting from past operations on the mill properties,
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including numerous soils and groundwater samples taken from the network of surface-
grab, auger-bored and trench-excavated and monitoring well sample points on the site. In
addition, to eliminate the source of any identified COPCs, much of the industrial
machinery has been previously removed from the site as were many of the former
mdustrial buildings (see City of Fort Bragg Coastal Development Permit Nos. CDP 1-03
and 2-04).

The original development authorized de novo by the Commission entails the removal of
concrete building foundations from the 26 structure complex of former industrial
buildings clustered on the central portion of the mill site inland of Soldier’s Bay / Fort
Bragg Landing and at the site of the mobile equipment shops to the northeast of the
sawmill complex. As noted in Project Background Findings Section IV.A above, much
of this work was completed in the summer-fall of 2006. Other project work to be
performed at Glass Beaches 1-3 — located along the northwestern bluff face of the mill
property — and exploratory and material removal activities to be conducted on Parcels
“3” and “10” situated on the upper bluffs flanking the north and south sides of the Soldier
Bay / Fort Bragg Landing inlet, is scheduled for spring-fall 2007 (see Exhibit Nos. 1, 2,
and 4). Heavy tractored and rubber-tired construction equipment including excavators,
backhoes, dump trucks, and hand and power tools were utilized to perform the concrete
break-out, material excavation/extrication, and transportation to stockpile arcas located
along the eastern side of the sawmill / powerhouse / water treatment complex and
equipment shop buildings, and inland of the Glass Beach and Parcel 3/10 sites.

Once the concrete foundation rubble and refuse materials had been removed from the
building sites and bluff areas and secured at the designated storage locations, the exposed
areas were examined for the presence and extent of any underlying COPCs. A soils
sampling grid was established over and around the exposed foundation areas. An
adaptive management approach was undertaken with respect to the specific spacing and
number of sampling points. Soil samples were then collected and analyzed for a variety
of chemical constituents, including Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons as gasoline, diesel,
diesel with silica gel cleanup, and motor oil (TPHg, TPHd, TPHdsgc, TPHo), solvents in
the form of Volatile and Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs), Polynuclear
Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAH), Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), Organochlorine
pesticides, Dioxins and furans, site-specific pesticides/herbicides, certain heavy metals
subject to California water quality regulations, Hexavalent chromium, and tannins and
lignin compounds.

The appealed project was amended, for purposes of the Commission’s de novo review, to
include provisions for collecting soil samples from select areas adjacent to the foundation
perimeters (outside the foundation footprint) prior to removal of the foundations;
however, removal of the foundations was not conditioned on whether these samples are
collected or the analytical results of the samples. In the cvent physical constraints
preclude collection of specific perimeter samples prior to foundation removal (e.g.,
personnel or equipment access were impeded by foundation layout), these samples were
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1o be collected following removal of the {oundations. Based on the results of the analysis
of the perimeter samples, additional pre- or post-foundation removal perimeter samples
were collected as specified i the Work Plan.

As warranted by field conditions determined by the worl site supervisor 1o be subject 1o
criterfa enumerated within the work plan, further “interim remedial measures.” including
the further excavation of soils containing COPC concentrations exceeding cleanup levels
o unspecified depths for cither direct removal from the sites to an appropriate disposal
facility or stockpiling of the materials on the mill property for in-place treatment or
eventual transport and disposal, were implemented.  Additional soil column testing {or
COPCs was also performed as warranted by site conditions and the determination of the
site supervisor and/or regional water board staff.

The excavation and stockpiling activities were performed pursuant to certaimn water
quality best management practices and performance standards, including provisions for
covering the excavation and stockpiles with plastic sheeting, constructing berms, placing
stormwater and soil debris interception barriers, discontinuing work durmg windy
periods, site watering from furtive dust abatement, and conducting the excavation to
minimize further introduction of COPCs in groundwater. Excavated areas were then to
be back-filled with appropriately low-permeable carthen, geo-textile fabric, or paving
materials to stabilize the excavation sites.

The information derived from this original round of assessment activities will be
reviewed by the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) to determine
appropriate follow-up characterization and clean-up goals and activities to be carried out
in a subsequent Remedial Action Plan (RAP). Additional coastal development permits
will be needed for those activities within the finalized RAP that meet the definition of
“development” under the Coastal Act.

3. Permit Amendment

As proposed under this permit amendment application, mitigation measures relating to
the protection of marmme mammals and cultural resources would be modified to ensure
that the adverse impacts to these coastal resources are reduced to less than significant
levels. These project changes were nitiated n response additional sitc assessments and
trustee agency reviews conducted concurrently with the 2006 work season (see¢ Exhibit
No. 3).

First, 1n response to the review conducted by the National Marine Fisheries Service
Office of Protected Species, changes are requested to the protocols for conducting debris
removal and mnvestigatory work along the blufftop and bluff face arcas at Glass Beaches
1, 2 and 3 and the geophysical anomaly sites on Parcel 3 and 10. Specifically, prior
prohibitions on work during low tide events would be revised to allow work only during
daylight hours, irrespective of the tidal phase, when conditions allowed for direct
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observation of the rocky intertidal and offshore rock areas utilized by marine mammals as
haul-outs.  As discussed m the correspondence from the NMFS, this change in
operational timing was viewed as being more effective for avoiding harassment of these
sensitive species than would a rote prohibition on conducting work within 1% hours
before and after low tide cvents as originally proposed by the applicant’s biological
consultant (see Exhibit No. 3, pages 10-13).

Secondly, 1n response {o additional cultural resource site reconnaissance studies
conducted m 2006 1 compliance with requirements of the original permit authorization,
the applicant requests to revise the provisions for monitoring ground disturbing project
activities at areas previously known to contain or rated as having the high likelihood of
containing prehistoric archacological materials to include the work arcas at Glass beaches
1, 2, and 3 and the Parcel 3 and 10 geophysical anomaly sites. The site reconnaissance
mvestigations had found these portions of the mill site to have elevated potential for
subsurface archaeological deposits or heretofore undocumented cultural resource sites
(see Exhibit No. 3, pages 14-16).

C. Development within and Adjacent to Environmentally Sensitive Habitat
Areas (ESHASs).

1. LCP Provisions

Sections A and G of Chapter IX of the City of Fort Bragg’s Land Use Plan incorporates
by reiteration the Coastal Act’s definition of “environmentally sensitive habitat area,”
stating in applicable part: '

‘Environmentally sensitive habitat area’ means any area in which plant or
animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because
of their special nature or role in an ecosystem and which would be easily
disturbed or degraded by human activities and developments.’ (Section
30107.5)... [Parenthetic in original. ]

LUP Policy IX-1 of the City of Fort Bragg’s Land Use Plan states:

General Policy.  Environmentally sensitive habital areas in the cily’s
Coastal Zone include: Intertidal and marine areas, coastal bluffs,
wetlands, and riparian habitats.  Such areas shall be protected against
any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent upon
such resources shall be allowed within such areas. Development in areas
adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be sited and
designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade such
areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of such habitat areas.
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Intertidal and marine areas, coastal  biufls, wetlunds, and  riparian
habitats shall be protected against any significant disruption of habitat
values and only uses dependent upon such resources shall he allowed
within such areas.

The Citv’s ESHA mventory, as set forth in Sections H.T and H.2 of the Land Use Plan
states the following with regard to the envirommentally sensitive coastal blufl and rocky
intertidal marine areas along the project site’s western ocean frontage:

Coastal  bluff environments are sensitive habitats  because  endemic
yegetation is often rare or uncommon and hecause, if the bluffs are
denuded, the potential for erosion of the bluffs iy significant. Erosion of
coastal bluffs could impact rocky intertidal arcas at the base of the cliffs...

The rocky intertidal areas along the coast south of Glass Beach to Noyo
Bay contain extremely biologically rich tide pools, rocks, nesting grounds,
bluffs and kelp beds. The bluffs and adjacen! industrial activity jorm an
effective buffer protecting these habiiats from human disruption. They are
presently in a relatively pristine condiion and biologically quiic
productive. In addition to limiting public access, the adjacent industrial
land use should be closely monitored to assure these areas are nor
impacted, e.g., via water runoff. Rocky intertidal areas exist south of Noyo
Bay which also must be protected, e.g., via setbacks for development on
bluffs and close monitoring and mitigations to assure no significant
increase in water runoff to these arcas...

Section 18.61.025 of the City of Fort Bragg Zoning Code states, in applicable part:

A. The city shall protect all environmentally sensitive habitar areas
against any significant disruption of habitat values.
/. Development in areas adjacent 1o envirommentally sensitive

areas shall be sited and designed o prevent impacts which
would significantlv degrade such areas.

2. Developmeni shall be compatible with the protection and
continuance of environmentally sensitive habitat areas...
5. Specific Criteria.
The following standards provide guidelines for development occurring
near a sensitive habiiat area:
1. Sensitive habitatl arcas. Environmentally sensitive habitat
areas shall include, but not be [imited 10 the following:
a. Intertidal and marine areas.

b. Coastal bluffs...[Emphasis added.]

b2

Discussion
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Although extensively modified since the late 1800s when the property was first cleared
and graded for use as a shipping and rail terminus and for related forest products
processing, the project site still contains a variety of environmentally sensitive habitat
arcas of varying biological integrity. These areas include impounded aquatic and
emergent wetlands in the form of a series of lumber storage and fire suppression “log
ponds,” riparian corridor remnants along original or re-aligned watercourses, uplified
marine terrace blufflop margins populated with rare plants, coastal bluff face arcas
containing potential nesting sites to a variety of shoreline avian species, and intertidal
rocky habitat providing substrate for intermittently exposed tidepool and persistently
submerged Iittoral flora and fauna. In addition, adjoining the site are offshore sea stack
areas used as nesting, holding, and foraging habitat for a variety of marine mammals and
waterfowl.

Rocky Intertidal and Offshore Rocks

An analysis of the rocky intertidal and offshore rock habitat areas was also prepared for
the project (see Exhibit No. 4). Particular focus was made on identifying mitigation
measures for avoiding and minimizing potential impacts to sensitive coastal resources in
these areas, especially as relates to the sediment entrained in stormwater runoff
associated with the debris and soil removal activities, and the potential disturbance of
marine mammals utilizing offshore rocky areas as pupping and haul-out habitat. This
assessment document reiterated and identified a variety of mitigation mieasures to be
employed to reduce potential water quality and human disturbance related impacts to
these habitat areas, including the use of the various water quality best management
practices identified in the work and stormwater pollution prevention plans, and specific
survey, response, and monitoring actions to be taken to minimize potential disturbances
to marine mammals.

Development in or Adjacent to ESHASs

Due to their susceptibility to disturbance and degradation from human activities and
development, and because they provide habitat to especially rare or especially valuable
plant and animal life, the LCP sets forth review standards for use in approving
development in and in proximity to such designated sensitive areas. Most notably, the
effects on the biological resources that are contained within or utilizes the ESHAS are to
be considered, restrictions placed on the permissible uses within ESHAs, limiting them to
those dependent upon and compatible with the resources therein, and requiring that the
design and siting of the development or activity be appropriate for preventing impacts
that would significantly degrade such areas.

The coastal bluff areas on the project site in which the proposed debris removal would be
performed are identified as ESHA within the City’s LCP. The LCP specifically identifies
the coastal bluff ESHA as a significant resource, whose relatively pristine condition is
due in part to the bluff area having been relatively undisturbed by human activity because
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ol being closed off to the public for industrial use. ‘The area has significant ecological
value, especially i terms of the rare plants growing therein, its potentral for seabird
habitat, 1ts largely undamaged adjoining tide pools and offshore rocks, and the fact that
its three-mile length spans a relatively long distance along the shoreline. Pursuant to the
LUP Policy IX-1, only uses dependent upon and compatible with the habitat resources
therein may be permitted.  In approving the original permit, the Commission {found that
the project work proposed to be conducted within the coastal bluff ESHA would be
conducted with the ntention of restoring and improving these degraded arcas to greater
levels of biological productivity and habitat sustainability. Thus, as the removal of debris
and sotl with COPC concentrations excceding cleanup levels requires entry into these
areas to conduct the intended restoration. the use was considered to be dependent upon
and compatible with the habitat resources within the coastal bluff arcas.

Moreover, the adjoining rocky intertidal marine resources that flank the western side of
the mill ncar where debris extrication 1s proposed and the wetlands on the terrace portions
of the site in the vicinity of the proposed building foundation and soil removal arcas are
both specifically identified as ESHA in the City’s LCP. As set forth in LUP Policy IX-1
and Zoning Code Section 18.61.025.A.1 any approved development adjacent to the
wetlands and rocky mtertidal ESHAs must be designed and sited so as not to degrade and
be compatibie with the continuance of those adjacent ESHAs.

The proposed work on and along the relatively remole coastal bluff areas above Glass
Beaches 2 and 3 and above Soldier’s Bay/Fort Bragg Landing Beach on Parcels 3 and 10
will entail the operation of heavy motorized construction equipment and the presence of
human hand labor crews to remove debris and soil with COPC concentrations exceeding
cleanup levels. Based on discussions with and correspondence reccived from the staff of
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) Coastal Protection and
Restoration Division during de novo review of the original project, the portions of the
project to be conducted on and near the coastal bluff are subject to the Marine Mammals
Protection Act and the need to obtain a “harassment permit,” as these activities have the
potential to adversely affect harbor seals (Phoca vitulina richardsi) and Stellar Sca-lions
(Fumetopias jubaius) that utilize the adjoining offshore rocky areas as habitat. Thercfore,
to ensure that the project as may be conditionally authorized under any harassment permit
is consistent with the project approval granted under Special Condition No. 1, the
Commission attached Special Condition No. 6 to the original permit authorization.
Special Condition No. 6 requires that prior to commencing clean-up and interim
remediation measures on Glass Beaches 1-3 and/or Parcels 3 and 10, the applicant submit
a copy of the harassment permit 1ssucd by the NMFS or evidence that no such permit is
required. The applicant is also required to report to the Executive Director any proposed
changes to the project required by the harassment permit and apply for any necded
amendment to the coastal development permit to authorize such changes.

Consistent with Special Condition No. 6 of the original permit, a request for an incidental
harassment authorization (IHA) was miade to the NMFS in the summer of 2006. In
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correspondence dated September 21, 2006, NMFES responded to the request (see Exhibit
No. 3, pages 10-13). Instead of issuing an IHA as had been requested, NMFES instead
identified a series of mitigation measures that, if incorporated into the work being
conducted at the Glass Beach and geophysical anomaly sites, would reduce the potential
for any take of marine mammals, in the form of harassment disturbances, from occurring.
These mitigation measures stipulate that project work on the blufftop and blufT face sites
only be conducted subject to the following terms and conditions:

. Limit work periods to daylight hours when visibility allows detection of marine
mammals within 200 meters (656 feet) of the work area;

. Conduct work only when no marine mammals are within 100 meters (328 feet) of
the work site;

. NMFS-approved marine mammal observers monitor adjoining shoreline and

offshore rock arcas using 8 x 42 magnification power binoculars or spotting
scopes for any potential behavioral changes caused by work activities;

. Project work be halted immediately is a marine mammal shows any behavioral
change related to the remedial clean up and assessment activities; and
. Temporarily suspend restoration activities 1s a marine mammal wanders within

100 meters (328 feet) of the work site and not resume project work until the
animal(s) leave the area on its/their own.

NMEFS concludes that if the above listed mitigation and monitoring measures are
implemented, take of marine mammals is not likely to occur and the issuance of an
incidental harassment authorization can be avoided. Accordingly, the applicant is
requesting changes to Special Condition No. 3 to incorporate these measures into the
operational standards for conducting work in proximity to rocky intertidal and offshore
rock areas adjoining the remedial work sites.

The terms and conditions recommended by NMFS are, in some cases, more stringent
than the terms of Special Condition No. 3 as originally approved. For example, the
original permit condition would have allowed development to occur at night; the NMFS
recommendations do not. In other cases, the NMFS recommendations are less stringent.
For example, the original permit condition would not allow for work during low tide
periods, where the NMFS recommendations do, so long as no marine mammals are
present within 200 meters of the project area. The Commission finds that as NMFS has
determined that the terms and conditions recommended by NMFS would avoid take of
marine mammals, revising Special  Condition No. 3 to incorporate the NMFS
recommended terms and conditions would protect the environmentally sensitive coastal
bluff and rocky intertidal marine areas and marine mammal habitat from significant
disruption of habitat values and prevent impacts which would significantly degrade such
areas consistent with LUP Policy 1X-1 and Section 18.61.025 of the City’s zoning code.
Therefore, the Commission finds that the project with the subject amendments of Special
Condition No. 3 regarding the use of various operational performance standards for work
conducted in the proximity of rocky intertidal and offshore rock arcas conforms with the
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provisions of the certified LCP for the protection of environmentally sensitive coastal
bluff and rocky intertidal marine arcas, mciuding Land Use Plan Policy IX-1 and Section
18.01.025 of the City of Fort Bragg Zoning Code.

I Archaeological Resources,

1. LCP Provisions

Policy XIII-2 of the City of Fort Bragg Land Use Plan states:

Archaeological Discoveries During Construction. When in the course of
grading, digging or any other development  process, cvidence  of
archacological artifacts is discovered, all work which would damage such
resources shall cease and city planning staff shall be notified immediately
of the discovery. City planning staff shall notify the Sitate Historical
Preservation Officer and the Sonoma State University Cultural Resources
Facility of the find. At the request of the State Historical Preservation
Officer, development at the site may be halted until an archaeological
assessment of the site can be made and mitigation measures developed,

Chapter XVII, Section E of the City’s Land Use Plan states, in applicable part;

E. Special Review Areas

Special review areas are designated on the map with abbreviations. Any
proposed development on parcels which are located in whole or in part
within the special review areas will require a report by a qualified
professional as well us review of that report by the approving agency to
ensure that Coastal Act and Local Coastal Program policies concerning
the sensitive resource or feature are properly treated in the specific
proposed development. These review requirements are in addition to the
bluff hazard review noted in Chapter X1. The tvpes of special review areas
and required reports are as follows: ...

AR - Archaeology. A report is to be prepared by a qualified
archacologist or anthropologist. The report shall identify and evaluate all
archaeological and paleontological resources, assess the effects of the
proposed development on those resources, and recommend resource
preservation or mitigation measures. A copy of the report shall be
transmitied to the State Historical Preservation Officer and the Cultural
Resource Facility at Sonoma State University for their review and
comment. They shall be requested to comment on all aspects of the report,
including the recommended preservation and/or mitigation measures.
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Similarly Chapter XVII, Section F.20 of the City’s Land Use Plan states, in applicable
part:

Any proposed development on parcels which are located in whole or in
part within the special review areas will require a report by a qualified
professional as well as review of the report by the city to ensure that
Coastal Act and Local Coastal Program policies concerning the sensitive
resources or features are properly treated in the specific proposed
development. These review requirements are in addition to the bluff
hazard review. Special studies may be completed prior to submission of an
application, as part of an environmental impact report, or as an
independent document. In any case, the selection of the professional
preparing the report must be with the approval of the permitting agency. A
discussion of the special review areas and required reports follows:

a. Archaeology Review (AR). A report must be prepared by a
qualified archaeologist or anthropologist. The report shall identify and
evaluate all archaeological and paleontological resources, assess the
effects of the proposed development on those resources and recommend
resource preservation and mitigation measures. A copy of the report shall
be submitted to the State Historical Preservation Officer and the Cultural
Resource Facility at Sonoma State University for their review and
comment. They shall be requested to comment on all aspects of the report,
including the recommended preservation and/or mitigation measures.

2. Discussion.

The City’s LCP sets forth several policies regarding the protection of archaeological
resources.  LUP Policy XIII-2 requires that, when in the course of grading, digging or
any other development process, evidence of archaeological artifacts is discovered, all
work which would damage such resources be ceased and city planning staff be notified
immediately of the discovery. The permitting authority is directed to notify the State
Historical Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the Sonoma State University Cultural
Resources Facility of the find. At the request of the State Historical Preservation Officer,
development at the site may be halted until an archaeological assessment of the site can
be made and mitigation measures developed. In addition, due to the designation on the
Coastal Environment Map of portions of the project site as being situated within an
archaeology special review area, Sections E and F.20 of LUP Chapter XVII reiterate the
requirements that an archaeological investigation be prepared, mitigation and
conservation measures be identified, and the report transmitted to the SHPO and Sonoma
State University for further consultation.

A cultural resources site reconnaissance was prepared for the proposed project
(Archaeological Survey of the Georgia-Pacific Lumber Mill Fort Bragg, California, TRC
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Companies, Inc., March 2003).  As part of its review of the development, the City
Communily Devclopment Department stated the following with respect to the site
analysis:

A records search at the California Historic Resources Information System
identified six previousty recorded cultural resource sites located within the
property boundaries and two sites immediately adjacent to the property. A
field assessment of the Mill Site was conducled including a pedestrian
survey and examination of existing buildings to assess their age and
architectural significance. The field assessment identified five previously
recorded sites on the property and identified five additional sites. The five
previously recorded sites were recorded more than 50 vears ago and
consist of low to moderately dense shell middens along with associated
artifacts. Three additional prehistoric sites were 1dentified by the
pedestrian  survey including an additional shell middens and two
campsites. ..

The results of the field survey indicate that there is a high potential for as
vet unidentified cultural resource sites in large portions of the property. A
follow-on Site Specific Treatment Plan for Cultural Resources, prepared
by TRC, includes a map which defines areas with moderate and high
potential for cultural resources. Specific mitigation measures are identified
to protect, test and preserve archaeological resources. The cultural
resources investigation included consultation with Native Americans. The
results of the Native American consultation are recorded in confidential
Appendix F of the Archaeological Survey...

The results of the initial cultural resources investigation indicated that the
entire property has achieved significance as an historic district under the
California Register of Historic Places. The study recommended that a Site
Specific Treatment Plan be developed to provide detailed measures to
mitigate negative impacls to cultural resources on the property. TRC
prepared two follow-on studies: Phasce 1 Determination of Significance-
Standing Structures and Site Specific Treatiment Plan for Cultural
Resources.

The site-specific treatment plan contains numerous mitigation measurcs for preventing
and reducing impacts to archaeological resources, including:

. Pre-construction surficial and shallow subsurface testing and evaluation of all
areas proposed for excavation and the survey staking of the outer extent of known
cultural resource areas.

. On-site obscrvation of excavation and other ground disturbing activities in areas
with moderate and high resource site potential rate by an qualified archaeologist
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with authority to halt work upon the discovery of potentially significant cultural
resources.

. Operational standards for the incidental discovery of cultural resource artifacts or
human remains within designated low site potential rated arcas, including
provisions for halting work until an archacologist and/or coroner has assessed the
significance of the discovered materials.

. Special performance standards for any work to be performed in unique resource
areas including the Pomo cemetery and any dredging to be conducted in inter-
tidal areas (not applicable to this assessment and interim remecdiation project).

In the de novo review of the original project, the Commission found that the requisite
archaeological investigation had been performed and identified mitigation measures for
~ the protection of such resources. The Commission further noted that the report had been
transmitted to the SHPO and Sonoma State University as directed in LUP Policy XIII-2
and Sections E and F.20 of LUP Chapter XVIL.

To assure that the mitigation measures identified in the archaeological investigation and
proposed to be implemented by the applicant are carried out, the Commission attached
Special Condition No. 5 to the original project authorization. Special Condition No. 5
requires that all excavations in areas of moderate and high cultural resource sensitivity be
monitored by a qualified Native American observer. In addition, Special Condition No. 5
contains specific contingencies for the incidental discovery of any cultural resource
artifacts or human remains whereby all project work in the affected area would be halted
and a qualified archaeologist brought in to assess the significance of the materials and the
coroner, respectively.

Consistent with the requirements of the TRC site-specific treatment plan, in 2006
additional pre-construction surficial and shallow subsurface testing and evaluations were
conducted by consulting archaeologists Garcia and Associates for all arecas in Glass
Beaches 1, 2, and 3, and the geophysical anomaly sites on Parcels 3 and 10 proposed for
ground-disturbing excavation work. As discussed in the executive summary prepared
upon completion of the reconnaissance investigations (final report pending), additional
protective measures were identified to minimize the risk of adverse impacts to the five
archacological sites found in and in proximity to the blufftop and bluff face work sites
(see Exhibit No. 3, pages 14-16). These measures primarily regard avoiding unnecessary
ground-disturbing excavation work, provisions for monitoring any requisite ecxcavation
work, requiring additional assessments to dctermine the integrity of deposits found at one
of the five sites, and actions to be taken in response to any archacological materials
encountered during the remedial debris removal and assessment work.

To ensure that all feasible protective measures are afforded to the cultural resources at the

project site the applicant is requesting changes to Special Condition No. S to incorporate
the measures identified into the Garcia and Associates study for conducting work
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proximity to the areas containing cultural resources adjoming the Glass Beach and
gcophysical anomaly remedial worl sites.

The Commission notes that Special Condition No. 5 would continue to require that, in the
event that any cultural resource deposits are discovered, project work i the affected arca
would be halted and a qualified archacologist would have to assess the significance of the
find and determine appropriatc mitigation measures, and the project could not
recommence until either a permit amendment has been obtained to incorporate the
reccommended mitigation or the Exccutive Director has determined that no such
amendment 1s required.

Therefore, the Commission finds that, as modified to include conditions for further
avoilding, monitoring, and assessing the significance of cullural resources as may be
encountered at the various blufflop and bluff face work sites, the proposed project as
amended will protect archaeological resources consistent with the archacological
resources protection policies of the certified LCP.

E. California Environmental Quality Act.

Section 13096 of the Comnussion’s administrative regulations requires Commission
approval of coastal development permit applications to be supported by a finding
showing the application, as modified by any condizions of approval, to be consistent with
any applicable requirement of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits & proposed devclopment from being
approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available,
which would substantially-lessen any significant adverse effect the proposed development
may have on the environment.

The Commission incorporates its findings on conformity with the Chaptler 3 policies of
the Coastal Act at this point as 1f set forth in full. These findings address and respond to
all public comments regarding potential significant adverse environmental effects of the
project that were received prior to preparation of the staff report. As specifically
discussed in these above findings, which are hereby incorporated by reference, mitigation
measures that will minimize or avoid all significant adverse environmental impacts have
been required. As conditioned, there are no other feasible alternatives or feasible
mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse
impacts which the activity may have on the environment. Thercfore, the Commission
finds that the proposed project as amended can be found to be consistent with the
requirements of the Coastal Act to conform to CEQA.,

Iv. EXHIBITS:

l. Reglonal [Location Map
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2. Vicinity Map

Proposed Amended Project Description Narrative and Associated Correspondence
Excerpts, Original Coastal Development Permit No. A-1-FTB-05-053 Adopted
Findings

& w
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APPENDIX A

STANDARD CONDITIONS

Notice of Receipt _and Acknowledgement.  The permut 15 not vahd and
development shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the
permittee or authorized agent, acknowlcdging receipt of the permit and

acceplance of the terms and conditions, 1s returned to the Commission office.

Expiration. If development has not commenced. the permit will expire two years
from the date on which the Commission voted on the application. Development
shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a recasonable amount of
time. Application for extension of the permit must be made prior to the expiration
date.

Interpretation.  Any questions of intent of mterpretation of any condition will be
resolved by the Executive Director of the Commission.

Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided
assignee files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions
of the permit.

Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be
perpetual, and it 1s the intention of the Commission and the permitice to bind all
future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions.
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AMENDIMENT TO COASTAL DEVELOPMENT FEFR
Date: September 27, 2006
Fermint Application No. A~1-FTB-05-053-A1

faslied 10 Georgia-Pacific Corporation

Georgia-Pacific Mill Site Foundation Removal, Additional Investigation and Interim
Remedial Measures Project -- Entailing: (1} removal of buliding foundations,
additional investigation, and if necessary, interim remedial measures (IRMs) atl the
following areas: (a) Compressor House, (b} Former Sawmill ¥1, (¢ ) Powerhouse ant
associated buildings, (d) Fuel Barn, (e) Chipper Building, (f) Water Treatment Plant,
(y) Powerhouse, Fuel Storage Building, (h) Sewage Pumping Station. (i} Dewaternng
Slabs, () Water Supply Switch Building. (k) Former Mobile Equipment Shop, and {1}
associated subsurface structures: {2) removal of debris from Glass Beaches #1
through #3; and {3) removal of geophysical anomalies on Parcels 2 and 10 of the
former Georgla-Pacific Sawmill site.

40 West Redwood Avenue {former Georgia-Facific California wood Products
Manufacturing Facility), Fort Bragg {Mendocino County)

“)

o0 amenged 10 nclude the foliowing changes

Revisions to the authorized industrial building foundation rermmoval and interim
remedial measures assoicated with a hazardous materials clean-up project to
inciude: (1) the excavation and removal from the site of 2,200 to 2,800 cubic vards
of fly-ash and associated contaminated soil materials from Parcel 7 (APN 008-020-
09); and {2) post-extrication confirmation testing of the excavation site.

This amendment was determinzd by the Ewc ulive Dirsciol mmmaterial, was o‘\nv ro"\ce d
and ne uujectwns WETE ' russion concwired with the Execuive Directo”

determination of immatenalilty (Sec 1315 4’3)(2);

EXHIBIT NO. 9 Sinceraly,
APPLICATION NO. PETER 1M, DOUCLAS

A-1-FTB-05-053-A6
GEORGIA PACIFIC CORP.

IMMATERIAL PERMIT
AMENDMENTS (1 of 18)




AMENDMENT TO COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
”f'w‘@: ;Ser fermber 27, 2006
O No s A-1-FTB-05-055-4)

'1\

CHENOWLEDGMENT

i have reat and undersiand the above amendment and agree to be bound by its
Conditions and the remaining conditions of Permit No:A-1-FTB-05-053-A1

Lo
Derter /“\—//c&o Signature (\ oA A b ENE \ S
~— Carol A. Steﬁhens
Senior Director of Corporate Real Estate

STANDARD CONDITIONS:

1, Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall
not commence until 8 copy of the parmit, signed by the permitiee or authorized agent,
acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is
I:iLH")*:)d to the Commission office

2. Expiration, If develapment has not commenced, the pamit will expire two years from the
date on which the Commission voimd on the application. Development shall be pursued in
z diligent mannar and compleied in & reasonable period of lime. Application for exiznsion
of the permit must he macde prior to the expiration date.

3. Interpretation. Any questions of intert or inferpretation of any condition will be resolved
iy the Executive Director or the Commuission.

4. Assignment. The permit may be assigned te any qualliied person, provided assignee files
with the Commission an affidavil accepting all tarms and conditions of the permit.

5 Terms and Condifions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be

perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permities to bind all future
owners and possessors of the subject property 1o the terms and conditions.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

1, Scope of Approved Development
A This Coastal Development Permit authorizes: (a) the rcmoval ’md stockpiling of concrete
and reinforcement steel building foundation materials from a 26 structure compiesx of

former industrial buildings; (b) the excavation, stockpiling. awd/or disposal of underlying soil
with COPC congentrations exceeding cleanup levels: (c) the excavation and :':'Xi’:] > ion of
buned "geophysical anomalies” from Parcels 3 and 10: and the extricalion of visibis debr
and excavation and removal for stockpiling and/or thsposal of any undeilying, nfa’ surfac
soil with COPC concentrations exceeding cleanup levels from Glass Beachas 1, 2 and 3 at
Georgia-Pacific Corporation’s former California Weood Products Manufacturing Facibty,
stualed at 90 West Redwood Avenue, Fort Bragg, as further detalied and conditionad, in
the following documents:

2 of 18



i

')

[

AMENDMENT TO COASTAL DE\»’E N\EN PERMIT

~

Dotes Sopimmna 17
i " P - o
v Worigpar for Foundation Removal, Addiiona Investigalion. ant e
Micasures, Acton Micikelson Environmeniai mc. March 21 2005
. Addendum #1 to Woriglan for Foundgation Removal. Addivonal invastigation anc
Internm Pwmadiax" Measures, Actor Micke sor Environmental e, May & 2008
o AU adum #2 to Work Plan for Foundarian R’z—)/r/cwa,ﬂ Addinona Invesngalion and
s //7' Remeadial Measures, Acton Mickeison Znvironmenial, m:_ AUGUst T8

o F(es ponse 1o RWOCE Comments on Work Flan ﬁ Foundalion =amoval,
Addiional investigation and interim wcmwl;u Moasuras, ~Actor Mickelson
Environmenial Inc.. September 22 2008

. Fevised Appendi D for Work Plan tor :wum}‘é‘l or Femoval, Acditional
//Wpswri'/u/ ang Interim Remedial Measures, Acton Mick Envirormenial
inc., u»;pt par 28, 2008

v arification and Modificatior 1o Work Flan for Foundation
Investigation, and Intermm Remedial easures Daled IV i
and #2 1o the Work Plan for Foundalion Removal Addit L)w/ fvas
imernm Remeadial Measures Dated May € anc August 79
Response o AWQCE Comments Dated Julv 72, 2()05 f‘ 0
Californie Wood Products fv’dmn cluring Faciifty For :3/‘5-;,(7‘ ;,a//r(‘/, ria, Acton
Mick=ison Envirorumental, Inc.. March 48 20516‘ and

. Stormwaisr Pollution FPravention Plan for Foundation Removal, £

dalitional

4
inveshgation, and Interim Remedial Measures, Acton Micketson Enviror

inc., September 28, 2005,

n

PLRhzZe

The parmities shiall undertake the removal, excavahon, and disposal d:WI e
28 propossd In accordance with the above-
apove, ang shall implement all collection a
mitigation measures comainad and describe
nlans shali be 1 rep urtw‘ e the Exescutive Dy

hout & Commission am;:'u ment 1o this cecasiae development o

Performance Standards for Development Adjacent to Wetlancs

4%
fad)
2]

(D

permitiee shall underiake the remsdialion development proposed
%

|
:w»: wetlands on the project site as delineated in Jurisdiciional Waiers ¢
cation (TRC “o npanies, Inc,, A ugusl 20541 and shall implement
therein, 'Nuo’mg ut not imited 1o the foliowing m
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AMENDMENT TO COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

Date: Seplember 27, 2006

Fermil Application No.o A-1-FTB-05-053-A1
Page 4 of 12

1 Solid board-on-board fencing shall be erected (o protect the Log Pond irom erosion
and siltation at all locations less than 50 feet irom the Powerhouse or any other
location where subsurface disturbance Is o oczur;

4 Temporary fencing shall be erected around the two industrial processing ponds
located west and southwest of the Fuel Barr 1c prevent the encroachmeni of haaw
equipmen: Into the environmentally sensitive habital areas;

3. No eguiprnent, materials or stockpiles shall be tocated within 50 feel of the ponds

4 To the maximum exient feasible, foundation removal and IRM activilies in the
vicinity of the Fuei Barn and Powerhouse structures shall be staged from the north
side of the structures. No matenals may be stockpiled on the berm/roadway that i<
located between these struclures and the Mill Pond;

&5 All stockpiles areas, including hazardous waste storage areas and non-hazardous

soil, debris and concrete storage areas shall be located a minimum of 50 feat from

delineated wetlands and other Environmentally Sensi ive Habitat Areas;

Prior to Inttiation of rermoval and excavation activities in the vicinity of the Boilar

Fuel Building foundation, the permitiee shali have the boundary of the wetlland

staked by a qualified wetlands biologist. If the removal/excavation aclivities would

ocour within 50 feet of the wetland, the boundary shall be fenced with temporary
consiruclion fencing. The operation of construction squipment and storage of
materials and equipment shall be prohibited within the wetland area; and

7 Al revegataiion planting shall utifize native plants obtained from Incal genetic
stocks.

-

63

Protection of Marine and Coastal Biological Resourgces

~il rernoval, excavation, stockpiling, and dispoesal aclivities author z&d I by thrs Coasial
Development Permit shall bhe performed consistent with the concll ons £
recommendabons contained in: (1) Jurisdiction Determination and Habit g
j’TRC Companies. Inc., August 2003} (2) Botanicail Figld Siudy of Some <);’ the Blufi Areas
al the G Mills Site (Teresa Scholars, Biological Consuliant. undated): (3) £ a/e Season
ﬁor"ar:/czi, Survey for the GF Mijl Site Bluffs (Teresa Scholars, Biological Cons
August 16, 2008); (4) Avian Hahitat Utllization and impact Assessment (WRA
cnvironmental Consultants, January 2008); (5) Rocky [nterlidal Environmentally Sensilive
Hahnat Area Engineering and Biological Assessmen! (Acton-Mickelson Envzrmmﬁmdi inc.
nd WRA Environmental Consullants, February 2008); (6) Conceplual Glass Beach 2
/\///f/r;auon J/m' Monitoring Plan (TPIeSE Scholars, Biological Consuliant, September 22
2005y, and (7) Conceptual Revegelalion Plan Former Georgia-Pacific California \Wouod
FProducts ’\/u/;ufjmurmc Facility (Circuit Rider Productions, Inc., September 22, 2005), and
shall implemnent all mitigation measures contained therain mcluding but not limited io the

following measures as modified below:

r‘
-
O]

1; For the Protection of Coastal Bluff Avian Resourges:

* Sensitive Avian Species Nesting Survey - PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF
DEBRIS EXTRICATION ACTIVITIES AT GLASS BEACHES 1-3 AND ON
PARCELS 3 AND 10, and consistent with the applicant’'s proposed project
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descrption, the permitiee shall s u):i
Cirector

conauc

threatened, endangered spmlﬂf of special concern. or treaty-protected migratory

bires s

pre

ince or absence Cﬂ't qess specias and which "ﬂTICJ‘:i,»f!EH:m

NDMENT 1O COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERM]
Dorie:

o

o review and appraval o1 the Execulive
w12’ biufl face anc nluffron margin areas

as

@)

a survey of the associaled ¢
ted by a quﬂhﬂea biologist or resource ecologist with 3;’)»;~,a:|m, Knowledge of

OLEs

ensitive avian species”. wnich fully evaiuates any and al mdications of tr

ot the following:

)
)

)

¢

dj

No less than 14 days anc nc more tna 30 J ave prior Lo
constriction, a qualified biologist or resource ecologis
nvasive survey for any sensitive avian species m:,tn'gz 1
face and biufftop margin areas. If the survey finds an
sensitive avian species with unfledgad young are present Grtne blufi 1
and blufftop marging project work shatl be limitad constsiant with the
mchmo measuras identifies in the Avian Habitat Utilizztior and Im
Agsessment (WHE Environmental Consultants, Januf ry 20083 inciuding the
mposition of exciusionary buffer areas identified therein nowsver - o
case shall the exclusionary buffer be iess than \H r";or:?"mzay faet 1t
affecied nesting site. Wark withir the exclusionary buf
= Subsecu,!er‘l bird survey has been conductad m e

source ecoiogist that demonsiratas that the voung have z’vegqeo‘
not nestis sg he for thirty (307 uormﬂuous dave. z
2 submitted for the review and p roval of the |
If no indications of nesting sensilive avian 5,) 101G ars
inrtial survey, ne additional surveys or wwmtm
oroject fom mences within 30 davs of completion ¢
provided the project dozs not exiend into the commen
season of the %ewsm\m avian Species:

n 30 days have passed since completion of ¢
commenced, or if 1 is determined that s m‘}\.
ament of the memlm seasons of the various
£ IS

e soasial hiuf

ayon that nesung

)

 SUNVEY, and

amean of the ne

] .

= nitial

SLVEY

:,
=
@]
-5
[©)]
—
-
8]

Ne commenac ‘
species (see Avian Habitat Uilizetion and Impact Assess o

03

A2 and A

) anew survey snall s conducle ; anct subrytted for t
10 the Executive Director. no mo )
t

N P R
Gono lzes than

prior lo the start of the nesting-se ; ot worl and s
report o the Executive D| o7 Tor review and ap ;'wa i am
discovers indications of sensiiive avian species na I biutt

tace and blufftop uar‘g‘m areas, human activity In
HE mu’.lwzeo and construction shall cease un ul ¢
5 ,rv»ﬁy has been conducted by a quallf ed

nat demonstrates that all young have fle oint
_\,_mtal biuff face and blufflop margins nl continuous "a\w.
such surveys have been submitled for the review and approval of
i/ecutlve Director; and
-oliowing Coum\cﬂon of the excavalion, all are
otherwise lefl with exposed solls shall be revegea ‘ ]
geiation of disturded arsas in Giase ! hes 1 through 5 and

"aJ shall

- g
;;,‘;:ﬁ@]@g, maeved
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AMENDMENT TO COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

Date: Sepiember 27, 2004
.

Permil Applcation Moo A-1-FTB-05-055-41
7

Page 6 of |-

in the geophysical survey areas of Parcels 3 and 10 shall be performed in
accordance with the Conceplual Revegetation Plan The permitiee shall
provide irrigation, maintenance and replacernent of revegetaied areas. ag
neaded, to ensure the long-lerm viabiiity of the plants.

For the Protection of Rare Plant Biological Resources:

Final Plant Restoration Nonitoring Program - PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT
OF DEBRIS EXTRICATION ACTIVITIES AT GLAES BEACHES 1-3 AND ON
PARCELS 3 AND 10 the applicant shall submit for review and writter approval of
the Execubive Direclor, a final detailed restoration monitoring program designed Dy
a gualified wetiand bioloaist for monitoring of the plant restoration site. The
monitoring program shiall al @ minimum include the following provisions:
a) Performance standards thal will assure achievement of rare plant spe
replacement at coverages, densities, and associative compositions. a
applicable, thal existed in the areas prior to development;
b) Surveying the relative cover and density of each plant species of special
concern found in the proposed develapment area prior to the
commencement of construction:;

pecies

] Monitoring and restoration of the affected areas in accordance with the
approved final monitoring program for & period of five vears;

d) All revegetation pianting shall utilize native plants oblained from local
genatic slocks:

&) Submission of annual repors of moniioring results (o the Executive Director

By November 1 each year for the duration of the required menitoring pznod
beginning the first year after cempletion of the project. Each report shall
include copies of all previous reports as appendices. Each repon shall also
include & "Performance Evaluation” section where information and resulis
from the monitoring program are used o evaluate the status of
recolonization of the affected plant species 1n relation to the performance
slandards,

Submission of a final monitoring repont 1o the Executive Director at the end
of the five-year reporting period. The final report must be prepared in
conjunction with a gualified botanist or wetlands biologist. The report must
evaluale whather the restoration sites conform with the goals. objzctives
and performance standards set forth above. The report must address all of
the monitoring data collecied over the five-year period. I the final raport
indicates that the success standards have not heen achievad, the apphcant
shall submil a revised or supplemental restoration program {o compensals
for those portions of the original program which did not mest the appro,
success standards. The revised enhancement program shal be processed
as an amendment to this coastal development permit;

Monitoring and restoring the plan restoration sites in accordance with the
approved monitoring program. Any proposed changes from the approved
nonitoring program shall be reponed to the Executive Direclor. No changes
to the approved monioring program shall occur without a Commission

—ts

o2
P
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o R -
) SET L.
ST AT L NEE
Lirvrye 7 -0 07
IO _

amendment 1¢ this coastal asvelopment permit Ui SXETUTY
Drrector determings no amandmeant 1o jegally reguire
Ny Flagging of the locations of me & plant species by @ quai

prior to commencemern: of ine ~_1r ding In niufl face anc bluffto
shall only be permitted 1o ceour wilthin 100 feet of the oulel
rare plant populabions i7 sucr work 15 nacessary {6 perdom: e
'mvnommc,ma remes roactivities o the roperny

GHalla

I} No storage of qulpmem or stockpiling of matenals within 100 fget of the
outer permeter of the rare plan: populaliong,
B It cebris or soi removal is necessary within the !

100-foot buffer zones, the fo!loxww; measures shal be required.

(1 If 2 rare spacies canno: e avolged, the holans: shall maks @
datermination as 1o tne ity of whiather e spaoigs can he
removed o7 the aflecied area pi o 10 waste removal activities wiirin
the area anc transpianted back 10 the aflected area atlar worr
activitize are complatad

(2] If possibie, work s 1..11 n~ ‘,\m'wmed after ¢ el ailocations wi

(3

: 01
stoo 1’D|“% Is warra warraniaed, 1 Upon analvt
test resulls fo :‘ the presence of chemicals of o al congearr
stockpilec soil containing the szed bank shall be placed at .he
fo ;.auor { ate'ali\/ and vgriicallv: from which it was removead ic 1818
: P iol 't
tramsp; ited

4; Foliowing compls
botanist shall prep :
taken o D'otem rare ;Jia is meiPS m zach !oc,atiom
evaluates {he success of the mitigations in protectir
establishing the rare plant popuiations
io the Executive Director,

Forinhe Protaciion of Rocky Interidal I
o

ucted during the

f{ lace am’ blufftop margin gr a
rom Apnl 15 through
oy aciivibigs shizal be m‘;

:i

seQiment or 3]
competion of excavation aclivities to the zast, ‘mc remalining '14 :
be excavated It a manner o minimize soll or debris dropping onto the rog

Manua! methods shall be used (o remove any material that falis onto the rocky

Jlkr ‘f' rr‘](]

u.]
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AMENDMENT TO COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

P

Dae: Seplember 27, 2006
Fermit Apphoatiorn No. A-T-FTR-05-053-41

P (1 &;’:‘ ‘:» O ]’ i f{

Excavated soil and debris shall be segregated and stockpiled or: neakuuu plastic

at designated locations to the east of the work areas. These slorage locations are

paved with asphalt and are qrﬁaier than 300 feet from the sea oliff:

Holes and imperfections in the asphalt surface cover of the proposed stockpile

areas shall be repaired prior to stockpile placement to prevent surface wate:

infittration:

N necessary, both storage areas can be expanded onto exisling paved suriace 1o
accommodate any additional storage requirements. Alternatively, C‘X(‘clV'ﬂ’:’ soll

and debris may be transported to the central debris and soil stockpile argas as

specified in the Excavation and Stockpile Quantification Estimale and Site Plan

Map:

Berms or ditches shall be constructed upslope of the waork areas o intercept

stiface water runofl and redirect it to engineered locations away from the work

areas,

Tesl pits will be backiilled with acceptable soll material, compacied, and covarsd 1o

minimize rainfall or runoff infitration; and

All revegetation planting shall ulilize native plants obtained from focal genstic

stocks.

For the Protection of Offshore Rocky Martne Biological Resources:

Baseline observations of pinnipeds in the project area shall he conductsd prior w
initiating project activities. The baseline study shall be submitied ¢ the Exacutive
Direclor prior to commencement of development in coastal biuff face and tluffiop
margin areas. A morning and afterncon count shall be condusted the day prior to
work activities are scheduled (o commence. Observations shall also be made every
morning work is scheduled to occur;
Surveying and monitoring shall be conducied by a quaiified hiojogist using
minimum Ex42 magnification power binoculars or a spotting scope:
Survey data shall include iype of marine mammals present, nuntbers, age class,
sex {if possible], {ocation, time, tide, type of development activity being conducied,
and whether animals respond to the actlvny, Rates of depumre and arrival of
animals to and from the haul-out shall be noted:
I seais flush for a work-related reason, the porlion of the project that caused the
seals to flush shall be delayed until the animals leave the area:
As harbor seals are more likely to uss haul-outs at low tide, work in areas in
proximity to sensitive haul-out areas shall only be performed during the time pe nod
begimning and ending one and ope-hall hours before and following high fides |
lessen the chance of harassment
If & Sleller sea lion is observed, work activities within the immediate biufflon edge
area shall be postponed until the animai(s) leaves the proleci area:
Additionat counts shall be conducled every two days for une week afier all work
terminaied to compare the use of haul-out sites without work-related « i’shnmu.m
pu.u iant 1o the pre- and post-activity behavior-specific monitoring
recommendalions of the National Marine Fisheries Service (NWMFS) and
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N All surveving data shall be compiied and submitted to the Lxaoy
& Conslruction season.

end ot

=3 The Der'm” hall undertake the removal excavaton, stoc

I accordance with the above-listed biofogica’ miugationr measurs
s 1 “l“ work plans shall be reported 1o the Exetulive f)‘
work plan shall c::cu" withour a Commission amendament to th
nermitt unless the Executive Director determines that no amern anm‘ aegally regue

Tges o

gavelnpmen:

Avoidance of and NMimimization of Exposure 1o Geological Instability
8

I

~, All removal, excavalion, stockpiling, and 'HuhO“a‘ activities authorized
Davelopmern: Permt .mH be performed consistznt with the conciu 3
recommendaiions wta\ned in Geotechn) \,a“ E"E lualion - Be «z/"m;j SUnrrrr for Heaw,
ulpiment Loa ()a Bl urf m Go rmluw uary 2008) and all mitigaton n
contained thzre shal be lmJJ meined, :‘n:mdmg but not limited 1o ihe allummg;‘
chanized equipment oparalions shall be staged atlocations a minimu: of
landward frons the biuffiop e
2 uoks, rubber-tired backhoes m Mt the 20-Too setback
he ground in such iocations 1s and non-yielking,
along the Das the ol rﬁs sl g inspected Ly £
¢ G?giagis ; prior 1o mobilizing afi h@wv mechanized e I
homucm S wWOrK @' | and L)awzaP margin iocalio
formiatior or oin |lf| slope undercutting is ok
mechanized wumm.m cnmzauorm and staging seit
accordingly: and
4 All revegetation planting shall utiize native piants oblained from loca

stochks,

2. The parmitize shall underiake the
in accordance with the above-lisie gvalua
the work nlans shall be reporied to & DM‘*(‘IDI
shall occur withouw! a Commission amenament L: this coas
the Execulive Dlz'eciw determines that no amendment is Ie
g, Protection of Archaesological Resources
Al rermoval, 2xcavation, stockpiling, and :J:i %

Permit shall be pen"o"n"
ations contained in: (1) Or
; fa-Facific Lum ")(:/' il rof‘( -
of the G

conclusions and
P
I

catment ! ),',';r

\] J._’// ormea TFC./ ok 'HI; Pt

undated ”‘ /\, Shaeolbgical Surve Orfia- F’a i Lumber Ml For

Califorrie (TR Companies, Inc., March 2003), and “H mitigatio 18
therein shall bf; )’r‘ﬂ;fﬁanvantec;{ including but not limited 1o the f”)lem ng ge

as modified pel

9 of 18



t

3

AMENDMENT TO COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

Daoe: Seplember 27, 2006

~

Fermiih Applicalion No s A-T-FTE-05-053- 4
Page 10 0f 12

Pre-construction surficial and shallow subsurface testing anc eva}uatioms shali be
condugied in all areas proposad for excavation and the oute: extent of known
culiural resource areas shall be delineated by survey staning
In the: event prehisioric archaeological resources (marked by snzlifish remaine.
flaked and ground stone tools, fire affected rock, human bone, or other rejated
materials) are unearthed during site excavation and grading activities all work in
the vicinity of the site shall cease immediately, the Executive Direclor shall be
notified. and the proper disposition of resources shall be accomplished as raquu'ecj
by City of Fort Brago Land Use Development Code Section 18.50.030.0;

If cultural resource artifacts or human remains are incidentally discoverad within
designated low site potential rated areas, all project work shali be halted n the
affectad area until an archaeologist and/or coroner has assessed the significance of
the discoversd malerials; and

Subsurface disturbances at the Former Sawmill #1, the Powarhouse Glass
Beaches 1 and 2 and on Parcel 10 shall be monitored by an archaeologist and
Native American representative.

area of cultural deposils is discovered during the course of the projact.

All construchion shali cease and shall pot recommence except as providad in
subgedlon 2. hereof
Within 90 days after the date of discovery of such deposits, the permitizse
subi 1"0* the review and approval of the Executive Director, an Archi
Plan, prepared by a gualified professicnal, thal describes the extent
resources present and the actions necessary 1o protect any onsite Ar
TESQUICEs,
[f the cxecdt;vm Director approves the Archas=ological Plan and determines that the
Archaeological Plan's recommended changes fo the proposed development or
mitigation measures are de minimis in nature and scope. construction may
recommence after the Executive Direclor receives evidence of recordation of the
deed restriction required below,
If the Executive Director approves the Supplementary L\]uhj"DlOQl’”cﬂf Plan but
determinegs that the changes therein are not de mininys. construction may not
recommence until after an amendment to this permitis approved by {he
Commission and the Exscutive Director receives evidence of recordation of the
desd restriction reguired below; and
Within 90 days after the date of discovery of such deposits, the permities shall
provide evidence to the Executive Director of an execution and recordation of 2
deed rasiriction, in a form and content acceptabie to the Exacutive Director staiing
thal, in order to ,)rotcc‘z archaeological resources, development can only be
undertaken consistent with the provisions of the Archasological Plan approved by
the Executive Director. The deed restriction shall rup with the land, binding all
successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free Of prior iens that the £
Director determines may affect the enforceability of the restriction. This deed
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AMENDMENT TO COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

Daote: September 27 2004

Faermit Applicadion No. A-1-FTE-05-053-41

Page 1201 17

8. Conformance with Mendocino County Air Quality Management Distrigt

Reguirements

PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF OFERATIONS AUTHORIZED UNDER THIS COASTAL
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the permittee shall submit to the Execulive Direclor for review, a copy
of all permits, ficenses, grants of authority as required to be secured from the Mendocino County
Air Quality Management District (MCAQMD), or evidence thal no MCAQMD permit or
authorization 1s necessary. The applicant shall inform the Executive Director of any changes o
the projzct reguired by the MCAQMD. Such changes shall not be incorporated into the project
unlil the: applicant oblains 2 Commuigsion amendment to this coastal deveiopment permil. unless
the Executive Director determines that no amendment is legally required.

g, Conditions Imposed By Local Government.

Thig action has no effect on conditions impesed by a local government pursuant 1o an authority
[ Act,

other tran the Coasla
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EURERE
O A8 LAY (7071 A48T
www.coastal.ca.gov

AMENDMENT TO COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

Date' June 28, 2007
Permit Application No. A-1-FTB-05-0563-A3

lssuad 1o Georgia-Pacific Corporation, Attn: Doug Heitmeyer

for
Georgia-Pacific il Site Foundation Removal, Additional Investigation and Interim
Remedial Measures Project -- Entailing: (1) removal of building foundations,
additional investigation, and if necessary, interim remedial measures (IRMs) at the
foliowing areas: (a) Compressor House, (b) Former Sawmill #1, (¢} Powerhouse and
associated buildings, (d) Fuel Barn, (e) Chipper Building, (f) Water Treatment Plant,
(g) Powerhouse Fuel Storage Building, (h) Sewage Pumping Station, (i) Dewatering
Slabs, (j) Water Supply Switch Building, (k) Former Mobile Equipment Shop, and (I)
associated subsurface structures; (m) removal of debris from Glass Beaches #71
through #3; and (n) removal of geophysical anomalies on Parcels 3 and 10; (0) the
excavation and removal from the site of 2,200 to 2,800 cubic yards of fly-ash and
associated contaminated soil materials from Parcel 7; and (p) post-extrication
confirmation testing of the excavation site

at:
The former Georgia-Pacific California Wood Products Manufacturing Facility, 90
West Redwood Avenue, Fort Bragg (Mendocino County), APNs 008-010-26, 008-020-
09, 008-151-22, 008-053-34, 008-161-08, 018-010-67, 0186-020-01, 018-030-42, 018-040-
52,018-120-43, 018-120-44, 018-430-01, 018-430-02, 018-430-07, 018-430-08.

has been amended to include the following changes:

Add authorization to demolish eight additional former timber products processing related
industrial buildings and perform further characterization sampling for subsurface
hazardous materials contamination around the demolished buildings.

This amendment was determined by the Executive Director to be immaterial, was duly noticed,
and no objections were received or the Commission concurred with the Executive Director's
determination of immateriality (Sec. 13166 (b)(2)).

This amendment will become effective upon return of a signed copy of this form to the

Sincerely,
PETER M. DOUGLAS

CE-NE-D Executive Director,
¢ Y

JUL @ g 207 ' _
FORNA Ay: Jim Baskin
CALIF Coastal Frogram Anatyst
SION - ’
COASTAL COMMIS
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AMENDMENT TO COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
Date: June 28, 2007
Permit Application No.: A-1-FTB-05-053-A3
Page 2 of 2

ACKNOWLEDGMENT
I have read and understand the above amendment and agree to be bound by its

Conditions and the remaining conditions of Permit No:A—’ly-OS-OSS-AB
‘ ) 4 — T
DQT@‘.Z’/@%)? Signofure://"/ ?4%1/ W

STANDARD CONDITIONS:

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall
not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized agent,
acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is
returned to the Commission office.

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the
date on which the Commission voted on the application. Development shall be pursued in
a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time. Application for extension
of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date.

3. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be resolved
by the Executive Director or the Commission.

4, Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files
with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit.

5. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future - _
owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions.
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AMENDMENT TO COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

Date: March 10, 2008
Permit Application No.: A-1-FTB-05-053-A4

lssued to: Georgia-Pacific Corporation, Attn: Doug Heitmeyer

for:

Georgia-Pacific Mill Site Foundation Removal, Additional investigation and interim
Remedial Measures Project -- Entailing: (1) removal of building foundations,
additional investigation, and if necessary, interim remedial measures (IRMs) at the
following areas: (a) Compressor House, (b) Former Sawmill #1, (c) Powerhouse and
associated buildings, (d} Fuel Barn, (e} Chipper Buiiding, (f) Water Treatment Plant,
(g) Powerhouse, Fuel Storage Building, (h) Sewage Pumping Station, (i) Dewatering
Slabs, (j) Water Supply Switch Building, (k) Former Mobile Equipment Shop, and (1)
associated subsurface structures; (m) removal of debris from Glass Beaches #1
through #3; and (n) removal of geophysical anomalies on Parcels 3 and 10; (o) the
excavation and removal from the site of 2,200 to 2,800 cubic yards of fly-ash and
associated contaminated soil materials from Parcel 7; and (p) post-extrication
confirmation testing of the excavation site.

at:

The former Georgia-Pacific California Wood Products Manufacturing Facility, 90
West Redwood Avenue, Fort Bragg (Mendocino County), APNs 008-010-26, 008-020-
09, 008-151-22, 008-053-34, 008-161-08, 018-010-67, 018-020-01, 018-030-42, 018-040-
52, 018-120-43, 018-120-44, 018-430-01, 018-430-02, 018-430-07, 018-430-08.

has been amended to include the following changes:

Add authorization to demolish seven additional former timber products processing related
industrial buildings and perform on-site aerobic treatment of approximately 30,100 cubic
yards of underlying petroleum-impacted soils within a bermed 9.5-acre paved area of the
former mill site tarmac and offsite disposal of 135 tons of metals-impacted soils at a
licensed hazardous waste facility.

This amendment was determined by the Executive Director to be immaterial, was duly noticed,
and no objections were received or the Commission concurred with the Executive Director's
determination of immateriaiity (Sec. 13166 (b)(2)).
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AMENDMENT TO COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
Date: March 10, 2008
Permit Application No.: A-1-FTB-05-053-A4
Page 2 of 2

This amendment will become effective upon return of a signed copy of this form to the
North Coast District Office. Please note that the original permit conditions are still in effect.

Sincerely,

PETER M. DOUGLAS
Executive Director

By Jim Baskin

/L " Coastal Program Analyst

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

I have read and understand the above amendment and agree to be bound by its
Conditions and the remaining conditions of Permit No: A~1-FTB-05-053-A4

Date: 3/2////%/ Signcfure://,,%//é/é///%ﬁ/f@

7

STANDARD CONDITIONS:

w

Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall
not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permitiee or authorized agent,
acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is
returned to the Commission office.

Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the
date on which the Commission voted on the application. Development shall be pursued in
a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time. Application for extension
of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date.

Interpretation. Any guestions of inient or interpretation of any condition will be resolved
by the Executive Director or the Commission.

Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files
with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit.

Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future
owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions.
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AMENDMENT TO COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERIMIT

. Way 5, 2008 - RECEIVED

Permit Application No.:A-1-FTB~05-053-A5 0cy 2 o 008
CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION

lssued to: Georgia-Pacific Corporation
for,

Georgla-Pacific Mill Site Foundation Removal, Additional Investigation and Interim
Remedial Measures Project — Entalfing: (1) removal of bullding foundations,
additional investigation, and if necessary, interim remedial messures (IRis) at the
following areas: (a) Compressor House, (b} Former Sawmill #1, (<} Powerhouss and
associated buildings, (d) Fuel Barn, (¢) Chipper Buiiding, () Wafter Treatment Plant,
{g) Powerhouse, Fuel Starage Building, (h) Sewage Pumping Siztion. (i} Dewataring

labs, (1) Water Supply Switch Building, {k) Former Mobile Equipment Shop, and ()
associated subsurface structures; (m) removal of debris from Glase Beaches#1
through #3; and {n) removal of geophysical anomalles on Parcelzs 2 and 18, (o) the
gxeavation and removal from the site of 2,200 to 2,800 cubic yards of fly-ash and
associated contaminatad soll materiale from Parcel 7; and (p) post-extrication
confirmation testing of the excavation site,

at

The formerGeprgia-Pacific Califarnia Wood Products Manufacturing Facility, 30
West Redwood Avenue, Fort Bragg {Mendocine County); APNs 008-010-28, 008-020-
09, 008-151-22, 008~053-34, 008-161-08, C18-010-67, 018-020-01, 018-030-42, 078-049-
§2, 018~120-43, 018120-44, 018-430-01, 018-430-02, 013-430-07, 018-430-08

has been amended t¢ include the following changes:

Add authorization to: (1) damollsh two additional former timber products
processing related industrial buildings; (2) perform on-site asrobic bio-sparging
tyreatment of groundwater in exposed excavations assogiated with previously
authorized removal of petroleum-impacted soils; and (3) removal of appmximateiy
300 lineal feet of asbestos-toated fire suppression water lins gituated within Coastal
TraiParkland "Operational Unit ‘A."™ ‘

This amendment was determined by the Executive Director to be immaterial, was duly noticed,
and no abjections were raceived or the Commission concurred with the Exacutive Director's
determination of immatariality (Sec. 13168 (b)(2)).
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AMENDMENT TO COASTAL DEVELOPMENT-PERMIT
Date: May 9, 2008
Permit Application No.: A-1-FTB-05-053-A5
Page 2 of 2

This amendment will become effective upan return of a signed copy of this form to the

Sincerely,

PETER W, DOUGLAS

Execpti
M Fa. IT

By: Jim Baakin
Coastal Program Analyst

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

I have read and understand the above amendment and agree to be bound by its

Date: . Signgtiure:

,ZOLE‘JZ. ..7 HfL-WD(’fS
STANDARD CONDITIONS: S EMIBAL DUELLaR ~ AT BT ABHAULS
1, Noflce of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit Is not valid and developmant shall

not commenca until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittes or autharized agent,
acknowledging recsjpt of the permit and asceptance of the terms and conditions, is
returned {o the Commisston office.

2. - Expiration, If deveiopment has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the
date an which the Commission voted on the application. Development shall be pursued in
a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time. Application for exténsion
of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date.

3. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condlition will be resolved
by the Executive Director or the Commissjon.

4. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any gualified person, previded assignee files
with the Commission an affidavit acaepting all terms and conditions of the permit,

B, Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terts and conditions shall be
pempetual, and it is the Intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future
owners and possessors of the subject property to the terma and conditions.
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North Coast District Office Karin Upnof
Bob Merrill, District Manager P.O. Box ',7

Street, Ste 200 Mendocino, Ca
e s RECENVED  goige ™

Furela, Ca.
Jro (g L006

December 1, 2008
CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION

Dear Commissioner Merril,

I am writing to you in regard to Permit No. A-1-FTB-05-53~
A6, Georgia-Pacific Corp., Ft. Bragg. Georgia Pacific wants to
modify this permit in ways that |, as a citizen of the coast, strongly
object to. They wish bury and cap 13,000 cubic yards of dioxin-
impacted soil on the site as a move towards remediation. The
burying of dioxin-contaminated soil on the coast is not a Coastal
Dependent Activity as stated in the Coast Act and is not cleaning it
up in the long view.

Reports from other ‘clean-up’ sites that show that these
containers break down very quicily (less then 30 years) :nd the
contents slowly and steadily leak into the ground. We ar
concerned that the groundwater and ocean water will be
contaminated in the future when the "cell” for the soil deteriorates
and there is soil migration from the cell. As you know, this stretch
of coast is subject to minor but frequent earth movement due to the
off-shore fault and the “cell” is sure to shift.

There are new alternatives to dealing with deadly toxins in the
environment, that, once they enter the ocean, would adversely
effect ALL of us. Our community, along with internationally
renowned mycologist Paul Stamets, have offered to research this
and in fact, have begun that process. The best solution is to bury
the contaminated soil for a designated period (5 years or less) until
an alternative soil remediation is discovered. If there is no other
alternative to transforming the contaminated soil, the soil needs to
be removed completely to another, less fragile site, to insure a
thorough clean-up.

Thank you for your careful regard to this important matter,

Sin;erely, ' , EXHIBITNO. 10
Kar/t,,m..ﬂgb,off / APPLICATION NO.

. e on Fl\e A-1-FTB-05-053-A8
pd Signatu GEORGIA PACIEIC CORD.

¢ / ' CORRESPONDENCE
RECEIVED BEFORE 12/42/08
HEARING (1 of 16)

e
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Bobh Merrill

From: karinuphoff@gmail com on behalf of Karin Upnoff [karn@rainbowconnecton.net]
Sent:  Tuesday. December 02 2008 3:.00 PM

To: Bob Merrill

Subject: GEORGIA PACIFIC in FT. BRAGG

Dear Comnuissioner Merril,

| am writing to you in regard 1o Permit No. A-1-FTB-05-33-A0, Georgia-Pactlic Corp.. I't. Brage.
Creorgia Pacific wants to modify this permit in ways that I\, as a citizen of the coast. su ongly object 1o.
They wish bm) and cap 13,000 cubic vards of dioxin-impacted soil on the site as @ move towards
remediation. The burying of dioxin-contaminated soil on the coast is not a Coastal Dependent Activity
as stated in the Coast Act and 1s not cleaning it up m the Jong view.
Reportx' from other 'cican-up' sites that show that these containers break down very quickly (less then 30
ears) and the contents slowly and steadily leak into the ground. We are concerned that the groundwater
dl](l ocean water will be contaminated in the future when tae "cell” for the soil deteriorates and there 1s
soil migration from the cell. As you know. this stretch of coast is subject 1o nunor but frequent earth
movement due to the off-shore fault and the "cell" is sure 1o shift.
There are new alternatives to dealing with deadly toxins in the environment, that, once they enter the
ocean, would adversely effect ALL of us. Our community. along with internationally renowned
mycologist Paul Stamets, have offered to research this and in fact, have begun that process. The best
solution 1s to bury the wnmmmaud soil for a designated period (5 years or less) until an alternative soil
remediation is discovered. [f there 1s ne other altérnative o transforming the contaminated soil, the soil
needs to be removed completely to another, less fragile site, to insure a thorough clean-up.

Thank vou for your careful regard 1o this important matter,

Sincerely,
[Carin Uphofl
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Bob Merrill

From: Howard Ennes [nsdusoir@mcn.org]
Sent: Wednesday, December 03, 2008 8:59 PM
To: Bob Merrill

Subject: Hearing, Ft. Bragg GP Mill Site

BOB MERRILL, Coastal Commission, District Manager, North Coast Region —

I am a Naval Officer retired after service with the WWII Medical Department; also a Commissioed Office in the US
Public Health Service, a trained public health professional, past president of national and international professional
societies, and a retired VP for health affairs of the Equitable Life Assurance Society of the U.S. Consequently, I feel |
have some standing, even at age 91, to an opinion about handling of the Dioxin-contaminated soil at the Fort Bragg
mill site. FY[1 have been active, from my current residence, in discussions about clearing the site, having observed
the circumstances firsthand.

['am concerned about the idea of encapsulating the contaminated material on a permanent basis. [ am not satisfied that
the current encapsulation plan will prevent contamination of ocean and ground water when, inevitably, the ‘cell’
deteriorates, is invaded by soil, and leaches into ground water and the nearby ocean.

Encapsulation temporily, ves, for up to perhaps five years or so, in hopes that some effective way of decontaminating
can be found — myco-remediation, for example. As a public health professional, that possibility is intriguing, but, of
course, requires actual evidence of its effect. If that does not work out, then the contaminated material should be
removed entirely from the Site — which is right in the midst of an active community. The public health hazards are

simply too much to accept.

1 would appreciate your considering my thoughts as you proceed with Commission proceedings.

Si pﬁg@rel Y,

r=
NElR

|
! 1

P.S.: Not being an attorney and even though I have read the provisions of the Coastal Act, I have difficulty in seeing how this
encapsulation proposal fits into the Acl’s description of a “Coastal Dependent Activity”.

4 of 16
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North: Coast Action F.0 Boy 44¢ Fort Bragg, OF 94557 707-9064-7085

(]

North Coast District Office RECE%VED
Bob Merrill, District Manager 08
710 E Street, Suite 200 SIS
Fureka, CA 95501 b1 ORNIA .

; CORSTAL COMMISS
December 4, 2008 s

Dear Mr. Merrill,

This letter is requesting that the California Coastal Commissioners deny permit A-1
FTB-05-053-A6 1o the applicants Georgia-Pacific Corporation to excavate
approximately 13.000 cubic yards of dioxin-impacted soil from several areas in
nParcel 10 and construct a 1.5-acre consolidation cell with an engineered cap for
onsite, subsurface management of excavated dioxin impacted soil.

The community is very concerned about the capping of 13,000 cubic yards of
contaminated soil on 1.5 acres of land on the Georgia Pacific Corporation property
in the heart of Fort Bragg and located in the Coastal Zone. The capping area will
be right next to Cypress Street and HWY 1 and next to residential and commercial
areas of Fort Bragg. Burying toxic soil along the coast of California i1s a quick fix,
but not a long term solution.

Permitting a major corporation to bury toxic soil on the coast. contained or not
contained, will leave & dangerous legacy for generations to come.

The storing of toxic contaminated soil under the ground in the Coastal Zone is not
a Coastal Dependent Activity as defined in the California Coastal Act. Georgia
Pacific Corporation has been asked by the Department of Toxic Substances Control
to clean up the contaminated soil - burying it in the coastal zone is NOT a clean-up.
In addition, there has not be an adequate study of alternatives. The community has
presented Georgia Pacific with several alternative remediation options, including
myco-remediation.

Here are some of our other concerns:

1) The capping area made up of 1.5 acres is directly across from a densely
populated residential area and prime business locations in Fort Bragg.,

In the future, as redevelopment happens and the town grows westward toward the
coast, this will be even more central withing Fort Bragg.

2) GP has set aside 9 other acres for future capping. Capping on the 1.5 acres is
setting a precedence for capping other contaminated soil - and we do not want a
hazardous waste dump in the middle of our town.

3) The polyurethane liner that will line the six foot deep pit 1.5 acres large has a life
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North Coast Action F.O. Box 446 Fort Bragy, CA 94537 707-964-7085 page 2

span of approximately 30 years. There has been no report on what happens after
that time 1n regards to human health risks or hazard to the environment.

4) The capping of the soil is a quick solution so that the city of Fort Bragg can
acquire the trail that will run along the bluffs. However, there has been no
investigation to date of the intertidal zone or the ocean bottom. In addition,
historical evidence shows that GP dump trucks backed up to the bluffs on cement
platforms and for years dumped solvents, including PCBs, heavy metals, fly ash
from the power house among other refuse on to the beaches. GP had trenches
leading from the power house and the machines shops out to the ocean where
solvents were dumped ongoing.

It is our opinion that a full site investigation, including adjacent properties that have
not been characterized, the intertidal zones and ocean bottom must be tested before
a trail 1s even in place.

5) The city of Fort Bragg and GP need to slow down. The trail is a premature
acquisition, since no one knows what we are really dealing with as far as toxins and
human health hazards. We do know that the trail is slated to go from the north and
from the south, ending at the mill ponds. Preliminary tests of the mill ponds (not a
full test) have been done and results show dioxins, PCBs, heavy metals,
hydrocarbons, arsenic - just to name a few - in over 12 feet of pond sediment. This
is of great concern to us since the trail is leading the public to the mill ponds. Not
only that, but the trail will give the public direct access to the intertidal zones
(beaches) where toxins were dumped for years.

6) Culturally and sociologically, the locals in this area live off the ocean through
abalone diving, fishing, surfing, sunbathing, kayaking and whale watching. This dox
not include the tourists (over a million a year) that visit Fort Bragg and take
advantage of the coastal access. The community would love to see a trail, but we
want a clean bill of health on the land first. We live on windy coast and soil is
airborne all of the time. Opening up a public trail next to land that has not been fulls
characterized or remediated is a human health risk.

7)There is a tremendous watershed on the headlands of the GP mill site. After
reviewing the RAP, we feel there has not been sufficient research to prove that the
capped soil would not be disturbed by water flow and high water tables forcing the
contaminated soil into the ocean.

8)We strongly feel the entire site needs to be fully characterized before a trail is buil
and opened to the public. I am sure you know the stats on dioxins being the most
dangerous chemical known to life outside of radiation. The National Academy of
Sciences 2006 Report states: "There are no safe levels of dioxin." The USEPA 1994
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Report states: "There are no safe levels of dioxin.” Creating o hazardous waste
cump in the middle of a town with a liner that will last 30 years at best, is a bad
idea.

9) Community members are concerned that the Draft RAP does not provide
supporting documentation relative 1o the transfer/purchase of tand from G/P 1o the
City (Letter of agreement). Nor is there documentation from the Coastal
Conservancy regarding the apparent deadline assoctated with the funding
availability from the Coastal Conservancy to the City of Fort Bragg associated with
the Coastal Trail area, In addition, community members have expressed concern
that the City does not, in fact, have anything in writing from G/P as to an agreement
to transfer the land associated with the Coastal Trail to the City. It 1s clear that the
"driver” that is moving the Coastal Trail remediation efforts is the apparent deadline
for the funding from the Coastal Conservancy and vet there is nothing in the Draft
RAP that supports this rush to judgment. The above mentioned supportmw
documentation is misging from the Draft RAP and must be provided in order 1o
legitimize the "push” that we are facing in commenting on a remediation activity,
where, in the minds of many community members, there are 5o many unanswered
guestions and unresolved issues that must be aadressed.

The community wants to see either on site bioremediation along the trail - which
NCA is in the process of researching - or removal of the dioxin contaminated soil tc
a hazardous waste facility. If the coastal commissioners vote for capping the soil,
then we ask that it be for a limited amount of time until another alternative solution
is discoverd and at that time, the soil would be remediated or removed from the cell
depending on the solution.

On behalf of the coastal community of Fort Bragg, we ask you NOT grant this
permit for capping 1500 cubic yards in the heart of Fort Bragg.If you Thave any
questions, please call me at 707-964-7085. And please keep us updated as things
proceed.

Slnce;c«h
Signature on File .

Thats Iviazur, North Coast Action
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God is too big to fit into just one religion.
Howard Ennes

+ 160 Woodland Drive - Fort Bragg, California « 95437-4521 -
(707) 964 - 7860 - e=mail: nsdusoir@mcn.org -

December 4, 2008
California Coastal Commission, North Coast District Office

Bob Merrill, District Manager R E C E E v E D

710 E Street, Suite 200

Fureka, CA 95501 PEL (g 2008
CALIFORNIA
Dear Mr. Merrill: COASTAL COMMISSION

I am a Naval Officer retired after service with the WWIT Medical
Department; also a Commissioed Office in the US Public Health Service, a
trained public health professional, past president of national and international
professional societies, and a retired VP for health affairs of the Equitable Life
Assurance Society of the U.S. Consequently, I feel I have some standing, even
at age 91, to an opinion about handling of the Dioxin-contaminated soil at the
Fort Bragg mill site. FYIT have been active, from my current residence, in
discussions about clearing the site, having observed the circumstances firsthand.

I am concerned about the idea of encapsulating the contaminated
material on a permanent basis. I am not satisfied that the current encapsulation
plan will prevent contamination of ocean and ground water when, inevitably,
the “cell’ deteriorates, is invaded by soil, and leaches into ground water and the
nearby ocean.

Encapsulation temporily, yes, for up to perhaps five years or so, in
hopes that some effective way of decontaminating can be found — myco-
remediation, for example. As a public health professional, that possibility is
intriguing, but, of course, requires actual evidence of its effect. If that does not
work out, then the contaminated material should be removed entirelv from the
Site — which is right in the midst of an active community. The public health

hazards are simply too much to accept.

I would appreciate your considering my thoughts as you proceed with

Commission proceedings. 7
. / g\\e
0
Smcerely,_’/7 / g W 8 of 16
PS: Not being an attorney and even though I have read the provisions of the Coastal Act,

I have difficulty in seeing how this encapsulation proposal fits into the Act’s
description of a “Coastal Dependent Activity”.



Bob Merrill

From: Ann Rennacker fannxpress@live.com
Sent Saturday, December 06, 2008 2:32 PM
To: Bob Merrill

Subject: milisite cleanup CEi\/ED
North Coast District Office RE

Bob Merrill, Districi Manager oo gl’UUB

710 E Streel, Suite 200

Furgka, CA 955071  ALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION

Decemper 6, 2008

Dear Mr. Merrill,

Thie letier is requesting that the California Coastal Commissioners deny permit A-1-FTB-05-083-A6 to the
applicants Georgia-Pacific qupo ation to excavate approximately 12,000 cubic vards of dioxin-impacted soil
from several areas in Parce! 10 and construct a 1.5-acre consoiidation cell with an engineered cap for

onsite, subsurface management of excavated dioxin impacted soil.

The north coast community is very concerned about the capping of 13,000 cubic yards of contaminated sail
on 1.5 acres of land on the Georgie Pacific Corporation property in the heart of Forl Bragg and located in
the Coastal Zone. The capping area will be right nex: to Cypress Street and HWY 1 and next to residential
and commercial areas of Fort Bragg. Burying toxic soil along the coast of California is & quick fix, but not a
Jong term solution. Permitting a major corporation to bury toxic soil on the coast, contained or not
contained, sets a dangerous precedence and a toxic legacy for generations to come.

The sioring of toxic contaminated soi under the ground in the Coastal Zone is not a Coastal Dependent
Activity as defined in the California Coastal Act. Georgia Pacific Corporation has been asked by the
Depariment of Toxic Substances Control to clean up the contaminatecd soil - burying it in the coastal zone is
NOT & clean-up. In addition, there has not be an adequate study of alternatives. The community has
presenied Georgia Pacific with several alternative remediation options, including myce-remediation.

Here are some of our other concerns: : .
1) The capping area made up of 1.5 acres is directly across from a densely populated residential area and
prime business locations in Fort Bragg.

In the future, as redevelopment happens and the town grows westward foward the coast, this will be even

more central withing Fort Bragg.

1.5 acres is setting a precedence for
aste dump in the middle of our town.

2
~
Ao

) GP has set aside 9 other acres for future capping. Capping on the
apping other contaminaied soil - and we do not want a hazardous w

3) Tre polyurethane liner that will line the six foot deep pit 1.5 acres large has & life span of maybe 30 years.
There has been no report on what happens after that time in regards to human health risks or hazard to the
environment.

4) The capping of the soll is a quick solution so that the city of Fort Bragg can acquire the trail that will run
d!ong the biuﬁs, However, there has been no investigation to date of the infertidal zone or the ccean bottom.
In addition, historical evidence shows that GP dump trucks backed up to the bluffs on cement platforms and
for years dumped solvents, including PCBs, heavy metals, fly ash from the power house among other refuse
on {o the beaches. GP had trenches iﬂddmg from the power house and the machines shops out 1o the
ocean where solvents were dumped ongoing.
11 1s our opinion that a full site investigation, including adjacent properties that have not been characierized,
the intertidal zones and vcean botlom must be tested before a trail is even in place.

9 of 16




Page 2 of 2

5) The city of Fort Bragg and GP need to slow down. The trail is a premature acguisition, since no one
knows what we are really dealing with as far as toxins and human health hazards. We do know that the trail
is stated to go from the north and from the south, ending at the mill ponds. Preliminary tests of the mill ponds
(not a full test) have been done and results show dioxins, PCBs, heavy metals, hydrocarbons, arsenic - just
to name a few - in over 12 feet of pond sediment. This is of great concern to us since the trail is leading the
public to the mill ponds. Not only that, but the trail will give the public direct access to the intertidal zones

(beaches) where toxins were dumped for years.

8) Culturally and sociologically, the locals in this area live off the ocean through abalane diving, fishing,
surfing, sunbathing, kayaking and whale watching. This does not include the tourists (over a miliion a year)
that visit Fort Bragg and take advantage of the coastal access, The community would love to see a trail, but
we want a clean bill of health on the land first. We live on windy coast and soil is airborne all of the time.
Opening up a public trail next to land that has not been fully characterized or remediated is a human health
risk.

7)There is a tremendous watershed on the headlands of the GP mill site. After reviewing the RAP, we feel
there has not been sufficient research to prove that the capped soil would not be disturbed by water flow and
high water tables forcing the contaminated soil into the ocean.

8)We strongly feel the entire site needs to be fully characterized before a trail is built and opened to the
public. | am sure you know the stats on dioxins being the most dangerous chemical known to life outside of
radiation. The National Academy of Sciences 2006 Report states: "There are no safe levels of dioxin.” The
USEPA 1994 Report states: "There are no safe levels of dioxin.” Creating a hazardous waste dump in the
middie of 2 town with a liner that will last 30 years at best, is a bad idea.

9) Community members are concerned that the Draft RAP does not provide supporting documentation
relative to the transfer/purchase of land from G/P to the City (Letter of agreement). Nor is there
documentation from the Coastal Conservancy regarding the apparent deadiine associated with the funding
availability from the Coastal Conservancy to the City of Fort Bragg associated with the Coastal Trail

area. In addition, community members have expressed concern that the City does not, in fact, have
anything in writing from G/P as to an agreement to transfer the land associated with the Coastal Trail to the
City. ltis clear that the “driver” that is moving the Coastal Trail remediation efforts is the apparent deadline
for the funding from the Coastal Conservancy and yet there is nothing in the Draft RAP that supports this
rush to judgment. The above mentioned supporting documentation is missing from the Draft RAP and must
be provided in order to legitimize the "push” that we are facing in commenting on a remediation activity,
where, in the minds of many community members, there are so many unanswered questions and
unresolved issues that must be addressed.

The community wants to see either on site bioremediation along the trail - which NCA is in the process of
researching - or removal of the dioxin contaminated soil to a hazardous waste facility. If the coastal
commissioners vote for capping the soil, then we ask that it be for a limited amount of time until another
alternative solution is discovered and at that time, the soil would be remediated or removed from the cell,

depending on the solution.

On behalf of the coastal community of Fort Bragg, we ask you NOT grant this permit for capping 1500 cubic

yards in the heart of Fort Bragg.
If you have any guestions, please call me at 707-964-1420. And please keep us updated as things proceed.

Sincerely,

Ann Rennacker
31200 Sherwood Rd
Ft Bragg, Ca 95437

Send e-mail faster without improving your typing skills. Get your Hotmail® account.
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North Coaszt District Office
Bob Merrill, District Manager

710 E Street, Suite 200 RECEIVED

Eureka, CA 95501 SEC 0 g0

i CALIFORNIA
December 7, 2008 COASTAL GOMMISSION

RE Georgia-Pacific, Fort Bragg CA,
Application A-1-FTB-05-053-A6

Dear Mr. Merrill 3
As a Mendocino Coast resident T am requesting 'i"ht;’i‘f the
California Coastal Commissioners deny permit A-1-FTE-05-053-

Ab.

The 400 ac in question represent g particularly beautiful stretch
of California coast. The proposed consolidation ceil for the
dioxin-contaminated soil is located at the seam of coast and
densely populated urban center. Tourism is Ft Bmég’s main
industry. The stigma of a huge toxic waste dump wjéH damage the
otherwise pristine image of California’s North Coast. Burying
toxic material in the Coastal Zone is not a Coastal Dependent

Activity as defined by the California Coastal Act, |
The FEDERAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION LAWS state :

"Because global warming may result in a substantial seq level

rise with serious adverse effects in the coastal zo?me, coastal
states must anticipate and plan for such an occurrence.”

Concern over the vulnerability of the coast is one of the reasons
why the local coastal community is overwhelmingly fopposed to the
propoged project, |
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Removing the contaminated goil from the immediate vicinity of
the shore, and storing it a few hundred yards further inland, as
described in application A-1-FTB-05-053-A6, seems valid as a
temporary condition, but not as a permanent soluﬁ:onu The
consolidation cell should be designed to allow for efmsy access, to
allow for on-site bioremediation in the near future. Remediation
techniques are being developed. A temporary storage permit with
a5 to 10 year limit seems conceivable. Ft Braggishould be given
a chance o become a clean coastal community, I"CE’?"}"I@?” thar a
place famous for a huge toxic waste site in its city center.

The community is asking the Coastal Commission for help in
protecting our beautiful coast, and in laying the groundwork for
the healthy and clean fufure our children deserve.

Thank you.

Antonio Wuttke
Communhity member
antonin@mcn,org
+el 707.357.0653
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A-1-FTB-05-053-A6
Fort Bragg City Council
in Favor

C1TY OF FORT BRAGG

incorporated Aungus: &0 1E8Y

416 N. Frunklin St

Fort Bragg, Ca 05477

Phone: (7673 96:-28220

Fax: {(707) 961-2802
ntip:/icity fortbrage.com

December 10, 2008

California Coastal Commission
North Coast District Office

710 E Street, Suite 200
Eureka, CA 95501

SUBJECT: Coastal Permit Amendment for Remediation of Fort Bragg Cocastai Trail &
Parkland Area (Georgia Pacific Corporation; A-1-FTB-05-053-A6)

Dear Commissioners,

The Fort Bragg City Counci! offers its strong support for approval of the above-referenced Coastal
Development Permit amendment which will allow Georgia-Pacific Corporation o clean up dioxin-
contaminated soils in four locations within Operable Unit A, which is the “coastal trail & parkland
area” that the City is acauiring from Georgia-Pacific Corporation.

The City, Georgia-Pacific, and the State Coastal Conservancy have been working since early
2004 on the coastal trall and parkland transaction. With a $4,165,000 grant from the

Conservancy, the City will purchase 35 acres of coastal property and Georgia-Pacific will dedicate
an additional 42 acres of blufftop land stretching along the entire 372 mile coastline of the former
mill site. The acquisition of this breathtaking piece of cozastal real estate cannot move forward until
the remediation of the coastal trail and parkiand property is complete.

The City’s independent environmental consultant (Glenn Young, Fugro-West) and toxicologist
(Mark Stelljes, SLR International Corp.) have worked closely with the Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) to provide technical review of the site characterization and
remediation process for the Georgia Pacific Mill Site. We are confident that DTSC has approved
a Remedial Action Plan (RAP) that is protective of the environment and human health.

The City Council, acting in its capacity as the Fort Bragg Redevelopment Agency, discussed the
site investigation and characterization and remedial options for the Coastal Trail & Parkland
parcels at eight public meetings between October 2007 and August 2008. In August 2008, the
Fort Bragg Redevelopment Agency, acting within its authority under the Polanco Redevelopment
Act, unanimously approved the Operable Unit A Remedial Action Plan. The Agency supports on-
site consolidation and capping of soils impacted with dioxins/furans. The Agency felt that this
alternative was more environmentally sound and socially responsible than digging and hauling the
material to be disposed of in a landfill in ancther community. Agency members also made it clear
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A-1-FTB-05-053-A6
Fort Bragg City Council
, in Favor
that, while they support a capped area for the soils from OU-A, which have relatively low
concentrations of dioxins, they do not view this as precedent-setting for consolidation and capping
of contaminants from elsewhere on the Mill Site. If proposed in future RAPs, such actions wouid
be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.

Fort Bragg Mayor Doug Hammerstrom, City Manager Linda Ruffing, and environmental consultant
Glenn Young will be present at Friday’s hearing and available to respond to any questions you
may have. Again, we encourage the Commission to approve the CDP amendment as

recommended by staff. Thank you very much for your consideration of this matter.
TN

Sincerely, ) — \ _ "
- . //// Signature on File )

gz Signature on File 6’ = o

/ ) ,,,,,,""'W -

Houg Hanyﬁerstrbm Dave Turner

Mayor Vice-Mayor

Signa AN Signature on File
S N

Jere Melo Dan Gjerdey
Councilmember Counciimember

signature on File
Meg Courtney /
Councilmember

Ce: City Attorney
City Clerk
Community Development Director
City Manager
Glenn Young, Fugro West
Bob Merrill, California Coastal Commission
Chip Hilarides, Georgia-Pacific :
Denise Tsuiji, DTSC
Matt Gerhart, State Coastal Conservancy
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North Coast District Office ‘
I%ob Merrill, District Manager E\ '&—i E‘D
710 B Street, Suite 200 Do vop L000
bureka, CA 95501

ChL? i uRNlF

Dear Mr. Merril!

As e long time property owner and resident of Fort Bragﬂ CA. T am writing to
oppose permit A-1-FTB-05-053-A6 submitied by Georgia-Pacific Corporation.

Landfilling diosin contaminated soil n the coastal zone 18 not a legacy 1 would want
to leave to my children. Landfllls fail even in aric and stable Jocations. It took onl\
elchieen months for Kettleman City's state of the art landfill to collapse and
contaminate the surrounding water table.

Fort Bragg's winters are storm ridden. We have tsunami warnings most every vear.
Fort Bragg was severely impacted by the 1906 earthqualke.

If this hazardous waste landfill was built right on the Coast what would happen if an
tsunami hit Fort Bragg like the one that hit Crescent City? How about an earthqualke?

There are good reasons why hazardous waste landfilling 1s not is not a Coastal
Dependent Activity as defined in the California Coastal Act.

Please deny this permit.

Thank You p )

e . _ )

C é Signature on File 7/5/ ~
/

Anna Marie Stenberg

254 Wall Street

Fort Bragg, CA 95437
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