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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
Date:   June 11, 2009 
 
To:  Commissioners and Interested Parties 
 
From:  Peter M. Douglas, Executive Director 

Robert S. Merrill, District Manager – North Coast District 
  James R. Baskin AICP, Coastal Program Analyst – North Coast District 
 
Subject: Addendum to Commission Meeting for Friday, June 12, 2009 

North Coast District Item F4a, Local Coastal Program Amendment No. CRC-
MAJ-1-09 (Coasta Norte) 

 
 
This addendum discusses changes to the proposed findings in the staff recommendation and 
includes correspondence on the LCP amendment received since publication of the staff report.   
 
1. Revisions to Suggested Modifications and Findings
 
Staff is making the following revisions to the staff recommendation for Suggested Modification 
Nos. 2b, 4, and 7.  The Suggested Modifications and associated findings language originally 
recommended by the staff are shown in standard formatted text while revisional additions 
suggested by the staff appear in bold double-underlined text and suggested deletions are shown 
in bold double strikethrough text. 
 
 
• Suggested Modification No. 2 as appears on pages 9-10 and 30-31 of the staff report 

should be replaced with the following: 
 

2.a. 4.a. Inundation hazard and evacuation route maps for the areas of the City that 
have experienced historic tsunami inundation or for areas where tsunami 
inundation modeling efforts have been undertaken, such as depicted within 
NOAA Technical Memorandum ERL PMEL-103, “Tsunami Inundation 
Model Study of Eureka and Crescent City, California”  (Bernard, E.N., C. 
Mader, G. Curtis, and K. Satake, 1994), or “Tsunami Inundation at 
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Crescent City, California Generated by Earthquakes Along the Cascadia 
Subduction Zone”, (Uslu, B., J. C. Borrero, L. A. Dengler, and C. E. 
Synolakis, 2007; Geophysical Research Letters, Volume 34, L20601), 
and/or on subsequent superseding investigations, shall be developed and 
incorporated into the LCP.  These maps shall depict maximum credible 
inundation zones and runup elevations and shall be updated and kept 
current to include new, peer-reviewed information on Crescent City 
tsunami hazards as it becomes available. 

 
2.b.  4.b. New residential subdivisions situated within historic and modeled tsunami 

inundation hazard areas, such as depicted on the tsunami hazard maps 
described in 2.a. above, shall be designed and sited such that the finished 
floor elevation of all new permanent residential units are constructed with 
one foot of freeboard above the maximum credible runup elevation as 
depicted on the most recent government prepared Tsunami Hazards Maps, 
or as developed by local agency modeling, whichever elevation is greater, 
taking into account sea level rates of three to six feet per century.  
Additionally, all such structures containing permanent residential units 
shall be designed to withstand the hydrostatic and hydrodynamic loads and 
effects of buoyancy associated with inundation by storm surge and 
tsunami waves up to and including the tsunami runup depicted on the 
Tsunami Hazard Maps, without experiencing a catastrophic structural 
failure.  For tsunami resilient design purposes, a minimum sea level 
rise rate of 3 feet per century shall be used when combined with a 
maximum credible tsunami condition.  For purposes of administering 
this policy, “permanent residential units” comprise residential units 
intended for occupancy as the principal domicile of their owners, and do 
not include timeshare condominiums, visitor-serving overnight facilities, 
or other transient accommodations. 

 
RATIONALE FOR REVISION(S) 

 To correct the numeration to match that of the policy number, rather than 
the number of the suggested modification.  

 To state specific sea level rise rates to be considered in the preparation of 
tsunami runup and inundation evaluations. 

 
 

• The final paragraph on page 29 of the staff report’s Part III, Findings Section II.B.5 
Geologic and Flooding Hazards shall be revised to read as follows:  
 
Of particular consequence is the loss of one’s personal home and residence.  
Generally representing the primary and most significant financial investment for 
most persons, and often a substantial portion of their intended retirement income 
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from the return realized from its accrued equity, the loss of a personal residence, 
as contrasted with other, less substantially valued real property, such as a second 
home or timeshare vacation unit, can have profound negative impacts on its 
owners’ livelihood as well as the whole community in terms of added social 
service costs.  In addition, such homelessness can have profound psychological 
impacts on the resident-owners, in terms of an increased sense of physical 
vulnerability and social isolation which can hamper efforts to recover from their 
domestic crisis.  Moreover, given the significance of the potential loss, home 
owners may understandably be more likely to either stay in their homes to 
either “ride out” the storm or flood event, or spend additional time in 
securing their dwelling and their belongings before evacuating, placing 
themselves as heightened risks than would more casual occupants or part-
time owners who would likely have a greater propensity to immediately 
vacate the premises.  
 

 RATIONALE FOR REVISION(S) 

 To further elaborate on the distinctions between the risk exposure of 
owner/occupants of permanent residences compared to part-time 
occupants or short-term visitors. 

 
 
• Suggested Modification No. 4, as appears on pages 11 and 36 of the staff report 

should be revised to read as follows: 
 

The best available and most recent scientific information with respect to the 
effects of long-range sea level rise shall be considered in the preparation of 
findings and recommendations for all requisite geologic, geo-technical, 
hydrologic, and engineering investigations.  Residential and commercial 
development at nearshore sites shall undertake a design sensitivity analysis 
utilizing analyze potential coastal hazards from erosion, flooding, wave 
attack, scour and other conditions, for a range of potential sea level rise 
scenarios, from a minimum of two to three feet per one hundred years and 
including higher rise rates of rise of five to six feet, as well as 10 feet in one 
hundred years per century.  The analysis shall also consider localized uplift or 
subsidence, local topography, bathymetry, and geologic conditions.  A similar 
sensitivity analysis shall be performed for all critical facilities, energy production 
and distribution infrastructure, and other development projects of major 
community significance using a minimum rise rate of 4.5 feet of sea level rise in 
100 years per century.  The analysis These hazard analyses shall be used to 
identify current and future site hazards, to help guide site design and hazard 
mitigation and identify sea level rise thresholds after which limitations in the 
development’s design and siting would cause the improvements to become 
significantly less stable. These sensitivity analyses shall be used to identify 
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unanticipated site hazards and to help guide site design and hazards 
mitigation.  For design purposes, residential and commercial projects shall 
assume a minimum sea level rise rate of three feet per century and critical 
infrastructure shall assume 4.5 feet per century; greater sea level rise rates 
shall be used if development is expected to have a long economic life, if the 
proposed development has few options for adaptation to sea level higher than 
the design minimum, or if the best available scientific information at the time 
of review supports a higher design level. 

 
RATIONALE FOR REVISION(S) 

 To clarify the coastal hazards affecting nearshore development to be 
evaluated for sea level rise and to more closely match the range of 
potential sea level rise scenarios to be considered in project evaluations to 
the range of sea level rise predicted by scientific studies. 

 To state specific sea level rise rates to be considered in the preparation of 
sea level rise analyses. 

 
 
• The second paragraph on page 30 of the staff report’s Part III, Findings Section 

II.B.5 Geologic and Flooding Hazards should be revised to read as follows: 
  

Therefore, the Commission attaches Suggested Modification No. 2, below, 
requiring new residential development resulting from subdivisions (including 
condominiums) located within historic and modeled tsunami inundation areas be 
designed and sited such that the floor elevation of “permanent residences” (i.e., 
primary domiciles) be constructed at a height above that of the maximum tsunami 
run up water depth on land anticipated at the development site.  In addition, the 
suggested modification would require all such newly platted development 
structures containing permanent residential units to be resiliently designed to 
withstand the hydrostatic and hydrodynamic loads and effects of buoyancy 
associated with inundation by sea level rise, storm surge and tsunami waves up to 
and including the tsunami height projected to result from a near-source generated 
seismic event along the Cascadia Subduction Zone, without experiencing a 
catastrophic structural failure which would destroy the structures and impede the 
evacuation or rescue of persons occupying the building.  The Commission finds 
that such requirements for permanent residential structures are appropriate and 
feasible measures to minimize risks to both property and “life,” in terms of a 
person’s livelihood and their enjoyment of their existence and faculties. 

 
RATIONALE FOR REVISION(S) 

 The change to the findings reflects the changes made to Suggested 
Modification No. 2. 
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• The second paragraph on page 33 of the staff report’s Part III, Findings Section 

II.B.5 Geologic and Flooding Hazards should be revised to read as follows: 
 

The IPCC’s findings were based on a expanded to incorporate some increase 
in sea level rise by accelerated ice melt through a 2007 report prepared by Dr. 
Stefan Rahmstorf of the Potsdam Institute for Climate Impact Research 
(hereinafter “Rahmstorf Report”).  This report has become the central reference 
point for much of recent sea level rise planning.  The Rahmstorf Report 
projects that by 2100, sea level could be between 20 to 55 inches higher than 
1990 levels.  The Rahmstorf Report developed a quasi-empirical relationship 
between historic temperature and sea level change.  Using the temperature 
changes projected for the various IPCC scenarios, and assuming that the historic 
relationship between temperature and sea level would continue into the future, he 
projected that by 2100 sea level could be between 20 inches and 55 inches (0.5 to 
1.4 meters) higher than the 1990 levels (for a rate of 0.18 to 0.5 inches/year). 
These projections for future sea level rise anticipate that the increase in sea level 
from 1990 to 2050 will be from about 8 inches to 17 inches (for a rate of 0.13 to 
0.28 inches/year); from 1990 to 2075, the increase in sea level would be from 
about 13 inches to 31 inches (for a rate of 0.15 to 0.36 inches/year) and that the 
most rapid change in sea level will occur toward the end of the 21st century. Most 
recent sea level rise projections show the same trend as the projections by 
Rahmstorf — that as the time period increases the rate of rise increases and that 
the second half of the 21st century can be expected to have a more rapid rise in sea 
level than the first half.   

 
RATIONALE FOR REVISION(S) 

 To more clearly depict the factors considered in the Rahmstorf  Report and 
to eliminate redundant language. 

 
 
• The last paragraph on page 34 and the first two full paragraphs on page 35 of the 

staff report’s Part III, Findings Section II.B.5 Geologic and Flooding Hazards 
should be revised to read as follows: 

 
Given the general convergence of agreement over the observed and measured 
geodetic changes world wide in ocean elevations over the last several decades, 
most of the scientific community has ceased debating the question of whether sea 
level will rise several feet higher than it is today, but is instead only questioning 
the time period over which this rise will occur.  However, as the conditions 
causing sea level rise continue to change rapidly, prognostications of sea level rise 
are similarly in flux.  As a result of this dynamism, anticipated amounts and rates 
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of sea level rise used in project reviews today may be either lower or higher than 
those that will be utilized ten years from now.  This degree of uncertainty will 
continue until sufficient feedback data inputs are obtained to allow for a clear 
trend to be discerned from what is now only a complex and highly variable set of 
model outputs.  Accordingly, in the interest of moving forward from the debate 
over specific rates and amounts of rise to a point where the effects of sea level rise 
greater than those previously assumed in the past may be considered, one 
approach is to undertake a sensitivity an analysis on the development project and 
site to ascertain the point when significant changes to project stability would 
result based on a series or a range of sea level rise rates amounts.  The analysis 
would be structured to use a variety of sea level rise projections, ranging from the 
relatively gradual rates of rise indicated by the IPCC and Rahmstorf models, to 
scenarios involving far more rapid rates of sea level rise based upon accelerated 
glacial and polar sea and shelf inputs. 
 
For example, for the most typical development projects along the coast (i.e., 
residential or commercial), consideration of a two to three foot rise in level rise 
over 100 years could be assumed to represent the minimum rate of change for 
design purposes.  However, in the interest of investigating adaptive, flexible 
design options, sensitivity testing should also include assessing  the consequences 
of sea level rise at three to five times greater rates, namely five to six feet per 
century, and even 10 to 20 feet per 100 years for critical facilities or 
development with a long expected project life.  The purpose of this exercise 
analysis is to determine, if there is some “tipping point” at which a given design 
would rapidly become less stable, and to evaluate what would be the 
consequences of crossing such a threshold.  This type of analysis would make the 
property owner aware of the limitations, if any, of the initial project design early 
in the planning process.   Depending upon the design life of the development, the 
economic and technical feasibility of incorporating more protective features, and 
levels of risk acceptance, the project proponent could propose, or the permitting 
agency may require, that greater flexibility be provided in the design and siting of 
the development, or other mitigation be identified, to accommodate the higher 
rates of sea level rise. 
 
The sensitivity analysis This sea level range approach would allow accelerated 
rates of sea level rise to be considered in the analysis of projects.  Such 
evaluations provide some flexibility with regard to the uncertainty concerning sea 
level rise, providing an approach to analyze project in the face of uncertainty that 
would not involve the imposition of mandatory design standards based upon 
future sea level elevations that may not actually be realized, and allowing 
flexibility in the acceptable amount of sea level rise for specific projects and 
for the best available scientific information at the time of review.  Given the 
nonobligatory and adaptive nature of this approach to hazards avoidance and 
minimization, as necessitated by such scientific uncertainty, it will remain 
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important to include new information on sea level trends and climate change as 
iterative data is developed and vetted by the scientific community.  Accordingly, 
any adopted design or siting standards that may be applied to development 
projects should be re-examined periodically to ensure the standard is consistent 
with current estimates in the literature before being reapplied to a subsequent 
project. 

 
RATIONALE FOR REVISION(S) 

 To more clearly explain the reasoning behind the range-of-rates sea level 
rise evaluation. 

 
 
• The second paragraph of Suggested Modification No. 7 as appears on pages 12 and 

24 of the staff report should be replaced with the following: 
 

Any future development at the former Del Norte Community Health Center site 
(APN 118-020-34), including any multi-family residential, recreational or visitor-
serving commercial development, shall provide for a view corridor oriented from 
the vantage point of the intersection of Second and A Streets.  The Second and A 
Streets view corridor shall be located within the southeasterly third of the vacated 
sixty-foot-wide West Second Street right-of-way and comprise a minimum of 
twenty feet (20′), extending southwesterly from A Street to the adjoining beach.  
The view corridor from ground level to a height of ten feet (10′) shall be kept 
clear of obstructions, including physical development and/or storage of 
materials that would obstruct views through the corridor.  Landscaping in 
the corridor shall be limited to seeded grass lawns, sodded turf, or other low-
growing groundcovers whose height at maturity will not exceed one foot (1′) 
above finished grade. Balconies, bay windows, and other architectural 
features on upper floors (10 feet or more above grade) may extend a 
maximum of three feet (3′) into the view corridor. 

 
• The last sentence of the first paragraph on page 24 of the staff report’s Part III, 

Findings Section II.B.3 Visual Resources should be revised to read as follows: 
 

The modification would require that a minimum of a twenty-foot width of the 
West Second Street right-of-way be retained and kept clear of above-grade 
obstructions including physical development and/or use as storage, with 
some minor exclusions for grounds landscaping and upper-story 
architectural features, as a view corridor in the approval of any future 
development at the subject site. 
 

RATIONALE FOR REVISION(S) 



Addendum to Commission Meeting for Friday June 12, 2009 
North Coast District (Item No. F4a) 
LCP Amendment Application No. CRC-MAJ-1-09 (Coasta Norte) 
Page 8 
 

 To include minor exceptions for encroachments into the view corridor on 
upper stories where the corridor would not be functionally affected. 

 To set limits on at-grade uses within the view corridor to assure its 
functionality. 

 
 
2. Responses to Comments
 
As provided in Attachment No. 1, a comment letter has been received from Kirk Roberts raising 
several issues with respect to the proposed LCP amendment and/or staff recommendation for 
certification-with modifications.  These issues regard: (a) spot-zoning; (b) evaluation of 
stormwater runoff treatment best management practices feasibility; (c) materials excerpted from 
the City’s amendment request; and (d) the width of the suggested view corridor. 
 
(a) Spot-zoning
 
Mr. Robert asserts that the subject LCP amendment comprises invalid “spot zoning” insofar as 
the report’s analysis was focused primarily on the effects the LCP amendment would have on 
development potential at the former clinic site with little discussion of the effects on other lots 
within a similarly-zoned nearby Residential-Professional zoning district.  Black’s Law 
Dictionary defines spot zoning as the “(g)ranting of a zoning classification that differs from that 
of the other land in the immediate area… for treatment different from that of similar surrounding 
land and which cannot be justified on the basis of health, safety, morals, general welfare of the 
community, and which is not in accordance with a comprehensive plan.”   Spot zoning is 
typically discriminatory in nature, whereby a particular parcel or parcels are arbitrarily singled-
out and down-zoned or otherwise restricted in their development potential compared to other 
similar properties in its vicinity. 

The subject LCP amendment would change the zoning designation on a 7,200-square-foot area 
from Coastal Zone Two-Family (CZ-R2) residential to Coastal Zone Residential-Professional 
(CZ-RP) designation consistent with the existing designation on the remaining 1.07-acre portion 
of the former clinic site.  This reclassification would expand the assortment of development 
types that could be pursued on the redesignated area, not further restrict them.  In addition, for 
this case, the rezoning is effectively a zone boundary adjustment between two adjacent 
residential designations rather that the imposition of a new zoning district in an area with 
completely different zoning.  Moreover, as proposed and further modified by Suggested 
Modification No. 8, the text of the Multiple Family land use designation that the subject 
Residential-Professional zoning would implement, clearly indicates that the properties so 
planned and zoned are intended as transitional areas between existing commercial and single-
family residential areas, such as the setting of the former medical clinic parcel being rezoned.  
This, the subject rezoning does not constitute spot zoning in that: (1) it is not discriminatory in 
nature; (2) the reclassification is not different from that of other land in the immediate area; and 
(3) the rezoned designation is consistent with the City’s land use plan. 
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Finally, with regard to the succinctness of the analysis of the effects the change to the 
Residential-Professional zoning district’s lot-area-per-dwelling-unit from 1,500 square feet to 
1,250-square feet in Footnote No. 13 on pages 43-44 of the report,  given the scope of the effects 
of these changes, the analysis is adequate.  The LCP amendment applies the Multiple Family 
land use designation to the former medical clinic site.  The Medical Related land use designation 
would remain in place on the subject seven other parcels similarly zoned CZ-RP situated 
between “A” and “B” Streets south of Front Street (APNs 118-030-09, and -22 through -27).  
The Residential-Professional zone is a zoning district that implements both the Multiple Family 
land use designation and the Medical Related land use designation.  To be approved, a proposed 
land use must be consistent with both the land use classification and the zoning district that 
pertains to the subject property.  Accordingly, unlike at the former medical clinic site where the 
Multiple Family land use classification allows multiple family dwellings, the only class of 
development that could be authorized at the seven parcels between “A” and “B” Streets south of 
Front Street that would be fully consistent with the allowable land uses under both the land use 
plan and zoning standards would be medical-related professional offices, a use type which does 
not include residential dwellings for which the amended lot-area-per-dwelling standard would 
apply.  As the amended lot-area-per-dwelling-unit standard does not apply to a use that cannot 
currently be developed on these other parcels, the analysis of the lot-area-per-dwelling-unit 
amendment in the report is focused on how this change would affect the former medical clinic 
site.  If in the future the City were to propose an amendment of the land use designation for these 
parcels from Medical Related to Multiple Family, similar to that proposed for the former medical 
clinic site, the theoretical maximum number of potential dwelling units that could be developed 
on the whole of the 86,400-square-foot subject area would increase from 57 to 69 dwelling units 
under the proposed amended 1,250-square-foot lot-area-per-dwelling standard.  The 
ramifications of such an increase in potential residential dwelling units on public service 
capacities, public access and coastal recreation, and other coastal resources would be reviewed as 
part of any such LCP amendment proposed for these lots. 
 
(b) Stormwater Runoff Treatment Design Criteria
 
Mr. Roberts takes exception to the particular stormwater treatment feasibility analysis performed 
for the subject former medical clinic site proposed for land use and zoning redesignations from 
two perspectives: (1) that the preliminary water pollution control plan was based on a  diagram is 
not consistent with any current construction plan as to the impervious area and building foot 
print; and (2) that the analysis did not use precipitation data from a near shoreline site more 
similar to that of the clinic parcel, such as McNamara Field. 

To assess an LCP amendment’s consistency with the water quality policies of the Coastal Act, 
the local government is typically required to include an analysis as to how water quality can be 
protected at a site or sites proposed for land use plan redesignation and/or a change in an LUP 
development policies.  These analyses are intended for substantiating that inclusion of water 
quality control and treatment best management practices can feasibly be incorporated into any 
future development that may be undertaken at the site or sites under the amended 
classification(s) or policy(ies).  As a wide variety of potential development designs are typically 
possible at a given locale, a reasonable development scenario is often used to ascertain whether 
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water quality BMP incorporation is feasible.  Thus, the build-out scenario developed by Stover 
Engineering for the medical clinic site as depicted in Exhibit No. 9 of the staff report, comprising 
the construction of a theoretical 32,832 square-feet of impervious surface improvements on a 
1.24-acre site consistent with zoning minimum yard, building setbacks, and lot coverage 
standards and utilizing a flow-based oil-water separation/interceptor device comprises a 
reasonable basis from which the feasibility of incorporating water quality protective features may 
be verified. 

With regard to the availability of precipitation data from other near shoreline sites, such as 
McNamara Field, the 85th percentile numerical sizing criteria was developed as a cooperative 
undertaking by the Commission and the state regional water quality control boards.  The 
information as to regional 85th percentile one-hour volumetric- and 24-hour events flow-based 
rainfall events was collated primarily from data collected from National Weather Service, 
Department of Water Resources, and Caltrans facilities’ historic records.  Unfortunately, no such 
data is available from the County airport at McNamara Field.   
 
(c) Excerpted Exhibits
 
Mr. Roberts notes that public comment letters and responses thereto referenced in the City’s LCP 
amendment application were not included within the Commission staff report.  Mr. Roberts also 
asserts that the analysis did not address what effects the change in the lot-are-per-dwelling 
standard would have at the former clinic site location and the surrounding single-family 
residential properties. 

For brevity sake and to limit the size of the staff report to a reasonable length, the totality of a 
local government’s LCP amendment submittal is typically not included as exhibits to the staff 
report for the certification request, especially with respect to correspondence directed initially to 
the local agency for their hearing processes.  The commenting interested party has been notified  
of this practice and informed that, if he and/or others would like the Commission to consider the 
comments previously made before the City Hearings, these comments be readdressed to the 
Commission and submitted prior to the June 12th hearing date. 

With respect to the evaluation of the effects the changes to the CZ-RP zoning district’s lot-area-
per-dwelling standard would have at the former clinic site and environs, such analysis appears 
throughout the staff report, addressing its potential effect in a variety of contexts, including the 
adequacy of public services, effects, on coastal visual resources, impacts to environmentally 
sensitive areas,  implications on coastal access and recreational opportunities,  protection and 
reservation of sites for priority coastal-dependent uses, and avoidance and minimization of 
natural and man-made hazards.  To certify the amendment to the Land Use Plan (LUP) portion 
of the City of Crescent City Local Coastal Program, the Commission must find that the LUP, as 
amended, is consistent with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. To certify the 
amendment to the Implementation Program (IP) portion of the LCP, the Commission must find 
that the IP, as amended, conforms with and is adequate to carry out the amended LUP. The staff 
report addresses the effects of the revised lot-area-per-dwelling-unit standard in the context of 
the LCP amendment’s consistency with the Coastal Act and the LUP as amended. 
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(d) View Corridor Width
 
Mr. Roberts encourages the Commission to expand the width of the 20-foot-wide view corridor 
recommended in Suggested Modification No. 7 to 40 feet so that emergency services may access 
the adjoining beach, the corridor would be consistent with the 40-foot-wide view corridor 
imposed at the end of Front Street for the Hampton Inn and Suites development, and more 
adequately reduce the view blockage that would result from development of two adjacent multi-
story structures. 

A 20-foot-wide view corridor, with certain exceptions for upper-floor architectural elements (see 
the seventh bulleted revisions in Section 1 on page 7 above) is adequate to protect coastal visual 
resources at this site.  First, as a matter of perspective, the 40-foot-wide view corridor at Front 
and A Streets for the adjacent hotel-restaurant project was intended to break up the visual bulk of 
the one- to three-story, two-building complex that at full build-out will comprised 59,360 square-
feet of floor area, extending to 35 feet in height, and spanning 400 feet of its ±464-foot-wide, 
nearly two-block, expanse of A Street.   

Secondly, as a functional consideration, the corridor, as proposed by the applicant and mandated 
to be kept open and clear by a project special condition, was intended to protect views of highly 
scenic offshore rocks and bluffs in the Halls Bluff area to the northwest. As discussed on pages 
22 through 24 of the staff report’s Part 3, Findings Section II.B.3., due to the up-sloping 
topography presence of intervening structures and vegetation, no such views of open ocean water 
or offshore rocky areas are present at the A and Second Streets public vantage point. 

Accordingly, given the paucity of views afforded at the subject viewing point, establishing a 20-
foot-wide view corridor within the western third of the vacated West Second Street right-of-way, 
effectively representing a street-ward protraction of the previously dedicated 20-foot-wide access 
easement at the rear of the subject property, and situated laterally adjacent to the six-foot-wide 
access easement on the neighboring hotel parcel, would adequately protect visual resources of 
the area. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
1. Comment Letter from Kirk Roberts, dated June 3, 2009, received June 4, 2009 
2. Letter from Eric Taylor, Associate Plannner, City of Crescent City, dated June 8, 2009, 

received June 10, 2009, authorizing Mr, Randy Baugh to speak on behalf of the City at 
the public hearing on the subject LCP Amendment  
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Commission Action:  

 
 
TO:    Commissioners and Interested Parties 
 
FROM:   Peter M. Douglas, Executive Director 
  Robert S. Merrill, North Coast District Manager 
  James R. Baskin AICP, Coastal Planner 
 
SUBJECT: City of Crescent City LCP Amendment No. CRC-MAJ-1-09, (Coasta Norte).  

(Meeting of June 12, 2009, in Marina Del Rey) 
 
 

SYNOPSIS: 
 
Background: 
 
As discussed herein, the impetus for the proposed Local Coastal Program (LCP) amendments 
follows from appeals filed with the Commission of a decision of the City of Crescent City to 
grant a permit with conditions to Randy Baugh DBA: Development Consultants, Inc. for 
development of a mixed-use residential condominium and medical/real estate sales professional 
office project (File No. A-1-CRC-08-004).  The Commission found that the appeal raised a 
substantial issue of conformance of the project as approved with the certified LCP at its meeting 
of March 7, 2008.  The major assertions of the appeals regarded whether, in conditionally 
approving this development project, the City had adequately addressed the project’s 
conformance with LCP policies and standards regarding the type of development and project 
site.  These conformance issues related to: (1) the permissibility of uses under the land use 
designation currently applied to the project site; (2) the density and intensity of the proposed 
residential use; and (3) various other provisions within the LCP regarding the presence of 
geologic hazards, the protection of environmentally sensitive habitat areas, protection and 
provision of public access, ensuring the quality of coastal waters, and compatibility with visual 
resources  at or near the site.    
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Since the March 2008 hearing on substantial issue, the City acted to amend the LCP provisions 
which conflict with the approved project and requested staff to schedule the de novo hearing on 
the appeal for a Commission meeting after the LCP amendment is acted on by the Commission. 
 
Amendment Description: 
 
The City of Crescent City proposes to amend its Land Use Plan (LUP) text and maps and 
corresponding Implementation Program (IP) text and maps to accommodate the development of 
the residential condominium at the site of the former Del Norte Community Health Center, 
located at the intersection of Second and “A” Streets.  The subject property is currently 
designated on the land use plan map for medical-related professional office and residential 
duplex uses, and is correspondingly split-zoned for residential/professional office and two-family 
residential development.   The text descriptions of these use categories within the currently-
certified LUP specifically reserve the majority of the site for medical offices and sets restrictions 
on the types and densities of residential dwellings which can be developed on the remaining 
portion.  In addition, notwithstanding the medical professional office use limitations of the LUP, 
the residential-professional zoning district standards further limit residential density over the 
whole of the site through its lot-area-per dwelling standard.   
 
As submitted, Crescent City’s LCP Amendment No. CRC-MAJ-1-09 would consist of: (1) 
proposed revisions to the text of the Coastal Element of the City’s General Plan (LUP) providing 
specific policies intended to guide the types and densities of multi-family residential land uses 
and concurrent compatible visitor-serving facilities within the City’s planning area to allow 
common wall residential development at greater than six units per acre and compatible visitor-
serving uses in a manner that creates a transition from adjoining single-family residential uses to 
commercially designated property; (2) an associated change to the text of the Coastal Zone 
Zoning Regulations (CZZR) Residential-Professional zoning district standards to modify the lot-
area-per-dwelling requirements; (3) an amendment to the land use plan map to redesignate a 
1.24-acre parcel currently identified for medical-related professional office and duplex 
residential development to instead provide for multi-family and non-conflicting visitor-serving 
facility development; and (4) an amendment to the zoning map to redesignate the subject 1.24-
acre parcel to Residential-Professional zoning. 
 
The Commission notes that the proposed amendment would amend the LCP as described above 
and would not approve the specific development project it was intended to facilitate.  A separate 
appeal of the coastal development permit granted by the City for the development must still be 
acted upon by the Commission before that particular development could go forward.  Whether or 
not this particular project is ultimately granted the necessary permits and is developed, 
certification of the LCP Amendment would permanently change the land use and zoning 
designations applicable to the site and change policies and standards applicable to other sites 
within the City’s coastal zone.   The new designations, policies, and standards would apply to 
any future development proposal made for the site and other affected areas.  Therefore, the 
Commission must evaluate the consistency of the range of development proposals that might 
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come forward under the proposed LCP amendment for consistency with the Coastal Act rather 
than the consistency of the specific project currently on appeal to the Commission. 
 
On January 5, 2009, the City of Crescent City’s City Council adopted the amendments and, in a 
subsequent hearing held on March 16, 2009, directed its staff to submit the changes for 
certification by the Commission. 
 
Summary of Staff Recommendation:  
 
The staff recommends that the Commission, upon completion of a public hearing, certify the 
amendment request with suggested modifications.  The City proposes to amend the certified 
LUP and coastal zoning policies and standards, and redesignate and rezone the site from medical 
facilities and two-family residential designations to those that support multi-family and 
concurrent compatible visitor-serving facilities.  As a result of these modifications, 1.24 acres of 
land would be designated in the LUP for multi-family residential development at densities 
greater than six dwellings per acre. With the concurrent modification to the Residential-
Professional zoning district’s lot-area-per-dwelling standard, the potential number of residential 
units that could be developed at the site would be raised from one to as many as 43 dwellings. 
Due to its location within the urbanized southwestern portion of the City, the subject area 
proposed for the LCP changes is contiguous with existing developed areas with adequate 
community service capacities and public utility infrastructure which could accommodate new 
development under the amended policies, standards, and designations.  Thus, the amendment is 
consistent with the new development policies of the Coastal Act.  In addition, as the site of the 
subject land use plan and zoning redesignations is located on a waterfront setting adjacent to a 
sandy-rocky beach in proximity to several coastal visitor destinations and recreational attractions 
with coastal views along the shoreline, the site is especially suitable for the visitor-serving 
component of the uses that would be allowed by the amendment, provided they are at intensities 
so as not to alter the character of the surrounding residential neighborhood as is proposed. 
However, based upon the current inventory and availability of visitor-serving facilities in the 
area, particularly overnight or short-term  accommodations, there is no clear demand for 
development sites for additional transient  lodging that would compel reserving the subject 
property for such priority uses.  Additionally, the site is not appropriate for other forms of 
priority uses, such as port, marine, or harbor development, or intensive commercial recreational 
uses.  Therefore the amendment is consistent with the priority visitor-serving use policies of the 
Coastal Act.  Moreover, based upon information submitted for the associated appealed 
development project for which the amendment is being requested, the parcel proposed for LUP 
and zoning map redesignations is situated at a distance from adjacent marine intertidal wetland 
and onsite sandy intertidal ESHA such that the LCP prescribed 50-foot-wide buffer could be 
established and have adequate building site area available for development of permissible uses. 
 
However, there are aspects of the proposed LCP amendment that are not consistent with the 
Coastal Act, and, in the case of the IP amendment, would not conform with and carry out the 
LUP as amended, with respect to: (a) exposure of persons and property to flooding hazards, 
particularly potential tsunami inundation; (b) consideration of sea level rise in geological and 
hydrologic evaluations; (c) protection and provisions of coastal access facilities; (d) protection of 
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visual resources; (e) consistency with Coastal Act priority use requirements; and (f) ensuring that 
the implementation is consistent with and adequate to carry out the policies of the land use plan.  
The Suggested Modifications recommended by staff would make the LUP amendments 
consistent with the Coastal Act and the IP amendments conform with and carry out the LUP, as 
amended, for the following reasons: 
 
• LUP Chapter 5 – “Diking, Dredging, Filling and Shoreline Structures” Policy No. 3 omits 

certain classes of hazards numerated within Coastal Act Section 30252 for which new 
development is required to minimize risks to life and property.  Suggested Modification 
No. 1 would include “flooding” along side “geologic” in the list of hazards to be avoided 
and risk exposure minimized.  

 
• The LCP amendment includes no associated requirement to consider the need for design 

or siting requirements to minimize risks to life and property that would result from any 
new development under the amended LCP provisions at a site situated within a modeled 
tsunami run-up zone.  Suggested Modification No. 2 would insert new policy language 
within the LUP Chapter 5 “Diking, Dredging, Filling and Shoreline Structures” policies 
requiring that development sites for permanent residences within tsunami run-up areas 
minimize exposure of persons and property by requiring the design of the occupied floor 
elevation for permanent residences to be above the projected inundation level. 

  
• The LUP amendment includes no associated requirements for minimizing tsunami risk 

exposure by facilitating the evacuation of the additional number of persons the 
amendment would accommodate at the site.  Suggested Modification No. 3 would insert 
new policy language in LUP Chapter 5 “Diking, Dredging, Filling and Shoreline 
Structures” requiring that information regarding the need for prompt evacuation to areas 
outside of the tsunami run-up zone in the event of a local earthquake be prepared and 
distributed for all new development entailing human occupied structures within such 
areas. 

 
• The LUP requires that new development minimize risks to life and property in areas of 

high geologic hazard, assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor 
contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or 
surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective devices that would 
substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. However, the amendment 
does not include any implementation provisions ensuring that scientific information 
regarding predicted rates for global sea level rise be taken into account in the 
determination of how to avoid and minimize exposure to geologic hazards, including 
coastal erosion, and flooding and tsunami inundation, would be assured.  Suggested 
Modification No. 4 would append a new policy into LUP Chapter 5 – “Diking, Dredging, 
Filling and Shoreline Structures” requiring that all geological, geo-technical, engineering 
and hydrologic evaluations include in their analyses the effects of sea level rise. 

  
• The property proposed for LUP and zoning redesignation has a history of vertical public 

access use in the form of an informal trail leading down to the adjacent rocky-sandy 
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beach and after-hours use of the former health clinic’s parking lot as an access support 
facility.  Suggested Modification No. 5 would insert policy language into LUP Chapter 1 
– “Public Access” requiring that future development of the site be required to make an 
offer of dedication of a vertical accessway and/or public access support facility if the 
offer of dedication and/or public access support facility would alleviate the impacts of the 
proposed development and be related in nature and extent. 

 
• The southwestern side of the property proposed for LUP and zoning redesignation 

comprises a vacated public street right-of-way which provides a visual corridor between 
adjoining building sites to the westerly ocean horizon as viewed from publicly accessible 
vantages along Second and A Streets.  Suggested Modification No. 6 would append new 
LUP policy language into LUP Chapter 3 – “Coastal Visual Resources and Special 
Communities” requiring that the any future development on the subject property maintain 
the visual corridor. 

 
• The proposed amendment to the description of the LUP’s multi-family residential land 

use lists examples of “compatible visitor-serving commercial and recreational uses” 
which intermixes several forms of permanent residential development types not generally 
associated with providing visitor accommodations or services.  Suggested Modification 
No. 7 would revise the proposed amended policy make a clearer distinction between 
types of residential and compatible visitor-serving uses permitted within the multi-family 
land use designation. 

 
• The proposed amendment to the description of the multi-family residential land use 

category to identify “common wall residential development” as the principal use in such 
designated areas is intended to facilitate a condominium project.  However, the 
Residential-Professional zoning district which implements this land use designation 
limits non-commercial, non-institutional, private residential development to one- and 
two-family dwellings, multiple family dwellings, and townhouses/row houses.  
Condominiums, cooperatives, and other partially privately-owned / partially commonly-
owned housing types are not addressed in the currently certified coastal zoning 
regulations.  Suggested Modifications No. 8 would make several changes to the 
definitions and phrasing of the zoning regulations so that confusion is avoided with 
respect to the privately-held residential units’ compliance with lot and yard area 
standards, typically applied to dwelling and lot consolidated ownerships.  

 
 The Commission’s procedures require that if the Commission wishes to certify an amendment 
with modifications, the Commission must first deny the LCP amendment request as submitted, 
and then certify the amendment if modified as suggested to incorporate the recommended 
changes.  Therefore, staff recommends that the Commission, upon completion of the public 
hearing, deny the LCP amendment as submitted, and then certify the amendment if modified as 
suggested.  
 
The appropriate motions and resolutions to adopt the staff recommendation are found on pages 6 
through 8 of this report. 
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Analysis Criteria: 
 
To certify the amendment to the Land Use Plan (LUP) portion of the City of Crescent City Local 
Coastal Program, the Commission must find that the LUP, as amended, is consistent with the 
policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.  To certify the amendment to the Implementation 
Program (IP) portion of the LCP, the Commission must find that the IP, as amended, conforms 
with and is adequate to carry out the amended LUP. 
 
Additional Information: 
 
For additional information about the LCP Amendment, please contact James R. Baskin at the 
North Coast District Office at (707) 445-7833.  Please mail correspondence to the Commission 
at the above address. 
 
Status of Crescent City’s City-wide LCP Update Program:  
 
In addition to the LCP Amendments being proposed for the former Del Norte Community Health 
Center site associated with the envisioned Coasta Norte condominium project, the City is 
presently undertaking substantial revisions to its entire Local Coastal Program.  On July 18, 
2003, the City of Crescent City initially submitted and requested Commission certification of its 
Local Coastal Plan Extract Policy Document and Local Coastal Plan Implementation Ordinance 
Update, comprising a comprehensive update to the policies and Standards of its Land Use Plan 
and Coastal Zone Zoning Regulations, respectively.  Currently, the City is finalizing its response 
to Commission staff’s request for additional information and clarifications regarding the various 
proposed amended provisions.  Staff anticipates that the City will complete the remaining 
portions of this undertaking within the next several weeks and that a public hearing before the 
Commission on the proposed updated LCP will be held in late 2009 or early 2010. 
 
 

 
PART ONE: RESOLUTIONS AND SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 

 
I. MOTIONS, STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS, AND RESOLUTIONS FOR LCP 

AMENDMENT NO. CRC-MAJ-1-09 
 
A. DENIAL OF LUP AMENDMENT NO. CRC-MAJ-1-09, AS SUBMITTED:  
 

MOTION I: I move that the Commission certify Land Use Plan Amendment No. 
CRC-MAJ-1-09 as submitted by the City of Crescent City. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION TO DENY: 

 
Staff recommends a NO vote.  Following the staff recommendation will result in 
rejection of the Land Use Plan Amendment as submitted and adoption of the following 
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resolution and findings.  The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of 
the appointed Commissioners. 

 
RESOLUTION I TO DENY CERTIFICATION OF THE LAND USE PLAN AS 
SUBMITTED: 

 
The Commission hereby denies certification of the Land Use Plan Amendment No. CRC-
MAJ-1-09 as submitted by the City of Crescent City and adopts the findings set forth 
below on the grounds that the land use plan as amended does not meet the requirements 
of and is not in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.  
Certification of the Land Use Plan amendment would not meet the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act, as there are feasible alternatives and mitigation 
measures that would substantially lessen the significant adverse impacts on the 
environment that will result from certification of the Land Use Plan Amendment. 

 
B. CERTIFICATION OF LUP AMENDMENT NO. CRC-MAJ-1-09 WITH 

SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS: 
 

MOTION II: I move that the Commission certify Land Use Plan Amendment No. 
CRC-MAJ-1-09 for the City of Crescent City if it is modified as 
suggested in this staff report. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION TO CERTIFY WITH SUGGESTED 
MODIFICATIONS: 

 
Staff recommends a YES vote.  Passage of the motion will result in the certification of 
the land use plan amendment with suggested modifications and adoption of the following 
resolution and findings.  The motion to certify with suggested modifications passes only 
upon an affirmative vote of the majority of the appointed Commissioners. 

 
RESOLUTION II TO CERTIFY WITH SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS: 

 
The Commission hereby certifies Land Use Plan Amendment No. CRC-MAJ-1-09 for the 
City of Crescent City if modified as suggested and adopts the findings set forth below on 
the grounds that the Land Use Plan amendment with suggested modifications will meet 
the requirements of and be in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal 
Act.  Certification of the land use plan amendment if modified as suggested complies 
with the California Environmental Quality Act because either 1) feasible mitigation 
measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any 
significant adverse effects of the plan on the environment, or 2) there are no further 
feasible alternatives or mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any 
significant adverse impacts on the environment that will result from certification of the 
Land Use Plan Amendment if modified. 
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C. DENIAL OF IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM AMENDMENT NO. CRC-MAJ-1-

09, AS SUBMITTED: 
 

MOTION III: I move that the Commission reject Implementation Program 
Amendment No. CRC-MAJ-1-09 for the City of Crescent City as 
submitted. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF REJECTION: 
 
Staff recommends a YES vote.  Passage of this motion will result in rejection of 
Implementation Program Amendment and the adoption of the following resolution and 
findings.  The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the 
Commissioners present. 
 
RESOLUTION III TO APPROVE CERTIFICATION OF THE 
IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM AS SUBMITTED: 
 
The Commission hereby denies certification of the Implementation Program submitted 
for the City of Crescent City and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the 
Implementation Program Amendment as submitted does not conform with and is 
inadequate to carry out the provisions of the Land Use Plan as certified.  Certification of 
the Implementation Program Amendment would not meet the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act as there are feasible alternatives and mitigation 
measures that would substantially lessen the significant adverse impacts on the 
environment that will result from certification of the Implementation Program as 
submitted. 

 
D. APPROVAL OF IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM AMENDMENT NO. CRC-

MAJ-1-09 WITH SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS: 
 

MOTION IV: I move that the Commission certify the Implementation Program 
Amendment No. CRC-MAJ-1-09 for the City of Crescent City if it 
is modified as suggested in this staff report. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION TO CERTIFY WITH SUGGESTED 
MODIFICATIONS: 
 
Staff recommends a YES vote.  Passage of this motion will result in certification of the 
Implementation Program with suggested modifications and the adoption of the following 
resolution and findings.  The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of 
the Commissioners present. 
 
RESOLUTION IV TO CERTIFY THE IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM WITH 
SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS: 
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The Commission hereby certifies the Implementation Program Amendment for the City 
of Crescent City if modified as suggested on the grounds that the Implementation 
Program Amendment with the suggested modifications conforms with and is adequate to 
carry out the provisions of the Land Use Plan as certified.  Certification of the 
Implementation Program if modified as suggested complies with the California 
Environmental Quality Act, because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or 
alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse effects 
of the Implementation Program Amendment on the environment, or 2) there are no 
further feasible alternatives and mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any 
significant adverse impacts on the environment. 

 
 
II. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 
 
Key for Modifications to City Language: 
 
The attached Exhibit No. 8 presents the complete land use plan and zoning code amendments as 
proposed by the City, showing in strikeout and underline how the proposal would alter the 
existing zoning code text.  In this Section, the revised text deletions and additions proposed by 
the City are shown in strikeout and underline, respectively. Text deletions and additions 
suggested by the Commission are formatted in bold double strikethrough and bold double-
underlined text, respectively. 
 
A. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS TO THE LAND USE PLAN: 
 
SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 1: Policy 3 of Chapter 5 – Diking, Dredging, Filling 
and Shoreline Structures of the City of Crescent City Land Use Plan (LUP) shall be modified as 
follows: 
 

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

 
SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 2: A new Policy #4 shall be appended to LUP Chapter 5 
– Diking, Dredging, Filling and Shoreline Structures, to read as follows: 
 

2.a. Inundation hazard and evacuation route maps for the areas of the 
City that have experienced historic tsunami inundation or for areas 
where tsunami inundation modeling efforts have been undertaken, 
such as depicted within NOAA Technical Memorandum ERL PMEL-
103, “Tsunami Inundation Model Study of Eureka and Crescent City, 
California”  (Bernard, E.N., C. Mader, G. Curtis, and K. Satake, 
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1994), or “Tsunami Inundation at Crescent City, California 
Generated by Earthquakes Along the Cascadia Subduction Zone”, 
(Uslu, B., J. C. Borrero, L. A. Dengler, and C. E. Synolakis, 2007; 
Geophysical Research Letters, Volume 34, L20601), and/or on 
subsequent superseding investigations, shall be developed and 
incorporated into the LCP.  These maps shall depict maximum 
credible inundation zones and runup elevations and shall be updated 
and kept current to include new, peer-reviewed information on 
Crescent City tsunami hazards as it becomes available. 

 
2.b. New residential subdivisions situated within historic and modeled 

tsunami inundation hazard areas, such as depicted on the tsunami 
hazard maps described in 2.a. above, shall be designed and sited such 
that the finished floor elevation of all new permanent residential units 
are constructed with one foot of freeboard above the maximum 
credible runup elevation as depicted on the most recent government 
prepared Tsunami Hazards Maps, or as developed by local agency 
modeling, whichever elevation is greater.  Additionally, all such 
structures containing permanent residential units shall be designed to 
withstand the hydrostatic and hydrodynamic loads and effects of 
buoyancy associated with inundation by storm surge and tsunami 
waves up to and including the tsunami runup depicted on the 
Tsunami Hazard Maps, without experiencing a catastrophic 
structural failure.  For purposes of administering this policy, 
“permanent residential units” comprise residential units intended for 
occupancy as the principal domicile of their owners, and do not 
include timeshare condominiums, visitor-serving overnight facilities, 
or other transient accommodations. 

 
SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 3: A new Policy #5 shall be appended to LUP Chapter 5 
– Diking, Dredging, Filling and Shoreline Structures, to read as follows: 
 

All new development entailing the construction of structures intended for 
human occupancy, situated within historic, modeled, or mapped tsunami 
inundation hazard areas, shall be required to prepare and secure approval of a 
tsunami safety plan.  The safety plan shall be prepared in coordination with 
the Del Norte County Department of Emergency Services,  Sheriff’s Office, 
and City Police Department, and shall contain information relaying the 
existence of the threat of tsunamis from both distant- and local-source seismic 
events, the need for prompt evacuation upon the receipt of a tsunami warning 
or upon experience seismic shaking for a local earthquake, and the evacuation 
route to take from the development site to areas beyond potential inundation.  
The safety plan information shall be conspicuously posted or copies of the 
information provided to all occupants. No new residential land divisions shall 
be approved unless it be demonstrated that timely evacuation to safe higher 
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ground, as depicted on adopted tsunami hazard maps, can feasibly be achieved 
before the predicted time of arrival of tsunami inundation at the project site. 

 
SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 4: A new Policy #6 shall be appended to LUP Chapter 5 
– Diking, Dredging, Filling and Shoreline Structures, to read as follows: 
 

The best available and most recent scientific information with respect to the 
effects of long-range sea level rise shall be considered in the preparation of 
findings and recommendations for all requisite geologic, geo-technical, 
hydrologic, and engineering investigations.  Residential and commercial 
development at nearshore sites shall undertake a design sensitivity analysis 
utilizing a range of potential sea level rise scenarios, from a minimum of two to 
three feet per one hundred years and including higher rise rates of rise of five 
to six feet, as well as 10 feet in one hundred years.  The analysis shall also 
consider localized uplift or subsidence.  A similar sensitivity analysis shall be 
performed for all critical facilities, energy production and distribution 
infrastructure, and other development projects of major community 
significance using a minimum rise of 4.5 feet of sea level rise in 100 years.  The 
analysis shall identify sea level rise thresholds after which limitations in the 
development’s design and siting would cause the improvements to become 
significantly less stable. These sensitivity analyses shall be used to identify 
unanticipated site hazards and to help guide site design and hazards 
mitigation.   

 
SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 5: All subsequent policies within LUP Chapter 5 – 
Diking, Dredging, Filling and Shoreline Structures, currently numbered 4 through 7, shall be 
renumbered consistent with the three new appended policies added by Suggested Modification 
Nos. 1-4. 
 
SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 6: A new Policy #3 shall be appended to LUP Chapter 1 
– Public Access, to read as follows: 
 

For any new development at the former Del Norte Community Health 
Center site (APN 118-020-34), including any multi-family residential, 
recreational, or visitor serving commercial development, the City, or the 
Commission on appeal, shall require, if consistent with the criteria identified 
below: (a) an offer of dedication to the City or other public or private 
association acceptable to the Executive Director of the California Coastal 
Commission of a vertical public accessway to the beach following the 
alignment of the Second Street public right-of-way, extending west of A 
Street and including the portions of the existing informal trail down onto the 
adjoining beach; and/or (b) the development of public access support 
facilities, such as viewing platforms or vehicular parking spaces reserved for 
coastal access users.  The configuration of the accessway shall be designed in 
a manner such that it may be connected to the Wendell Street right-of-way 
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for possible future extension of a trail northwesterly to the Third Street 
accessway, and may be connected to the southwest to the adjacent Hampton 
Inn and Suites accessway. The accessway and/or support facilities shall be 
required if the approving authority finds that the proposed development 
would either create significant adverse individual or cumulative impacts on 
existing access facilities or would result in an increase in public demand for 
public access facilities and that the offer of dedication and/or public access 
support facilities would alleviate the impacts and be reasonably related to the 
impacts in nature and extent.  Either the City or another agency or non-
profit entity approved by the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission, 
may accept any offers of dedication. 
 

All subsequent policies within LUP Chapter 1 – Public Access, currently numbered 3 through 5, 
shall be renumbered consistent with the new appended policy suggested above. 
 
SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 7: LUP Chapter 3 – Coastal Visual Resources and 
Special Communities Policy #4 shall be revised to read as follows: 
 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected 
as a resource of public importance.  Permitted development shall be sited and 
designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to 
minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the 
character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual 
quality in visually degraded areas.  New development in designated highly scenic 
areas shall be subordinate to the character of its setting.  Any future development 
at the former Seaside Hospital site (APN 118-020-28 118-020-35), including any 
recreational or visitor-serving commercial development, shall provide for a view 
corridor oriented from the vantage point of the intersection of Front and First 
Streets and directed toward the offshore rocky areas northwest of the site. 
 
Any future development at the former Del Norte Community Health Center 
site (APN 118-020-34), including any multi-family residential, recreational or 
visitor-serving commercial development, shall provide for a view corridor 
oriented from the vantage point of the intersection of Second and A Streets.  
The Second and A Streets view corridor shall be located within the 
southeasterly third of the vacated sixty-foot-wide West Second Street right-
of-way and comprise a minimum of twenty feet (20′), extending 
southwesterly from A Street to the adjoining beach. 

 
SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 8: The description of the proposed amended “Multi-
Family” (MF) land use designation shall be modified to read as follows: 
 

Multiple Family: Over Common wall residential development, such as 
apartment buildings, condominiums, townhouses, and row houses, at greater 
than six units per acre, would include the present R-1, R-1-B zones and would 



CRESCENT CITY LCP AMENDMENT (COASTA NORTE) 
NO. CRC-MAJ-1-09 
PAGE 13 
 

allow implemented by R-2 and RP zoning as to establish a transition to high 
density zoning between one-family residential areas and adjoining commercially-
zoned properties. Compatible visitor-serving commercial and recreational uses, 
including timeshare condominium and vacation rental townhouses units and 
other transient overnight accommodations, may also be developed on 
oceanfront sites provided they are of a type and intensity so as to not detract 
from the intended primary residential character of the designation. 

 
B. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS TO THE IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM: 
 
SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 9: Sections 17.61.290, 17.61.295, 17.61.480, 17.61.483, 
17.61.487, and 17.67.020 of the Coastal Zone Zoning Regulations shall be modified or appended 
as follows: 
 

17.61.290 Lot. 
 
“Lot” means land occupied or available to be occupied by a use, building or a 
unit group of buildings, accessory buildings or uses, together with such yards, 
open spaces, lot width and area as required by this title, and having its principal 
frontage upon a street.  For the definition of “unit,” see Section 17.61.483. 
 
17.61.295 Lot area. 
 
"Lot area" means the total horizontal area included within lot lines of a lot.  For 
the definition of "unit area," see Section 17.61.487. 

 
17.61.480 Townhouse or row house. 
 
"Townhouse" or "row house" means one of a group of no less than four attached 
dwelling units, held in either fee simple title or in common interest 
ownership, such as with condominium projects, community apartment 
projects, stock cooperatives, or other forms of common interest housing 
developments, where each dwelling unit is located on either a separate lot or 
within an exclusive use residential unit, with or without collectively owned 
portions of the project structures and/or common open space areas. 
 
17.61.483 Unit. 
 
“Unit” means the spatial portion of a townhouse, row house, condominium,  
project, apartment collective, or stock cooperative  intended for exclusive and 
individual use by its owner or owners, separate and apart from commonly 
owned portions of the structure(s) or project site(s). 
 
17.61.487 Unit area. 
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“Unit area” means the physical three-dimensional interior area of a unit within 
townhouse, row house, condominium,  project, apartment collective, or stock 
cooperative, as bounded by its walls, floor, and ceiling. 
 
17.67.020 Uses permitted. 

 
Uses permitted in the CZ-RP district include: 

A. Business and professional offices such as doctors, dentists, lawyers, 
accountants and other professional offices; 
B. One-family dwellings, occupied by not more than one family and not more 
than two boarders or roomers; 
C. Two-family dwellings; 
D. Multiple family dwellings; 
E. Accessory buildings; 
F. Day nurseries accommodating not more than five children in number; 
G. Foster homes limited to those licensed by the state or county, and 
accommodating not more than six guests; 
H. Motels and hotels, except for associated sales of food or drink; 
I. Private clubs; 
J. Roominghouses; 
K. Townhouses, (row houses), condominium projects, cooperative, 

apartments, stock cooperatives, and other attached, common interest 
housing developments; 

L. Real estate and insurance offices; 
M. Any of the following uses provided a use permit is secured: 

1. Churches, 
2. Day nurseries, 
3. Dormitories for schools and colleges, 
4. Guest homes, 
5. Homes for the aged, 
6. Home occupations, 
7. Nonprofit organizations devoted to charitable, philanthropic or 
special purposes. Such uses shall not engage in the processing, repairing, 
refinishing, treatment, fabrication, manufacture or sale of materials or 
objects except that the sale of new works of art created or produced on the 
premises from raw materials by the patrons or members of nonprofit 
organizations may be permitted, if it is incidental and accessory to the 
principal use of the property, 
8. Orphanages, 
9. Parking lots, 
10. Public utility substations. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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PART TWO: INTRODUCTION 
 
 
I. AREA DESCRIPTION/HISTORY 
 
Crescent City is the northernmost incorporated city on the California coast.  The City, which 
covers approximately 1.4 square miles, or 900 acres, has an estimated population of 7,542, with 
approximately an additional 7,500 living in the adjoining unincorporated areas receiving urban 
services.  Crescent City is bounded by broad beaches and coastal bluffs to the west, the Crescent 
City Harbor on the south, scattered forests, and low density, rural-residential development to the 
north and east.  Crescent City is the most urbanized part of Del Norte County and is the county’s 
only municipality. 
  
The Crescent City planning area encompasses the core commercial district, highway services 
strip, and adjoining residential areas within its municipal boundaries, and extends to the west, 
east and southeast to include the uplifted marine terraces of the Point Saint George area, the 
lower Elk Creek watershed, and exurban areas within the adjoining Bertsch Community Services 
District.  Although the City’s planning area spans more than 10 square miles, the portion of the 
City within the coastal zone is relatively small, consisting of a narrow, approximately one-block-
wide band running along the its western ocean shoreline and harbor frontage. 
 
 
II. LCP AMENDMENT:  BACKGROUND 
 
A. Crescent City Land Use Plan / Implementation Program. 
 
The Crescent City Land Use Plan (Coastal Element of the General Plan), adopted in 1983, 
provides general goals and policies governing development throughout those portions of the City 
within the coastal zone.  The plan document is organized into seven chapters addressing: (1) 
public access, (2) recreation and visitor-serving facilities, (3) coastal visual resources and special 
communities, (4) environmentally sensitive habitat areas, water, and marine resources, (5) 
diking, dredging, and filling, and shoreline structures, (6) industrial development and energy 
facilities, and (7) public works topics.   Attached appendices detail further planning information 
in the form of mapping, visitor-serving market analysis, species found in the various designated 
environmentally sensitive areas, an inventory of industrial development, and public infrastructure 
schematics. 
 
The Crescent City LCP Implementation Program, entitled “Coastal Zone Zoning Regulations” 
(CZZR) comprises Chapters 17.60 through 17.86 of the City Municipal Code.  The zoning 
regulations provide definitions for the numerous land use and development terminology, 
establishes prescriptive use and development standards applied City-wide, in specified areas and 
in the various zoning districts, identifies the processes by which proposed development is 
reviewed and permitted, and sets procedures for appeals, variances and exceptions, zoning 
reclassifications and general plan amendments. 
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B. Impetus for LCP Amendments. 
 
On January 22, 2008, the City Council of Crescent City denied a locally-filed appeal and upheld 
its Planning Commission’s approval with conditions of Coastal Development Permit No. CDP-
07-06 for the development of a 44-unit, mixed-use residential and professional office complex 
known as “Coasta Norte” at the former site of the Del Norte Community Health Center  at 
Second and A Streets (see Exhibit Nos. 1-4).  The City’s action to approve the project was based 
on an interpretation that the project site’s split Residential Two Family and Residential-
Professional zoning represented the only controlling determination of permissible land uses and 
residential density insofar as the wording of the site’s “Medical Related” (MR) land use 
designation was phrased in advisory rather than mandatory terms (i.e., “Encourages the 
development of concentration of medically related services…”) [emphasis added] allow for 
parking lots and townhouses/row houses residential and business & professional office 
development as conditionally- and principally-permitted use, respectively.  In approving the 
permit, the City did not adopt findings addressing how the 44-unit residential complex 
conformed to the zoning district’s: (a) 1,500-square-feet per residential unit lot-area-per-dwelling 
standard (limiting the permissible number of residences on the 1.24-acre parcel to 36); (b) 6,000-
square-foot minimum lot area requirement for residential uses (restricting the maximum number 
of lots or condominium units to 9); and (c) 10-foot minimum rear yard area standard.  In 
addition, the approval dismissed or only made conclusory findings with regard to the 
development’s consistency with the Coastal Act’s public access policies and the LCP’s public 
access, ESHA and visual resource protection, and geologic hazards avoidance and risk 
minimization provisions. 
 
On January 28, 2008, the City’s approval of the mixed-use condominium/professional office 
project permit was appealed to the Commission.  A subsequent appeal was filed on February 7, 
2008 by Commissions Wan and Reilly.  On March 7, 2008, the Commission determined that the 
appeal raised a substantial issue regarding the consistency of the project as approved by the City 
with the certified LCP and the access policies of the Coastal Act. Having made this 
determination, the City’s approval of the project was stayed and the project application bound 
over for consideration by the Commission at a hearing de novo. 
 
The appeal filed on the project raised contentions highlighting the proposed development’s 
nonconformance with public access and recreation, water quality, environmentally sensitive 
habitat, geologic stability, and visual resources policies.  However, a central underpinning of the 
appeal was the fact that the City’s action to approve the permit without first seeking certification 
of certain crucial LCP provisions had not resolved the issue of the project’s inconsistency with 
the LCP.   
 
Subsequent to the Commission’s determination that the appeal raised a substantial issue of 
conformance of the approved project with the LCP, the City initiated the subject LCP 
amendment to amend the LUP provisions with which the proposed condominium project is in 
conflict.  The City also asked that the Commission’s de novo hearing on the appeal be scheduled 
to occur after the LCP Amendment is acted upon by the Commission.  On April 30, 2009, the 
City initially submitted the LCP application (see Exhibit Nos. 7 and 8).  On May 4, 2009, 
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Commission staff determined the application to be complete for filing and scheduled the 
amendment for a hearing before the Commission. 
 
C. Description of Area(s) Affected by the Proposed LCP Amendment. 
 
As discussed in Section II.B. above, the impetus for the subject LCP amendment request is to 
facilitate development of a residential condominium project at the site of the former Del Norte 
Community Health Center, situated at 200 “A” Street, Assessors Parcel Number (APN) 118-020-
34 (see Exhibit Nos. 1-4).  The subject site is located along the ocean shoreline, immediately 
landward of an open sandy beach and rocky intertidal area, approximately 1,000 feet northeast of 
the Battery Point Lighthouse.  Elevations at the property range from 20 to 24 feet above mean 
sea level (The property encompasses approximately 1.24-acre and extends across the width of 
one city block between Second and Third Streets, westerly of “A” Street.  Following relocation 
of the clinic to a location in the vicinity of the Sutter Coast Hospital on Washington Boulevard in 
northern Crescent City, use of the project site for medical facilities was discontinued.  The site 
was subsequently sold in 2007.  
 
The project site’s primary frontage is along “A” Street, which functions as a sub-collector route, 
conveying vehicular and other modes of traffic from the residential areas to the north to and from 
the open space and public facility areas adjacent to the Crescent City Harbor to the southeast.  
Land uses in the immediate vicinity of the property to the north are primarily single-family 
residential in character, with a hotel and future phased restaurant development located directly to 
the south of the project site between Second and Front Streets, at the former site of the Seaside 
Hospital, razed in 1994.   
 
The subject property has two land use designations: “Residential” (R) on the northeasterly 7,200 
square-foot portion of the site at Third and “A” Streets and Medical Related (MR) on the 
remaining 1.07-acre portion extending along “A” Street to the Hampton Ins and Suites site.  The 
Residential land use designation provides for up to six units per acre of single-family and duplex 
apartment residential development and is described as a transition to high density zoning.  The 
purpose of the Medical Related land use designations is stated as intended for encouraging “the 
development of concentration of medically related services adjacent to the hospital.”  
 
The property is zoned Coastal Zone Two-Family Residential (CZ-R2) and Coastal Zone – 
Residential Professional (CZ-RP) corresponding to the areas designated with “Residential” and 
“Medical Related land use designations.  Adjoining residentially developed properties are zoned 
CZ-RP and Coastal Zone – Single-Family District (CZ-R1), with the adjoining hotel and 
restaurant complex having “Coastal Zone Commercial Waterfront” (CZ-CW) zoning. If 
approved by the Commission on appeal, the building improvements associated with the project 
that is the impetus for this LCP amendment would be located within both the currently zoned 
CZ-RP and CZ-R2 portions of the site. 
 
The subject property is currently developed with a one-story, approximately 10,000-square-foot, 
one-story former medical clinic building and an additional approximately 25,000 square-feet of 
paved exterior off-street parking areas.  The easterly ⅔ of the site is generally flat with the rear ⅓ 
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of the lot sloping slightly downward toward the adjoining beach.  The parcel is not located 
within a formally designated highly scenic area, as the City’s LCP does not make that distinction 
for any specific sites, but focuses instead on the “scenic highway corridor” visible from Highway 
101 at the City’s southern entrance.  Nevertheless, views from the project site are spectacular, 
consisting of nearby headlands, the Battery Point Lighthouse, and numerous offshore sea stacks.  
Due to the terrain of the property and the presence of adjoining residential-profession 
development, views to and along the coast from immediately in front of the project site from 
public streets and other vista points are somewhat constrained. 
 
This parcel is proposed to be the only property within the coastal zone portion of Crescent City 
designated as “Multiple Family” (MF) in the land use plan.  Accordingly, the proposed changes 
to the description of uses allowed on MF designated lands would affect only the 1.24-acre former 
medical clinic site. 
 
The LCP amendment also includes changes to the Implementation Plan portion of the LCP, 
namely the development standards of the Residential-Professional (CZ-RP) zoning district.  The 
northweasterly 7,200 square-feet of the subject clinic site is proposed to be rezoned from CZ-R2 
to CZ-RP.  No other properties are proposed to have their zoning changed to CZ-RP. 
 
However, the changes to the CZ-RP standards would affect not only the former clinic site, but all 
such properties situated in CZ-RP zoning districts.  Seven other contiguous parcels are zoned 
CZ-RP within the coastal zone portion of the City.  These lands are situated between “A” and 
“B” Streets south of Front Street, APNs 118-030-09, and -22 through -27 (see Exhibit No. 3).  
Development on this flat 1½-block, roughly one-acre area consists of two single-family 
residences, a shuttered petroleum bulk plant, and tree-covered open space areas adjacent to the 
Battery Point Lighthouse County Park.  Land uses in the immediate vicinity of these properties 
to the west include single-family residences and a vacant parcel currently permitted for future 
phased restaurant development.  Areas to the south and southeast of the parcels consist of County 
and City parklands and the regional wastewater treatment plant.  Parcels to the north and 
northeast of the CZ-RP parcels located outside of the coastal zone are currently vacant and 
planned for “Visitor and Local Commercial” development.  These areas similar situated with 
sub-collector street frontage in close proximity to that provide coastal access and recreational 
facilities.  The properties contain no environmentally sensitive habitat areas.  
 

 
 

PART THREE: AMENDMENT TO LAND USE PLAN  
 
 
I. ANALYSIS CRITERIA 
 
To approve the amendments to the Land Use Plan (LUP), the Commission must find the LUP, as 
amended, will remain consistent with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.   
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As submitted, the proposed LUP amendment is not fully consistent with the policies of the 
Coastal Act, but if modified as suggested, will be consistent. 
 
 
II. FINDINGS FOR LCP AMENDMENT 
 
The Commission finds and declares as following for Amendment No. CRC-MAJ-1-09: 
 
A. Findings for Denial of Amendment No. CRC-MAJ-1-09 as Submitted, and Approval 

if Modified. 
 
1. Amendment Description:  
 
The subject property for which the LCP amendments are proposed is located at the western 
terminus of Second Street at it intersection with “A” Street on the former site of the Del Norte 
Community Health Center (APN 118-020-34) (see Exhibit Nos. 7 and 8).  As discussed above, 
these amendments were initiated by the City to help resolve issues regarding the 
nonconformance of a proposed condominium project currently under appeal to the Commission 
(File No. A-1-CRC-08-004, Randy Baugh DBA: Development Consultants, Inc.) 
 
The LUP Coastal Land Use Map would be amended to change the designation of the former 
medical clinic site and the adjoining vacated segment of Second Street southwesterly of “A” 
Street from the current Medical Related (MR) and Residential (R) designations to the amended 
Multiple Family (MF) designation. 
 
The proposed LUP amendment also contains a text change to the description of the Multiple 
Family land use designation and reclassification of the land use designation for the 1.24-acre 
parcel that is the subject of the amendment.  The text changes to the currently-certified LUP as 
proposed by this LCP Amendment are as follows: 
 

Multiple Family: Over Common wall residential development at greater than six 
units per acre, would include the present R-1, R-1-B zones and would allow 
implemented by R-2 and RP zoning as to establish a transition to high density 
zoning between one-family residential areas and adjoining commercially-zoned 
properties. Compatible visitor-serving commercial and recreational uses, 
including timeshare condominium and vacation rental townhouses, may also be 
developed on oceanfront sites provided they are of a type and intensity so as to 
not detract from the intended primary residential character of the designation. 

 
Under the currently-certified LUP, no lands are presently designed for multiple family 
development in the coastal zone portion of the City.  Accordingly, the proposed changes in the 
recognized uses within MF designated areas would only affect future development on the 1.24-
acre former medical clinic site.  
 
B. LUP Amendment Consistency Analysis. 
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1. Priority Coastal Development.  
 
The Coastal Act establishes certain priority uses which must be protected in favor of allowing 
other competing uses without such priority status.  Generally, these priority land uses include 
uses that by their nature must be located on the coast to function, such as ports, and commercial 
fishing facilities, uses that encourage the public’s use of the coast, such as various kinds of 
visitor-serving facilities, and uses that protect existing coastal resources such as wetlands and 
other sensitive habitat, and coastal agriculture.  The Coastal Act requires that adequate land be 
reserved for such uses in the local coastal programs adopted for each coastal city and county.  
For example, Section 30222 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

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

 
Additionally, Coastal Act Section 30213 states, in applicable part: 
 

Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, 
where feasible, provided. Developments providing public recreational 
opportunities are preferred. 

 
The proposed LUP amendments would reclassify the current “Medical-Related” and 
“Residential” land use designation to a “Multiple Family” (MF) designation, and revise the MF 
description, which currently recognize the site solely for residential development, so that visitor-
serving commercial uses could be developed at the former medical clinic site at intensities that 
would not detract from the primary character of the designation.  Accordingly, by amending the 
LUP as proposed, the site would become identified as an area in which priority coastal visitor-
serving commercial uses may be developed with appropriate limitations on intensity to assure its 
suitability is maintained with respect to the surrounding development pattern, where currently no 
such designation exists.   
 
As discussed previously, the subject oceanfront site for the proposed LUP amendments is 
situated in a transitional area between commercial visitor-serving overnight accommodations 
(Hampton Inn & Suites) on the south and the Hall’s Bluff single-family residential neighborhood 
to the northwest.  The property is currently occupied by a former regional medical clinic facility, 
a non-priority coastal use.  Due to its shoreline setting as a site with beach and view amenities, 
its proximity to the Battery Point Lighthouse and the start of the Pebble Beach Drive scenic 
coastal route, and its location within a developed area with necessary community services, this 
site is particularly well-suited for visitor-serving uses.   
 
Coastal Act Section 30222 directs that development on such suitable sites shall be prioritized for 
visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities, include overnight transient accommodations, 
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such as hotels, motels, recreational vehicle parks, campgrounds, and hostels.  Section 30213 
further directs that sites for lower cost visitor and recreational facilities be protected, encouraged, 
and, where feasible, provided, and states that developments providing public recreational 
opportunities are preferred.  However, inherent in these mandates is the premise that such 
priority uses are indeed needed, insofar as there is either an inadequate level of existing facilities, 
or there is a paucity of sites dedicated to such development to meet future demand.   
 
The City has a significant inventory of existing visitor-serving facilities, particularly lower-cost 
motels, in or near its coastal zone portions.  The four motels within the incorporated boundaries 
of the City’s coastal zone provide a total of 190 rooms, including the 35-room Hampton Inn and 
Suites adjacent to the former clinic site.  The average rates for the coastal zone motels range 
from $116 in the winter off-season to $147 for the summer in-season.  City-wide, there are 788 
rooms available, with a best-rate range of $80 (winter) to $96 (summer).  The City-wide hotel 
occupancy rate is 43% (2005).  In addition, the City-owned recreational vehicle park on the 
harbor at the mouth of Elk Creek has 192 RV spaces and 10-20 camping sites.  The RV park 
nightly rates range from $17 for the campsites to $28 for the beachfront RV sites.  Therefore, the 
Commission finds that no compelling demand exists for sites for visitor-serving overnight 
accommodations to warrant reservation of the former medical clinic site solely for such priority 
use. 
 
Notwithstanding the lack of current or pending need for transient overnight or short-term 
accommodations that might justify reserving the former medical clinic for such commercial 
visitor-serving facilities, the Commission concurs that non-compulsory development of such 
facilities should include appropriate limitations.  Given the close proximity to an established 
beachfront single-family neighborhood, the scale of any such visitor-serving facilities would 
need to be limited to those in character to the surrounding area, such as vacation rentals, a small 
hostel or inn, or other similar low-intensity accommodations.  The site is not appropriate for 
other kinds of priority uses such as for port, harbor, or marina development, or for intensive 
recreational facilities, such as commercial diving, wind-surfing, or watercraft attractions.   
 
Thus, the Commission finds that this LCP Amendment is consistent with Sections 30220 and 
30213 in that the site need not be reserved exclusively for visitor-serving facilities as existing 
visitor-serving accommodations within the Crescent City area sufficient to accommodate the 
foreseeable demand for such facilities, and that the amendment will nonetheless allow this site, 
which is suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities, to be used for such 
purposes. 
 
As submitted, the amendment contains language which intermixes examples of residential and 
visitor-serving development types that would allowable uses in areas designated as Multiple 
Family. To clarify and distinguish between these primary and ancillary uses, the Commission 
adds Suggested Modification No. 8:  
 
SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 8: The description of the “Multiple Family” land use 
designation as proposed to be amended shall be modified to read as follows: 
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Multiple Family: Over Common wall residential development, such as 
apartment buildings, condominiums, townhouses, and row houses, at greater 
than six units per acre, would include the present R-1, R-1-B zones and would 
allow implemented by R-2 and RP zoning as to establish a transition to high 
density zoning between one-family residential areas and adjoining commercially-
zoned properties. Compatible visitor-serving commercial and recreational uses, 
including timeshare condominium and vacation rental townhouses units and 
other transient overnight accommodations, may also be developed on 
oceanfront sites provided they are of a type and intensity so as to not detract 
from the intended primary residential character of the designation. 

 
As modified, the provisions of the LUP amendment concerning the inclusion of certain qualified 
visitor serving commercial facilities as an allowable use in Multiple Family land use designation 
is consistent with Section 30222 of the Coastal Act. 
 
2. Locating and Planning New Development.  
 
Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act, in part, states: 
 

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

 
The subject site of the proposed LCP amendments is located within a mixed-use area of the City 
within its urban services boundary.  The site is served by municipal water and wastewater 
systems and adequate emergency, public safety, and other public services are available to serve 
the range of residential and visitor-serving uses.  The site abuts Second and “A” Streets, 
classified under the City’s circulation system as a local street and a collector route, respectively.  
Therefore, the proposed amendment is consistent with Coastal Act Section 30250 to the extent 
that the uses and development that would be allowed by the proposed LUP designation would be 
located in an urbanized area with adequate services.  Thus, the Commission finds that the 
proposed LCP amendment as submitted is consistent with Section 30250 of the Coastal Act. 
 
3. Visual Resources.  
 
Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states, in applicable part: 
 

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

 
The current certified LUP contains one policy specifically incorporating the requirements of 
Coastal Act Section 30251 as relate to the protection of visual resources.  However, other than 
reiterating Section 30251 verbatim, specific details as to the identity of specific areas warranting 
visual protection are limited to addressing the need for maintaining a view corridor at the 
adjoining Hampton Inn and Suites waterfront commercial site. Other areas of concern regarding 
the protection of visual resources in the Crescent City area as identified within the currently 
certified LUP are:  (1) prohibiting the erection of signage in areas zoned Open Space; (2) 
protecting view corridors along the Highway 101 southern entrance into the City; and (3) 
preserving the visual character of the town as expressed in its historically or architecturally 
significant structures.  Despite its highly scenic setting, no other areas within the City are 
identified as possessing visual resources in need of special recognition or protective policies. 
 
The subject site of the proposed amendment is located on an oceanfront site along the City’s 
southwestern shoreline.  Though views directly to the ocean from portions of “A” Street are 
somewhat limited by the presence of existing structures and the site’s up-sloping topography 
towards the bluff edge, the southernmost 60 feet of the subject property comprises the vacated 
street right-of-way of West Second Street (see Exhibit Nos. 3 and 4). Except for its use as off-
street parking for the former medical clinic, the above-grade portions of the area are currently 
unimproved, with no visible obstruction of seaward views from publicly accessible vantage 
points along “A” and Second Streets.  In addition, the southern parking lot area presently 
provides a visual break between the bulk of the adjoining hotel and the former clinic offices. 
 
The subject site could be developed under the proposed amendment in a manner that could 
cumulatively adversely affect the views to and along the coast at the site.  For example, 
development of the site with a continuous structure from the north to south ends of the property, 
especially if undertaken consistent with the Residential Professional zoning district’s 5-foot 
minimum side yard area standard for interior and corner lots, would result in 290 feet of the 
property’s 300-foot-wide street frontage being occupied by structural improvements that could 
extend to a maximum height of 35 feet.  While the presence of intervening residential structures 
along Third and Wendell Streets already block views to and along the ocean through the northern 
side of the subject property, structural development within the currently unobstructed southern 
parking lot area would block seaward open-sky and ocean horizon views.  When considered with 
the ±230-foot-wide bulk of the adjoining hotel, such development would effectively form a near-
continuous visual barrier along two blocks of the City’s oceanfront in a manner that significantly 
deviates from the dispersed building arrangements on the adjoining blocks.   
 
Development at such a scale would be inconsistent with the provision of Section 30251 of the 
Coastal Act that permitted development be sited and designed to protect views to and along the 
ocean and scenic coastal areas and be visually compatible with the character of the surrounding 
area.  Without a visual policy in the LUP that more fully implements Coastal Act Section 30251, 
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maximized build-out of the site, involving development extending into the vacated street right-
of-way, could potentially be viewed as permissible if such development merely conforms with 
the zoning district’s quantitative minimum yard area and height standards and/or provides side 
yard setbacks and limits building heights in a manner consistent with the those on surrounding 
parcels.  As a result, though some residual view corridor to the ocean might remain, and the new 
development’s height and side yards approximate those in the adjacent area, visual resources 
would nonetheless be impacted qualitatively due to the cumulative bulk of the existing and new 
structures.  Therefore, the amendment as submitted is inconsistent with Section 30251 of the 
Coastal Act and must be denied.  However, the Commission finds that if modified to implement 
the provisions of Section 30251 and protect the specific views and open space currently corridors 
afforded across the site, the LUP amendment could be found consistent with the Coastal Act.  
Therefore, the Commission attaches Suggested Modification No. 7.  The modification would 
require that a minimum of a twenty-foot width of the West Second Street right-of-way be 
retained as a view corridor in the approval of any future development at the subject site. 
 
SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 7: LUP Chapter 3 – Coastal Visual Resources and 
Special Communities Policy #6 shall be amended to read as follows: 
 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected 
as a resource of public importance.  Permitted development shall be sited and 
designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to 
minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the 
character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual 
quality in visually degraded areas.  New development in designated highly scenic 
areas shall be subordinate to the character of its setting.  Any future development 
at the former Seaside Hospital site (APN 118-020-28 118-020-35), including any 
recreational or visitor-serving commercial development, shall provide for a view 
corridor oriented from the vantage point of the intersection of Front and First 
Streets and directed toward the offshore rocky areas northwest of the site. 
 
Any future development at the former Del Norte Community Health Center 
site (APN 118-020-34), including any multi-family residential, recreational or 
visitor-serving commercial development, shall provide for a view corridor 
oriented from the vantage point of the intersection of Second and A Streets.  
The Second and A Streets view corridor shall be located within the 
southeasterly third of the vacated sixty-foot-wide West Second Street right-
of-way and comprise a minimum of twenty feet (20′), extending 
southwesterly from A Street to the adjoining beach. 

 
The LUP amendment as submitted is inconsistent with the visual resource protection policies of 
the Coastal Act and must be denied.  As modified, the proposed LUP Amendment is consistent 
with Section 30251, as visual resources will be protected at the subject property. 
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4. Public Access and Recreation:  
 
Coastal Act Sections 30210, 30211, and 30212 require the provision of maximum public access 
opportunities, with limited exceptions.  Section 30210 states that maximum access and 
recreational opportunities shall be provided consistent with public safety needs and the need to 
protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse.  
Section 30211 states that development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the 
sea where acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the use 
of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation.  Section 30212 
states that public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the coast 
shall be provided in new development projects except where it is inconsistent with public safety, 
military security needs, or the protection of fragile coastal resources, adequate access exists 
nearby, or agriculture would be adversely affected.   
 
As the site is a shoreline parcel adjacent to a beach, public access would be a consideration in the 
review of any new development proposed for the site.  Of particular significance would be 
whether any future development under the amended LCP would result in increased demand for 
coastal access and recreational facilities, and whether adequate nearby access and recreational 
facilities exist that could meet any such increased demands. 
 
The proposed amendment would change the land use and zoning designations governing the 
subject property in a manner such that an additional 43 residences could possibly be developed at 
the site in addition to the one residence currently permissible on the 7,200-square-foot portion of 
the property planned and zoned for one- and two-family residential development.  Given current 
household and family size demographics1, such modifications to the property’s density and site 
development standards could result in approximately 111 to 132 addition persons living at this 
location along the City’s western ocean beachfront area.  
 
In its current form, the proposed LCP amendment does not address requiring offers of dedication 
of public access to the shoreline for new development where a significant adverse impact on 
existing public access facilities and/or a demand for new public access facilities would result.  
Instead, information submitted with the amendment request, makes note of the existing access 
path facilities at the adjoining hotel and “certifies” that, upon any future development at the 
subject clinic site property, these existing facilities will continue to be required to be maintained 
and the City may further condition such development projects to “…enhance public access as 
necessary and appropriate.”   
 
The City’s recitation on the adjacent access facilities can be read to imply that these facilities are 
adequate to meet the demand of the potential roughly 120 new residents living in any multiple 
family development project constructed at the former clinic site the proposed amendments would 
facilitate.  However, these facilities were primarily developed to offset the demand of visitors 
attracted to this area of the Crescent City oceanfront by the 94 new transient visitor-serving 
rooms and a 4,100-square-foot restaurant associated with the phased development of the adjacent 
                                                           
1  U.S. Census 2000, Demographic Profile Highlights (for Crescent City California Zip Code 

95531); http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/SAFFFacts

http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/SAFFFacts
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Redwood Oceanfront Resort project. Additionally, no information was provided to ascertain 
whether overcrowding of these facilities and beach areas would result unless additional access 
facilities are provided.       Therefore, as submitted, the LUP Amendment is not fully consistent 
with the Coastal Act policies concerning coastal access and recreation.  Suggested Modification 
No. 6 is necessary to ensure consistency with the Coastal Act public access provisions. 
 
SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 6: A new Policy #3 shall be appended to LUP Chapter 1 
– Public Access, to read as follows: 
 

For any new development at the former Del Norte Community Health 
Center site (APN 118-020-34), including any multi-family residential, 
recreational, or visitor serving commercial development, the City, or the 
Commission on appeal, shall require, if consistent with the criteria identified 
below: (a) an offer of dedication to the City or other public or private 
association acceptable to the Executive Director of the California Coastal 
Commission of a vertical public accessway to the beach following the 
alignment of the Second Street public right-of-way, extending west of A 
Street and including the portions of the existing informal trail down onto the 
adjoining beach; and/or (b) the development of public access support 
facilities, such as viewing platforms or vehicular parking spaces reserved for 
coastal access users.  The configuration of the accessway shall be designed in 
a manner such that it may be connected to the Wendell Street right-of-way 
for possible future extension of a trail northwesterly to the Third Street 
accessway, and may be connected to the southwest to the adjacent Hampton 
Inn and Suites accessway. The accessway and/or support facilities shall be 
required if the approving authority finds that the proposed development 
would either create significant adverse individual or cumulative impacts on 
existing access facilities or would result in an increase in public demand for 
public access facilities and that the offer of dedication and/or public access 
support facilities would alleviate the impacts and be reasonably related to the 
impacts in nature and extent.  Either the City or another agency or non-
profit entity approved by the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission, 
may accept any offers of dedication. 

 
With these modifications, the LUP, as amended, would be consistent with the Coastal Act public 
access policies as it would: (1) require that an offer of dedication or public access support facility 
be provided for new development having a significant adverse impact on existing access 
facilities, or increasing the demand for additional facilities where the offer of dedication or 
public access support facility would alleviate the impacts and be reasonably related to the 
impacts in nature and extent; and (2) facilitate acceptance of any offer of dedication to ensure 
that the  impact or increased demand is offset. 
 
Therefore, as submitted, the LUP Amendment is not consistent with the Coastal Act policies 
concerning coastal access and recreation and must be denied.  The Commission finds, however, 
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that if modified with Suggested Modifications No. 6 as described above, the LUP amendment 
would be consistent with the Coastal Act public access and recreation provisions. 
 
5. Geologic and Flooding Hazards. 
 
Coastal Act Section 30253 states in part that: 
 

New development shall do all the following: 
 

(a) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, 
and fire hazard. 

(b) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor 
contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or 
destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way require 
the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter 
natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs… 

 
Tsunami Inundation 

In the past 60 years, from 1959 to 2009, the City of Crescent City has experienced three 
significant, damaging tsunamis — in 1960, 1964, and 2006.  Eleven people were killed by the 
1964 tsunami and there was significant property damage from all three events.  When the next 
major earthquake on the Cascadia Subduction Zone occurs, a tsunami is likely to be generated 
and it is very likely that Crescent City would experience a tsunami event similar to or larger than 
these recent historic events.  Crescent City was one of the first communities in California to 
become a NOAA certified, TsunamiReady Community.   
 
The City of Crescent City planning area includes a number of oceanfront lots, such as the site of 
the former medical clinic, along its western shoreline.  These as well as other downtown areas, 
could be exposed to tsunami waves either from a locally generated tsunami or a far-field, non-
locally generated event.  Despite the many public information, warning system, and emergency 
response coordination initiatives undertaken by the City toward securing “tsunami ready” status, 
the current LUP, initially certified in 1983 and last amended in 2001, does not contain any 
specific policies concerning this sub-category of geologic hazard.  This omission is undoubtedly 
due to the fact that scientific reassessments of the maximum intensity of seismic events along the 
northern California coast and the potential height of tsunami waves did not began to be released 
until the mid-1990s and were not widely distributed in public information campaigns until the 
last several years.   
 
Most notable among this information are the evaluations of seismic and tsunami hazards that 
were prepared in the aftermath of the April 25-26, 1992 series of earthquakes that occurred in the 
Petrolia area near Cape Mendocino.  Of particular relevance is the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) 1994 release of its “Tsunami Inundation Model Study 
for Eureka and Crescent City, California” (NOAA Technical Memorandum ERL PMEL-103; 
Bernard, E.N., C. Mader, G. Curtis, and K. Satake (1994)) (see Exhibit No. 14).  Although 
intended primarily for emergency evacuation purposes, the NOAA study’s wave runup data 
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represent the most currently available information regarding tsunami inundation in the Crescent 
City area and provide a scientifically defensible zone of potential tsunami inundation for project 
planning purposes.2  In addition, the study currently serves as the basis for tsunami hazard area 
mapping and public educational materials subsequently developed and distributed by others for 
the Humboldt Bay and Crescent City areas.3
 
Using historical wave propagation and coastal flooding data collected from a variety of tsunami 
events across the Northern Pacific Ocean basin, this study presents the areas of inundation that 
could result from various possible tsunami events.  A near-source 8.4 moment-magnitude (Mw-
8.4) seismic event on the Cascadia Subduction Zone region was determined to be a credible 
source for generating a 10 meter (33 feet), 33.3-minute period incident wave in 50-meter water 
depth.  Based on modeling of the tsunami’s onshore propagation, all land below four meters 
elevation would be flooded, with inundation levels in the harbor reaching six meters in some 
locations.   The area of inundation could extend inland 1.3 kilometers, or approximately one mile 
from the harbor and ocean shorelines. 
 
The analysis by Bernard et al. does not provide information on inundation at the medical clinic 
site, but one test area, called Location No. 4, is located approximately three blocks inland of the 
proposed project site.  Maximum modeled runup at Location No. 4 was 8 meters (±26 feet) 
above mean high tide.  In comparison, wave runup at the harbor was approximately 8.5 meters 
(±29 feet) above mean high tide.  The medical clinic site, at elevations ranging from 17.5 to 21.5 
above mean high tide lies laterally westward from Location No. 4, whose elevation is 
approximate 19.5 feet above mean high tide.  Accordingly, maximum runup at the former clinic 
site can be expected to be comparable to the runup at Location No. 4, representing water heights 
ranging from approximately 4.5 to 8.5 feet above current grade.  The City’s Tsunami Hazard and 
Emergency Evacuation Maps clearly show the medical clinic site to be subject to runup, and 
within the “highest relative hazard” (red) inundation zone on the hazard map, which extends 
several blocks inland of the clinic parcel (see Exhibit Nos. 16 and 17). 
 

 
2  The Commission notes that other scenario-based model tsunami inundation research has been 

conducted for Crescent City since the 1994 NOAA study, notably Tsunami Inundation at 
Crescent City, California Generated by Earthquakes Along the Cascadia Subduction Zone, Uslu, 
B., J. C. Borrero, L. A. Dengler, and C. E. Synolakis (2007), Geophysical Research Letters, 
Volume 34, L20601 (see Exhibit No. 15).  The paper presented the results modeled from 
modeling six different near-source earthquakes on the San Juan de Fuca and Gorda CSZ plates, 
with and without combined offsets on the Little Salmon thrust fault. Using the City tide gauge as 
a comparative benchmark, located within the harbor approximately 1¼ miles from the medical 
clinic site, inundation levels of 6 to 7 meters (±20-23 feet) above mean sea level were projected at 
that locale.  The results of this study as well as other model-based and observational inundation 
and run-up data from both near- and distant-source seismic events are currently being compiled 
collaboratively by the California Emergency Management Agency (CalEMA), the California 
Geological Survey (CGS) and the University of Southern California’s Tsunami Research Center, 
onto a new set of tsunami hazard maps.  Release of these new maps is scheduled for June 2009.   

3  See Redwood Coast Tsunami Work Group  website: (http://www.humboldt.edu/~geology/earthquakes/rctwg/) 
 

http://www.humboldt.edu/~geology/earthquakes/rctwg/
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As cited above, Coastal Act Section 30253 requires that risks to life and property in areas of high 
geologic and flood hazards be minimized.  In addition, new development must assure stability 
and structural integrity from geologic instability or destruction of the site and its surroundings 
and not contribute significantly to erosion, or in any way contribute to the need for protective 
devices that would substantially alter landforms.  In its present wording LUP Chapter 5 – Diking, 
Dredging, Filling and Shoreline Structures does not include “flooding” alongside “geologic” in 
its list of applicable risk types to be minimized.  As noted above, the area affected by the 
proposed LCP amendment is within a mapped tsunami wave run up inundation area.  By 
accommodating much more intensive residential and commercial use than are currently allowed 
at the site by the LCP, the proposed amendment would facilitate development exposing greater 
numbers of people to flood hazard risks.  To ensure that flood hazards associated with tsunami 
inundation are considered in the review of future development at the site under the LUP as 
amended in a manner consistent with Section 30253, the Commission attaches Suggested 
Modification No. 1, below,  to append the word “flooding” into Policy No. 3 of LUP Chapter 5. 
 
SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 1: Policy 3 of Chapter 5 – Diking, Dredging, Filling 
and Shoreline Structures of the City of Crescent City Land Use Plan (LUP) shall be modified as 
follows: 
 

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

 
 Protection of Permanent Residences 

Over the last half-decade in the aftermath of catastrophic natural disasters around the world (e.g., 
Hurricane Katrina, Indonesian Tsunami, Cyclone Nargis), large-scale displacements of persons 
and homelessness resulting from flooding, especially in low-lying coastal areas, have come to be 
recognized by governing bodies and international aid agencies alike as a form of socio-economic 
disruption on a scale with that of pandemics, famines, and warfare.  Such disturbances can 
significantly destabilize the security and well-being of whole populations and regions.   
 
Of particular consequence is the loss of one’s personal home and residence.  Generally 
representing the primary and most significant financial investment for most persons, and often a 
substantial portion of their intended retirement income from the return realized from its accrued 
equity, the loss of a personal residence, as contrasted with other, less substantially valued real 
property, such as a second home or timeshare vacation unit, can have profound negative impacts 
on its owners’ livelihood as well as the whole community in terms of added social service costs.  
In addition, such homelessness can have profound psychological impacts on the resident-owners, 
in terms of an increased sense of physical vulnerability and social isolation which can hamper 
efforts to recover from their domestic crisis. 
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The proposed amendments to the LUP include no modifications to the LCP to address the 
recently acknowledged implications to public health and safety from the potentially extreme 
seismic and flooding hazards associated with the City’s geologic setting, particularly with regard 
to exacerbating potential loss of primary domiciles. This omission is particularly problematic 
when the impetus of the amendment—to provide for residential development, including 
permanent residences, at significantly greater densities along an open ocean shoreline site—is 
considered.   
 
Therefore, the Commission attaches Suggested Modification No. 2, below, requiring new 
residential development resulting from subdivisions (including condominiums) located within 
historic and modeled tsunami inundation areas be designed and sited such that the floor elevation 
of “permanent residences” (i.e., primary domiciles) be constructed at a height above that of the 
maximum tsunami run up water depth on land anticipated at the development site.  In addition, 
the suggested modification would require all such newly platted development structures 
containing permanent residential units to be resiliently designed to withstand the hydrostatic and 
hydrodynamic loads and effects of buoyancy associated with inundation by storm surge and 
tsunami waves up to and including the tsunami height projected to result from a near-source 
generated seismic event along the Cascadia Subduction Zone, without experiencing a 
catastrophic structural failure which would destroy the structures and impede the evacuation or 
rescue of persons occupying the building.  The Commission finds that such requirements for 
permanent residential structures are appropriate and feasible measures to minimize risks to both 
property and “life,” in terms of a person’s livelihood and their enjoyment of their existence and 
faculties. 
 
SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 2: A new Policy #4 shall be appended to LUP Chapter 5 
– Diking, Dredging, Filling and Shoreline Structures, to read as follows: 
 

2.a. Inundation hazard and evacuation route maps for the areas of the 
City that have experienced historic tsunami inundation or for areas 
where tsunami inundation modeling efforts have been undertaken, 
such as depicted within NOAA Technical Memorandum ERL PMEL-
103, “Tsunami Inundation Model Study of Eureka and Crescent City, 
California”  (Bernard, E.N., C. Mader, G. Curtis, and K. Satake, 
1994), or “Tsunami Inundation at Crescent City, California 
Generated by Earthquakes Along the Cascadia Subduction Zone”, 
(Uslu, B., J. C. Borrero, L. A. Dengler, and C. E. Synolakis, 2007; 
Geophysical Research Letters, Volume 34, L20601), and/or on 
subsequent superseding investigations, shall be developed and 
incorporated into the LCP.  These maps shall depict maximum 
credible inundation zones and runup elevations and shall be updated 
and kept current to include new, peer-reviewed information on 
Crescent City tsunami hazards as it becomes available. 

 
2.b. New residential subdivisions situated within historic and modeled 

tsunami inundation hazard areas, such as depicted on the tsunami 
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hazard maps described in 2.a. above, shall be designed and sited such 
that the finished floor elevation of all new permanent residential units 
are constructed with one foot of freeboard above the maximum 
credible runup elevation as depicted on the most recent government 
prepared Tsunami Hazards Maps, or as developed by local agency 
modeling, whichever elevation is greater.  Additionally, all such 
structures containing permanent residential units shall be designed to 
withstand the hydrostatic and hydrodynamic loads and effects of 
buoyancy associated with inundation by storm surge and tsunami 
waves up to and including the tsunami runup depicted on the 
Tsunami Hazard Maps, without experiencing a catastrophic 
structural failure.  For purposes of administering this policy, 
“permanent residential units” comprise residential units intended for 
occupancy as the principal domicile of their owners, and do not 
include timeshare condominiums, visitor-serving overnight facilities, 
or other transient accommodations. 

 
With regard to minimizing flooding risks to “life,” the Commission attaches Suggested 
Modification No. 3, below. This suggested modification would add a new policy requiring that 
for all new development involving the building of structures intended for human occupancy 
within historic, modeled, or formally mapped tsunami inundation hazard zones, a tsunami safety 
plan be prepared, approved, and distributed or otherwise posted in a conspicuous manner.  The 
plan would provide constructive notice to occupants of the presence of tsunami inundation risk at 
the site and information regarding evacuation routes to safe high ground.  Furthermore, the new 
policy would stipulate that, for any new residential development resulting from subdivisions, 
subdivision approval shall only be granted when it can be demonstrated that timely evacuation to 
safe higher ground, as detailed on adopted tsunami hazard maps, can feasibly be achieved prior 
to the predicted arrival time of tsunami inundation at the project site.  The Commission finds that 
requiring that such information be provided with new development is an appropriate and feasible 
measure to minimize risks to life consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. 
 
SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 3: A new Policy #5 shall be appended to LUP Chapter 5 
– Diking, Dredging, Filling and Shoreline Structures, to read as follows: 
 

All new development entailing the construction of structures intended for 
human occupancy, situated within historic, modeled, or mapped tsunami 
inundation hazard areas, shall be required to prepare and secure approval of a 
tsunami safety plan.  The safety plan shall be prepared in coordination with 
the Del Norte County Department of Emergency Services,  Sheriff’s Office, 
and City Police Department, and shall contain information relaying the 
existence of the threat of tsunamis from both distant- and local-source seismic 
events, the need for prompt evacuation upon the receipt of a tsunami warning 
or upon experience seismic shaking for a local earthquake, and the evacuation 
route to take from the development site to areas beyond potential inundation.  
The safety plan information shall be conspicuously posted or copies of the 
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information provided to all occupants. No new residential land divisions shall 
be approved unless it be demonstrated that timely evacuation to safe higher 
ground, as depicted on adopted tsunami hazard maps, can feasibly be achieved 
before the predicted time of arrival of tsunami inundation at the project site. 

 
Thus, as submitted, the LUP amendment would fail to protect life and property from the risk of 
flooding from tsunami wave run up in a manner inconsistent  with the Coastal Act policies 
concerning geologic and flooding hazards and must be denied  The Commission finds, however, 
that if modified with Suggested Modification No. 1, 2, and 3 to: (a) clarify that risks to both 
geologic and flooding hazards are to be minimized; (b) establish design standards affording 
protection to permanent residential units from tsunami inundation; and (c) require new 
development involving human-occupied structures in tsunami hazard areas to prepare and 
distribute or otherwise post constructive notice of risks of tsunamis and information relating to 
evacuation to safe ground, the LUP amendment would be consistent with Section 30253 of the 
Coastal Act in that minimizing risks to life and property in areas of high geologic and flooding 
hazard would be ensured and the development would not create or contribute to geologic-related 
instability or destruction for new projects in the coastal zone portions of the City. 
 
 Sea Level Rise 

Sea level rise is an important consideration for the planning and design of projects in coastal 
settings.  Such changes in sea level will exacerbate the frequency and intensity of wave energy 
received at shoreline sites, including both storm surge and tsunamis, resulting in accelerated 
coastal erosion and flooding in such locales.  There are many useful records of historic sea level 
change, but little certainty about how these trends will change with possible large increases in 
atmospheric greenhouse gas emissions and air temperatures.  Notwithstanding the controversy 
and uncertainties about future global or local sea levels, guidance on how to address sea level 
rise in planning and permitting process is evolving as new information on climate change and 
related oceanic responses become available. 
 
The Commission, like many others permitting agencies, have undertaken past assessments of sea 
level rise effects using the principal of “uniformitarianism” as guidance — that natural processes 
such as erosion, deposition, and sea level changes occur at relatively uniform rates over time 
rather than in episodic or sudden catastrophic events.  As a result, future ocean surface elevations 
have been extrapolated from current levels using historical rates of sea level rise measured over 
the last century.  For much of the California coast, this equates to a rate of about eight inches per 
100 years.  Rates of up to one foot per century have typically been used to account for regional 
variation and to provide for some degree of uncertainty in the form of a safety factor.  This rate 
of rise is then further adjusted upward or downward as needed depending upon other factors, 
such as localized subsidence or tectonic uplift.  In the review of past development projects on 
Crescent City coastline areas, the roughly 2.6 millimeters-per-year (mm/yr) rate of localized 
tectonic lift has been found to be exceeding that of projected sea level rise by approximately -
0.21 feet/century (-0.65 +/- 0.36 mm/yr), for the tide record spanning 1933 to 2006, resulting in a 
relative drop in local sea level. 
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Most climate models now project that the historic trends for sea level rise, or even a 50% 
increase over historic trends, will be at the very low end of possible future sea level rise by 2100.  
Satellite observations of global sea level have shown sea level changes since 1993 to be almost 
twice as large as the changes observed by tide gauge records over the past century. Recent 
observations from the polar regions show rapid loss of some large ice sheets and increases in the 
discharge of glacial melt.  The 2007 Fourth Assessment Report by the Intergovernmental Panel 
on Climate Change (IPCC) notes that sea level could rise by 7 to 23 inches from 1990 to 2100, 
provided there is no accelerated loss of ice from Greenland and West Antarctica.4  Sea level rise 
could be even higher if there is a rapid loss of ice in these two key regions. 
 
The IPCC’s findings were based on a 2007 report prepared by Dr. Stefan Rahmstorf of the 
Potsdam Institute for Climate Impact Research (hereinafter “Rahmstorf Report”).  This report 
has become the central reference point for much of recent sea level rise planning.  The 
Rahmstorf Report projects that by 2100, sea level could be between 20 to 55 inches higher than 
1990 levels.  The Rahmstorf Report developed a quasi-empirical relationship between historic 
temperature and sea level change.  Using the temperature changes projected for the various IPCC 
scenarios, and assuming that the historic relationship between temperature and sea level would 
continue into the future, he projected that by 2100 sea level could be between 20 inches and 55 
inches (0.5 to 1.4 meters) higher than the 1990 levels (for a rate of 0.18 to 0.5 inches/year). 
These projections for future sea level rise anticipate that the increase in sea level from 1990 to 
2050 will be from about 8 inches to 17 inches (for a rate of 0.13 to 0.28 inches/year); from 1990 
to 2075, the increase in sea level would be from about 13 inches to 31 inches (for a rate of 0.15 
to 0.36 inches/year) and that the most rapid change in sea level will occur toward the end of the 
21st century. Most recent sea level rise projections show the same trend as the projections by 
Rahmstorf — that as the time period increases the rate of rise increases and that the second half 
of the 21st century can be expected to have a more rapid rise in sea level than the first half.   
 
Several recent studies have projected future sea level to rise as much as 4.6 feet from 1990 to 
2100.  For example, in California, the Independent Science Board (ISB) for the Delta Vision 
Plan has used the Rahmstorf Report projections in recommending that for projects in the San 
Francisco Delta, a rise of 0.8 to 1.3 feet by 2050 and 1.7 to 4.6 feet by 2100 be used for planning 
purposes.5  This report also recommends that major projects use the higher values to be 
conservative, and that some projects might even consider sea level projections beyond the year 
2100 time period.  The ISB also recommends “developing a system that can not only withstand a 
design sea level rise, but also minimizes damages and loss of life for low-probability events or 
unforeseen circumstances that exceed design standards.  Finally the board recommends the 
specific incorporation of the potential for higher-than-expected sea level rise rates into long term 
infrastructure planning and design.”   

 
4  The IPCC is a scientific intergovernmental body established by the World Meteorological 

Organization (WMO) and the United Nations Environmental Programme to provide the decision-
makers and others interested in climate change with an objective source of information about 
climate change; http://www.ipcc.ch/ipccreports/assessments-reports.htm

5   Independent Science Board, 2007. Sea Level Rise and Delta Planning, Letter Report from Jeffrey 
Mount to Michael Healey, September 6, 2007, CALFED Bay-Delta Program: 
http://deltavision.ca.gov/BlueRibbonTaskForce/Sept2007/Handouts/Item_9.pdf  

http://www.ipcc.ch/ipccreports/assessments-reports.htm
http://deltavision.ca.gov/BlueRibbonTaskForce/Sept2007/Handouts/Item_9.pdf
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The Rahmstorf Report was also used in the California Climate Action Team's Climate Change 
Scenarios for estimating the likely changes range for sea level rise by 2100.6  Another recent 
draft report, prepared by Philip Williams and Associates and the Pacific Institute for the Ocean 
Protection Council, the California Energy Commission’s Public Interest Energy Research (PIER) 
Climate Change Research Program, and other agencies also identifies impacts from rising sea 
level, especially as relate to areas vulnerable to future coastal erosion and flooding.7  This report 
used the Rahmstorf Report as the basis to examine the flooding consequences of both a 40-inch 
and a 55-inch centurial rise in sea level, and the erosion consequences of a 55-inch rise in sea 
level.   
 
On November 14, 2008, Governor Schwarzenegger issued Executive Order S-13-08, directing 
various state agencies to undertake various studies and assessments toward developing strategies 
and promulgating development review guidelines for addressing the effects of sea level rise and 
other climate change impacts along the California coastline.8  Consistent with the executive 
order, at its June 4, 2009 meeting the governing board of the Coastal Conservancy will consider 
the adoption of interim sea level rise rates: (a) 16 inches (40 cm) by 2050; and (b) 55 inches (140 
cm) by 2100 for use in reviewing the vulnerability of projects it funds.  These rates are based on 
the PEIR climate scenarios.  If adopted, these criteria would be utilized until the study being 
conducted by the National Academy of Sciences regarding sea level rise, requested by a 
consortium of state resource and coastal management agencies pursuant to the executive order, is 
completed. 
 
Concurrently, in the Netherlands, where flooding and rising sea level have been national 
concerns for many years,  the Dutch Cabinet-appointed Deltacommissie has recommended that 
all flood protection projects consider a regional sea level rise (including local subsidence) of 2.1 
to 4.2 ft by 2100 and of 6.6 to 13 ft. by 2200.9  Again, the Rahmstorf Report was used by the 
Delta Committee as a basis in developing their findings and recommendations. 
 
Given the general convergence of agreement over the observed and measured geodetic changes 
world wide in ocean elevations over the last several decades, most of the scientific community 
has ceased debating the question of whether sea level will rise several feet higher than it is today, 
but is instead only questioning the time period over which this rise will occur.  However, as the 
conditions causing sea level rise continue to change rapidly, prognostications of sea level rise are 

 
6  Cayan et al. 2009. Draft Paper: Climate Change Scenarios and Sea Level Estimates for the 

California 2008 Climate Change Scenarios Assessment; CEC-500-2009-014-D, 62 pages; 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CEC-500-2009-014/CEC-500-2009-014-D.PDF

7  Heberger, et al. 2009. Draft Paper: The Impacts of Sea Level Rise on the California Coast; 
California Climate Change Center, California Energy Commission; CEC-500-2009-024-D, 
March 2009, 99 pages; http://www.pacinst.org/reports/sea_level_rise/index.htm

8  Office of the Governor of the State of California, 2008. Executive Order S-13-08; 
http://gov.ca.gov/index.php?/print-version/executive-order/11036/

9  Delta Committee of the Kingdom of the Netherlands, 2008. Working Together with Water: A 
Living Land Builds for its Future, Findings of the Deltacommissie, 2nd Ed. November 2008; 
http://www.deltacommissie.com/en/advies  

http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CEC-500-2009-014/CEC-500-2009-014-D.PDF
http://www.pacinst.org/reports/sea_level_rise/index.htm
http://gov.ca.gov/index.php?/print-version/executive-order/11036/
http://www.deltacommissie.com/en/advies
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similarly in flux.  As a result of this dynamism, anticipated amounts and rates of sea level rise 
used in project reviews today may be either lower or higher than those that will be utilized ten 
years from now.  This degree of uncertainty will continue until sufficient feedback data inputs 
are obtained to allow for a clear trend to be discerned from what is now only a complex and 
highly variable set of model outputs.  Accordingly, in the interest of moving forward from the 
debate over specific rates and amounts of rise to a point where the effects of sea level rise greater 
than those previously assumed in the past may be considered, one approach is to undertake a 
sensitivity analysis on the development project and site to ascertain the point when significant 
changes to project stability would result based on a series of sea level rise rates.  The analysis 
would be structured to use a variety of sea level rise projections, ranging from the relatively 
gradual rates of rise indicated by the IPCC and Rahmstorf models, to scenarios involving far 
more rapid rates of sea level rise based upon accelerated glacial and polar sea and shelf inputs. 
 
For example, for the most typical development projects along the coast (i.e., residential or 
commercial), consideration of a two to three foot rise in level rise over 100 years could be 
assumed to represent the minimum rate of change for design purposes.  However, in the interest 
of investigating adaptive, flexible design options, sensitivity testing should also include assessing  
the consequences of sea level rise at three to five times greater rates, namely five to six feet per 
century, and even 10 to 20 feet per 100 years.  The purpose of this exercise is to determine, if 
there is some “tipping point” at which a given design would rapidly become less stable, and to 
evaluate what would be the consequences of crossing such a threshold.  This type of analysis 
would make the property owner aware of the limitations, if any, of the initial project design early 
in the planning process.   Depending upon the design life of the development, the economic and 
technical feasibility of incorporating more protective features, and levels of risk acceptance, the 
project proponent could propose, or the permitting agency may require, that greater flexibility be 
provided in the design and siting of the development, or other mitigation be identified, to 
accommodate the higher rates of sea level rise. 
 
The sensitivity analysis approach would allow accelerated rates of sea level rise to be considered 
in the analysis of projects.  Such evaluations provide some flexibility with regard to the 
uncertainty concerning sea level rise, providing an approach to analyze project in the face of 
uncertainty that would not involve the imposition of mandatory design standards based upon 
future sea level elevations that may not actually be realized.  Given the nonobligatory and 
adaptive nature of this approach to hazards avoidance and minimization, as necessitated by such 
scientific uncertainty, it will remain important to include new information on sea level trends and 
climate change as iterative data is developed and vetted by the scientific community.  
Accordingly, any adopted design or siting standards that may be applied to development projects 
should be re-examined periodically to ensure the standard is consistent with current estimates in 
the literature before being reapplied to a subsequent project. 
 
Regardless of its particular rate, over time elevated sea level will have a significant influence on 
the frequency and intensity of coastal flooding and erosion.  Accordingly, rising sea level needs 
to be considered to assure that full consistency with Section 30253 can be attained in the review 
and approval of new development in shoreline areas.   
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The LUP as proposed to be amended contains no provisions for the consideration of sea level 
rise in the review of new development at shoreline proximate localities where instability and 
exposure to flooding risks could be intensified at higher ocean surface elevations.  Without such 
provisions, the LUP as proposed for amendment would be inconsistent with the policies of 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, specifically Section 30253 and must be denied.  The Commission 
thus attaches Suggested Modification No. 4, below, to ensure that, to the greatest degree feasible 
given current scientific uncertainties relating to the variable projected rates of sea level rise, new 
projects in the City coastal zone area will minimize risks to life and property in areas of high 
geologic and flooding hazard and not create or contribute to geologic-related instability or 
destruction by requiring that the effects of sea level rise be quantitatively considered in geologic 
and other engineering technical evaluations of new development.    
 
SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 4: A new Policy #6 shall be appended to LUP Chapter 5 – 
Diking, Dredging, Filling and Shoreline Structures, to read as follows: 
 

The best available and most recent scientific information with respect to the 
effects of long-range sea level rise shall be considered in the preparation of 
findings and recommendations for all requisite geologic, geo-technical, 
hydrologic, and engineering investigations.  Residential and commercial 
development at nearshore sites shall undertake a design sensitivity analysis 
utilizing a range of potential sea level rise scenarios, from a minimum of two to 
three feet per one hundred years and including higher rise rates of rise of five 
to six feet, as well as 10 feet in one hundred years.  The analysis shall also 
consider localized uplift or subsidence.  A similar sensitivity analysis shall be 
performed for all critical facilities, energy production and distribution 
infrastructure, and other development projects of major community 
significance using a minimum rise of 4.5 feet of sea level rise in 100 years.  The 
analysis shall identify sea level rise thresholds after which limitations in the 
development’s design and siting would cause the improvements to become 
significantly less stable. These sensitivity analyses shall be used to identify 
unanticipated site hazards and to help guide site design and hazards 
mitigation.   

 
If modified as suggested above, the proposed amendment could be found consistent with Coastal 
Act policies concerning the avoidance and minimization of geologic and flooding hazards. 
 
 Continuity in Policy Numbering  

To insure consistent numbering of the policies within LUP Chapter 5, the Commission attaches 
Suggested Modification No. 5 as follows: 
 
SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 5: All subsequent policies within LUP Chapter 5 – 
Diking, Dredging, Filling and Shoreline Structures, currently numbered 4 through 7, shall also 
be renumbered consistent with the three new appended policies suggested above. 
 
 Conclusion 
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The LUP amendment as submitted is inconsistent with the geologic and flooding hazards 
policies of the Coastal Act and must be denied.  As modified, the proposed LUP Amendment is 
consistent with Sections 30253 as language assuring the comprehensive administration of those 
policies has been incorporated into the proposed LUP Amendment. 
 
6. Protection of Marine Resources, Water Quality, and Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 

Areas (ESHA). 
 
Coastal Act Section 30230 states: 
 

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

 
Coastal Act Section 30231 states that: 
 

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, 
wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of 
marine organisms and for the protection of human health shall be maintained 
and, where feasible, restored through, among other means, minimizing adverse 
effects of wastewater discharge and entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing 
depletion of ground water supplies and substantial interference with surface 
water flow, encouraging waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation 
buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural 
streams.  

 
Section 30240 of the Coastal Act directs: 
 

(a)  Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any 
significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those 
resources shall be allowed within those areas. 
 
(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas 
and parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts 
which would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the 
continuance of those habitat and recreation areas. 

 
The proposed amendment is intended to accommodate development of multi-family residential 
and compatible visitor-serving commercial uses at the former site of the Del Norte Community 
Health Center, a parcel situated on a low terrace adjacent to a rocky-sandy intertidal reach.  
Drainage from the project site is presently collected in drop inlets and curb-diked street gutters 
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and conveyed through a stormwater culvert within the vacated West Second Street right-of-way 
beneath the former clinic’s southern parking lot to an outfall onto the adjacent beach.   The 
adjoining intertidal beach areas and open ocean contain a variety of sensitive marine biological 
organisms, albeit in low diversity, including rockweed and encrusting brown algae, and scattered 
clusters of barnacles and limpets.  The area is also considered wetlands, an identified class of 
environmentally sensitive habitat area under both the Coastal Act and the currently-certified 
LCP. 
 
High density residential development projects of the type that the proposed amendment would 
facilitate typically include large amounts of impervious surfaces that would prevent infiltration 
of stormwater into the ground and result in greater amounts of sediment and other pollutants 
running off the site and entering coastal waters.  In addition, such large scale development would 
likely include large parking lots where oil and grease deposits from vehicles would further 
degrade the water quality of stormwater runoff from the site.   
 
The currently certified Crescent City LUP contains policy language specifically addressing the 
protection of marine resources, water quality, and environmentally sensitive habitat areas 
(ESHA).  In addition to quoting Coastal Act Sections 30230, 30231 and 30240 on page 24 of the 
LUP’s preface of the Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas / Water and Marine Resources 
chapter, Policy No. 2 of LUP Chapter 7 – Public Works requires that: 
 

The City shall require that best management practices (BMPs) for controlling 
stormwater runoff and maintaining water quality be incorporated into 
development design and operation. All post-construction structural BMPs (or 
suites of BMPs) for new development, including but not limited to, recreational or 
visitor-serving commercial development within Coastal Zone - Commercial 
Waterfront zoning districts, shall be designed to treat, infiltrate or filter 
stormwater runoff from each storm event, up to and including the 85th percentile, 
24-hour storm event for volume-based BMPs, and/or the 85th percentile, 1-hour 
storm event, with an appropriate safety factor, for flow-based BMPs. 

 
LUP Chapter 4 – Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas / Water and Marine Resources 
Policy No. 2 directs that: 
 

The City shall protect those areas that are designated as environmentally 
sensitive so that these habitats and their resources are maintained and any 
development shall be consistent with adjacent areas and with Section 30240 et 
seq. of the California Coastal Act as described herein on Page 24. 

 
Four specific locales are designated as ESHA under the currently certified LUP including: 
 

• Inter-tidal areas (Preston Island to North Breakwater) 
• Sandy Beach (I[nter] T[idal] A[reas]) (North Breakwater to Harbor 

Boundary) 
• Freshwater Wetlands (Elk Creek area) 
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• Freshwater Wetlands (McNamara Annexation) 
 
LUP Chapter 4 – Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas / Water and Marine Resources Policy 
No. 4 requires that: 
 

The City shall maintain a buffer zone of 50 feet around all identified wetlands.  
The only allowable uses within this buffer zone shall be those uses as provided for 
in Section 30240 et seq. of the California Coastal Act of 1976 as described on 
page 24. Criteria for the establishment of the buffer zones for wetlands should be 
measured land ward from the edge of the wetlands. 

 
In addition, LUP Chapter 5 – Dredging, Diking, Filling, and Shoreline Structures Policy Nos. 1 
and 2 place limitations on the dredging diking, and/or filling of enumerated wetland areas to uses 
identified in Section 30233 of the Coastal Act.  Such activities in open coastal waters are further 
constrained to those which directly enhance harbor dependent uses such as recreational or-
industrial programs. 
 
These policies carry out the provisions of Sections 30230, 30231, 30233, and 30240 of the 
Coastal Act by providing a framework for requiring that future development: (a) incorporate best 
management practices to treat stormwater runoff for maintaining optimum water quality and 
biological productivity; (b) protect the enumerated classes of ESHA through limitations on uses 
and/or design and siting; and (c) provide protective buffers with uses therein limited to resource 
dependent ones.  Moreover, the policies further references the types of management measures to 
can be utilized (e.g., flow-based onsite retention/detention, volumetric point-of-discharge 
filtration, preventing depletion of groundwater, maintaining natural riparian vegetation, 
minimizing stream alteration, etc.) and references numerical treatment goals of stormwater 
runoff events to which the measures must perform. 
 
The LCP Amendment request included technical information, prepared by consultants for the 
development project for which the LCP amendment is being requested, demonstrating that, while 
the residential development potential on the subject 1.24-acre parcel would be significantly 
increased, marine resources, water quality and sensitive resource area protections could still be 
feasible provided at the site.  
 
Based on studies prepared and submitted for the condominium project motivating the LCP 
amendment, no state or federal endangered, threatened, rare, or special concern plant or animal 
species, or their habitat, were found either on or in close proximity to the former clinic property 
(see Exhibit Nos. 12 and 13). 
 
With respect to the protection of marine resources, the subject property proposed for 
redesignation under the amended LCP provisions is located adjacent to the inter-tidal areas 
between Preston Island and the North Breakwater of the Crescent City Harbor.  This nearshore 
area is listed as an environmentally sensitive habitat area within the certified LCP.  Given this 
setting, a marine wildlife impact evaluation was previously conducted for the adjacent hotel and 
restaurant development project (see Exhibit No. 10).  The evaluation found the project environs 
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to be “immediately adjacent to a rocky intertidal habitat with nearshore inlets, and a relatively 
pristine coastal environment.”   However, an assessment of marine life in the intertidal range 
found a low diversity of organisms to be present, primarily consisting of rockweed (Fucus 
distichus), encrusting brown algae (Dictyota sp.), with small scattered colonies of barnacles 
(Balanus, Chthalmus, and Pollicipes sp.) and limpets (Acmea sp.).  Sculpins, eel, hermit crabs 
and other predator/scavengers were similarly found to be in low abundance.  The report found 
that the offshore inlet provides nesting habitat for one pair of nesting Black Oystercatchers 
(Haematopus bachmani) as well as roosting habitat for cormorants and gulls.  Harbor seals are 
also known to use the isolated reef at the north end of the beach reach as a haul-out area and may 
pup there from March to May. 
 
The report concluded that lack of diversity and depressed populations may be due to the unstable 
and physically harsh habitat provided by the cobble and sand substrate and heavy surf exposure. 
Though acknowledging that its effects were not known, the study noted the presence of a nearby 
storm drain outfall, inferring that it may also have some impact on marine organism productivity 
in the area.  The potential project impacts identified in the evaluation were primarily limited to 
possible disturbances to hauled-out and pupping harbor seals from the presence of humans.  
Although the potential for the physical trampling of inter-tidal organisms was noted, the report 
concluded that this was not a significant concern given the lack of species (e.g., mussels, sea 
anemones, snails, starfish) which might be damaged by increased foot traffic along the beach. 
The report recommended mitigation measures in the form of signage and distributed information 
advising beach visitors to view marine mammals at a distance not approach the animals, 
especially from April to June, to contact the local marine mammal center is injured or stranded 
animals are encountered, and to avoid trampling over sensitive tidepool organisms.  None of the 
proposed changes to the LCP would frustrate the ability to apply such mitigation measures to any 
future development project undertaken at the subject property. 
 
With respect to the protection of other environmentally sensitive habitat areas, the site of the 
proposed land use plan and zoning designation changes lies adjacent to “marine / intertidal / 
sandy unconsolidated shore / regularly-flooded” (M2US2N)10 wetlands as depicted on the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service’s National Wetland Inventory maps (see Exhibit No. 11). The upper 
extent of this intertidal area, as delineated by the Extreme Higher High Water (EHHW) line, 
corresponding roughly to the back-of-beach base of the short bluff at the southwesternmost 
corner of the parcel.  The intertidal trends off to the north tangentially away from the former 
clinic property.  These marine wetlands are fringed on their landward side by a band of 
vegetation dominated by Hooker willow (Salix hookeriana), a facultative wetland species11, that 
extends approximately 30 to 50 onto the northwestern quadrant of the subject property.  Given 
the prevalence of hydrophytic vegetation, this area appears to constitute wetlands.  As noted 

 
10  Refer to Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States, U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service - Office of Biological Services’ Publication No. FWS/OBS-79/31, Lewis M. 
Cowardin, et al, USGPO December 1979, for a further discussion of the definition and the extent 
of wetland habitats; http://www.npwrc.usgs.gov/resource/wetlands/classwet/index.htm

11  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service – National Wetlands Inventory, 1998.  1998 National List of 
Vascular Plant Species that Occur in Wetlands: 1998 Summary of Indicators; 
http://www.fws.gov/pacific/ecoservices/habcon/pdf/1998%20National%20list.pdf

http://www.npwrc.usgs.gov/resource/wetlands/classwet/index.htm
http://www.fws.gov/pacific/ecoservices/habcon/pdf/1998 National list.pdf
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above, these areas are listed as environmentally sensitive habitat within the LCP, as “inter-tidal 
areas” and “sandy beach ITAs,” respectively.  Consequently, as required by LUP Chapter 4 – 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas / Water and Marine Resources Policy No. 2, these 
intertidal areas are to be protected consistent with the provisions of Coastal Act Section 30240.  
Moreover, as both the intertidal reach and the willow thicket comprise wetlands, 50-foot-wide 
buffer around their upland exterior boundary is required to be established pursuant to LUP 
Chapter 4 – Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas / Water and Marine Resources Policy No. 
4.  Given the 240-foot depth of the parcel landward, adequate building area exists upland of the 
wetlands and their requisite buffers, such that development of the site under the modified LUP 
and zoning provisions could be feasibly design and sited consistent with the LCP’s policies for 
protecting ESHA. 
 
In addition to physical intrusion by humans in or near biologically sensitive areas, the 
introduction of non-point source pollution in the form of stormwater runoff, siltation from 
ground disturbing construction activities, and potential accidental releases of hazardous materials 
were other in which environmentally sensitive habitat and water quality may be adversely 
impacted by the project.  Drainage at the project site currently flows toward the southern parking 
lot side of the former medical clinic property where it is collected in gutters and drop-inlets and 
discharged into the City’s stormwater sewer.  The closest storm drain to the subject property is 
located within the vacated West Second Street right-of-way.  This 30-inch-diameter line passes 
under the parking lot and discharges into sub-tidal waters to the northwest of the project site 
approximately 200 meters offshore.  Currently, no onsite pretreatment facilities are provided to 
pre-treat stormwater runoff before its discharge into the City drainage system.  
 
Pollutants within stormwater runoff from multi-family residential uses have the potential to 
degrade water quality of the nearshore environment. Parking lots contain pollutants such as 
heavy metals, oil and grease, and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons that deposit on these 
surfaces from motor vehicle traffic.  In addition, outdoor maintenance equipment, routine 
washing and steam-cleaning have the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease, solvents, 
phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system.   
 
As noted above, Policy No. 2 of LUP Chapter 7 requires that all post-construction BMPs shall be 
designed to treat, infiltrate, or filter stormwater runoff from each storm event up to the 85th 
percentile storm event.  As shown in Exhibit No. 9, flow-based treatment of the 1.24-acre parcel, 
based on a scenario of an approximate 60% impervious surface area utilizing oil-water separator 
treatment facilities in conjunction with landscaping and bioswale filtration on the remaining 40% 
of the site, would need to accommodate an inflow of approximately 234.1 cubic-feet-per-hour to 
meet the 85th percentile criterion.  Using a safety factor coefficient of 2.0, an in-flow of 468.2 
cubic-feet-per-hour would result.12  When in-flow decanting related storage volume is 

 
12  The Commission notes that, in formulating the flow-based treatment design calculations, the 

preparer utilized a .09″ per hour quantity for the 85th percentile precipitation event, stating that the 
rate was derived from data collected at the National Weather Service’s field office on Woodley 
Island in Eureka (“Eureka WFO”), purportedly the nearest rain gauge location to the LCP 
amendment site, located approximately 75 miles south of Crescent City.  A closer rain gauge to 
the project site exists at the CDOT maintenance station in Crescent City (“Crescent City MNTC 
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considered, such a flow would require a separator vault sized for an approximately 2,500 gallons 
capacity, whose typically 120-square-foot area could easily be accommodated on the 1.24-acre 
site. 
 
Therefore, based upon information of record and provided with the LCP amendment request, the 
Commission finds that the LUP Amendment, as submitted, is consistent with Coastal Act 
Section 30231, in that the program changes would have no effect upon or reducing existing 
requirements within the LCP to providing numerical goal-based water quality best management 
practices.  Additionally, the Commission finds that the LUP Amendment, as submitted, is 
consistent with Sections 30230, 30233, and 30240 regarding the protection of marine resources, 
wetlands, coastal waters, and other forms of ESHA, insofar as the modifications to the LCP 
would not obviate or reduce the protections afforded to these coastal resources, nor result in the 
creation of a parcel without a building site located such that impacts which would significantly 
degrade adjacent environmentally sensitive habitat areas are prevented, and compatibility with 
the continuance of habitat and adjacent beach recreation areas is ensured. 
 
7. Conclusion 
 
Much of the proposed Land Use Plan amendment (i.e., amending site land use designations, 
revising the land use map) is consistent with the Coastal Act, especially as relate to the siting of 
new development in areas with adequate supporting service as required by Section 30250, and 
the assured protection of marine and water resources, and environmentally sensitive areas 
pursuant to Sections 30230, 30231, 30233, and 30240. While the proposed inclusion of visitor 
serving commercial uses as allowable uses within the Multiple Family LUP designation and 
designating the subject property with the Multiple Family LUP designation is consistent with the 
priority use policies of the Coastal Act, the wording of the proposed amendments to the Multiple 
Family LUP designation, particularly with regard to the enumerated examples of such types of 
uses, is overly broad and needs further clarification as to which forms of the examples are 
actually types of residential developments.  In addition, five other aspects of the amendment as 
proposed did not adequately address particular Coastal Act policies relevant to future 
development of the site with the new uses the amendment would allow.  These aspects of the 
amendment concern exactions for public access facilities, protecting coastal recreation, avoiding 
and minimizing geologic and flooding hazards, and protecting visual resources.  Therefore the 
Land Use Plan amendment as submitted is not consistent with the Coastal Act and must be 
denied.  However, with the suggested modifications discussed above, the LUP amendment 
would be consistent with the Coastal Act.  Therefore, the Commission finds the City’s Land Use 
Plan, as modified, conforms with the requirements of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act pursuant to 
Section 30512.2 of the Coastal Act. 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
STN”), situated roughly 1½ miles to the northeast, where a one-hour rate of 0.10″ is recorded.  
This 10% difference in design intensity would represent an additional 52 cubic-feet-per-hour that 
would need to be accommodated in the treatment works.  Notwithstanding this error, the 
Commission finds that adequate area exists on the project site to construct flow-based treatment 
works which could process this additional capacity. 
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PART FOUR: AMENDMENT TO IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM  

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

…The commission may only reject zoning ordinances, zoning district maps, or 
other implementing actions on the grounds that they do not conform with, or are 
inadequate to carry out, the provisions of the certified land use plan.  If the 
commission rejects the zoning ordinances, zoning district maps, or other 
implementing actions, it shall give written notice of the rejection specifying the 
provisions of land use plan with which the rejected zoning ordinances do not 
conform or which it finds will not be adequately carried out together with its 
reasons for the action taken. 

 
 
II. FINDINGS FOR DENIAL OF IP AMENDMENT NO. CRC-MAJ-1-09 AS 

SUBMITTED AND CERTIFICATION IF MODIFIED 
 
The Commission finds and declares as following for Amendment No. CRC-MAJ-1-09: 
 
1. Description of Proposed Implementation Program Amendments: 
 
The proposed IP amendment includes an amendment of the Zoning Map to reclassify the zoning 
designation for a portion of the subject property and a text change to the standards of the zoning 
designation regarding the pro rata amount of lot area for each multiple family dwelling. 
 
The two amendments proposed by this IP Amendment are as follows: 
 
a. Amend the zoning designation for the northeastern 7,200-square-feet of the 1.24-acre 

former Del Norte Community Health Center site (APN 118-020-34) from Residential-
Professional Two family (CZ-R2) to Residential-Professional (CZ-RP) zoning 
designation; and 

 
b. Amend the text of the Section 17.67.030.B.5 of the Coastal Zone Residential Professional 

Zoning District to change the lot-area-per-dwelling standard from 1,500 square-feet per 
dwelling to 1,250 square-feet.13     

                                                           
13  In addition to the former medical clinic site, this change to the coastal zoning regulations would 

also alter development standards over an approximately one-acre area comprising seven other 
parcels similarly zoned CZ-RP  situated between “A” and “B” Streets south of Front Street (i.e., 
APNs 118-030-09, and -22 through -27).  However, no change is proposed under the amendment 
request to change the currently-certified “Medical Related” land use designation for these 
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A copy of the proposed amended code section is included in Exhibit No. 8.   
 
2. Consistency with LUP Land Use Designations. 
 
Under the City’s current coastal zoning ordinance provisions, the northeast 7,200 square-feet of 
the project site is designated for residential duplex development with the potential maximum 
number of two residential units based upon a minimum 6,000 square-foot lot size and 3,000 
square-feet-per dwelling development standards.  The remaining roughly 1.07-acre portion of the 
site is currently zoned CZ-RP, wherein a maximum potential 31 residential dwellings on as many 
as seven separate lots could be developed consistent with the current 6,000 square-foot lot size 
and 1,500 square-feet-per dwelling development standards.  To accommodate the proposed 
condominium project at the 1.24-acre former medical clinic presently under appeal before the 
Commission, the City has proposed that the lot-area-per-dwelling standard be reduced from 
1,500 square-feet to 1,250 square-feet.  The proposed amendment would allow development of 
up to 43 dwelling at the subject site.   
 
As amended to incorporate the changes proposed by LUP Amendment No. CRC-MAJ-1-09, as 
modified, the LUP would provide for common-wall residential development (e.g., duplexes, 
apartments, townhouses, and row houses) at densities greater than six dwelling per acre to be 
developed within an existing urban area designated for “Multiple Family” (MF) land use.  In 
addition, adequate community services and public utility reserve capacities are available to 
accommodate development at the increased residential density that would result from 
redesignating the northeastern ⅛ of the property to MF and lowering of the CZ-RP’s lot-area-
per-dwelling standard from 1,500 square-feet/dwelling to 1,250 square-feet/dwelling.  In 
addition, compatible visitor-serving commercial uses at intensities that did not detract from the 
primary residential character of the designation would also be allowed.  With regard to 
subdivisions, the combined changes to the land use and zoning district standards would provide 
for the creation of as many as nine lots containing up a total of 43 dwelling units. This proposed 
change to the IP to amend the zoning designation over the northeasterly portion of the property 
and modify the lot-area-per-dwelling would therefore be consistent with the corresponding 
changes to the land use plan map designation and definition of the Multiple Family category 
description in terms of maximum residential density.   
 
However, for the proposed zoning district to effectively implement the land use policies of the 
LUP with respect to permissible uses, changes to the LUP’s MF designation’s permissible uses 
should also be reflected in changes to the list of principally- or conditionally-permitted uses 
within the zoning district designations.  Moreover, the zoning district prescriptive development 
standards (e.g., lot dimensions, height limits, etc.) should similarly comport with LUP standards 
for its new uses so that such uses could feasibly be developed in at least one zoning district.   
While the proposed changes to the lot-area-per-dwelling standard would clearly conform to the 
redefined MF category insofar as residential development at “greater than six units per acre” 
                                                                                                                                                                                           

properties.  Thus, as only medical-related professional office development would continue to be 
the only permissible use fully consistent with both the parcels’ land use and zoning designations, 
the change in the lot-area-per-dwelling standard would have no effect on development therein. 
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would be facilitated, no language modifications have been proposed for ensuring that the full 
range of new “common wall residential development, such as apartment buildings, 
condominiums, and townhouses” may be developed within the Residential Professional or any 
other zoning district.  Moreover, the zoning regulations do not clearly address the differences 
between the physical three-dimensional space in which each privately-owned residence “unit” 
comprises, from the “lot,” the land area onto which the development is constructed in terms of 
their requisite minimal size.  Therefore the Implementation Plan Amendment as submitted does 
not adequately carry out the provisions of the LUP and must be denied pursuant to Section 30513 
of the Coastal Act.  The Commission thus finds that it is necessary to modify sections of CZZR 
Chapter 17.61 – Definitions and Section 17.67.020 of the Residential Professional zoning district 
standards.   
 
Suggested Modification No. 9 modifies Section 17.61.480 to include collective ownership 
condominiums and housing collectives, with or without common areas, within the definition of 
“townhouse or row house.”  Furthermore, Section 17.67.020.K is modified to add “condominium 
projects, and other attached, common interest housing developments” alongside “townhouses, 
(row houses)” in the list of uses permitted in the CZ-RP zoning district. This language more 
precisely mirrors the language of the amended description of the Multiple Family land use 
designation regarding types of common wall residential development, as further revised by 
Suggested Modification No. 8.   In addition, Suggested Modification No. 9 modifies the existing 
definition of “lot” and “lot area” at Sections 17.61.290 and 17.51.295, and inserts new 
definitions at Sections 17.61.483 and 17.61.487 of the terms “unit” and “unit area,” respectively.  
These modifications are intended to make a distinction between the privately-owned physical 
residential space within a townhouse, row house, condominium or housing cooperative 
development from the platted land area onto which a land use is sited, for purposes of regulating 
their minimum sizes. 
 
SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 9: Sections 17.61.290, 17.61.295, 17.61.480, 17.61.483, 
17.61.487, and 17.67.020 of the Coastal Zone Zoning Regulations shall be modified or appended 
as follows: 
 

17.61.290 Lot. 
 
“Lot” means land occupied or available to be occupied by a use, building or a 
unit group of buildings, accessory buildings or uses, together with such yards, 
open spaces, lot width and area as required by this title, and having its principal 
frontage upon a street.  For the definition of “unit,” see Section 17.61.483. 
 
17.61.295 Lot area. 
 
"Lot area" means the total horizontal area included within lot lines of a lot.  For 
the definition of "unit area," see Section 17.61.487. 

 
17.61.480 Townhouse or row house. 
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"Townhouse" or "row house" means one of a group of no less than four attached 
dwelling units, held in either fee simple title or in common interest 
ownership, such as with condominium projects, community apartment 
projects, stock cooperatives, or other forms of common interest housing 
developments, where each dwelling unit is located on either a separate lot or 
within an exclusive use residential unit, with or without collectively owned 
portions of the project structures and/or common open space areas. 
 
17.61.483 Unit. 
 
“Unit” means the spatial portion of a townhouse, row house, condominium,  
project, apartment collective, or stock cooperative  intended for exclusive and 
individual use by its owner or owners, separate and apart from commonly 
owned portions of the structure(s) or project site(s). 
 
17.61.487 Unit area. 
 
“Unit area” means the physical three-dimensional interior area of a unit within 
townhouse, row house, condominium,  project, apartment collective, or stock 
cooperative, as bounded by its walls, floor, and ceiling. 
 
17.67.020 Uses permitted. 

 
Uses permitted in the CZ-RP district include: 

A. Business and professional offices such as doctors, dentists, lawyers, 
accountants and other professional offices; 
B. One-family dwellings, occupied by not more than one family and not more 
than two boarders or roomers; 
C. Two-family dwellings; 
D. Multiple family dwellings; 
E. Accessory buildings; 
F. Day nurseries accommodating not more than five children in number; 
G. Foster homes limited to those licensed by the state or county, and 
accommodating not more than six guests; 
H. Motels and hotels, except for associated sales of food or drink; 
I. Private clubs; 
J. Roominghouses; 
K. Townhouses, (row houses), condominium projects, cooperative, 

apartments, stock cooperatives, and other attached, common interest 
housing developments; 

L. Real estate and insurance offices; 
M. Any of the following uses provided a use permit is secured: 

1. Churches, 
2. Day nurseries, 
3. Dormitories for schools and colleges, 
4. Guest homes, 
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5. Homes for the aged, 
6. Home occupations, 
7. Nonprofit organizations devoted to charitable, philanthropic or 
special purposes. Such uses shall not engage in the processing, repairing, 
refinishing, treatment, fabrication, manufacture or sale of materials or 
objects except that the sale of new works of art created or produced on the 
premises from raw materials by the patrons or members of nonprofit 
organizations may be permitted, if it is incidental and accessory to the 
principal use of the property, 
8. Orphanages, 
9. Parking lots, 
10. Public utility substations. 

 
4. Conclusion 
 
For the most part, the zoning code amendments (i.e., amending site zoning, revising the lot-area-
per-dwelling development standard) as proposed would conform with and be adequate to carry 
out the provisions of the City’s Land Use Plan as amended.  However, the proposed change to 
the definition of the LUP’s Multiple Family land use designation, as modified by the 
Commission in Suggested Modification No. 8, does not have clear counterparts within the 
coastal zone zoning regulations with respect to distinguishing the new types of residential 
projects that could be developed in MF designated areas.  In addition, in its present form, 
confusion may arise as to whether the minimum size of a separately conveyable condominium 
“unit” must comply with the lot area standards for the zoning district.  Therefore the 
Implementation Plan Amendment as submitted does not adequately carry out the provisions of 
the LUP and must be denied pursuant to Section 30513 of the Coastal Act.  However, with the 
suggested modification, the zoning code amendment would more fully describe and regulate 
common wall residential development types permissible within the CZ-RP zoning and thereby 
conforms with and is adequate to carry out the requirements of the LUP, as amended. 
 
Therefore, the Commission finds the City’s Implementation Program, as modified, conforms 
with and is adequate to carry out the requirements of the certified Land Use Plan consistent with 
Section 30513 of the Coastal Act. 
 

 
 

PART FIVE: CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 
 
In addition to making a finding that the amendment is in full compliance with the Coastal Act, 
the Commission must make a finding consistent with Section 21080.5 of the Public Resources 
Code.  Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of the Public Resources Code requires that the Commission not 
approve or adopt an LCP: 
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 ...if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available 

which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effects which the activity 
may have on the environment. 

 
As part of their local action on the subject LCP amendment on January 5, 2009, the city council, 
citing Section 15265(a)(1) of the California Environmental Quality Act implementation 
guidelines (14 CCR §§15000), determined the subject LCP amendment to be statutorily exempt 
from environmental review by the City.  No optional notice of exemption was filed with the 
Office of Planning and Research. 
 
As discussed in the findings above, the amendment request with incorporation of the suggested 
modifications is consistent with the California Coastal Act.  Among these modifications are 
changes to the LCP’s development project application processing procedures to ensure that 
scientific factual information is utilized in determining whether or not there is substantial 
evidence that the project would have potentially significant adverse effects on the environment, 
as required by CEQA Sections 21080(c) – (e), and further detailed in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064(b). 
 
There are no other feasible alternatives or mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen any significant adverse effects which the activity may have on the 
environment.  The Commission finds that approval of the LCP Amendment with the 
incorporation of the suggested modifications will not result in significant environmental effects 
within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act. 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
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EXHIBITS: 
 
1. Regional Location Map 
2. LCP Amendment Vicinity Map 
3. Plan View Aerial Photograph 
4. Oblique Aerial Photograph 
5. Excerpt, Currently Certified Land Use Map 
6. Excerpt, Currently Certified Zoning Map 
7. City Resolution of Submittal 
8. Proposed Amendments to the City of Crescent City Land Use Plan and Implementation 

Program 
9. Preliminary Water Quality Calculations, Stover Engineering, March 11, 2009  
10. Marine Wildlife Impact Evaluation, Crescent Coastal Research, December 1999 
11. Excerpt, USFWS National Wetlands Inventory –  Sister Rocks Quadrangle 
12. Biological Report: State and Federal Listed Species Survey, NRM Corp., August, 2007 
13. Biological Supplement: Sensitive Species Surveys, Gedik Biological Assoc., March 6, 

2009 
14. Excerpts, Tsunami Inundation Model Study for Eureka and Crescent City, California, 

Bernard, E.N., C. Mader, G. Curtis, and K. Satake, November 1994 
15. Tsunami Inundation at Crescent City, California Generated by Earthquakes Along the 

Cascadia Subduction Zone, Uslu, B., J. C. Borrero, L. A. Dengler, and C. E. Synolakis, 
October 2007 

16. Relative Tsunami Hazard – Crescent City, California 
17. Tsunami Hazards and Evacuation Routes 
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