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Date: October 13, 2010
RE: Humboldt County LCP Amendment Request No. HUM-MAJ-01-08

|. Purpose of Addendum

This addendum supplements the staff report dated September 30, 2010 for Humboldt County
LCP Amendment Request No. HUM-MAJ-01-08 concerning the Brownfield redevelopment
(formerly referred to as the “Samoa Town Master Plan”) of an area located within approximately
220 overall acres of land situated on the North Spit of Humboldt Bay (known as the Samoa
Peninsula), located between Humboldt Bay to the east, the Pacific Ocean to the west, the City of
Arcata to the North, and the City of Eureka to the south, in unincorporated Humboldt County.
The site is primarily accessed via U.S. Highway 101 and State Highway 255. This is a project-
driven LCP amendment originally initiated by the County with redevelopment funds (for
planning and permitting costs) in tandem with the landowner/developer Samoa Pacific Group
LLC/Danco Development.

The purpose of the addendum is to:

e (Section Il) Respond to comments and concerns received by staff prior to October 10,
2010 (any pertinent changes to the staff recommendation are noted along with the
concern, but are edited below); and

e Attach correspondence received by the Commission since publication of the September
30, 2010 staff report; and

e Respond to correspondence received from October 10, 2010 through the publication of
the addendum on October 13, 2010, to the extent possible while preparing for the
Commission meeting (Attachment 1 — Correspondence Since October 10, 2010); and

e Make corrections and responsive modifications to the September 30, 2010 staff report
recommendation, including to the recommended suggested modifications where staff has
determined that these are indicated; and

e Provide the remaining findings that were not complete at the time of publication of the
September 30, 2010 staff report (hazards and implementation program), as well as
pertinent revised or additional suggested modifications, where necessary based on these
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findings, and provide remaining exhibits that were not attached to the staff report at the
time of original publication on September 30, 2010.

e Attach Ex Parte notices received from Commissioners through publication of the
addendum.

e Attach Substantive File Documents List.

Il. Comments and concerns received by staff prior to October 10, 2010;
Where a change in the suggested modifications is shown below, the change is hereby
incorporated by reference into the Commission’s findings and declarations as though part
of the staff recommendation set forth in the staff report dated September 30, 2010:

Staff Note: Since the publication of the staff report on September 30, 2010, the Commission
staff has met on request with Humboldt County staff and landowner/developer managing owner
(Dan Johnson of Samoa Pacific Group LLC and Danco Development) and various members of
the Samoa Pacific Group staff, as well as consulting experts for Samoa Pacific Group (wetlands,
hazardous waste management). The meetings were held at the Humboldt County Community
Development Department office in Eureka on Tuesday, October 5, 2010, Thursday, October 6,
2010, and Tuesday, October 12. To the extent that these meetings yield further insights or
resolution of as-yet unresolved concerns raised by the County or the landowner/developer, these
will be reported by staff in the staff presentation on October 14, 2010.

In addition, staff met on request with representatives of Humboldt Baykeeper and ORCA on
Thursday, October 7, 2010 from 10:15 a.m. until 11:45 a.m.

The comments and concerns of these parties identified by staff in the meetings noted above are
addressed below (County: Sub-section A; Samoa Pacific Group/Danco Development: Sub-
section B; and Humboldt Baykeeper and/or ORCA: Sub-section C); all of the parties listed in
this section indicated that they intend to submit further comments to the Commission in writing
or in person, or both, prior to or at the Commission’s October 15, 2010 scheduled hearing on
LCP Amendment Request No. HUM-MAJ-01-08. (Additional correspondence received by
staff prior to publication of this addendum will be attached, but will only be responded to within
the addendum if staff resources allow time for such a written response.)

This addendum hereby incorporates into the staff recommendation for agenda item TH11b
(Humboldt County LCP Amendment Request No. HUM-MAJ-01-08) and into the pertinent
Coastal Commission findings otherwise set forth in the September 30, 2010 staff report, the
following changes or additions to the findings that were not completed prior to the publication of
the staff report dated September 30, 2010.

Changes to Findings: Ordinary font indicates text of additional findings (staff does not propose
the deletion of any findings published in the September 30, 2010 staff report except as may be
required in “corrections” Section I11).

Changes to Suggested Modifications: Where additional or revised text is associated with the
suggested modifications, double underline indicates text of existing suggested modification;
additional recommended suggested modifications associated with this addendum are shown in
bold double underline. Where an existing staff-recommended suggested modification set forth in
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the September 30, 2010 staff report is changed by this addendum, bold strike-through denotes
such text.

The text conventions shall be as follows:

e Existing recommended suggested modification text shall be shown in regular Times New
Roman font with double underline; and

e The proposed additional text shall be shown in bold Times New Roman font with
double underline; and

e Any existing text proposed for deletion shall be shown in beldFimesNew Reman-font

A. Concerns expressed by County staff prior to October 10, 2010:

County Concern #1: Brownfield remediation records: local government retention requirement.

The County staff requested that staff delete the requirement that the County retain certain records
pertaining to Brownfield remediation during future CDP application review and for public
review access thereafter, as the County considers the requirement to be burdensome and beyond
the scope of the County’s statutory obligations and responsibilities. The County staff
commented that the State’s “Geotracker” on-line database should instead be relied upon
exclusively as the repository of such records, for use by interested parties seeking such
information in the future. The County staff also cited constraints on County file storage space
and the burden the collection and storage of the subject information would place on the County’s
resources. A concern discussed in the meeting is that if the State decides to stop maintaining the
Geotracker website in the future, there would be no retained hard copies of the records locally
available; the SPG consultants confirmed that if the Geotracker website was taken down, there
might be no readily accessible alternative public record kept at the state level. It is not known
whether financial or other constraints might effect the Geotracker program. Nevertheless,
whether Geotracker is retained in the future, or not, the County prefers not to retain the
Brownfield remediation records within its public files in the manner that the suggested
modifications recommended by staff presently require.

Response to County Concern #1:

The Commission has considered the County’s objection and revised the subject provisions to
instead require that the County obtain the subject records as required during future Coastal
Development Permit review so that interested parties have access to the subject information
during the public hearing “window” of local government decision, and that the County also
forward copies of such records to the Commission whether or not there is an appeal of the
County action to the Commission for placement with the Commission’s LCP Amendment HUM-
MAJ-01-08 records or with the pertinent post-certification notification records, if such records
are associated with an appeal of the local action to the Commission. This combination will
provide some insurance that local information is available to interested parties to the extent the
Commission records remain on-site, and thereafter if archived, would remain reasonably
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available on request and as a backup if the Geotracker site is discontinued in the future or does
not include all of the pertinent documents. This option would alleviate the concerns expressed
by the County while preserving for the public record potentially important information about the
kinds and locations of contamination that have affected the subject lands and the associated land
use decisions, where pertinent.

The Commission hereby revises the pertinent suggested modification set forth above as follows:

F. The Coastal Development Permits for the merger and redivision of all lands within the
STMP-LUP area generally depicted on Exhibit 1A into the Samoa Town Master Plan — Master
Area Parcels generally depicted in Exhibit 1A shall include conditions incorporating the
following requirements:

1) Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, and prior to recordation of the final map for
the merger and redivision of the STMP-LUP Overlay Area generally depicted on Exhibit 2A into the
Master Area Parcels generall¥ deglcted on Exhlblt 1A, the Iandowner shaII Qrowde copies to the
CDP; of the
complete records of all characterlzatlon! remedial action Qlans and |mglementlng work Qlans! and
other requirements of reviewing agencies including, as applicable, Humboldt County Environmental
Health Department, State Regional Water Quality Control Board, State or Federal Environmental
Protection Agency, State Department of Toxic Substances Control, or any other state or federal
agency or local government department with review authority over the soil and groundwater
contamination status and remediation of the Samoa Town lands establishing the Samoa Town
Master Plan - Master Area Parcels and these records shall be retained by the County and available
for public inspection until the pertinent appeal period, if any, for the subject Coastal

velopment Permit h n . Whether or not h recor re related to an | to th
Commission, the County staff may provide copies of the collected records required by
tion (F) (1) and (F) (1 n low to th tal Commission’s North

Coast District Office.

This requirement shall additionally apply in full to any future Coastal Development Permit or
Coastal Development Permit Amendment associated with the subject STMP-LUP lands. The
pertinent records collected by the County and copied to the Commission after local permit
approval to the Coastal Commission shall include at a minimum the following:

a) the complete record of detection of contamination of soils, surface, or groundwater disclosed by

the previous landowner(s) to the landowner/developer (Samoa Pacific Group) at the time of

auction/purchase of the subject Samoa lands;

b) a complete record of all subseguent site investigations (whether of soils, ground or surface
waters) undertaken to characterize the soil and groundwater contamination present, including maps
of sampling locations, documentation of chain of custody, and associated laboratory test results,
analyses, conclusions, and correspondence of the landowner/developer with applicable regulatory

agencies with review authority over the soil and groundwater contamination status of the STMP
lands;

¢) acomplete record of the approved Remedial Action plans and any amendments or revisions to

the approved Remedial Action Plans authorized by the State of California Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB);
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d) acomplete record of the approved Final Work Plans authorized by the RWQCB to implement
the Remedial Action Plans, and any amendments or revisions to the approved Work Plans authorized
by the RWQCB; all reports or records of testing or monitoring of ground or surface waters or soil
and all remediation actions undertaken in reliance on the direction of the RWQCB or other agency
with regulatory oversight of the subject lands whether through RWQCB processes listed herein or
through any other authority; and evidence of the implementation status of any remedial measures
required by the RWQCB.

County Concern #2: Lot legality review requirement:

The County requested that the lot legality review required prior to the effectiveness of the
redesignations and rezonings certified by the Commission in its action on LCP Amendment
HUM-MAJ-01-08 be clarified to apply only to those lands presently in the common ownership
of the Samoa Pacific Group LLC.

Response to County Concern #2:

Although the suggested modifications allow the landowners to proceed with the LCPA without
establishing the legality of the property affected by the LCPA if all such property is merged and
redivided into the Master Parcels authorized by the Commission, it is still necessary to ensure
that the entirety of the legal parcel(s) containing the property affected by the LCPA are merged
and redivided before the land use designations and zoning proposed in LCP Amendment HUM-
MAJ-01-08 take effect. See suggested STMP (New Development) Policy - Phasing 1A — set
forth below for easy reader reference.

The lands in question are part of substantially larger holdings that were entirely in the ownership
of Louisiana-Pacific Corporation as recently as 1989-90 according to the certified Humboldt
County Beach and Dunes Management Plan (certified in 1993 as part of the Humboldt County
LCP). Land transfers may have occurred prior to acquisition by Samoa Pacific Group LLC that
involve portions of the lands affected by the LCPA and therefore analysis of only the lands
presently subject to the common ownership of SPG may not ensure that the entirety of the legal
parcel(s) containing the APNs affected by the LCPA is merged and redivided.

Therefore, the Commisson continues to require that the entirety of the legal parcels containing
the APNs affected by the LCPA are merged and redivided prior to the effectiveness of HUM-
MAJ-01-08, but with two corrected phrases.

The Commission hereby revises Policy 1A as indicated below.

STMP (New Development) Policy 1A (Phasing of Development — Establishment of Samoa
Town Master Plan - Master Area Parcels, or STMP-MAPS).

1. Establishment of Samoa Town Master Plan - Master Area Parcels (STMP-MAPS):

A. Prior to any other development, the landowner shall obtain a Subdivision Map Act approval
and Coastal Development Permit (CDP), to merge and resubdivide into the Samoa Town Master
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Plan Master Area Parcels shown on Exhibit 1A and listed in subparagraph C below the entirety
of the legal parcel(s) containing APN 401-031-38, APN 401-031-46, APN 401-031-55, APN

401-031-059, APN 401-031-65, APN 401-031-67, and APN 401-031-44, generally depicted on
Exhibit 2A.

B. The merger and redivision of all lands subject to the STMP-LUP, i.e. the entirety of the legal
parcel(s) containing APN 401-031-38, APN 401-031-46, APN 401-031-55, APN 401-031-059,
APN 401-031-65, APN 401-031-67, and APN 401-031-44, generally depicted on Exhibit 2A
into the STMP-MAPs identified in subparagraph C below shall encompass all such property
regardless of the legality of any parcels or lots within the STMP-LUP area, and regardless of
whether Certificates of Compliance (conditional or unconditional) have been issued for any of
these parcels or lots in the past, and shall fully expunge all development rights that may have
existed under any prior land division or transmittal. No remainder parcels may be created. If a
legal lot containing any APN generally depicted on Exhibit 2A straddles the STMP-LUP
boundaries generally depicted on Exhibit 2A, the portion of the legal lot containing the APN
outside the STMP Overlay Area boundary shall be included within the merger and redivision and
become part of the immediately adjacent MAP generally depicted on Exhibit 1A.

C. Evidence that the entirety of the legal parcel(s) containing APN 401-031-38, APN 401-031-
46, APN 401-031-55, APN 401-031-059, APN 401-031-65, APN 401-031-67, and APN 401-
031-44, generally depicted on Exhibit 2A are being merged and redivided, including, but not
limited to, chain of title information, Subdivision Map Act approval, and Coastal Development
Permit approval shall be submitted as a filing requirement of the Coastal Development Permit
Application for the merger and redivision.

B. Concerns expressed by SPG Prior to October 10, 2010

SPG Concern #1: requirement for removal of invasive, non-native plant species:

The SPG managing owner/Danco Development CEO and consulting wetlands biology specialist
indicated a concern that references to the obligation of removing invasive, non-native plant
species within the Samoa lands appeared open-ended, possibly requiring decades, if not
generations, to achieve.

Response to SPG Concern #1: There is an extensive presence of pampas grass within the town
site. This is a particularly invasive and persistent species. The development of the town site will
include extensive site disturbance, which substantially increases the potential to spread and
germinate the seeds of non-native species that tend to vigorously out-compete native plants and
to adversely affect wildlife habitat and native plant reserves and habitat areas. Since the site
would be developed in managed phases subject to specific Coastal Development Permit review
requirements, the opportunity to plan for the removal and control of ecologically important non-
native species is significant.

The particulars of landscape/revegetation plans are typically tailored to the site characteristics
and representative native plant species that are the focus of revegetation efforts. Most often,
efforts to remove aggressive invasive species are focused heavily on the initial first-year effort
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and in follow-up control of newly emergent individuals in the year or two thereafter, often in a
particular season. If managed appropriately, such a plan can be extremely effective, and periodic
removal for the remainder of the plan period helps to ensure that the native plants are well
established and better able, therefore, to withstand colonization by non-native species as
compared to the initial few years after disturbance, differential germination or colonization by
more vigorous non-native weedy species, and the slow initial development that often
characterizes new native plantings. Native plants tend to grow more slowly and to be out-
competed by weedy exotic or particularly aggressive non-native species in early stages of
comparative development and establishment, which is why control of exotics in the earliest
stages leverages the most benefit. As such, and to provide additional clarity, the Commission
adopts minor modifications to suggested modification that includes the policy of concern to the
SPG representatives:

STMP (Wetlands/ESHA) Policy 9:

Prior to approval of a coastal development permit for any land division or other development of
STMP-MAPs except (1) the rehabilitation or remodeling of the existing residences provided the
RWQCB authorizes the continuing reliance of such residences on the existing waste disposal
system; and (2) the cleanup of contaminated soil surrounding existing structures in the STMP-
LUP area that is required by the RWQCB, a plan shall be prepared for the removal of invasive,
non-native plant species of particular ecological concern (such as pampas grass) within the
subject STMP-MAP. To the extent that proposed development will require landscaping
and/or erosion control, the plan may be combined with these requirements. In either case,

th t-implementation peri f monitoring an itional removal of non-nativ i
shall generally be completed within a five-year period of time, or less depending on the
iological objectives identified in the plan, commencing with initial removal of identifi
non-native plant species of ecological importance within the subject area, and with

itional time if plan milestones are not achiev n itional removal is thus requir
The plan shall contain a timeline not to exceed a maximum of ten (10) years, which shall
incl five-year initial plan and followup remediation or tive management for up t
fiv itional r n the review of lifi tanist, and the plan shall al

include performance milestones, monitoring, and reporting requirements. Compliance with the

requirements of the plan shall be attached as a condition of approval of the subject coastal
development permit, and the condition shall specify that the plan must be implemented within

one year of approval of the coastal development permit.

SPG concern #2: Business Park structural and retail limitations.

SPG managing owner requested that staff eliminate the restrictions on retail use, including on
regional retail use within the proposed Business Park, and allow a ground floor area of at least
25,000 square feet (30,000 sq. ft. in March 2010 comments).

Response to SPG concern #2:

The reasons for the limitations on regional retail have been discussed in substantial detail in the
staff report. The area called out for Business Park use since 2002 was approved by the County in
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2005 as a “General Industrial” type of use for the creation of a 2.5-acre parcel and construction
of an approximately 40,000 sg. ft. warehouse-style recycling center/processing facility (the
Samoa Processing Center opened in 2007). The facility does not reflect the “campus-like”
landscaping and atmosphere illustrated in the Design Guidelines developed by the County and
SPG-but is designed on an “industrial scale.” Existing traffic congestion affecting the main
routes into the Samoa area are already causing deleterious affects to significant coastal access
routes (U.S. Highway 101 and State Highway 255).

To achieve some flexibility in design elements and to accommodate the potential for light
industrial manufacturing incubator use, the Commission finds it appropriate to include the option
of constructing up to two structures within the business park that are a maximum of 20,000
square feet in total square footage, provided that the ground floor is no more than 10,000 square
feet, and provided that these structures are also designed and located to provide vertical tsunami
evacuation and shelter for the greater business park community (via outdoor access to the
uppermost evacuation elevation that is accessible under any emergency condition or time of day
in a manner accessible to business park occupants).

The Commission hereby revises STMP (Business Park) Policy 2 as follows:

Boxy, monolithic “industrial park” and warehouse-style development shall be avoided.
Structures shall be no more than three (3) ordinary stories in height and shall be sited, designed
scaled and landscaped to blend compatibly with the community character of the existing town of
Samoa. Individual structures shall be limited to a maximum of 10,000 square feet, with the
following exceptions: a maximum of two structures m iz to 2 re feet

however the first-floor area shall not exceed 10,000 square feet and the visible bulk of the
tructures shall r ion featur nd lan ing elements, and the structur

shall include upper elevation vertical tsunami evacuation and assembly areas for the
nefit of the overall in rk rs. A to the vertical ev tion elevation shall

be made continuously available from outside accessways so that evacuees would not be

lock t of the main building internal ar n f the vertical ev tion ar hall
be included in annual tsunami evacuation drills within the business park area. The business
park shall be designed in manner that ties all development within the park together in an
aesthetically compatible manner, with an emphasis on public greenways and common areas.
Parking areas shall be located behind structures and screened with landscape plantings.

SPG Concern #3: Bus stops in Samoa should not be required to have emergency call boxes
or security lighting. SGP managing owner noted that this seems like a burdensome requirement
because SPG partnership should not have to pay for the electricity and maintenance that
providing these features would require.

Response to SPG Concern #3:

Considered in isolation this requirement may seem burdensome. The goal at the Samoa site is
for the Redwood Transit Agency to include the town site in its bus transportation route. The
route does not stop at Samoa now, and the Samoa Pacific Group and the County can (and likely
will) request such service, but the RTA’s decision in response to the request is based on ridership
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demand; the RTA is not obligated to add the town site to its route. The Samoa Town Master
Plan as proposed by the County and the landowner/developer originally included three bus stops
within the town, but the March 2010 comments of the County staff and the SPG included the
proposal to reduce the bus stops to only two. Securing public transportation use in Samoa is
considered highly important to reducing the traffic congestion posed by the 7,100+ traffic trips
per day that SPG and the County estimate Samoa buildout will produce.

The Samoa EIR does not include cumulative traffic impact analysis with the Marina
Center/Balloon Tract development (for which a preliminary coastal development permit
associated with remediation of contamination approved by the City of Eureka is presently on
appeal to the Coastal Commission). Each of these projects is quite large by rural Humboldt
County standards. Therefore, the traffic congestion that the combination of projects will produce
within critical coastal access routes (particularly Highway 101 which is the main route through
the City of Eureka and is presently a constrained “safety corridor” from Eureka north to the City
of Arcata) is significant. Caltrans has advised that congestion management may be the most
significant traffic mitigation measure that remains (other than installing a roundabout near the
Samoa site, which will not help the U.S. Highway 101 traffic congestion), as the other mitigation
measures (such as one-directional turning only options at Highway 255 intersections with
Highway 101) and remote operator-controlled management of key intersections during peak
hours have already been implemented.

Taking into account the SPG representatives’ assertion that the requirements for emergency call
boxes and safety lighting in the two required Samoa bus stops will impose a significant financial
and management burden on the SPG partnership, and the fact that the County supports the SPG
objection to the requirement, the Commission deletes such requirement in favor of simpler
requirements for two weather protected bus stops. Samoa is a very windy, high humidity, often
very cool, and relatively high annual rainfall climate that calls for weather-sheltered bus stops at
a minimum. The requirement that tsunami evacuation maps be posted in the bus stop shelters
also remains in the revised suggested modification (see below) as coastal visitors or incidental
commuters arriving by bus might not otherwise have access to this potentially life-saving
information.

The Commission hereby includes the following changes to the pertinent suggested modification:

STMP (Coastal Access) Policy 4:

A. At least two weather-protected bus stops with emergeney-cal-boxes-security-Hghting,and
tsunami evacuation maps; shall be constructed within the Town of Samoa at the following
locations: 1) a location within the historic Samoa downtown area; and 2) a location within the
Business Park. A landscaped and signed pedestrian pathway separated from traffic shall be
installed to connect the Samoa Cookhouse visitor-serving area with the downtown bus stop.

B. The improvements required in Subparagraph A shall be installed prior to commencement of
construction of any new residential or business park structures.

C. Bus service between at least Samoa and downtown Eureka shall be implemented at the
earliest opportunity in coordination with the Redwood Transit Authority.
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SPG Concern #4: Object to obligation to install trash receptacles and to empty and remove
trash near Samoa Beach and the proposed Samoa Dunes Interpretive Area. The SPG
managing owner objects to the requirement that the company maintain trash receptacles at the
Interpretive Area (the County does not currently propose to accept this maintenance
responsibility).

Response to SPG Concern #4:

The County is requiring the SPG to improve parking at the Samoa Beach turnout as part of the
County’s master environmental impact analysis documents. The Commission has considered
the SPG objection, but notes that the Samoa project will add residential units of various
descriptions as well as significant commercial and visitor serving uses, drawing residents, their
guests, and coastal visitors to the area. Significant increased use of the beach and dunes areas,
as well as the connecting trail that is required between the Samoa Cookhouse low cost visitor
serving area and the public underground tunnel crossing of New Navy Base Road, will inevitably
result as a consequence of the SPG’s development proposals. All of the Samoa lands proposed
for development share direct access to the undercrossing of New Navy Base Road and
convenient access to the beach and dunes beyond that make use of the area for recreation likely.
Thus, the SPG development traffic is likely to play a significant role in increased potential
littering. It is also the case that the SPG development will be using the public trust lands
seaward of the mean high tide line as part of the recreational features and attractions of the SPG
development’s proximity to this public resource. This is particularly true because the Humboldt
County Beach and Dunes Management Plan certified by the Commission in 1993 as a part of the
County’s certified LCP allows the riding of Off Road Vehicles along the wave slope (public trust
lands) that traverses the edgle of the SGP lands located west of New Navy Base Road.

Thus, in order to mitigate for the increased intensity of use of the public coastal resources of the
Samoa beach area, the Commission requires that the landowner/developer provide trash
receptacles and trash removal at these minor designated locations. The suggested modifications
have been drafted to specify that the owner/operator of (presently SPG’s) Low Cost Visitor-
Serving Accommodations associated with the Samoa Cookhouse parcel undertake this specific
obligation, to provide at least an interim management structure regarding the trash management
obligation. The resultant decrease in littering will also benefit the marine environment by
keeping trash off the beaches and thus out of the ocean waters, and will reduce trash disposal
within the Wildlife Corridor and ESHA areas of the STMP-LUP area connecting the town site
and the public access tunnel at New Navy Base Road, and the Samoa Beach and Samoa Dunes
Interpretive Area.

The Commission therefore retains that suggested modification containing STMP (Coastal
Access) Policy 3 as set forth below for ease of reader reference:

STMP (Coastal Access) Policy 3:

Prior to construction of the Business Park or new Residential development other than the
renovation of existing structures:
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A. Public coastal access day-use parking improvements required by the County shall be
constructed and signed at the public beach and dune interpretive area proposed west of New

Navy Base Road, including sufficient space and turnaround area to safely accommodate a school
bus.

B. The 1.5-acre site west of New Navy Base Road contained within MAP 18 and identified on
Exhibit 1A shall be designated as the Samoa Dunes Interpretive Area and shall be available for
day use only. Permanent interpretive displays explaining the ecology of the sensitive habitat
surrounding of the site shall be installed; the content of the signs shall be approved by a qualified
biologist and the design and location of the display shall be approved by the County. The
boundaries of the interpretive area shall be marked by symbolic cord-and-post fencing. Picnic
tables and benches sufficiently sized and located to accommodate school field trips shall be
provided, in addition to covered trash collection receptacles impervious to wildlife.

C. A public pedestrian path through STMP MAP 15 (Natural Resources Area A) east of New
Navy Base Road shall connect the Samoa Cookhouse area to the Samoa Dunes Interpretive Area
via the tunnel undercrossing of New Navy Base Road. The pedestrian path shall be constructed
and shall be bordered by cord-and-post symbolic fencing throughout its length. The fencing
shall be designed to prevent habitat disturbance caused by the use of informal routes. Signage
restricting access to the designated areas shall be posted at reasonable intervals.

D. The Samoa Dunes Interpretive Area contained within MAP 18 and identified on Exhibit 1A,
including public parking area and connector trails shall be maintained by the landowner/manager
of the Samoa Low Cost Visitor Accommodations area until or unless the County accepts such
responsibility.

E. The Samoa Dunes Interpretive Area shall be made available to visitors free of charge.

SPG Concern #5 (Low Cost Visitor-Serving Accommodations/Hostel):

The concern expressed by SPG in this regard relates to the low cost visitor serving
accommodations listed in STMP (Coastal Access) Policy 1.

Staff response to SPG Concern #5: The previous staff recommendation (December 22, 2009)
included a requirement that the Samoa town site include construction of the 22 vacation units
proposed by SPG in the withdrawn “Samoa Town Master Plan” within a specified timeframe, or
pay the prescribed in-lieu fee of $500,000 for equivalent amount of alternative coastal visitor
serving accommodations to be constructed or otherwise provided elsewhere on the North Coast.
The recommendation also included affirmative requirements for the construction of the
previously proposed minimum of 8 RV camping sites, the second floor hotel or hostel on the
second floor of the Samoa Cookhouse, etc.

The suggested modification does not indicate a requirement or preference for the Low Cost
Visitor Serving Accommodations to be owned or otherwise managed by an “Eco-hostel” or any
other particular group — but rather only that the specified accommodations be constructed and
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opened to the public and maintained in good repair and condition and continuously available at
affordable rates for the general public in the future.

However, the previously proposed 22 vacation units have been permanently deleted from the
conceptual master plan since the publication of the last staff report (December 22, 2009). The
landowner/developer indicated that the deletion was necessary to make the project feasible from
a profit perspective, and proposed instead a dry tent-camping site on the dunes owned by SPG
west of New Navy Base Road, Thereafter, though, rare plant habitat was identified by SPG’s
biological consultant in the tent camping area. In addition, since the publication of the
September 30, 2010 staff report, it has become clear that 25 existing residences within the Samoa
lands east of New Navy Base Road share a waste water disposal system that delivers secondary
effluent to the same area west of New Navy Base Road that had been proposed by SPG for the
tent camping site. In addition, an 8-unit RV parking area near the Samoa Cookhouse was under
consideration for deletion by the landowner/developer in the months before preparation of the
September 30, 2010 staff report.

Therefore, the Commission finds that the most effective way to ensure that the relatively
intensive development of the Samoa lands for non-Coastal Act priority land uses (general
commercial, business park, and residential for example) includes a reasonable amount of low
cost visitor serving accommaodations is to specify the basic amenities, and to include them in the
area that the SPG already proposed generally for this type of use. The SPG project manager has
indicated that the listed features could fit reasonably into the approximately 5-acre site associated
with the Samoa Cookhouse area of the SPG property.

For these reasons, the Commission makes no changes to the existing suggested modificaton:

STMP (Coastal Access) Policy 1.

A. The lands included within STMP-MAP-13 and 14 shall be reserved for Low Cost Visitor
Serving Accommodations (LCVSA), shall not incorporate or be converted to other uses, and

shall include the specific amenities listed below, or the equivalent thereof, and shall be made
continuously available to the public at low cost rates:

1) A hostel with at least 20 guest rooms and common hallway bathrooms
on the second floor of the Samoa Cookhouse;

2) 20 detached small housekeeping cabins;

3) 15 car/tent camping spaces with tables and benches, grills, covered trash receptacles and
potable water outlets at each site;

4) bathroom/shower facilities, picnic and play areas, and fenced pet exercise areas for use
by the cabin and campsite occupants;

5) adeguate internal circulation routes and parking for coastal visitors and their guests, as

well as day-use visitors, restaurant patrons, and adequate space and turnaround capacity
for bus arrivals.
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B. The LCVSA facilities shall be attractively landscaped with an emphasis on locally native
lant species, which shall be permanently labeled to identify the subject species. The LCVSA

facilities and grounds shall be maintained in good repair and kept free of trash and litter.

C. The LCVSA facilities shall be connected to the public undercrossing of New Navy Base
Road and the dunes and beaches beyond via a public, pedestrian-only path through STMP-MAP-
15 (Natural Resources Area A). In addition, paved streets leading through Samoa development

to the New Navy Base Road undercrossing shall be open to the public and shall not be gated.

D. The LCVSA owner/manager shall prepare and make continuously available to coastal
visitors at no cost, brochures highlighting the habitats and species found along the Natural
Resource Corridor pathway and in the beach and dune habitats west of New Navy Base Road.
The brochures shall explain the importance of protecting and preserving the resources, and shall
provide earthquake and tsunami safety information including Samoa tsunami evacuation routes
and assembly areas. Tsunami evacuation routes and assembly areas shall also be prominently
posted for the benefit of coastal visitors.

E. The LCVSA owner/manager shall be responsible for daily litter cleanup and the collection
and disposal of trash from the LCVSA facilities, from the Samoa Dunes Interpretive Area and
associated parking facilities, and shall periodically collect litter from the connecting trail
between these, until or unless the County accepts such responsibilities.

F. The County shall ensure that permit conditions for the pertinent STMP development
incorporate the conditions necessary to secure the obligations set forth in this policy.

C. Concerns expressed by other interested parties prior to October 10, 2010

As noted above, Commission staff met with representatives of Humboldt Baykeeper and ORCA
at the request of representatives of these organizations, on Thursday, October 7, 2010 from 10:20
—11:30 a.m.

Concerns expressed by the Humboldt Baykeeper representatives included:

1. Concern that Commission staff findings regarding water quality improperly rely exclusively
on deference to the review of Regional Water Quality Control Board.

2. Concern that Commission staff has failed to properly require installation of new waste
water treatment facilities within the town site with respect to existing development, and that the
waste water leachfield on the dunes west of New Navy Base Road is inappropriately located, has
not been analyzed to determine whether groundwater or ocean contamination is occurring at this
location, whereas other effluent disposal areas were identified and characterized in the other
Samoa Pacific Group Brownfield evaluations. Concern that this leachfield was probably not
analyzed by RWQCB prior to the original installation. Think that new Urban Limit Line calls
for upgraded waste water treatment facilities and that waiting until new facilities are required for
new development may result in long delays in transfer from the aging treatment facilities, likely
contaminating groundwater, or sea water. Cite “Fairhaven Cottages” denial decision by County
as evidence that similarly situated facilities on the Peninsula considered under modern standards
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do not meet pertinent water quality protection requirements and that the County is inconsistently
applying standards for waste water disposal to Samoa Peninsula lands with high permeability
and high groundwater.

3. Concern that the Cookhouse property relies for some waste water treatment offsite on
property owned by Humboldt Harbor District, should be relocated or upgraded to within the new
proposed Urban Limit Line and onto SPG-owned lands.

4. Concern that there are known pre-historic cultural sites within the SPG-owned lands and
that there should be requirements to identify and avoid those sites at the pre-subdivision stage,
not later when individual lots are up for development; could be too late to properly identify and
avoid at that stage. Appears that historic resources (existing “company town”, etc.) have been
mostly adequately addressed in staff recommendation.

5. Concern that the alternative car/tent-camping site required within Samoa Cookhouse area
will be situated in an area that the RWQCB indicates is contaminated area of the Brownfield and
subject to deed restriction requirements.

6.  Concern that if the County’s Beach & Dunes Management Plan (1993) is a certified portion
of the County’s LCP, that consistency of the proposed LCPA with the Beach and Dunes
Management Plan should be addressed. Concern that increased development of the Samoa
lands will increase the unauthorized ORV and truck trespass into sensitive dune areas. Request
placement of barriers to prevent this where there is strong physical evidence of such occurrences
now.

7. Concern that the overall issue of the legality of the lots comprising the Samoa lands should
be investigated and resolved prior to certification of the LCP amendment. Concern that the LCP
amendment certification will render enforcement of underlying lot legality issues difficult.
Requested clarification of land ownership changes and land transfers since publication of the
Beach and Dunes Management Plan which shows many hundreds of acres of land including the
subject lands as part of Louisiana-Pacific common ownership as recently as 1989-1990.

8.  Concern that RWQCB staff originally compared the Samoa Brownfield to the Marina
Center/Balloon Tract contamination area as an example of an area (the latter) that is underlain by
clay layer and could potentially be capped to control some contaminants, while noting that
Samoa site is underlain by former sand dunes, is permeable, has high groundwater close to the
sea & Bay, and thus not similar in this way to the Marina Center site or suitable for a capping
solution. Nevertheless the RWQCB appears now to endorse capping as an acceptable solution at
Samoa. Why?

Commission responses:

Concern #1: The Commission does rely upon the determinations and supervision of cleanup by
the RWQCB vis-a-vis resolution of the Brownfield remediation issues of the subject Samoa
lands. Certain deed restriction requirements are included in the staff recommendation, and
certain milestones of cleanup progress are required, but the actual requirements, standards, and
final resolution of cleanup relies completely on the RWQCB determinations.

Response to Concerns #2, #3, and #5: It is true that the SPG lands are still being actively
served by a secondary wastewater disposal field on the dunes west of New Navy Base Road (a
small building is shown there that is a pump station, and the area is fenced off). The treatment
facility disposes of the secondary effluent generated by approximately 25 existing houses in the
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historic residential area of Samoa. The arsenic levels detected in the boring approximated
normal background levels for the area. Testing for nitrites and nitrates, coliform, or e-coli
bacteria that might be associated with waste water leachate was not conducted at that location.
Staff does not know whether the RWQCB ever evaluated the system for underlying permits, as
the houses served are very old, almost 100 years old, and the age of the leachfield is not known.

HUM-MAJ-01-08 as modified requires that the existing residences be transferred to any new
waste water treatment facility that may be developed. However, the amendment as modified
allows the houses to continue to be served by whatever existing waste water treatment facility
exists presently unless ordered to the contrary by the RWQCB. It is true as pointed out by
Humboldt Baykeeper that there is no requirement in the recommended suggested modifications
for the new wastewater treatment plant to be built on a particular timeline, and if new
development that requires the plant is not constructed, then the existing waste water facilities
may potentially continue in use in perpetuity, including after the existing residences are
parcelized and sold off as proposed in LCPA HUM-MAJ-01-08.

The Humboldt Baykeeper discussed concerns about the physical location of the leachfield, and
potential problems with storm erosion. If the system should be breached by storm waves,
emergency permits and additional Regional Water Quality Control Board approval would likely
be required to address the situation at that time. The Commission has issued emergency and
follow-up permits for effluent outfalls failures along the dunes west of New Navy Base Road
several times during the past 15 years, including grading of 5 acres of dunes at one point. Thus,
the dunes have been disturbed for effluent disposal facility upkeep requirements in the face of
storm wave attack in nearby locations in the past and such situations could be similarly
addressed in the future. Ultimately, the LCPA proposal is to transfer the residences to a new
sewage treatment system, even though there is not a mandatory timeline for this transfer. There
is the requirement, however, that the existing residences be transferred to any new system, and
thus although the leachfield on the dunes was not specifically identified and evaluated in the
County’s LCPA, the leachfield would be retired at that time under the necessary permit
approvals.

The representatives also expressed concern that SPG and the County proposed the use of the
leachfield location for the tent camping site on the dunes without disclosing that an active
leachfield was in use in approximately the same location without a timeline for abandonment and
removal prior to tent camping use. The suggested modifications do not authorize the tent
camping location because of potential adverse impacts to rare plant habitat in the area.

The suggested modifications instead require the establishment of a Samoa Dunes Interpretive
Area, for day use only, in the same location. Therefore, since the County will investigate the
compatibility of the existing leachfield and the day use improvements in reviewing the necessary
permits for the interpretive area, the Commission adopts no change to the suggested
modifications.

Concern #4: Staff has consulted the underlying environmental impact reports prepared by the
County with regard to pre-historic/archaeological sites that may exist within the subject Samoa
lands. The County references five pre-historic cultural sites within the subject area, but these are
not specifically identified spatially (this information is typically not revealed for the protection of
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the resources) and the County has not included provisions to ensure that further land divisions or
redivisions and development are undertaken in a manner that preserves these sites from future
disturbance. Baykeeper and ORCA representatives requested that a new suggested modification
be included that would require a further evaluation and delineation of sensitive cultural resource
areas prior to resubdivision of the Samoa lands or other development thereafter, and that would
specifically require that the sites be protected from development as part of the subdivision and
other development coastal development permit review. The Commission agrees that this is a
protective requirement that should be imposed pursuant to Coastal Act policy 30244.

Therefore, the Commission hereby adds the following additional suggested modification to the
staff recommendation set forth in the staff report dated September 30, 2010:

STMP (Archaeological Resources) Policy 1:

Prior to the approval or issuance of the CDP for the division or other development of the
Master Ar rcel nerall ict n Exhibit 1A, a Ph 11 archaeological r r

assessment of all known archaeological sites shall define the resultant boundaries of such
ites if not formerly known, or if th ndari f the sit re fully r niz hall

ensure that the former Wiyot village sites and all five of the sites noted previously by
nty studi r referen in th nty’s environmental impact reports for the “Sam

Town Master Plan” are protected from further development and disturbance. Prior to
ndertaking any further division or other development, the landowner an nty shall

confer with designated Wivot representatives to ensure that the cultural resources
identified herein are protected in rdance with the Wivot representative’

recommendations. The Coastal Development Permit for any land division or other
velopment that is undertaken on lan ject to the resultant restrictions shall

conditioned to ensure the continuing protection of the archaeological resources identified in
rdance with th r irements.

Concern #6: The County’s 1993 Beach and Dunes Management Plan is a certified portion of
the County’s LCP. There is authorized ORV riding on the wave slope portion of the Samoa
lands west of New Navy Base Road, and the Beach and Dunes Management Plan shows two
populations of rare plants within the area proposed for Business Park use by the County and
Samoa Pacific Group. Studies undertaken by the County in preparation of the EIR documents
for the LCP Amendment, including botanical surveys, however, have not shown rare plants in
the areas shown in the Beach and Dunes Management Plan. Placement of boulders or other
obstacles to limit unauthorized access to the dunes is an enforcement matter for Humboldt
County or, if not an enforcement matter, an improvement that could be considered at the time the
County processes the coastal development permit(s) that will be required for the necessary
improvements of the parking area near Samoa Beach and the future Samoa Dunes Interpretive
Area. The Commission makes no change or response to this comment.

Concern #7: As noted above, although the suggested modifications allow the landowners to
proceed with the LCPA without establishing the legality of the property affected by the LCPA if
all such property is merged and redivided into the Master Parcels authorized by the Commission,
it is still necessary to ensure that the entirety of the legal parcel(s) containing the property
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affected by the LCPA are merged and redivided before the land use designations and zoning
proposed in LCP Amendment HUM-MAJ-01-08 take effect. See suggested STMP (New
Development) Policy - Phasing 1A — set forth below for easy reader reference.

The lands in question are part of substantially larger holdings that were entirely in the ownership
of Louisiana-Pacific Corporation as recently as 1989-90 according to the certified Humboldt
County Beach and Dunes Management Plan (certified in 1993 as part of the Humboldt County
LCP). Land transfers may have occurred prior to acquisition by Samoa Pacific Group LLC that
involve portions of the lands affected by the LCPA and therefore analysis of only the lands
presently subject to the common ownership of SPG may not ensure that the entirety of the legal
parcel(s) containing the APNs affected by the LCPA is merged and redivided.

Therefore, the Commisson continues to require that the entirety of the legal parcels containing
the APNs affected by the LCPA are merged and redivided prior to the effectiveness of HUM-
MAJ-01-08, but with two corrected phrases.

Concern #8: It is true that Samoa Peninsula is primarily a narrow dune field expanse separating
the Bay from the Pacific and soils tend to be highly permeable, with high groundwater. Whether
clay lenses or other features exist on Peninsula lands is unknown to staff. The Commission
relies on the determinations of the RWQCB with regard to the remediation requirements
applicable to the Samoa lands.

I1l.  Correspondence received October 10, 2010 through publication of this addendum on
October 13, 2010:

A. Humboldt County (if any)

B. Samoa Pacific Group, LLC/Danco Development (Landowner/Developer)
correspondence received October 11, 2010.

C. Humboldt Baykeeper and/or ORCA (if any)

D. Other Correspondence (if any)

IV. Additional findings and associated additional or revised suggested modifications

This addendum hereby incorporates into the staff recommendation for agenda item TH11b
(Humboldt County LCP Amendment Request No. HUM-MAJ-01-08) and into the pertinent
Coastal Commission findings otherwise set forth in the September 30, 2010 staff report, the
following changes or additions (hazards, implementation program, visual) to the findings that
were not completed prior to the publication of the staff report dated September 30, 2010. In
addition, any pertinent changes listed in Section Il of this addendum (such as changes to the
suggested modifications) and the reasons discussed therein, are also incorporated by reference
into the Commission findings set forth in the staff recommendation dated September 30, 2010.

Changes to Findings: Ordinary font indicates text of additional findings (staff does not propose
the deletion of any findings published in the September 30, 2010 staff report except as may be
required in “corrections” Section I11).
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Changes to Suggested Modifications: Where additional or revised text is associated with the
suggested modifications, double underline indicates text of existing suggested modification;
additional recommended suggested modifications associated with this addendum are shown in
bold double underline. Where an existing staff-recommended suggested modification set forth in
the September 30, 2010 staff report is changed by this addendum, bold strike-through denotes
such text.

A. New (Additional) Exhibits (new exhibits attached to the September 30, 2010 staff report
used the series convention of “Exhibit 1A, 2A, 3A, etc., and concluded in that report with
Exhibit 13A, thus the additional exhibits included in this addendum commence with Exhibit
14A, 15A, etc.)

14A  Samoa location map

15A  Tsunami Hazard Evaluation — October 4, 2006

16A  Tsunami Hazard Evaluation — Third Party Review

17A  Tsunami Hazard Map — Humboldt Bay Area — Emergency Plans

18A  Draft Tsunami Safety Plan

B. New (Additional) Findings:

F. HAZARDS

Pertinent Coastal Act Chapter 3 Policies

Section 30253 Minimization of adverse impacts, in pertinent part
New development shall do all of 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.

Section 30235 Construction altering natural shoreline, in pertinent part:

Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff retaining walls, and
other such construction that alters natural shoreline processes shall be permitted when
required to serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public
beaches in danger from erosion, and when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse
impacts on local shoreline sand supply.
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Section 30250 Location; existing developed area... in pertinent part:

(b) Where feasible, new hazardous industrial development shall be located away from
existing developed areas.

LCP Policies

The Humboldt Bay Area Plan segment of the certified Land Use Plan incorporates
Section 30253 of the Coastal Act as a policy of Section 3.17 “Hazards.” Section 30253
of the Coastal Act states in pertinent part:

New development shall:
(1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and
fire hazard.

Discussion

The Samoa Peninsula is located immediately east of the Pacific Ocean and west of Humboldt
Bay. The Peninsula is approximately one mile wide at its widest point, and is about one-half
mile wide in the vicinity of the subject project location (Exhibit 14A). Soils on the peninsula
tend to be sandy and highly permeable, and the weakly consolidated soils associated with the
dune field origin of much of the peninsula lands frequently co-occur with high groundwater
conditions in many areas. Liquefaction risks are greater for structures located in such conditions.
The relatively low topography of much of the peninsula combined with site-specific geologic
conditions produce variability in degree of risk from one site to another; however the geologic
and flood hazards potentially affecting lands on the Samoa Peninsula remains high. The
landowner/developer Samoa Pacific Group LLC/Danco Development has submitted an
evaluation of geologic feasibility of development of the subject Samoa lands indicating that the
subject location may be feasibly developed with pertinent mitigation measures (Exhibit X).

The proximity of the Cascadia Subduction Zone less than 35 miles offshore from the Humboldt
coast, and the “Triple Junction” where several plates meet offshore of northern California,
ensures that the area is seismically active. These earthquakes have the potential to be much
stronger than the worst earthquakes that the better known San Andreas Fault is capable of
generating. Great earthquakes produced by the Cascadia Subduction Zone are estimated to range
from 8.0 to 9.1 on the Richter scale.! The built environment of northern California has never
been tested against an earthquake of that magnitude. The last great Cascadia earthquake is
believed to have struck in January of 1700, before Northern California settlers had arrived, and
to have measured 9.0 on the Richter scale.

! An earthquake’s magnitude is a measurement of energy released by an earthquake, as
expressed on a logarithmic scale measuring the horizontal displacement caused by an earthquake
and detected on a seismograph. A magnitude 6 earthquake, for example, produces ten times the
amount of ground shaking as a magnitude 5 earthquake.
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Earthquakes can produce tsunami waves that travel at hundreds of miles per hour until the wave
reaches shallow nearshore waters. Nearer to shore, the wave slows and builds height. A tsunami
wave generated regionally could arrive on shore in a matter of minutes; sirens would be of no
use, and the only warning to evacuate to higher ground would be the experience of a strong
earthquake. More distant earthquakes may produce tsunami waves that allow for hours of
warning time and evacuation. For these circumstances, emergency siren systems and evacuation
efforts can be highly effective.

In any coastal setting similar to that of the Samoa Peninsula, storm wave attack and shoreline
erosion also pose hazards, which may be exacerbated in the future as the effects of predicted sea
level rise occur.

Some areas of coastal California are also subject to risks from wildfire; this is particularly true in
central and southern California where highly flammable chaparral vegetation, ecologically
adapted to fire cycles, carry flames rapidly down canyon slopes when the “Santa Ana” winds
blow hot inland air toward the coast. Though frequently windy, coastal Humboldt County is
cool and humid, has relatively high annual rainfall, and thus rarely experiences wildfire hazards.
The Samoa Peninsula has no fire hazard rating.

Consistency Analysis

As the pertinent policies and provisions set forth above indicate, the Coastal Act and the certified
Humboldt Bay Area Plan contain provisions that require new development to be sited, designed
and developed in a manner that minimizes risks posed by natural hazards, and reduces the risk of
hazardous development to other land uses, thereby minimizing human-induced hazards as well.
These concerns are discussed below in light of the pertinent policies and of the suggested
modifications set forth herein to address the consistency of the pending amendment request with
the pertinent requirements.

Earthquake & Tsunami Hazards

At the request of Commission staff in 2006, the landowner/developer of the Samoa lands
evaluated tsunami hazards pertinent to the subject site. Samoa Pacific Group retained
engineering geology consultant GeoEngineers to analyze tsunami vulnerability for the purposes
of the Samoa Town Master Plan. A resultant report was published on October 4, 2006 (Exhibit
15A). The consulting geologists noted that the north coast of California is an area of high
seismic activity with at least five distinct sources of earthquakes. The report identified
earthquake sources that could affect the Samoa site:

1. Faults within the Gorda Plate

The stresses produced by the differential motions of the plates causes internal
deformation in the Gorda Plate that has resulted in the majority of damaging
earthquakes in the Humboldt Bay region (Dengler et al., 1992).

2. The Mendocino Transform Fault Zone
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The Mendocino Fault Zone extends west from near Cape Mendocino. At its closest point
it is located approximately 39 miles southwest of the plan area. It is the second most
frequent source of damaging earthquakes in the region.

3. The San Andreas Transform Fault Zone

The northern end of the San Andreas Fault Zone is located approximately 43 miles south
of the plan area. The San Andreas Fault Zone is capable of producing large earthquakes
similar to the 1906 San Francisco Earthquake, which caused significant damage in the
Humboldt Bay region.

4. Faults within the North American Plate

Fault activity investigations of these indicate that several episodes of movement have
occurred within the last 2,000 years; however, there is no historic record (i.e. the last
200 years) of activity on these faults.

5. The Cascadia Subduction Zone (CSZ) where the Gorda and Juan de Fuca Plates are
subducted beneath the North American Plate

The last, the Cascadia Subduction Zone, is the potential source of the largest magnitude
earthquakes in the Humboldt Bay region. It extends from Cape Mendocino northward to
Vancouver Island and from approximately 32 miles west of the plan area to over 100 miles east
of the plan area. The Cascadia Subduction Zone forms the boundary between the North
American plate and the oceanic crust formed by the Juan De Fuca and Gorda plates. The North
American plate and the oceanic plates are moving towards each other, forming what geologists
refer to as a convergent plate margin. The North American plate is moving over oceanic plates,
and the oceanic plates are sliding (subducting) underneath the North American plate.

According to the GeoEngineers report, a great earthquake (magnitude 8 to 9) along the Cascadia
Subduction Zone, similar to the events shown in the geologic record to have occurred about 1100
and 300 years ago, was selected as the “design event” — an likely earthquake scenario deemed
capable of producing a tsunami that could affect the plan area. Recurrence intervals (RI) for such
a seismic event range from 150 to 540 years which equates to a probability of recurrence of
about 0.2 to 0.7 percent annually. In comparison, engineers have typically used peak ground
accelerations with a 10 percent probability of exceedence in a 50-year period for developing
seismic design criteria for structures. This equates to a seismic event with a recurrence interval of
about 1 in 500 years, or about 0.2 percent annually. The report stated that a rupture along the
entire CSZ is expected to have a Magnitude 8.8 (expected to recur every 500 years), while a
rupture of only the southern segment would have a magnitude of 8.3 (expected to recur every
150 years).

The Geoengineers report used the design event earthquake analysis to evaluate the risk posed at
Samoa as a basis for siting and designing development, preparing evacuation plans, and other
mitigation recommendations. The report states:

Based on the literature review we have completed, it appears that the expected runup for
a Magnitude 9 Cascadia event is approximately Elevation 31 feet msl, which is also the
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mid-range for the range developed by PG&E. Some uncertainties exist based on world-
wide trends and for local site conditions. Because of the presence of foredunes, some
surface roughness creates friction. This friction will reduce turbulence and slow the
tsunami surge. Therefore, a small amount of attenuation, on the order of about 0.95
might be expected within the majority in the Samoa Town Master Plan area. However,
occupied structures should not be located any lower than the previously established 30
feet elevation.

Mitigation measures suggested by GeoEngineers included measures that would minimize
damage from tsunami hazards and measures that would promote safety. The report provided the
following additional information and specific recommendations for the tsunami-safe
development of the Samoa lands:

MITIGATION MEASURES

As discussed by the State of California Seismic Safety Commission (2005), there are no
U.S. building codes that provide design guidelines to reduce or prevent damage to
structures from tsunami hazard. They contrast differences expressed in FEMA’s Coastal
Construction Manual (FEMA 55) and the National Tsunami Hazard Mitigation Program
“Background Paper #5: Building Design” with respect to the feasibility of designing for
tsunami impacts. While the FEMA publication states it is impractical, the National
Tsunami Mitigation Program paper suggests that proper design can significantly reduce
the impacts of tsunami on buildings. This paper also reports that only the City and
County of Honolulu has implemented building requirements for tsunami. In lieu of
appropriate building codes for design of structures, avoidance of the hazard by siting
structures above the anticipated runup elevation is suggested.

Use Guidelines for Single-family Use

Planning criteria were developed for uses that could result in potential life loss. Single
family use will be restricted to above Elevation 31 feet msl.

Use Guidelines for Multi-family Use

Habitation uses will be located above Elevation 31 feet msl. In the case of multi-family
and resort use buildings the first floor level can be used for non-residential use such as
parking. Residential use could occur on the second story.

Use Guidelines for Public and Critical Facilities

For proposed public facilities, it is recommended that critical facilities be constructed
above Elevation 40 feet because they are centers of population concentrations and/or
may be necessary for first response.

MEASURES TO REDUCE TSUNAMI AMPLITUDE AND VELOCITY

Anecdotal evidence from recent tsunami events including the December 26, 2004 Indian
Ocean Tsunami strongly indicates that natural features such as off shore reefs, dunes,
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dense forested areas and wetlands help to reduce both velocity and inundation. In India,
there were reports that dense stands of mangrove forests provided protection and helped
to reduce velocity and run up elevations. Conversely, there were numerous reports, such
as multiple communities in Sri Lanka, that compared the high damage levels experienced
by in Sri Lanka, that compared the high damage levels experienced by communities
where there had been destruction of dunes and off-shore reefs, with low (or even no)
damage levels in communities where such features were present.

Preservation and/or enhancement of eco-system features by Samoa Town Master Plan to
reduce tsunami wave effects include:

* Dune Preservation
No development is proposed west of New Navy Base Road.

Designated pathways and trails to Samoa Beach will be constructed in order to avoid
creation of non-designated trails. This measure will be stipulated as a condition of
subdivision approval.

Interpretative signage at the parking areas to inform recreation users of sensitive
biological resources in the plan area. This measure will be stipulated as a condition
of subdivision approval.

* Vegetation

Preservation and enhancement of vegetation in dune areas adjacent to New Navy
Base Road and elsewhere will strengthen existing dunes and reduce likelihood of
degradation. Plantings will both reduce effects of tsunami while contributing to soil
stabilization.

For proposed Natural Resource and Public Recreation areas, a vegetation planting
plan will be developed to reduce the potential for mobilizing large woody debris that
could impact structures below the 26 foot elevation. Planting of deep rooted species
such as shore pine and shrubs instead of Eucalyptus trees (which are very brittle) in
these areas would reduce potential impacts. Also, some species of Eucalyptus trees
are highly flammable. Removal of “danger’” species within the plan area is proposed.

» Wetlands
Wetlands create added opportunities for friction as well as for water detention.
Existing wetlands on the site will be expanded.

To improve the functional value of the two small wetlands adjacent developed dunes
will be restored to native landscapes, fill material will be removed and native
vegetations will be planted within the setback area.

SAFETY
MEASURES TO REDUCE TSUNAMI AMPLITUDE AND VELOCITY

Anecdotal evidence from recent tsunami events including the December 26, 2004 Indian
Ocean Tsunami strongly indicates that natural features such as off shore reefs, dunes,
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dense forested areas and wetlands help to reduce both velocity and inundation. In India,
there were reports that dense stands of mangrove forests provided protection and helped
to reduce velocity and run up elevations. Conversely, there were numerous reports, such
as multiple communities in Sri Lanka, that compared the high damage levels experienced
by communities where there had been destruction of dunes and off-shore reefs, with low
(or even no) damage levels in communities where such features were present.

Preservation and/or enhancement of eco-system features by Samoa Town Master Plan to
reduce tsunami wave effects include:

* Dune Preservation
No development is proposed west of New Navy Base Road.

Designated pathways and trails to Samoa Beach will be constructed in order to avoid
creation of non-designated trails. This measure will be stipulated as a condition of
subdivision approval.

Interpretative signage at the parking areas to inform recreation users of sensitive
biological resources in the plan area. This measure will be stipulated as a condition of
subdivision approval.

* Vegetation

Preservation and enhancement of vegetation in dune areas adjacent to New Navy Base
Road and elsewhere will strengthen existing dunes and reduce likelihood of degradation.
Plantings will both reduce effects of tsunami while contributing to soil stabilization.
Details are provided in the EIR.

For proposed Natural Resource and Public Recreation areas, a vegetation planting plan
will be developed to reduce the potential for mobilizing large woody debris that could
impact structures below the 26 foot elevation. Planting of deep rooted species such as
shore pine and shrubs instead of Eucalyptus trees (which are very brittle) in these areas
would reduce potential impacts. Also, some species of Eucalyptus trees are highly
flammable. Removal of “danger’ species within the plan area is proposed.

° Wetlands

Wetlands create added opportunities for friction as well as for water detention.
Existing wetlands on the site will be expanded.

. To improve the functional value of the two small wetlands adjacent developed dunes will

be restored to native landscapes, fill material will be removed and native vegetations will
be panted within the setback area.

Central location chosen for the Emergency Services Vehicle Storage Facility

The facility housing the Emergency Services Vehicles is centrally located with respect to
harbor facilities and to expected response demands. It has been sited above Elevation 40
feet. In the event of a tsunami the vehicles will be removed from the storage facility to
assist with response. The building will then become available for shelter.
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Designated Shelters

Refuge sites are safe buildings above the expected tsunami run up elevation where people
can remain until it is safe to leave. Four shelter sites could be used for refuges. They
include:

* Peninsula School,

» The New Emergency Services Building,
» The Manager’s House, and,

» The Women’s Club.

We recommend that the Peninsula School and the New Emergency Services building be
constructed above Elevation 40 feet msl. Other buildings listed should also be located
above Elevation 40 feet if they are designated as shelters. The buildings should be
located so that people can travel by foot within approximately 5 to 8 minutes.

In addition, use of the proposed water tower will be prohibited for vertical evacuation
because of its proximity to the commercial gas station and potential for a fire hazard.
Signage will be installed.

Evacuation Routes

Strong ground motion from the earthquake essentially constitutes the warning from a
CSZ earthquake. Based on this assumption the amount of time available for evacuation
will be very short. An evacuation route plan will be prepared for the plan area which will
include information on tsunami warning devices. The plan will be kept on file at the
Samoa Peninsula Fire department (SPFD) in the Samoa Block Building. Key SPFD
emergency services personnel shall be trained in tsunami evacuation procedures. For
areas below 26-feet directional signage will be posted on designated paths that show
non-vehicular evacuation routes to designated areas greater than Elevation 40 feet msl.

Safety Plan

A Tsunami Safety Plan will be submitted the County as a condition of subdivision
approval.

 The tsunami evacuation route and plan will include information on tsunami warning
devices and techniques and a public information and education program targeted at
Samoa residents.

» The applicant will submit a proportional share of the fee towards a fund for the
installation and maintenance of a warning siren in the town of Samoa. (If funding for a
warning siren becomes available prior to the collection of sufficient funds from each
newly proposed residence, the fund can be used for tsunami education, identification of
evacuation routes, signage and subsidized weather radios to residents of Samoa.)

After the publication of the GeoEngineers report (Exhibit 15A), the Commission staff requested
and the County staff required the preparation of a third-party review of the tsunami hazard
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analysis and recommendations. The resultant report, submitted to the Coastal Commission staff
by County staff March 8, 2007 is attached as Exhibit 16A. In addition, a Tsunami Hazard
Emergency Planning map of the Humboldt Bay area prepared by Humboldt State University is
attached as Exhibit 17A and is intended for use as part of the emergency planning for the Samoa
lands. In addition, the County’s “Draft Tsunami Safety Plan” dated September, 2007 is attached
as Exhibit 18A.

To better ensure that all of the pertinent recommendations of the tsunami hazard expert
reviewers, and a plan for wider evacuation of the Samoa lands where emergency warning notice
and time remaining before tsunami arrival allow for such evacuation to safer mainland areas, are
incorporated into an adequate Final Tsunami Safety Plan by Humboldt County, distributed to fire
and life safety and police emergency response sources, and that the pertinenent standards to
ensure tsunami safety planning are hereafter applied to the land divisions and development
proposes for the lands subject to the STMP-LUP, the Commission staff revises STMP (Hazards)
Policy 4 as set forth in the recommended suggested modifications within the staff report dated
September 30, 2010 as follows:

STMP (Hazards) Policy 4.

Prior to the approval or issuance of a CDP for the division or other development of
the STMP-MAPs depicted on Exhibit 1A, the landowner/developer shall
monstr mpliance with the Final Tsunami Saf Plan_incorporating into th

County’s “Draft Tsunami Safety Plan for the Town of Samoa” dated September
2007 h h r13. 201 | Commission staff repor ndum
as Exhibit 19A) all of the recommended tsunami hazard mitigation. design. safety.
and other pertinent recommendations. including recommendations for vertical or
horizontal evacuation options throughout the lands subject to the STMP-LUP. as set
forth in:
a) the “Revised Tsunami Vulnerability Evaluation. Samoa Town Master Plan.
Humboldt County, California” prepared by GeoEngineers, dated October 17, 2006
(attached to the October 13, 2010 Coastal Commission staff report addendum as
Exhibit 16A): and
b) the additional recommendations set forth in the “Third Party Review” of the
Enqgineer tober 17. 2 ment prepared for Humboldt nt
Borrero, Fredric Raichlen, Harry Yeh. copy submitted to Coastal Commission by
Humboldt nty March 2007 (attached to th tober 13, 201 tal
Commission staff report addendum as Exhibit 17A); and
the Final Plan the tsunami hazard m repared for “Emergency Plannin

Purposes” by Humboldt State University for reference as an indicator of site areas
nd ev tion rout ject generally to tsunami hazar ttached to th tober

13. 2010 Coastal Commission staff report addendum as Exhibit 18A): and d) the

nty shall incl lans to orderly evacuate the maximum estimated number of

occupants of STMP-LUP lands off the Samoa Peninsula in circumstances where

vance warning of tsunami comind from distant r llows time for h
evacuation to safer mainland areas.
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shall be re uwed to prepare and secure a roval f lan_showin

consistency with all of the requirements of the Final tsunami safety plan_required
herein as a condition of approval for the required Coastal Development Permit for
the subject development. The County’s Final Samoa tsunami safety plan shall be

prepared-in-cooerdination-with distributed by the County Planning Department to

the Humboldt County Department of Emergency Services, Sheriff’s Office, and City
Police Department, and shall contain information_guiding the emergen tions of
these emergency responders in 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 Final tsunami safety plan information shall be consglcuousu posted or
copies of the information provided to all occupants. ivisi

The Commission notes that the tsunami emergency planning map (Exhibit 18A) shows that the
Samoa lands are in part subject to high velocity wave hazard , particularly in the southerly to
middle portions of the site. The third party review (Exhibit 17A) recommended vertical
evacuation sites for development in those areas where it cannot be established that horizontal
evacuation to safe ground could be accomplished within 5 to 8 minutes. The STMP (Hazards)
Policy 4 provision calls for the preparation of a Final Plan that will incorporate these
requirements.

The staff report discusses the concerns that significant destination or regional retail within the
Business Park would generate additional traffic in areas that will already face considerable
additional congestion as the result of the subject project and other projects proposed within the
general area. The focus of the discussion in those findings published has been the significant
adverse effects such congestion would have upon the important regional coastal access and
recreation route central to all North Coast coastal visitor transportation — U.S. Highway 101.
Caltrans has already imposed “Safety Corridor” limitations and reduced speeds on Highway 101
between Eureka and Arcata and reports continuing safety problems due to congestion despite
these measures.

The proposed LCPA also failed to evaluate the cumulative traffic impacts of the Samoa project
combined with the Marina Center/Balloon Track project recently proposed within the City of
Eureka, off Highway 101, nor did the Marina Center/BalloonTrack project documents include an
analysis of the cumulative impacts of that project combined with the Samoa project.

The transportation analysis consultants for the Samoa project have indicated that their traffic
analysis for the Business Park component of the Samoa proposal included within that category,
standardized numbers that incorporate a small percentage of retail use. The transportation
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analysts evaluating the Samoa project concluded that at build out of all of the land uses proposed
for the approximately 200-acre (overall acreage) site (including the 19-acre Business Park,
hundreds of single family residential units, 44 multi-family residential units, revitalized
downtown commercial, approximately 50 visitor serving “units” of various kinds, and other
existing recreational facilities within the Samoa lands), approximately 7,000 net traffic trips per
day would be generated. These trips would be distributed between Arcata and Eureka general
destination directions (with somewhat more Eureka trips than Arcata trips). The Samoa traffic
analysis data was gathered, according to the County, during the time after the closure of
Montgomery Wards (off U.S. 101 near Eureka Bridges) but before the authorization for the
Target that has since been constructed in the former Wards location.

The transportation analysis for the Marina Center/Balloon Track project was reported in the
Draft EIR released in 2008, and prepared under the supervision of City of Eureka staff. That
EIR concluded that the Marina Center project (proposed on a site of approximately 50 acres
overall) would include about 300,000 square feet of various kinds of retail space and that the
retail component would generate approximately 3,500 net traffic trips daily. The EIR also stated
that approximately 54 multi-family units would be included in the project, and assigned an
additional approximately 7,000 net traffic trips to the non-retail component of the project. The
combined net traffic total for the Marina Center/Balloon Track project was therefore:

About 11,000 net traffic trips for 54 acres of development (total acreage, including open spaces,
etc.).

The Samoa project Master EIR for the approximately 200 acres of site (including open spaces,
etc.) calculated about 7,100 net traffic trips for that development. The Business Park itself,
however, at approximately 19 acres already contains one approximately 40,000 square foot
structure that the County proposes to redesignate from General Industrial to Business Park
(leaving the structure a legal, non-conforming use within the new Business Park area). The
Business Park land use allows for retail use as a use with a Conditional Use Permit (General
Industrial, the existing land use and zoning of the 19-acre area, does not allow any retail use,
even with a CUP). The standards for lot coverage of Business Park allows for about 50%
coverage. Inthe most general (non-technical) terms possible, if the 19 acres could be converted
to approximately 400,000 square feet of ground level structural space, and since the existing
Business Park use allows structures to be multiple stories and up to 50 feet in height, potentially
the ground floor square footage could be quadrupled: affording approximately 1,600,000 square
feet of structural coverage.

This suggests that the traffic analysis prepared for the Samoa project within the existing series of
environmental documents prepared by the County is very conservative. In addition, the Samoa
lands are served by traffic traveling over U.S. Highway 101, but as Exhibits 14A and 17A show,
the traffic must go via Highway 255 over the very narrow and aging Samoa Bridges (discussed
in detail in the September 30, 2010 staff report), which cannot be widened according to Caltrans,
or via Highway 255 on to Arcata on the west side of Humboldt Bay. Upon nearing the Samoa
site, traffic must funnel into the site via New Navy Base Road and surface streets. The Samoa
lands are, in a landscape context, more or less a large “cul-de-sac.”
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This configuration has significant consequences when considered in light of tsunami hazard and
the attraction of significant retail shoppers into a high tsunami hazard area with limited
emergency evacuation options. The traffic routes into the Samoa lands have not been evaluated
for large-scale evacuation of Samoa land occupants under approaching tsunami conditions
generated at a distance and with sufficient warning time to leave the peninsula. The result could
be traffic gridlock stranding drivers in extremely high tsunami hazard areas (see Exhibit 17A,
which shows that portions of the State Highway 255 route are within the highest tsunami hazard
areas of the map). The annual tsunami evacuation drills to higher ground that residents of
NOAA-certified tsunami-ready residential Samoa undergoes would not be information and
experience common to occasional retail shoppers visiting the site. The Business Park is located
in an open wave hazard area, and the tsunami safety expert consultants evaluating the site have
recommended vertical evacuation areas and horizontal evacuation areas not more than ten
minutes average walk, and preferably only a 5-minute walk (a Cascadia-Subduction Zone
locally-generated tsunami wave could arrive at the Samoa lands within as little as 5 minutes).

The California Highway Patrol also commented on the Samoa traffic implications — even at the
relatively minimal estimate of about 7,000 net daily trips (compared with 11,000 net daily trips
that the Marina Center/Balloon Track acknowledged for that much smaller project). Adding to
the concern that significant retail use within the proposed Business Park could unnecessarily
increase traffic congestion and compound emergency evacuation concerns that already exist, the
CHP wrote to Humboldt County planning staff in a letter dated March 30, 2007 prepared by
S.W. Pudinski, Captain, Commander, Humboldt Area:

... The Humboldt Area Office of the California Highway Patrol (CHP) received the
“Recirculation Draft 2 Master Environmental Impact Report™ for the proposed Samoa
Town Master Plan State Clearning House (SCH) #20030502054. The CHP is the
primary agency that provides traffic law enforcement, safety, and traffic management in
unincorporated areas of California. The Humboldt Area is responsible for these
functions in the proposed development and will be affected by the implementation of the
project, if the following is not addressed. We offer the following comments.”

“1. The proposed project development is located within an area of unincorporated
Humboldt County west of the City of Eureka. The Humboldt CHP Area has primary
traffic enforcement and investigative authority in and around the Samoa and Manila
areas, including the proposed site.

*““2. The project is of considerable size for this area and one of the larger developments
undertaken in recent years. Currently, there are minimal lane widths and inadequate
shoulders along the two-lane highways (roadways) providing ingress and egress to the
proposed project. Vance [an abandoned County road that is presently unimproved within
the subject STMP-LUP area, note of staff] and other roadways within the project area
were not designed or maintained for high traffic volumes and will have to be modified to
accept the increase in vehicular traffic.

“3. The proposed Samoa Town Master Plan contains estimates of 308 new residential
units in addition to 99 existing structures, the construction of an RV park and
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approximately 56 acres dedicated for industrial and commercial build out. Considering
projected increases in vehicular traffic, population, service traffic and average trip
calculations, the ability of this office to provide quality service to Humboldt County
residents will be substantially impacted. The Humboldt CHP Area will be responding to
and investigating traffic collisions, stolen vehicles, and a variety of other California
Vehicle Code and Penal Code violations. In addition, this office will respond to assist
the Humboldt County Sheriff’s Department on calls within or surrounding the project.
With the construction of this project, the Humboldt Area will experience a significant
increase in demands for services from our already limited resources.

“It is this Area’s opinion that the proposed project, if completed as outlined in the
Master Plan, would have a significant impact on our operations. Without
improvements to the highways surrounding and feeding the proposed site, the impact
of this project on local (and possibly interstate) traffic could be significant. Area
foresees increased calls for service for traffic related matters, ingress and egress to the
proposed site reaching gridlock and backing up within the area, possibly hampering
emergency response. In addition, increased response times to emergency incidents can
be anticipated as a result of increased calls for service. In order for the project to be
feasible, a number of highway (roadway) infrastructure changes would have to be
made and an increase in CHP staffing considered. Absent these changes, Area
foresees a significant and detrimental impact to traffic safety within the Humboldt
Area.” (bold emphasis added).

The County responded to the CHP concerns in part by stating that:

... This comment presents concerns that the large project size will bring increased traffic
volumes that current roadways are not designed and maintained for. The roadways have
been analyzed and findings conclude that there is adequate capacity for this proposed
development. The circulation and safety improvements proposed will be further refined
in the tentative map prepared for the Samoa Master Plan. The commenter will have an
opportunity to review the tentative map. As stated in the note above this future review
alleviated CHP concerns. No change in the EIR necessary.” (Staff: the “note above”
also states that the CHP Captain Pudinsky met with County staff and reiterated the CHP
concerns in his comment letter.)

The Commission notes that the CHP comments were prepared and submitted to the County at
least a year before the Marina Center/Balloon Track EIR was released (2007 — 2008,
respectively), the latter project potentially adding another 11,000 traffic trips per day to the
Highway 101 corridor (though not all trips would overlap Samoa trips), and likely exacerbating
the concerns expressed by the CHP in the letter excerpted above. In addition to the significant
adverse effects that such traffic could have on the primary coastal access and recreation route
along the North Coast (U.S. Highway 101), there are localized problems such as the ability to
safely develop and if necessary evacuate, occupants of development, within the Samoa lands.
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Coastal Act Section 30253 (which is incorporated by the County in the LCP as set forth above)
requires that:

New development shall do all of the following:

(2) 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.

(c) Be consistent with requirements imposed by an air pollution control district or
the State Air Resources Board as to each particular development.

(d) Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled.

(e) Where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods that,
because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for
recreational uses.

The Commission finds that unless retail use within the proposed Business Park is limited in the
manner set forth in the suggested modifications, excess, and avoidable additional traffic would
be generated by retail shoppers and employees driving into Samoa from outer areas.

The Commission notes that the additional traffic of retail uses would not only significantly and
adversely affect key coastal access routes, but would bring substantial populations of shoppers to
the businesses located in the highest tsunami risk locations within the southerly Samoa site lands.
Therefore, measures to limit traffic that would be generated by retail are prudent and necessary
to secure consistency of the Samoa proposal with the requirements of Coastal Act Section 30253.

For all of these reasons, the Commission continues to find the limitations included within the
Business Park policies and provisions necessary to reduce traffic associated with the overall
Samoa development that will be implemented upon certification of the County’s proposed LCP
amendment.

Sea Level Rise

The Commission, like many other permitting agencies, has 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
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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.

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. 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. 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

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

Organization (WMO) and the United Nations Environmental Programme to provide the
decisionmakers 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
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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.”

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. 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. 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. * Consistent with the executive
order, the governing board of the Coastal Conservancy adopted 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. 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
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

3 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/
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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
accommaodate 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.

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 includes suggested modifications 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’s 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
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requiring that the effects of sea level rise be quantitatively considered in geologic and other
engineering technical evaluations of new development.

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.

The Commission finds that as modified, the proposed LUP as amended is consistent with Coastal
Act Section 30253.

Hazards associated with land uses

Samoa Brownfield

Coastal Act Section 30232 set forth above requires the effective cleanup of hazardous materials
that are accidentally released. As described previously, the area within the subject site is an
identified Brownfield (Samoa Brownfield) under the direct supervision of the Regional Water
Quality Control Board. Contaminated areas of concern to the RWQCB are scattered in
numerous locations throughout the site. Cleanup of leaking tanks from the abandoned Lorenzo
Shell Station (located in historic downtown Samoa) until recently was under the separate, direct
supervision of the Humboldt County Environmental Health Department under the delegated
authority of the RWQCB. The state Geotracker site indicates that the transfer of cleanup
oversight was made in July 2010). Residual contamination considerations are discussed in more
detail in the water quality section of the findings.

The RWQCB has made certain determinations concerning the extent of active cleanup or passive
land use restriction (“institutional controls™) deemed appropriate for the various areas
characterized by the developer/landowner. Documents describing the responses required by the
RWQCSB staff through final approvals in this regard are provided in Exhibit 9A of the staff report
dated September 30, 2010, a summary of the Brownfield review undertaken to date. In sum,

the Commission requires that the County and the developer/landowner demonstrate that the
proposed land uses in the requested LCP amendment be feasible with regard to the cleanup
requirements that have been imposed. Three areas of the site require active cleanup measures to
satisfy RWQCB requirements for the proposed re-use of the subject areas of the site.

Thus, the Commission finds that the land uses at the Samoa site will meet the requirements of
Coastal Act Section 30232.

Conclusion

For all of these reasons the Commission finds that the subject suggested modifications set forth
above are necessary to ensure that the County’s certified LCP contains the clear and
comprehensive planning framework necessary to provide for master planning in the face of
natural hazards associated with the Samoa site. The County’s submittal, therefore, if modified in
the manner suggested, would be consistent with the requirements of Sections 30232 and 30253
of the Coastal Act and with the pertinent policies of Humboldt County’s certified Humboldt Bay
Area Plan.
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G. IMPLEMENTATION

As compared to the major changes to the Land Use Plan, the proposed amendments to the
Implementation Plan (IP) portion of the County’s LCP are relatively minor. The proposed
updated IP document would not entail a significantly changed requirement, but is necessary to
ensure that the filing review and analysis of specific proposals are evaluated in a manner that
ensures consistency of the resultant authorization with the policies and provisions designed for
the STMP-LUP (Samoa Town Master Plan Land Use Plan Overlay). The STMP-LUP serves as
the overarching policy template for the land use decisions affecting the master subdivision and
further subdivision and development of the Samoa lands.

One additional suggested modification is deemed necessary to fully implement the hazard
policies set forth in the suggested modifications. This modification is consistent with the
Commission’s similar requirement for hazard policy implementation in the Crescent City LCP
update (October 2010) and the Del Norte County LCP update (September 2009).

The additional provision, which shall be incorporated into the STMP requirements is set forth as
follows and hereby incorporated into the suggested modifications: XXXX BOB: may need Jim
to email the complete text which is only excerpted below as it won’t lift from the document on
line. I’m working on it.

STMP (Hazards) Requirements __Supplementary findings.
In _addition to the findings for roval or_conditional roval

development permit as required pursuant to the policies for the STMP-LUP lands, or other
pertinent policies and provisions of the certified LCP, the following supplementary
findings, based on factual evidence, shall be made for new development or uses occurring
in or in proximity to hazardous areas:
A, General. The development meets all pertinent development standards established
within the STMP-LUP policies.
B. Development or uses in to geologic or flooding hazard areas. The development or

h n ign nd sited to:

1. Minimize risks to life and property;
2. Assure stability and structural inteqgrit nd neither create nor contribut

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.
C. Commercial, business park, or industrial development involving the use, storage, or
transport of hazardous materials. The development or use has been designed and sited
such that protection against the spillage of crude oil, gas, petroleum products, or hazardous
substances shall be provided and that effective containment and cleanup facilities and
procedures shall be provided for accidental spills that do occur.
D. Development in_areas subject to natural or man-made hazards shall only be
authorized subject to the following conditions:

1. Geologic hazard areas.
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a. _All recommendations of the consulting Certified Engineering Geologist,
technical Engineer, and reqister ngineer nd/or th rtment

staff shall be incorporated into all final design and construction including
foundation radin W i I, and drainage. Final plans must

reviewed and approved for compliance with geologic recommendations by
th nsulting reqister ngineer nd th rtment staff; an

b. Final plans approved by the consulting professionals and the department
taff shall in tantial conformance with the plan rov the final

City decision making body relative to construction, grading, sewage disposal
n rainage. An tantial chan in th r velopment

approved by the City which may be required by the project consultants or
rtment staff shall r ire an amendment to th rmit or a new tal

development permit.
Shoreline sites.

1. The development is sited such that it will remain safe from coastal erosion

nd sl instability for the full n of it nomic lif lly 1 r

2, The erosion control plan is implemented as part of the approved
velopment;

3. Provisions are included in the authorization should beach, dune, or other
horeline retreat r_at locations or rat ther than anticipat th

permittee is required to seek a permit amendment for relocation of the
tructure or t thorize other stabilizin tions if th r f instabilit

encroachs within ten feet of the structure; and

4. Rights to future construction of a sea wall, cliff retaining wall, or other

protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along the
horeline are waiv recor restriction.

E. Floodplains and other flood-prone sites.

1 The development has been conditioned to meet all requirements of the flood

damage prevention requirements within the STMP-LUP policies; and
2. Maintenance projects involving the removal of materials from erosion

control and flood control facilities constructed on watercourses are required,
where feasible, t | t ropriat ints on the shorelin h that

the movement of sediment and nutrients which would otherwise be carried
torm runoff int tal waters are not im nd th ntin

delivery of these sediments to the littoral zone is facilitated. Such placement
hall ne in rdance with feasible mitigation m res to minimiz

adverse environmental effects, taking into consideration physical and
hemical properti f the removed materials, the meth f placement, tim

of vear of placement, and sensitivity of the placement area and receiving
waters.

G. New permanent residential development created through land divisions located
within mapped or modeled tsunami hazard areas.

1. Have floor elevations one-foot above the height of tsunami runup originating
from the maximum credible near-source seismic _event on the Cascadia
Subduction Zone, as depicted on the latest government-prepared tsunami
hazard maps or local modeling, taking into consideration local uplift and
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subsidence, and a three-foot rise in sea level over a 100 year period. As of
2010 this total h n determined t 2 feet Ve mean level;

however, development review undertaken significantly later than 2010 shall
incorporate the most recent credibl ientific evidence in calculating th

pertinent height necessary to achieve this standard of safety, which in no case
hall less than 32 feet Ve mean level; an

2. The building has been designed to withstand the hydrodynamic, hydrostatic,

n ncy for iated with wave strike an k-flow, includin
the effects on foundation scour, without experiencing catastrophic failure.

The Commission finds that, as modified, the Implementation Plan proposed by Humboldt
County will conform with and be sufficiently specific to adequately implement the policies of

the Land Use

Plan as modified.

a. Revised (corrected) Suggested Modifications:

The recommended suggested modifications set forth in the staff report dated September 30, 2010
are hereby revised and corrected as follows, and no change to the findings is required:

1. Eliminate the phrase ““or other land units of any description within the boundaries of the
STMP-LUP area” from the end of New Development Policy 1A on page 37 of 136.

2. Eliminate the phrase ““,however the eight (8) STMP MAPs may include more than one
land use within the subject MAP boundaries” from the end of New Development Policy
3 on page 48 of 136.

3. Revise

New Development Policy 1A subsection C, by replacing the phrase ““are legal

parcels’ with the phrase ““are being merged and redivided™
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October 11, 2010 CORRESPONDENCE SINCE COASTAL COMMISSION
OCTOBER 10, 2010

Bob Merrill, District Manager -
California Coastal Commission

North Coast District

710 E Street, Suite 200

Eureka, CA 95501

Re:  Humboldt County LCP Amendment No. HUM-MAIJ-01-08 (Samoa), Agenda Item
Thilb

Mr. Merrill:

On behalf of the board and staff I submit the following comments regarding Agenda Item Th11b,
Humboldt County LCP Amendment No. HUM-MAJ-01-08 (Samoa) for the Samoa Town Plan.
Humboldt Baykeeper respectfully requests that this agenda item be postponed so that the public
and the Commission may have an adequate opportunity to review all materials being used for the
proposed LCP Amendment. As of the writing of this comment letter, all necessary materials
have not been made available to either the Commission or the public.

Humboldt Baykeeper appreciates local Coastal Commission staff’s efforts at presenting a
feasible opportunity to address the LCP Amendment and the potential impacts on resources
protected by the California Coastal Act, especially considering the volume and complexity of
materials available for this process.

We do not believe that sufficient information or time has been allowed to either the Commission
or the public to adequately analyze the proposed major amendment’s compliance with Coastal
Act objectives, and this matter should be postponed by the Commission. The Staff Report states
that “This staff report does not contain the complete findings for approval of the LCP
amendment.... Staff will present the remaining portion of the recommended findings for
approval of the project as part of the addendum prior to the Commission meeting.” Staff Report
at 5. Presumably either as part of these findings, or as additional attachments/comments, there
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are a large number of pages being presented by the ultimate project proponent to be part of the
record, materials that would more appropriately be presented to and reviewed by County staff as
part of the LCP Amendment itself, or at least by local Coastal Commission staff more than 2
days before the item being decided on by the Commission.

A final action is not required on this Amendment until March of next year. Staff Report at 25.
Postponement would allow both the Commission and the public a more adequate time for review
and meaningful participation in the process.

Of particular concern regarding the lack of adequate time for review is that the process could
result in the boundary line for Coastal Commission Appeal jurisdiction being changed so that the
majority of the project area will no longer fall within that area. Should Vance Road end up being
a public road any future project within that area, excepting in specific situations, will no longer
be subject to Coastal Commission oversight. See California Public Resources Code section
30603. This issue is not addressed in either the Staff Report or the materials submitted by
Humboldt County relating to this Amendment.

The Coastal Commission process functions as a functional equivalent to the Environmental
Impact Report process for purposes of CEQA compliance. The project here is concerning for
two reasons. First is the fact that the public has not been able to adequately review the potential
impacts of the project, as the project now before the Coastal Commission is not the one for
which environmental review was completed (notwithstanding the fact that all information has not
even been presented to the public yet). The incomplete Staff Report is the first and only time

- that all information regarding this proposed LCP Amendment has been presented to either the
public or the Commission. Second, the impacts of the project themselves have not been
completely analyzed by anyone, including the Coastal Commission, such as the potential for
development to result in extensive traffic impacts.

In addition to the general concerns regarding lack of proper process are specific concerns,
including wastewater issues, access issues, potential traffic issues, and handling of contaminated
areas within the project site. Although the decision now before the Commission is for the
Amendment of the County’s LCP alone, and is not for specific Coastal Development Permits, the
specific issues relate to overarching concerns that need to be addressed, especially in light of the
potential for the majority of the project to end up outside of the Commission’s oversight in the
future.

At this time, the method for dealing with wastewater has not been disclosed to the public.
Should all future development within the project area be handled by a wastewater treatment
system there is a serious concern of unanalyzed growth-inducing impacts. If the project is not
served by a wastewater treatment facility, or if existing development within the project area be
segmented from the entirety of the project and sold to individual landowners, there is the
possibility that existing sites will continue to use existing, and potentiaily failing, septic systems.
If the proposed project does not include some sort of a schedule of development requiring
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provision of necessary infrastructure at the outset, there is a real potential that it could be
deferred indefinitely.

Contaminated soils and groundwater are of particular concern on the Samoa Peninsula due to the
areas geology. Unlike other areas that may have a more dense substrate, such as clay, much of
the Peninsula consists of highly permeable materials, such as sand. Without having any idea as
to what remediation will be occurring it is impossible to know what potential impacts might
occur to sensitive coastal resources. For example, the “soccer field” area is known to be
contaminated with various substances such as arsenic. Instead of requiring complete remediation
it is stated that the area will have limited remediation and then be covered with clean fill soil. See
Staff Report at 19. This plan does not even include provisions for impermeable barriers or
ongoing monitoring to ensure that contaminants are not migrating. The Staff report states that
“Final evidence of approval by the RWQCB (for final cleanup plans for certain areas of the
project site) will be available within a month” (Staff Report at 11; see also Staff Report at 18),
but they are not yet available for the Commission, Staff, nor the public to review.

Underlying these concerns is whether the project will be developed on legal parcels. Although
the Commission staff has presented what appears to be a viable answer to the potential problem,
it is unclear whether the solution presented complies with other necessary requirements for
merger and subdivision. See Staff Report at 17-18. Although it logically appears that merging
the subject parcels and then re-subdividing them into “Master” parcels would eliminate the
possibility that there are fragments and outstanding legal issues with them, it is unclear whether.
this approach would meet the requirements of the Subdivision Map Act.

The Staff’s suggested solution also presents the possibility that some lands will be developed for
certain uses while other areas are left to be dealt with at later dates, such as areas that will not
generate revenue but will instead merely represent costs, such as remediation of contaminated
areas. Without having a comprehensive and legally binding plan for development, residential
areas in proximity to a contaminated area could be developed and result in an inability to access
the contaminated areas.

sk ok %k ok %k ok k

Humboldt Baykeeper strongly supports the cleanup and reuse of former industrial properties
within Humboldt County and around Humboldt Bay. Our support, however, is based upon
complete adherence to all applicable laws, including the Coastal Act. We do not believe that
adequate time or information has been presented to either the public or the Commission for the
appropriate and required review to have occurred here and respectfully request that the
Commission postpone a decision on the LCP Amendment before them until all necessary and
required materials are available for appropriate review.



/s/
Michelle D. Smith
Staff Attorney, Humboldt Baykeeper
michelle@humboldtbaykeeper.org
217 E Street
Eureka, CA 95501
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Proposed Modifications to CC Staff Report
Summary and Findings

ATTACHMENT 2

APPLICATION NO.

HUM-MAJ-1-08 - HUMBOLDT
COUNTY LCP AMENDMENT
(SAMOA TOWN PLAN)

SPG RESPONSE TO STAFF
REPORT

Response to 9-30-10 Coastal Commission Staff’ Report SUMMARY (pages 10-23)

NOTE: The Stafl Report Summary {pages 10-23) contains outdaled project information which
does not accurately reflect the current project. A number of thesc issues are summarized below,

Pg 10
V. SUMMARY

*  The County Redevelopment Agency EIR referred (o on pg. 10 does not accurately reflect
current STMP project. Therefore, the reference 1s out of context and should be removed.

(pg 10)

e Currently approximately 90% of the existing residential houses in Samoa are rented and
approximately 10% are unoccupied and requirc additional maintenance. (pg 11)

*  The ACRC facility is not part of the project and the existing General Industrial

designation will remain, (pg [1-12)

*  The referenced North Coasl Journal article is gossip, not fact, and therefore not
appropriate [or submittal on the proposed project. [f ACRC removal {rom project is

supported it is aiso irrelevant. (pg [2)

¢ See STMP MEIR, not the County’s Redevelopment Plan PEIR. The business park in

Samoa is not expected to produce significant retail jobs. (pg 12)

* In general, all reference to master area parcel should be removed (pg 14}. Instead of

Master Area Parcel the Samoa Paciflic Group proposes the following:

The STMP-LUP Overlay purpose is to provide for the processing and approval of
developmenl within the Town of Samoa. The STMP-LUP land use overlay provides
additional processing and approval standards and guidance for @ Phased Subdivision,
mecluding Tentative and Final Map{s), within the designated area. The STMP-LUP
overlay is intended to implement development within the Samoa community. Prior to
Phased Subdivision approval, the owner retains entitlement to two existing lcgal
parcels (the parcel referred to in Instruments 2001-24110-6 and 2008-16893-9), but
must mcrge any other remaining legal parcel entitlements. Subsequently, lands within
the STMP-LUP may be subdivided through recordation of final maps consistent with
the Subdivision Map Act and STMP-LUP. See proposed Phasing Plan Map for

details.

* The Masler Arca Parcels discussion is no longer applicable, (pg 17-18)

* Final RWQCB approval of the remedial action plans has been given, applicable deed

restrictions are complete. {(pg 18)

* The soccer field 1s proposed to be designated Public Facility, (he sile contamination will

be remediated and it will remain an open space/ park area. (page 19)




= A traffic analysis was completed for the proposed project; the results of the relevant
traffic study should be acknowledged. (page 19)

* It is not feasible to limit potential retail uses in the business park to uses that would only
serve the business park itsell. (page 20)



VIII. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS: LAND USE PLAN
(STARTS ON STAFF REPORT PAGE 28 OF 136)

Coastal Commission recommended language is shown in double underline (9-30-10 Statf Report)

Samoa Pacific Group recommended language is shown in single underline

All proposed changes |~ ™ S T Yare el L
* Bullets justify language change.

Pg.29
S | . _ .
Mia_uDHqungﬁinmﬂbgm_igLLLLﬂL

Add the following to Chapter 5 (Definitions) of the Humboldt Bay Area Plan:

"S: OATTY TMASTER™ AN AT UCE DESIGNATION CVER™ 7 (ST 4PI PV

The Samoa 1own Mas Pl ) ' g ng = ¢ e ated as "STMPILL ") governs
he v« »ve opmer tof the ar< -~ mp~ - the T~vn of S‘_amqa will be authorized. The > 1mP-1.17
overlay ar ~ Com_p(iqes tF- -ntietvof the® a1 arcel” v Ne 03 % AN (-0
46. APN A4 *° ‘ Yo N -an <P A4(' 316 ~nd AP 40! 031 47,

gener dcpjcted on. Fxhnhlt 2A.

Thzov Tar gie tich iregt e re ~n; A€ kar dey tlopment of the lands quhlect to
the ¢ TMP-I1. > de~ 'nn_r_}g_gnd "'g;g “““““ the base land uzs " w ' ondorth o ocipa use
designation. Anr 1 i nr ralel f t ey ringlfandy se dert tion shall
aley p inthe STMP-I  ?overl ~ desi _~fion excer* *1s¢ “r as thev are inconsist nt w1 2 use
limitations and development nolicies set fo "1 " 2 nyet.ay desic mation  Vhere  ~nnflict
arises bet :en " o' ieso.the & 2-I.LUP g erl> + i tionand an' otk ~olici~ of the

certifi~d I.LJP, includir - the polic* s of Chapt 3. "b  boldt Bav Area | vel roF o Llesource
Polict - " the policies ot the 7VF 1 1 overlay designation shall take »rader =

Sue sted M T 7 #2(/ o {Dv e w1y ki TTIPPlan Dest pation Chap
Explain How the STMP-I.UP Qverlay Policies Takr 7 ecedence ov Othel 1 et L1 2 Jolic s

Add the following language to Section 4.10, "Introduction” of Chapter 4 of the Humboldt Bay
Area:

* Accept suggested changes as written in 4.10 Introduction paragraphs 1-3 (pg 30).

* Restore the following language because it applics to HBAP arcas other than STMP area.

L 1
l T - o Ll LR |



1T ]

*  Remove all language related to merger and redivision into Master Area Parcels. STMP-LUP
development will be completed through a Phased Subdivision; cach phase will require
recordation of a {inal map consistent with the Subdivision Map Act and STMP-LUP. Replace
the above paragraph (paragraph 3 page 31) with the following language:

1



Suggested Modification #3 (Modity Proposed New Full-Scale LUP Map for Samoa to include
STMP-LUP Overlay):

® Accept map revision to revise the Area Plan Map for the Samoa Peninsula to show the STMP-
LUP land use designation overlay.

Pg. 32

Suggested Modification #4 (Modify Existing Small Scale LUP Map to Reflect Changes to Full Scale
LUP Map):
* Accept map revision. Replace Area Plan Map on pg. 90 of HBAP to show STMP-LUP. Add a
HBAP map that shows all of the land use designations and the Urban Limit Line for the Samoa
Town Master Plan area.

Suggested Modification #5 (Adding Certain Land Use Designations to Existing Lot or Urban Land
Uses in Chapter 3 of LUP to Match Proposed LUP Designations in Urban Area of Town of Samoa):
* Accept as written. Add MB, NR, CR, PR, PF, & STMP-LUP to HBAP Chapter 3 pg. 78.

Pg. 34

Suggested Modification #6 (Adding Descriptions of New LUP Designations Proposed within Urban
Area of Town of Samoa to Existing LUP Chapter Describing Urban LUP Designations):

MB: BUSINESS PARK
PI RPOSE: Toprov "es™ .« = "7 1} rard__'___g_u _san_e__
5 mi ed b ¢ing e 'opme . signed in - - rl-like envicom nt o oamp . » L he
r=sources of a coastal setting including ™ ™ i1 "« 7 =cs e and development, administrative
and busir s¢ 1p fessional gp..cec and ceet .my are ~~ sing and storage facilities. Coas™ *

Business Parks hall ‘ g R t -1 ' T T "

P T |

1 |

e The above edits were made to be consistent with the County’s existing Business Park
Designation,

PRINCIPAIL, USE; Mixed business development that includes comp: “ble  dn ‘nistrative, busir s,
and plOfC\\lﬂnﬂl offices and researcl  1d " velopment, e i ¢
: A f | S | - : ' N

o -

o



CONDITION* L. I'SE ' ' 1 L ERERE

-

Vi "o

t B . .

* Incorporated reference to STMP Design Review Guidelines, remove other references to visual
elements of development. The traffic study analyzed that the Business Park could be developed
with up to 40% Retail uses.

NR: *ATL 31 RESOURCI™ (URBANY

PUTPOSE Topre  1omwe s > e e oncefish,r > e planthabi v, and
environmentall ser~ '‘ve habitat areas ‘n close “oxim “/tourpa dev ‘op x :dtopr v'ie
¢ mortunities [ " ssIv 1 I ni reecw nit =,

PRINCIPAIL USES: ™" i er © rnst 7 on,and enhancement activities,
CONDITIONAIL_USES: Renair. mainten: | S it « o isting public, infrastructure
v hin T =san c e ic 0 Imp v ement of hoating facilities consistent itk Section 3.50 of th
Humb »lde A+ v Plan, des® nated open-air (unimproved} tsunami eve ions sanl' ning

siren . and includ” rpun ratw v ndin  Tantal e 0 socie adw tgunami ~vacuation

noooes passiv ocarea » o se ond eductrional and interpreti-— ©oatur les”, 2d to educate the
public about sensitiv : species and ecosvstems Alli tand © clopments  The des  ed to limit
disturbance within natural resource areas.

Pg. 35
Suggested Modification #7 (Clarify Role of Coastal Zoning Code in Implementing Land Use Plan in
Existing Introductory Section of Land Use Plan):

| . L ' ' Co. B



N to" S it |

* Remove all language related to merger and redivision into Master Area Parcels (this is the
same language as suggested modification #2). STMP-LUP development will be completed
through a Phased Subdivision; each phase will require recordation of a final map consistent
with the Subdivision Map Act and STMP-LUP.

* Modify as above because Section 1.30 applies to the entire HBAP, not just the STMP-LUP.
Also, this Suggested Modification restates the same language as Suggested Modification #2
which is proposed to be removed (see above).

Pg. 36

Suggested Modification #8 (Modify Existing LUP Section Regarding the Urban Limit Line to
Include Description of LUP Classifications Included within Urban Limit Line in Samoa):

Add the following text under Humboldt Area Plan Section 3.11 URBAN LIMIT LINE, A.
Planned Use: at the end of the section:

Y ow o f T "H™ "2 h 1" " li »< linclude the v identi: ~ommercial, comr -~ial
(includin ¢ itor-serving) recreatio~ ~ublic facilities ~nd tusines: park areas of ' “own ot a.

Pg. 36

Suggested Modification #9 (Add STMP-LUP Samoa Town Plan Land Use Overlay Designation and
Development Policies for This Overlay Designation to Existing Chapter 4 (Land Use Designations) of
the LUP):

STMP-LUP: Samoa Town Master Plan Land Use Designation Qverlay

PURPOSE and GENERAI PROVISIONS:

The purpor : of t Samoa Town Master Plan ™ 2w U7 »Des’e tion O 1la 0 MP-I.UPLis to
prov’ le [or the comprehens = planning and orderly restoration and further d -elopment of the
Tov nof Qdmna Coastal dcvclopmenl permit approvals for development within lands s =7 st
to tr QT\fIP L.up qhdll c 'vhea " w ed if, = rollowm r leq_L remen < are met_in ddd[[lﬂn Lo any
i’[“\/lP l. ['P shall nnl_y__hf; authm:/ed if lhe du:mnn makm mln Y acl( q[i fie fndings of
co islerxvwl 0 to ing n A pouicies and provisions 7~ othe —applic! le
requirements of the ccmtu,d L.CP.

Pg. 37
£V ‘New develd ST wdP T ofT e ment)

o



T ao rization . =~nent deve ~ - of the lands w*™‘ect =3tk 2 STMP-LUP shall proceed in
the following sequence:

ot o emep Policy, Pt ofDey fopmot:

- 1 < . P
A
L] |
' . ~ [ 1 -
be ~ N A T 1 75 M
s \l_ 'y
" ] 1 1
o Ty N T R e
Strike suggested language and replace with the following
Pr ‘ oW 5 t X '
E t v B N i i i :
0 N o S ek e 1P-1 UP -
= 1 ] S S S S noo L : -
T T < un « )l | e l w rr
1 1 -l-‘ ). - 1’ N ( L . _I
A 1
i i s ) 4 1
-_1

I8

* Renove ull language related to merger and redivision into Master Area Parcels. STMP-LUP
development will be completed through a Phasced Subdivision; cach phase will require
recordation of a final map consistent with the Subdivision Map Act and STMP-LUP.

Pg. 38
D. Evidence that any need d approvals for es lhlmhm dl‘ldfﬂ[ mdmtamlnOr railroad cissing 3
cessarv to serve the S™77 1 _hasir ¢ lai
\ . I shg_i_ll be submi ed
pric 1 "Ol‘dd[an of the final map. . " I ' -

Strike all suggested language and add the following.

&



I | -
1_! o 1 ' "
1 N o - n
.- Coe L : ,
o] %) (LI | IR T A
- " LA in n I
I _ d o
A T
8 won ly
_ - P _
i TR 31 il

* Remove all language related to merger and redivision into Master Area Parcels. STMP-LUP
development will be completed through a Phased Subdivision; each phase will require
recordation of a final map consistent with the Subdivision Map Act and STMP-LUP.

F.- l - - a~ 1 0] ) 1_ e . P f
a s n Fhe : g;__'_-]-‘% h .
g ; ) " shall incluae cona; 10ns
5 T - A . i nooRL,o, 04
i, _h
1) Priorte - : : s " eco T onofthe ™ “mapfir
’ - crar gl a0 MPTTIP n"e,lcm Ama NI P -
- . o b . the landowner snatl
oo 5 t . I 1
. w for » manent ‘nclusion in the Quhhc cord prepared for the
subject C'DP, : "Recordr ~ 17 “all char cl o, iale © 1 wand
impleme g we rplans ¢ 1 therreql reme t< frev » it e cies including, as applicable,
Humboldt County Environmental Health Departmen® State Regional Water Quality Control
Board State or Federal animnmenlal Prote tion “gr v Satel me ¢ . oxic Substances
Cc o ¢ :ayother tate ¢ ral agency or local government department with review authority

oV I he qml dnd L,loundwatm contamlmtmn status and remediation of the Samo  "own lands
v : & and thece r=~ords shall be

|c[amed hy the ! " o 1nd available for public inspectton,

{ oo ™ 7 The
pertinent racords shall includ- 1t & minimum the following:

* Remove all language related to merger and redivision into Master Area Parcels. STMP-LUP
development will be completed through a Phased Subdivision, cach phase will requirc
recordation of a final map consistent with the Subdivision Map Act and STMP-LUP.



= Hdits above are made to reflect the recommended repository location for the publicly available

documents.

* Edits above are made to correctly state environmental media that are impacted and monitored.

a)the com~lk* 1 —ord of detctic  fcontaminal’'o ¢ ™ s T (-0

f r v B b} fg)t o neg T oav al v n oo Dnn:ﬁlQGI]—u

auction/purch; > of th~ —b*zct Same '~

n “isclosed
yag ~oof

h Coan oA gl mt s 2 e = of s0 ror r ';ur_fa(;c_
wat=dynd =~ tog S0t~ esoll and ot conta lination present. inc’ 5
of sam i 1oca ic ) 1 c : iate 1 wate  te tresnlts,

a e o Ingie A~ e o actale ar/d_veloper v ith applic. “le. - ~11-tory
agencies w th review au*h-ri*- = ~t* “soila 't -ounawa :r¢ =~ ing sc ot P
li ad:

cv o~ ~ record of the approved Remedial Action plans and any amendments or revisions to

the ap roved Rerr " * “\ction Plans authorized by the State of California Regional Water Quality
ird (RWQCB);
d* 1cor-lete record of thea o ved Fin IW * ™ 0 T the FTQCBY 0 lement
Ta A L = oeomer .to the appror  * Work Pl ns
N “otf ~PWQCBL ' ont Lorre ;ord™ ¢Tt~7*"1g or monitoring or  roun
surface waters or soil an © 7 acl 1o nce v+ e direc 1 of the
foera enn il rer '0 = i h*~¥*h suhject nds - *her through RWQCR
p cer~slisted * :rein  through anv other authc ‘tv: ana evidence ot the  mnlementation stame of
anv re Ir o swr v R e
B } Prior to recordatic 1« “the fir © pfo

t ¢ per €' op- 1 oftr:f .- T Pm ! aren-

i 4 e

* the

landoy ner/dcyelnper Q_f anvorthe upject s p-L... lands. ... ' 1all execute and recor -

against the tltle of each. and
] rovide a copy of such_recordation anth nticated hy the County Recorder for rerention
1 nanent Coastal I v "opmer rm 0 the followine L. ctions:
a) Deed restrictions t d sclo~*1g the nature and locul'inn of -~ -iland
grov wdwater contaming lon detc - in soil "0 o v oerw 'intl.... V2P
I dsooall, 7 ’ - '
I

1 g : R Ll 1l



* Edits above are made to reflect the recommended repository location for the publicly available

documents,
* Edits above are made to correctly state environmental media that are impacted.

» Edits above are made to remove language that has already been and because deed restrictions
are not necessary to say that the lands are subject to STMP-LUP zoning.

Pg 40
STMP (N ~y Develor e YF "ov °73 7 a ™ i F ey slopper + - we e gisior o STV L2
l. - 1 1

* Remove all language related to merger and redivision into Master Area Parcels. STMP-LUP
development will be completed through a Phased Subdivision; each phase will require
recordation of & final map consistent with the Subdivision Map Act and STMP-LUP,

Pg. 40

A, * zomp" eapni’ afion for a co stal levelopmer oerm fort = -
’ o swithir ¢ allata

| .



minimur =~ 7 "2 U0 T g v ededtoev 2t - sfercy of the develo e o

¢ s v o dr e quent Yy fopeirt t twouldb S o gisionfereon tater
with the STMP-LUP: " 7« : e 0y of sa-rrified LCP 2d inaddion s

‘ T moethe i ~formpt - “~lud'n a <"t ull-iwe oot of to-
~~= ~ yansand an 8-12hy 11" * 7 e e_copy of ea~h plan lort :anc report

1

(1) Wetland Resources: Wetland delineation, including to-scale map and supporting data prepared
in accordance Wetland/ ESHA Policy 10,

(2) Botanical Resources; Seasonally-appropriate botanical surveys, including to-scale map and
supporting data;

(3 n-wetl ndI'™"A 7 i w s~ s~ end s portir - data;

BT P v acluding byt re o7~ 2 *h murve Y oundaries of ) 17 lines,

designe 1 buildir:  -—e'opes., areas s g ety by eooze cwet ~ndr ond
aon-wetle T vorc 2 = Y9~ nsandbu fe  ‘bereor n M
garm r orprer o2d a7 ponts andor deed esuict T s Hosing limitations on
oth: ~d -elcoment (traus * ™ . e s L S (A

< X S

(7) SoiLan¢ Groundwater C ~ 'n; © / alysis. Fal! emedial Actio: T a -~ C _nup
Work a v mlace g opof ' _remediatiol " planght cthe ~le up
of all contaminated soil nd - »undwater ' on th parcel
approved by thepert 2t 'ven xwr: w ¢ <he et Regional Water Quality Control

T (RWO 'B), State Department of Tox* Substanc ; Control € aor ¢ al
Environmental ' rotection Agency, or County _inviropmental Health Dep:  m :nt;

(&) Land”™ 1 £ lteration An: i« Preliminal © radi- - p s including cro; 5 s stic <
re] b aCalifornta- - nsed Prot sic it Civil Fngin

(9) C logic Hazard Analysiss & ologic stability analysis and to-sc tle m -, includin a Hap ar the
Site F.an < = ofan areas of - :cial eologic or other | azard concern.

1

10



1 1 . [ -
' “ ' T*- analvsis shall ver v row
and_that 1€ ~ropor -1 lots and deverc om ¢ » TR ib sistent
Wlth ne rec ' ' § o :DPla hg,Hnr’nl'S A r:l:E.h..-iF _ﬂﬂﬂs;
and Pla: bapreer e e ™ Hrmia ' ans =8t - qal engineer .

(10) Final Samoa Tsunami Safety Plan consistent with the requirements of STMP {Hazard) Policy
4 .

(11Y Wagte Wat e we W ln e et g aniarea- ) e
i ) sevidepcer roedlya
reocheud o - ** ~luding se¢ ndary discha -
fiel « ~ o> ildoutoft* ' ™1 'lands, “n” ~vid-nce that the cons v'on rhas
v - ‘ied that the was™ 12 " sy 1N ¢ wvely under« =~ ~c stent
W) hat e st e eele 1w oo n . ' L
PR include ¢ viden~ - tha* “- vasie w £ tp i 1 stec.p al
syster aest s v T tr iont e beer app oved ¥ it
'OCR grd the Congv 1 vipse=tal F-alth De-artment:
(12) Water Supplies: derror tre”™ 77 fF 7 tr 7 le and emergency control warar o e

and 1 ties vi.. b supp 1 (g perlinent wate * s vices district to « ve buildout of ti
subdivisics |« ~nsistent with "~ re juirements of the » 1M -1

(13) Non-n  rized Ac " ' wdestrian and bicycle circulation ; "in con;  tent
with the requirements of STMP (Coa~ ' Acee 3s) T alicy 1t

(' 1) l'uhlic Transportation Auxilic 'vF " i 2T s for the installation of bus o sto == -
.. moaconsistent w ~ her gui et FSTMP (Co stal Acced ) Polic

(15 Publi Co: stal Acces P tin @ : v . .
for ~uffict -+ pa: <i~ ;1 adequatelv serve tn - :oastal vis — — rvingt
= S _ .
(16} Internal Recreation Support/ ' art 5: Plan for - ] Cocommur 'tv ks and

ot~ ¢ atdoor recreation ar - s wi "inthe s bject ar ¢ nsistent with the requir - :nts of
S.oAa 0, lar /FESHA) Policy 3;

11



(]7\1 P‘ mn ety —o0d 7 t‘l B P A r oy !I__Of Sanloa TQ\_VH lnfraqu\'uclure‘

na ' = 3andpubli~ -menitic : conrsiet with the requirem  sor s 7T N
Dev 'onpment) Polic v 4

(18) Eyvider *» tall et~ =created forr- - - ~2sidential developme ~ anl 7 a7
developed in a manner that the ™ " ° ) it = p ~canl =~ nostructed at
an elevati  of ¢ ! D1 et ©voreoger consi 1t with the rewuirements of STMP
Hazard Polic y 5;

f”nlf' i oaR _&ﬂn_g-qum[SHn ifa K Yac A ﬁn_ "bﬂlVlQI(‘ .
j n ) .
1 f L] - - ' Vl.ql_]ﬂ S[S
| that includc s eviaence 1 wtg, Lepertingnt, ¢ ne he

i n dg!f;g_j I n T N

* Development within the STMP-LUP will provide protection and preservation of ESHA’s. The
removal of invasive species would be encouraged; however it is not part of the project.

* Edits above are made to correctly state the current status of the approved remedial process.

* Geologic hazards analysis will be consistent with the requirements of the Final Samoa Tsunami
Safety Plan, which details applicable tsunami safety requirements and analysis.

*  Visual analysis will be consistent with the adopted Design Review Guidelines, which detail the
trequired design standards and required design review approval.

* (0) is removed because new utility lines will be put in and wiil be required as a condition of
approval by the County.

* (8) daylight lines are included in cross sections

* (9) The Final Tsunami Safety Plan was prepared to analyze potential risks from tsunamis.

12




* There is already an established process for this, (i.e. any substantial change to a TM
requires further review).

Pg 42
2. Al reesnt A - lmeem“‘n s rant T o2 T 'svelopment of : 1w of t'
QTMF Yo : 2 pr -t oonsistent with e 1o’ w1 mment

Frequirements;

-
-
=
-

a..1 0 r"t_l]i' * o . Lo R
recor a et iq&mn fn o

" The og talder "o ~ >~ m fort* o of

(1) the landowner/developer must demonstrate that the work plans for cleanup of contamination
approved by :mgmmmmmamﬂgw STMP-LUP area have been fully
implemented and the requisite cleanup of soil and water (ground and surface) completed, and

{2) the RWOCB has verified thai the STMP-LUP area has, at a minimum, been "cleaned up to
background" and/or is suitable for the type of development proposed without further remediation;

and

{3 :the RWQCB further oo T\/IE’—I TP qpa it ¢ - loped as proposed
a dw* ot “urtherrer i Wi, 0ot e v : P < T

* Remove all language related to merger and redivision into Master Area Parcels. STMP-LUP
development will be completed through a Phased Subdivision; cach phase will require
recordation of a tiral map consistent with the Subdivision Map Act and STMP-LUP.

* The Phased Tentative Map approval will specify how all clean-up activities will be
accomplished and link remediation measures to a specific phase,

* Ldits above are made to correctly state the meaning of the “no further action” letters that
RWQCB will generate for specific areas of the site as they are remediated. Based on
discussions with Kasey Ashley of the RWQCB, the RWQCB deces not provide certifications as
do other agencies,

Pg. 43

13



B. The coast: " ¢ " P Tt e s ek Aieiag ghel ey thats

¢~ sdation- i afitalmi fr s T s 7 lancowner/develgper
st demonstrate that;

{([a dee(‘ restrictions 1:¢ ~ TTw i cTWQCB - SR )
! g0l ’ er ' Slowe o recore. o st
t > b c parce’ ¢ o ¢ 1

(2y: v T b o [d_e_gagg_inst the ' ‘titlerf-"

decorWig 2 g a_ud‘ ation 07 “ontaminati r wen associa d ~the
suhje-t lot, the remec” ' "ot bt ek e e the results of final to-ts completed
vitiu s a e afp o~ Mercopie ofth: viment’ x v ot b oar [ the
roen oandlocit ety 0 alco n: tat ayh | et ~tag | - water
{ pprecen np - o :

* Edits above are made to reflect the language in the deed restrictions that are already approved
and are awaiting RWQCB signatures.

C. After satisfaction of the contamination remediation requirgment of Part A, above, existing
residences and other historic structures may be remediated, renovated and restored provided such
structures are adequately served by the existing Samoa waste disposal system which shall be
verified by evidence in the file at the time of the subject coastal development permit approval that
the RWOQCB authorizes the continuing use of the existing Samoa waste disposal system for such
service, and

D. The re v #mer ey ser 'ice s vehicle storage buildin
' : o C ' ' bshal' heir * ' % ~dm:-:a- “able

o sery tLo3oisting town o FSa o~ s A oo
o : - ath - thon
¢ s provided for in S bpa  wap 1 Z(.2) Ba0v o o ' S
R : ; |
Pg 43

E, Wastewater Trealment Facilities:

14




_ o e ofe veogtlcoveloTlentpermitf o T T develop ~~
o STVI ! ) i re -~ - ingof the exi~' ~ resider s
v el )C haunthe ¥ 0 1€ con nuir~ 7o a ceof T oesp e roaste
digposal system- and (™ thecl ar ¢ "¢ mtaminate © o o< istn structy” Cin the
STMP-1.U2 n rea L Cthetist o uired bvtt RW
(1) Suital "wa "» 1 oo Al neie deypst cyotercollection .1 7 0 nd
¢ lier oo ol FEET - ghall be s'ted and dess T T v s< mpedb A C-liforni
lic 1« 7 -rof sionat v ¢ m w " er e J]*+= ~ppro ipy “erifvthatther 'n 1t
T s e pibearnei o~ ceoptan”treata’ et v omu ™ tial
build-c 1t of the STMP- ‘. v > erflow rates and volumer d i1 eak
wintersk  w ron ok gp e e e =g without o et

tv o capac rofthe it ion“-'""ina 1ar v a v septic cffluent to
"day' *"in anv area v ooigrad + nved as a trgatment ~ond. The engir
sh i so p o 1w ditn roavio b thesub®- foolantwilla et 1t sta  arc° et
forth herei 'inder¢ »r- *icas ““roraon T or ot < Fofir e eag e e
caleulated at arateor 1~ = s F 8 Fareocape oo ptheexneck (f of the

xx nl t " hee reergh lli 3¢ -p~-ovingadd on v rooatt edest  includes
sufficie~ ~ur  "™ackt vemet Vi bhonoo < {b ~"up pumpir, -apacitv and
emer v crat >, lea o ff~iepge inde- - entlv cont R R,
capture and it ~ent t w the STMP o b ” inimr of 72 eonse itive hous
without dischar: e [t it oy = ¢ ~tlyoridi ctlytothe wo s of Hu 1holdt ve - the

Pa "ie  cear Trowyged £ ~niside water or power st

Pg. 44

2) The wa '~ tr atment fa ilitiesa d " aciated facilit < rallbe * ~prove 1ir 1inal form by the
R ional Water Quahty Control Board;

3) The California-licensed professional civil engineer shall review and stamp all final waste water
treatment and filtration facility plans as conforming to these standards and requirements and to any
additional requirements that may be imposed by the Regional Water Quality Control Board in
approving plans for the waste water treatment facility.

4) The approve 1 vac 2 v ater treatm ¢ f~cilit sanda ociated wa © a0+ disposal facili »
ron nged bnoapye A 'apme nt withinthe S1OTP-17 "o zrlay ¢ ~a
all b rcon” uc e " Tdetermine ¢ oady - connection and ¢ rvice  1c 1o consir
of  new ¢ *velopnw of p apor Tor the TMVP-IT" "ovi avar a ' of -~
thar (1) the  abilitation orre ne e Fooexisiine v ider o aragyid-d the T 'V )

author 7c s ¢t +v v tinning reliance of + 10 siden es on the existit w: e sal o~ mi




cleanu~ of co ntam’ 1ated s il surr v o T STTUP Y sathatis

requil th 1. OCR-a (7 rder @l w o ma v 2 public access tr il network nd
~nrovem nt of the ——-+"- ~----- *-y “gcility reaunired pv ST -1 ] ' '
n ] e - n I a woor T
¢ t f ' _ o . " _ iU ! 3
: Ca .

* The proposed phasing would develop the visitor serving uses prior to completion of the
upgraded WWTF, therefore these facilities would be connected to the existing system,
provided approval by the RWQCB.

F. ’ B In 'nzeg Pagld may b - ' a A ar

’ : : - ! ' "ine cordance
with the ¢ splicable policies : \ s - tov.. thatadeq = vaste
v orirgatment i dast o ethecavalinme e epe 3 b the RWOTB; ¢ the new
emers ey seri - ot SR oo T '

constre Ly

- ¥olg H. n 1 ar 21 a  ant ha“_ peoon

* Remove all language related to merger and redivision into Master Avea Parcels. STMP-LUP
development will be completed through a Phased Subdivision; cach phase will require
recordation of a final map consistent with the Subdiviston Map Act and STMP-LUP.

") Th publict lestrian path ale ¢ 2 boundary ¢ © he decd-  ricted patural t/wildli =

open sp e corridor witn e L 7 "shall ¥ surv sy 1 improve” - A

16



0 trop e bty oneregr =zt T AP TUP. Inaddition " aproved

21} 'y * ped strian ~athv-- ¢onnect’ o 7 24trealvthe de v pof
New Navv v v e tila e s A D ogach & Dunpe Interpretive . e
we tn P aR~adsh: ' icomr-'-:dandcorene i v 2 b T Froher pe oaectar g
for r~-r-anent funair ot no-t rm3i 1 e f heput camge U - shallbe id -tified and
| nplemented prior togorr = =~ 2f construction ~ arv other '

-

? P rto_the ¢ mmor —ceme 't T oritn “ro 51 @ © Don
' - ocpme fUt'ow to visitor serving
< commodat s n T CVE Ay planr 1 fore oot
1 : _L t' - { ] b b1 ] - :
‘~hallberem "atdiru @ bt . JCB,and
the * atures ¢ 2scribed in > 1M1 ; e o TMOA dun - interpretation
pathw 7. nnectine s 1 e nc e cadopen ™~ public,
Pg 45
: ' ‘¢ — Sam - Residential vt~ r.de eloped ot an - '+ e afler
- N 1 = T
’df‘.(‘.ﬂ!‘(‘hin:‘p \L‘;_[:}'\ tha r;:\n_u_i._rn.l-r\nnin A~ S_'T‘MP TT1IM ,‘._-1 - l.nv'ldea that ]_l 3 K 3[..
it menttfa jlith stoser-hedeve o ¢ © doyte,. WO B: {tl>ne '~n ne'
services ' o ) - ¢ omstructed
he.are con: ruction of new 11 ar sidential development cc % d wae ... owing
additional requirements shatl also v

1).De e opn ~ato” e ‘ New Samoa Residential): x ' ~roceed » teror
concui  nily wr " the Fth ex sting -truc Jres in- D the
. fistoric Town of jamoa®™ ' )
K
Wk .
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* Remove all language related to merger and redivision into Master Area Parcels. STMP-LUP
development will be completed through a Phased Subdivision; each phase will require
recordation of a final map consistent with the Subdivision Map Act and STMP-LUP.

™) The publi A v - ag th aindar of the deed-res” ™ e’ al

hahit w41 > d open s~ace ~orri-io ' o Il he

sury © «d. 1 wproved.anlop 7t x ol Pov e =quirementsfof_the STMP-LUP. In

: 1 e g edi ‘rr N strian pathy - “onnecune th ¢ khows * 1 to

£ o ercmogsing of T Mavy Base K( 2 e e 'he > e+ nated B~ ~h & Dune

Internretiy ¢ ° W« : o d shall " = ""'np_tted ¢ ope~ed to tne pub™

In en ore,ar »~h n - for per mgn_t fu ldmo ortt:’ e maintenance of pp_,b__lic

"'n.‘il_li'_ \h ll he ldt ][I“ed ) FolaY .y "E_r_ljlen;_pft_::on "LJCHOD of anvy OthCll
' av ym nt.

3. Prio >the commenceme t frr o tinpof  -oth -

+

- b ey 7 Reside T3 T v - Y bhe following
re-wirsment - Sne 1 n s

YT secostvisitorservin ~o¢” 1odat Tnsarea (LCVT ST o

£Sa_10a Cookhouse Area” " shall ha ramadintzd 1o th~ ex*~nt recired hv the
RW(_  fr ~propose ren »r 't~ h ~fare g

b S N C : ,
- b P e : '
o ' 1 ding
h.uhr(n g ‘fac o o lpwy “and :nc cipetexerci nos
~ for the occupants of th- cahing and campmgsp e st~ “econs  ~te and

opened to the public .

c} the interpre ive " sirian patl way connecting the visitor- - rving accommodatic . near the
¢ a1 Cookhouse eatoth 'inde ~ ost ngof New N vv 3. ».0ad wr h e tural
R ~urce Corridor. and i - rpretive sie oo s,.all he completed and op ned ta the public:

T v oements atthde -~ 1Bach&Du :lnte 7~ A veia NavyF =' ad

h 1l % completed
ana opened t 1 nub..c.

* Low cost visitor serving uses will hbe developed, however the specitic number of each type
is not known at this time.
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All of the low-cost visitor serving accommodations and public access facilities specified in
subsections a) - d) above shall be permanently maintained and a coastal development permit shall
be obtained for any proposed change of use or demolition of these facilities,

Brochures or a kiosk highli d along the STMP coastal habitat
Mﬂgi@mw@@mmv M@L@g

mmwﬁuamm@mmmme  benefit of coastal
visitors,

471~ 1ottt oo encement © i onof : ) o U
7 the rc— - iation of so1l n xater

contam: 108 M ME T Scceer ) 3 hall be ~ompleted to the extent
determined nece s v’ vt ] rother e ’ _~with "u idiction over the ¢ P
tistah.iatl» A mote e ] = termptTalion i T site o vt ce
» moff or 7roundwater mov ment. ™ G Y - ' :
' :an st 2 e wre o ad soee e wit' the Jer nent RWO orc e
apraicat » = Voo gtapndards -dt -t thesTels s " _Y

1 B i o -~ ¢ontir-inated

solvrwe v oa, beallowedtoremr po~t - fac ~ft ¢

* Ldits above are made to allow staging and loading of impacted soils and groundwater during
the remedial activity,

H, The | - - i

‘ ' L own..esidential Are» kall ~eq ire 1at the exiting
soil urroundr v eogre i th historic Town of § moa be remediat d to the: “ast  tion »f >
RY 'C B that tructures b - ibilized to a sure the prc ¢ nof the struch fro g bor e ue te

' mund_ﬁmnvemf it and othi r. v v andar equivalent »f con sm_or: < buildin_ ¢ ” .
ap b v F o holdt Coo aty area, and_tha* structures b stabiliz »«d s £ L, ~de! vic tic
dur D epe iure 0 ¢ hc, elen * [ prioriore or T tionof he tial map for - A

and the sa  of individu 1l lots containir,  astin s w3,

* [Edits above are made to allow for phased contamination remediation of the existing town.
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Pg. 47
STMP (New Development) Policy 2;

The subd” * " lotm v erdotlit > -t 2ent ¢-ay - -~ formof land ¢iv" ° o rredivision of

arv ~ropert™ subject to the STMP ove "1v are k1ot on-titute
a-rincipalpe T W ' Tde ~lopr *nermitappro ' by the Countv fc '«

(sl entisappealable ~*h 7~ ICemnisicy s o 4 0 30t e Togslal
A~

STMP (New Development) Policy 3:

Thel “weevs pationsand  ~appro by Commis ic v’ " s e ~dmodifice ~in
i*~ noenHumbol'tCo vy L.rA H” - A, sl e or v = el “
by T b o i D |
! S ' . T ot
» ! 1 T
] AT 1 A 1
A 1 1T \
I ‘ - b
- ~ A . 1
It hel nd* :d~ ations and zonin ,app"mved bvi € uissio who ~ond
modiication ir - action on Humbo ¢ o [ PAH - 1AJ-01-08 b con = efl wctiv ¢
Princinal e Ul ~ofar s rec hject to the STMP-1.U 2 all he determn 1wec 1a lar e
w +ede - ~dlandl sciar ‘nthe patterns: "oz “ons generally she ne ~ the ~artifi d
STMP lLand U7 “Jap , o : - ‘

No ninimumorn «imumn aporot I ts shalt he defern ned
ar authorized until or un" ~acoastal *:v ‘opment per  f the further subdivi: .on of the
pertinent > M. V.A. sash = pproved.
* Remove all language related to merger and redivision into Master Arca Parcels. STMP-LUP
development will be completed through a Phased Subdivision; each phase will require
recordation of a final map consistent with the Subdivision Map Act and STMP-LUP.




Pg 48
STMP (New Development) Policy 4.

Prior to 1 apn» 1¢ : : : , -
! : Cithm o ST AR le _ thela aowner/aew loper
shail demy nstrate k- exis*ence 0° .
. : : | ‘ |
] 0t 1 blew er de wremgte M,V Tte W ter processir svsbn oo r tag;.__it.ie_s*
public “- : and life safety 7 ser ¢ sn per e Are ~tiding
sir ae 1) bi~gle/ - strian pathwa s (including the pedesn’
t -] under New Na\lﬁo ‘eI’ ad’ sensiuve r :as. the samoa . 1 es > v Tl > Ape
{1 ¢ ‘n&l llkl Uf‘]C ] A o .
“* ex~ *-vhere '* "'11_01 c“H-mbo'itiroviaesey * ce 1 ot
acce it the title to ana o A

* LAFCo is responsible for approving appropriate service providers.

SIMP (New Development) Policy 5

The admintstrative rules, = 1 = ' ~lay ~a dfor o=~ -equirements adont ' bv he service
prowders fundi gand - “onitorin e serv’ s v : P& PiNe 1w a snment)
iy sk Leconsist ntan b vovallp e sins of the ST AP-L.U™ md ~ -1l be "1

chu:e nrinr tn n -
.o ' . ¥ I

Pg 49
STM™ ~"w D velopr ) Policy 6.

Tand uivt ic s, includin = divisiony ncll t ling ~ “istments of anv land subject to 17 : STMP-

L.UT | shall be pernmtcd onlyifallresu’'n 1a sca > me ed 2 huildahle and
potee o0 T al res e qpr ff‘ £ nflooding, eloamn and 7eolo ic hazards. including
the »  tsofafleast -~ ‘eet of sea level rise. without tt = * "ur constt 1on feauc. o
armoring devices  d1 th ¢ elo »r e lonthe =caltant lot- ~an be con-tructed

consistent with all »r i1 wolicies of **~ ¢ aetific 11.CP,

STMP (New Development) Policy 7:
A. To minimiz. ~~ - -~ demand . which at : associated with str “andtt o« rtatic v e ergy

us  develon ient ot [ar *y; abject to the ST P-I'F 2sh Il m¥ imize. hicl =il ~*uowe' * ond
conserve ener ‘ S
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Level of detail above is not necessary, there are existing energy conservation building
standards that will be complied with.

Pg 50
STMP (New Development) Policy 8.

New de =l & authorize © = =~ yTMP:-LI™ ovr ‘av are
'A and through *Ye ¢ storatic n or th ¢ ren orict~  site features shall

INCOTNOI R henr e~ v =protect 10f -~ stal waters, in accordance with the

standards « " 1ec  STMP pecial A -~ C mhinw zors 0y Ciev: hecr (da A the

applicant shall “rovide st * T e * quirement of any ¢ % stal
v v itgpr e s ¢ laalee s o tintt creasubiectto sl AT -ITTP A

pertin ~tdecision-c- ~rost i dent: 7 N ¢ a2 conditions req 0, t"
incotyorauc 1+ : 1 np a8 e a0 tec e protection measures in @ roving
ca ts devalop -+ xm s fo subkd vistnorfurtl era v t  the .M]

4 -
{
' 1
T ! e ‘ ;




* The above paragraph is removed because it is already stated in Policy 1B.E.4.

Pg 50
Waste water treatmer © » 7 17 17 27 I qub_]m‘ v he STMP-1711 shall be limited to
| L rvice ! Adevel ar e pu rsuant {c the “TMP-LUPar 1° rtl  ACRC
Fredtity only T ' ' '
{0 -~ yrI . ~ ‘3
[ L]

Pg 51

STMP (New
The existir~ residen- - shall | o | = A U
water treaiment . s ’ . C ' : '

istin oaptic o' =f35) shall be removed orremear v n: or’ ce ) 1CB

"equir aments and otherwi o T n ol wer o any pecessar ~nastal devclopm nt
emt w o onninet £ (N o« Tec astion of the subje tresidences to the new orv |
waste water tre atmy_~t facili *--. E-"stin residenc ;1 +  ‘n for on 1ee ir ptic
disposal svstem i =pewy = ter treatment fac litie

provided the continued usc conforms with RW(_ ./B_rc juirements,

The existing residences are already hooked up to the existing waste treatment system,
which will be upgraded in accordance with RWQCB requirements.

) *nﬂ’De_Y;e] ne PRV L W | y 11

The Arcata Co nun” + R rcling Center Regional Proc ss n 1 actlily ( \CRC Facilitv} * 7 be
connecte fot o w cte wat rire o lent facilities w bm ninet ¢ {90) days a.ter th L
I .( -7 . N \ t a .
" he ~istin s otic: yst mthatore ot 0 oA O

[ it ~hall |~ ~~moved or mmuhd[ed ndi)mpu ly abandoned in accordance 1Y OB
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requirements, subject to any necessary coastal development permit, within ninety (90) days after

*  The ACRC will be connected to the new WWTF when the collection [ine is available in
Vance Avenue; this line may not be in place and ready to operate when the treatment
facility is placed in service for other phases of the project.

A. Prior to approval of a - str' - zlopment-permi ©

develo mento™ u "z Tie t t eS8 4 2 except (1) the r¢ 1abilitation or remo” * o
oft e ist v idences p ided - TWOCHB auth rizes th w el cnf ch
residenc - on the ex’stin, wa: e ¢ 18 " ~ cleapup of contaminated soil
surrout v xisting st tk+ ™ TPar -t a isr¢juired by the RWQCB:
' 1
b 1
[ -

* Alrcady stated in STMP (New Development) Policy 1.B.1.A

B. Prior to tinal map r cordation, the developer/landowner shall demonstrate that:

' The final work plans_for site cleanup approved by the RWQCRB or oth: v apnlicable authority
have been fully implemented to the satisfaction of the approvi 1w . 1hority:

? The RWQUCUB or ann!” al’ "oty has verified that the subject ST 1" . ?areah s, ata

mumm 1, | cen "rleaned up to R ~rround” and/or i suitable fort 1 ot development
propos d « ithout “urther remediation:
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3. The RWQCB or other appli if the site is developed as proposed
Mﬂm_uﬁﬂb;ﬂmm;ygmﬂwm& s allowed to remain in soil or
groundwater will not migrate into coastal waters,

hY W i :
Clecrunof o 7 BT B ) K roundin ;¢ <i ting or
] oo ety 2 f o b oo dn UC-qp - Town" of © -~ *~cluding:  cavation of soi’s
s oundjr o the structu 5 or remove” ¢ 1 r v zad-co amipated a4 ¢
¢ ' 'ﬂ[_’ Cll.Ll_eS_\h" tlf' in lar moo1 ot et b E ot 1t .!‘!.:1 . b L
( = ) .
Pg 52
Preservation and Enhancement of Community Character
Deyvelcmen® sh~" preserve ndoitecttt:  'm s e Frhe ind = ~pment
vl RN N :3!?!!:-_&!:9‘;&:09‘ e oA «h:-_d:i v "L, 1 'pm,tﬁ‘" 11’]{' Dd,,l'CS[Ol'i[l - .:n.

o ey ot v N ove o truet awitin o er noalt area

kN sl

1

The T 1en Guidel” . fc "¢ oagd New Sam a Parts §and 11, da > Adarch 4, 2007

d Fel mar 200" respertivels T varhe sincomorated as s lards for
dev Ic yment within the STVMP-L.UP overlav ¢ agnati nz1d any changes orrer o to the
Guiag " ess il qumn a an - llhe

at ched = Appendic s te the certifi d T CP (but may be pu slished  ‘ers  r cower: v de
avail "le at the Plannin » yep f ¢ 1 request).

Pg 52

STMP (Community Character) Policy 3:

FE  sv Ffficie ~vand (“o_ggglv'umn CE a ctoth o xisting stt ¢ i locaied on lands subi o the
ST A 1.Y]Pv*hn th\ his oric "amoa "co 1p v w1 site that may improve ener cor serv (1
shan” ‘ T N o . . :
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) - New structures. * we 21, mayv utilize alternative construction materials that
boe a0 e o b thus achieving aesthetic consistency with the existing

strc > eg vhite fnceasie s e ey

Pg 53
STMP (C ity CI ) Policy 4:

The @mltuonMUuuMMMmﬂnl_ﬁﬁm 0 the

STMP-LUP Samoa shall not be considered a principal permitted use and shall thus require a coastal
Mwmt_hﬁus_ ubject to at least one noticed public hearing and is appealable to the
Coastal Commission pursuant to Section 30603 of the Coastal Act,

e - )

D ‘fln_pm. [ I n Vot |l1§ R m‘lr vﬁlﬁg‘—u_ R . ]
[
A, Remgdeling and restoration of F'stor’~ "Com-an Town" structures ¢ 15! es
contributi-~ to the charactero™ "’ w1 mc _ang ad na. struct - prop ced for
:onta ing these qmll ‘ ot A . : .

[. Pestemtion of existin, - ructurc 5. excent f  "he 5i e » s Hall and garage h
. ' o . ¢ N v 1

2, Exterior remodeling of the existin= ~*ructures, including but not lim™ 11> air = o and

r~»fir 1d the construction of new sy structure: <hall bz ipe e fvame nor

o v © s consistent with th Design
Guidelines,
7 s rec ey str ugiures propo d for lote sub]e C‘oth - oprovision shal® ony " ¢ proved if

- eed an( lomled 1n a4 mannei

B._Allcoast I'd " pmer r=rm’ = Hlies ~ns for  »+iorremes  ing of struc ures
within the hist® * amoa -~  “bhorhoads halll - '
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o1 istent witn tne e .
C A~ astal de _"opment pe- ~* £ ved Dor exter "1 ¢ of strugtures withir
th - historic$ oa ¢ i CNEN : )
i - ] LI
ol
Pg 54

SIMP(Co  vCh» BT
Lar ' Syie ns, ' ~lud 1igree = sior- - *'tlineadiustt s 77 dr T raoth M TP L
he rermitted oniva 7 ngppeg scan e en st e 1o = suitable for » ‘n aded use. -

[

-

Develo n >+ inthe STMP-1.U 5 all provide ©.proteci o ' ' o
: of existin, envi llve agit F i area s ciwotlane o Adure forests,
co s o Lrre . chaloarioead cthe -~ itat of p ants th it are lo allv rare. The S tVMP
shall F > implemen® 7 *n a x wnne “that pro—— s (1) a subsi v ste dy al res yuree o ridor
along the east side of New Navv ase ™ yac ndthe northerr  oti of tf > subject s as showr in

Exhibit >  .d = Corridor)_that connects s nsitive resource areas and facilitates w 'dlife

€ () an ESHA buffer: the " ' re v en aink amFat e one hundred (100)
feet fromn v ° celonmer " { ) preery tion of opportunit’  far ditp rsal of spe et “hrough the
| servation of individual ' lants and sc ban  f rare yonulati ns E(4)cor »rv tion 0. w ater

filtering functions in ve

STMPE (Wetlands/FESHA) Policy 2:

Development within the Wildlife Corridor shown ¢ 1+ " hthit 16.is prohibi =4 ax~~ ¢ for the

removal of invasive non-native plant : ~2ci~ ~nd the followi  ictivitics 17 withorized hy

coastal development permit; (1) restor ition and er* e ent oy Nt ek ed
areas of wetlands and other sensitive ] t2t « / repair ane naint nance of « <is ing wder round
utilities within -the existing footprint,
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N ands/E icy 3

Q_Jﬂbg@_,wmwndq M&&_I;L__&h_aﬂ.gmde_umdw n_eggthﬂme&k“-

Pg 55

AAI'v ‘nd andno -w T TTTTT ’ SR B life Corride~ Area identified in
F booae wher o rptgr ey o ee o yjderti®-d) shall reaur 2a 1)0-"0
wtogleiff - unl -0t - bedemor © wedt teoLcir t0_| w entdisn 1 of
t' e habit = W roa- A Ffe ! o e ;_(71=t’)_ le  “han ffty (50 fee[

le are ipatic  h~*  educed huffer *i ~“eruvate ;hall b : T T eer e a

“Th buffer shall be
w2 he coffh A EQH L e e ge = to tb roposed devetonment.

* All language that refers to biological “functional relationsbips” will be removed because
functional relationships are (1) complex to assess; (2) there are no Coastal Act guidelines
for determining or assessing such a relationship; and (3) the analysis would be qualitative at
best and would not be quantifiable.

2. Sensitivity of species todi -~ n The width of the buffer zone shall b bas d, in part, on the

distan = necess: v ~ensure th- b 1908t ensitive species of plants an urooswil ot

disturbc 1signi®“~antly by the permitied developn |, Suc. a 'eterminatic » sh  tab i o - —ou-
hsecu 18 (L) 4) bel + and ~onsultations with hmln;_ “ts of the I -artment of ¥ h an(l Ga e,

I U . Fish and Wildli® service th National Marine F 7 v o ervic 7~ > Coastal '« mission or

otk with similar exp rti:

3. Nesti= -~ “ eding - =din .resting or' fer habi trequirements of both resident 1 tory fish

and wil tre spec '« v ich it u r=lance on non-pative : seci -~ including tve .t it provide
[nnﬁﬂr v (l Ay e -r-tin— I]Vahih .

4. An n- ment of the short-term and lo~ - te ‘'m ad-~ “abi ity of :  ~ o £ 0wn
human disti rhanc  and

5.An- = cenic theimpa cand tetivity leve' of the 1oy 1" v’ mentontl > = urce.
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t psionsuscer 1+ Ther - fth Pffer she' he ' ~sed 1T ~arto on ¢ 1assss aent of the shor

- -ils, i npervi s surface cover: o1 : £ pote an et ve e yger of
the: ¢ pro edfordevelgpn = "o focer T A e figient buff ¢y allow for *he

i~ reeptics ~f arv a””itioral - ~*erial eroded as a resuit I d dex ment: 1k

] led,

* The natural topography would be included in the ESHA buffer areas as required by Policy
4.A above.

Pg 56
8. Required uff - ~sshall megas  “fro— - “@"--vingoints. and shall = " " "7 toric
locations (1 _ o 't o ' of the subject

bootatfsi s est tarepe ettt a ki o eoo ofed yijth the STMI -1 1P res as applicable:
'ThCJ)EI. ro’t a r !t_h Fa ) _1: el s o ric!l_ A ate llntCI IO fO_l
¢ -related ESHA.

* The upland ec' - 2 of a wetland.

*T cster lo«F  ~canopy <~ T sage scrub or forests plus such additional area as may be
recsesary (e account for un”---rour * oot 7-ne areas.

*Thec "re’ :cfthr " tsth t ~ = her o~ Jag e + for rare plant communi** ESH ,
Frare a~n  lplants *h~ - been *denti“ed in previou survevs. '

i fad rdoaar w|ea|c

-

e oyt re ‘Ue r 7 F as ad 1 use |

as o~ ~d+ usel 1wy mobile or difl  ult ‘o 1rve ser - live species
(such as - mund n_ting hatl tat or rare insects scasonal upland re i 0 n '
amphibians b s Tcooae’ 1oail T cuata,

* Where established "protocols” exist for 1~ survey of a »articular speci  or h: ' "at. the prepa ~ v
biologist " Il unc zrtake the survev and subses analv iina  rdance  ththe =quire went of
o Sl ame <hallt > rained and credentialed by the perti n* - - - tound rta the ~1bj ct

protocol sury

» “Historic locations” is too broad and should be limited to the mapping methods Jisted
above.

B._A delermination to ytiltz  a buffer ar a of less than the min® nmwi " hst 1" mad bv  qualil =

biologist cor ¢tr dir t] v ath the  lour ‘he ' ewi - hiolg tehota e h poctiner bul v

andre n cesip e o~ cnowith the biolo ist 2f the Ca fornia Depart nont {1 " and ¢ Ul
vand Wildlife crvicc.and tt 2 Ce &7 ¢ amusgion, = e e de »r qination shall b based
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upon specific findings as to the adequacy of the proposed reduced buffer to protect the identifie

@
(=%

Pg 56

Bryele and nedesti -~ path ~hall “- locate "¢~ ""2 "2V 0 ™ rridor.de~t :don

" exceptfort” tomor et tey dorossicgof™ vl 1 e
Ko n .. .goated footpath ¢ ou hth feedarac  r o end of the Samoa
lands *» c~qnect the area between Vi » P ¢ Land the
und  ossing W' otnoegssgr oo ot ttte micoacuiiont g w VU ife
¢« v owre e Porhal'toosteaw’ T e e axr ai o0 csensiti ty of
the habitat ans® “e protecuve c ewee 2d b B hop ghall be ins
withina " novelgp et . ~ =Y ninat-s the Nai moo= :lefid_(_)_l‘..

STMP (Wetlands/ESHA) Policy 7:
Allnew or replacement fencing shall be sited, designed, and constructed consistent with the
safely permeable for wildlife using the Wildlife Corridor,

Theuseof Mot 'z = 7 7F- AF 2era o febt =P VYorM i T AT- rrain

:Vf' C « &T—V‘ ‘ l—in 'S :__FOLSU-- : s Snﬂ" ) o F P }( - Sl.lh.jc: o+ T.QtL :
S™P P T -emen i o ~ited eas allowea vtk o ihed
Humno “tv m (o ' , . :

*  ATV’s and ORV’s would be dangerous in the tunnel,

Pg 57
CTA (W~ T T Policy 9

1 .acre is no plan for removal of invasive specic.,
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Wellands shall be idenlified and delineated as follows:

A, Delineation of wetlands shall relv on the wetland dafinitinn in Section 1?2577 of th- Toastal

\ vipon g et Yirm % on rtheloy hichre uires <Czooig n ¢ +oetland
~ o The field netfydsusedinme wi © ¢ v . >t ~ontained in the Army
Gorps of kn -~ 1§ = N Too m MRS Regional £33 "« >
the . or_jgc c"Fn oieer W™ lanc )e]me 1ition *“ n al We Tuone vs,and Coa t o 'er o
{ *ted It T e retonpt-ort
W and shall be fe“1ed as land w2 7 » r °7 " ¢ npear.orab - the land surface long
et " nre * e n A hydr o~ e -t support tt “owth orhv' ‘v eoall
also  lude those typer of we* ~n~ " 2re vey zta © 37 o i vhorlyde = pped or
absent - aresult of tr £ a e b lavels wave action, water
i e boheo zer <~ "s5av  orothe~ —“stances in th T W
¢ *hera~ —ized b the Ql_c “nce « < surf Wi " e 5t ee <+~ dJuri - ach
1v2ar and tnel R Moot e piated wetlaudq or de d-wat hahltatq tor
pgrpo;;cszgf;ttgs_s:ggti_pgm land 'imit ~fa wetla d she™ med as:

(A) the boundary between land with predominantly hydrophvtic cover and land with
predomipantly mesophytic or xerophytic cover;

(B) the boundary between soil that is predominantly hydric and soil that is predominantly
non hydric; or

(Cl.in the case of wetlands without yegetation or soils, the boundary between land that is
flooded or saturated at MJMQMMM‘QQ@D&L land that is not

B. Wetland delineations shall be conducted according to the California Code of
Regulations, Section Juﬂ&mﬂ@w&@@dﬂwﬂmdmmg
hydric soils or a preponderance of wetl shall be considered
presumptive evidence of wetland conditions. The delineation report shall include at a
minimum; (1) amap at a scale of 1:2 400 or larger with polygons delineating all wetland
._z._n'_e_a_-s;, I}Q_lmgnﬁ cit:im@dt_'gg all areas of vqg_ﬂatiﬂn wjtu[gmznﬂﬁrgucc_o_f weuand

umdc dnd oumdc of ve&@hmpﬂm&a cz_r.m x!gt_lag;g.nﬂiy.g_;am,x,.dnnhﬁ QQ-hy_l_.h._e. bJQ-lC’EL‘i_L
doing the delineation,

C. Wetland delineations shall be prepared by a qualified biologist approved by the County.,

sxpnrgv jal | m_ r»le;n.cfs«._fm,l.hc,s&fﬂa.r.g_.su.@;.mwgﬁ_.d. Q}f—--‘hk QQEQELUQU.(S) 'I...'*-U_h.‘ifciﬂ‘.ial L lﬂ“‘-‘ p..nt_w..%e.s
between application submittal and approval, such that a delineation becomes ouidated, a supplemental
delineation prepared in accordance with the same standards set forth herein, shall be prepared and
submitted for consideration.
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Envrcyment: 1 € 7 ve Ha = BT 3 ghal' - “zfined as anv ‘n which
plant or ar’  ~'1i* orth ir hat*-ts are either i o Jy rare, or especially
vrlvable because ¢ 17 r ni R e A1 o and which could be ¢ " ¢
f d e Yv  mar -~ vit' - “nddevel ' w determinatic > f

= ot -ESHA is v reien '

/ | - ‘ O
i rdea ~ fled, comle‘e biole 1 1 t a0 A aow & | hiplg st
eowraved bv n ot ( arc e * vt 30 SH* - "npotheere ot

{ ¢y we rsold at the tir - of p ttinent drveler en e,

STMP (Wetland™ ~~ ) Policy 12:

De '-Hment. inclu” » nydivision of lands suhject to the STMP-LUP shall not

1911t oo = patterns or groundwater resources in a manner that would

adv -zI"r affect h-droloev sustaining wetlands or non-wetland ESHA. (2) flood these

resc  stalorete f,tachange in the composition of species found within the wetland
~ nc ~tland FEHA v ould be likely to occur; or (3) change the wetland or other sensitive
-bitatarea inam: - (Limpairs or reduces its habitat value or water filtering

f: n.

STMP (Wetland/FS¥ '~ Policy 13;

No he »icides or rodenticides sh " t» 1 " hip- 1+ dli% Corric w: (Y within

wet”  1s ngo-we T AFCH Y or [hf‘ uffars_he ' or (3 in are 1s w' :t ¢ " such use

uld d ersely af® ct the sensitive s recies | t¢ ¢ r e the Jands s ect
toth - STMP-I.UP.  * s nd salofan + = )lCld( for invagive specie i r¢ noval
st 7. o v ooy oacturerspe 7 otions, com- ly with in dit ns and rotect
adjac nt nativ:  “etationa dco: rqua..ty. Rodenticides con* min_ 1y
anticoagu’ it o ound includin  ut - lim* :d to, yomadiolone or« b none shall
notbe v ~d. Developm o' appro als for la ds supiec ' 1y e ., M2-1.UP shall attach
conditions spec fying is req nent,

Pg 59

yI' "P(Wede - 7770y 7 g

Tanc = »in withe oticr" n's." ‘The Iun_ggl_ to putdoor landscaped areas immv 'ia’ lv

adj 2 1y > proposed d= =lopr; 1t ¢ :planting of invasive - o -ni iver an

e ing but pot limit d topame ¢ ss erig =0V acacia (Acacia sp.), broom
(Genista sn.). e sy v, e helivy < Viceplant { “wpobrotus . & zsent’ rve
p shall pecifical™ he pm}" “oad, Y oplant ec’:s T 7 < roblematic and/or in avive
b the Ca ‘fornia Natiy @ lac S0 »California e+ .1 lant Con ¢, or listeq as a
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"noxious weed" shall be used in any proposed landscaping within the lands subject to the STMP-LUP,
Developiment approvals for lands subject to the STMP-LUP shall attach
conditions specifyving this requirement.

STMP (Wetlands/ESHA) Policy 15:

MMMMM&MM&M@L
encroach into wetlands, non-wetland ESHAs or the prescribed buffers thereof,

Pg 59
A. Thelands inclu¢ 1v *ir T ' i “hal' be
res rved forfowto 7 r 10 £ e e TVSA) ‘;hall not incorpor 2 b
( ted tonthert = d 'L x g__ g - roecificam 77 s ‘e o~ th »  alent
the-eof, and *all be made co v =t t = public at low rost rte:
te T A 1 -t ' o [ Tt al i 1
t g 1
1 [l

1 -

4 ' L tbee/sberfact o, picpic and play areas, and fenced pet exercise

argas .or . ' :cahinandcamps  ccupants;

5) adequate internal circulation routes and parking for coastal visitors and their guests, as well
as day-use visitors, restaurant patrons, and adequate space and turnaround capacity for bus
arrivals,

B. The LCVSA facilities shall be atiractively landscaped with an emphasis on locally
native plant species, which shall be permanently labeled to identify the subject species, The
LCVSA facilities and grounds shall be maintained in good repair and kept free of trash

and litter.

C. The l CVSA faciliti~ ~1alt e connect "t -the pul lic undercrossing ¢ © :w Navy I >

kad ndthe d n ' chesbe on wiaapuhli~ - '~ tri~" -onlvi i thro
N b esourere Arga, 0 - add™ on, paved st ot leadine e vh S e elopmer ‘o ‘h e
n vyl se Road under ross o shall he open to the public and ~hall nocbe - d.
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D. '—_f:\ B A g ..—i[ n~ - N e . : . 1
_ ) Fe o L " ipect - ~nd alon - the Nan

B arrgdor ttoa o4t cho*dunehat - ow 1 fN oy v 1 s
g T ©_ shall 7 * I e fno et vand prese vit cthe

| 380L ces. wiooer = Tt -~ safet ~“rroatio inc ' 1

tsn ni e acuation - _sand 1ss v area . ts Y routes and assemb! ¢

ar- s Ulalsobepr J v e e afeccotyigitors,

E Th~ "VSAogv-er/man: os" ° T ofe ol gy 1

§ ' C th T facilittas £ th e S g

I em =t~ eaanc asse zla ~t UXing rac U ¢ e liee eotle~t it c from
the comnectin; trail nlt 1A s T “ iccen s such

Soltes,

EF. The County shall ensure that permi{ conditions for the pertinent STMP development
incorporate the conditions necessary to secure the obligations set forth in this policy.

Pg 60

A. v omo e ectqjan and Hieo 't Caths. cor T T dArgp ie ation
r s within the land . sut ‘ec > Yo Tk.. = the whlic at all times.
CoLose o gl hatrar oed, mtrurediorort o wt o bard i
i )e aveant g - = he necessary for mnitial constmiction and for ngeacignn] ~hort term
maint~ “nce Allap; » 'n T an a o~ =~ A= gran/ bt - v att sang

2 mgnities shy thoem b ) - v

B. ) H ‘

] "4 The location of ped* stria v le O 'es < thject to this nolie sh 1 he

save landr  pedand a dead ) ~tion pi ot cling @ ~ai~ L conversion to ano 1 "1 se

she ..+ wrded. In addition adedic tion oro rerof "~ minp =i oof 2 puhlic

acc ~ - ment to a ublic Vg cd non-profit «+  =nization shallh 1 corded
forallex st »c nronosed pec =stri n or hicycle routes, includ g ror 1 rib
elsewhere in th>  ~nlicies for co~ tal access w1 2¢  atinnal purposes. The dedication ot off~ _of
dedication shall not cor ina “su  et”_provision and sh; ' remain valid in

r aty untif or unless ac~=pt_d hy a qualified nartv.

C. A mapof ° " jfect bicycle and pedestrian pathy ~v/trail s tem shall be dev ™

ancl_p Pat) blicly vie b'- cenfral tocatio swit — t o T AP-LUP »re~ fnch = - at the
maineniranc o tie " a0 seare= M interf renc rwithace stoth b I

W oo « P :Readoru eofol” are swh > >coript = right mo exist
shall he authorized hefore constru 1 .t et bamenites ~ completc Land o 2neato “er Hlic,




Pg 6l

Pt rtoconst ~of the « = —rpes de~*'al *-velopment ot' er
1 "ovation of ex’stin tn. ures | af A
A. Pubhlic co: stal acce s dry---- ~~'i~ imn »vemen' s o Tbortbr Thur 7 Tlbe
constructed “alfl 2nh o peaey ndiges v tie ene g v glof
e s wvy Be Bq al éltl N C . ' . 1

* A school bus turnaround would require at least a 20 foot turning radius, and is not required
by the County.

I Th 'S-acresitewestof N wNivwwF 7

ARk dec o o =¢ pal e ]pter ve Ar¢ 1 and shall be
lak o for ~ g onlg - pentir —tiredisplase w o e vt
~-nsitive habitat surrc " g E s n « = rofthesi hall be
a e hy « 3] = hj Foo e mgan loc" on_of ik~ displav shall be
appro _dbytk- “canty, The bou da ™ or* *  :a ha.. oe mar.ed]
v oSt Ao osttencing, ’
+ c ol .

A1 <!~ pedestrian pg*h throc -h o T /rea  zastof
NewNavvB =t s g f r woacoant cha Samor Dur s
.aterp = Area viathe  1elunder- o~ = rof New Na - Base Road. The nedes ian
path_shall Ye constructed and she'lbe t »n W ad-n ot alic feoejr v
throt w 15 o1 @ =1 ne 1 e L hahitat dis ~rbanc 3+ ~used
bythet :0f for~ al routes. S°* ~ — -~sir'-“ing accesstome '~ ~ “ar <sh .l he
posted at reasonabl v

D. Thc gamna Dunes I ternreti  Area :
e ne gk - parking ares and ~onne-tor trails shall be maintai- d b the
lal_l_,(_lgwngr/m;qu;. ~ fthe Samoa l.ow Cost Vi itor Accommodatio  ar until or unle

the County accept:  uch resnons’ v,
E. The Samea Dunes Int rpret = wrea shall b made av: ™™ Hle to vis’ free of ck oe,
Alleast two wentt ww-nrote~ 1 bus stops wit

tsun: ni evacuation mans, shall be con truc’ Iw: nin - » _ownof ..amoa

. " -
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¢ Typical bus -stops in the region do not have emergency call boxes or security lighting.

B. The improvementsreq = 11 7" =« " A 7 Tkt dpr o yco ncementof
gonstruction of any new reside =ttt gy,
C. Bus service between; 1 oo v~ ~llbeimplen 1t d althe earliest
opportunity in coordination with = R¢ jwood T-ans® *at* drity.
, .
1 {
1 1

.8 resorying egra ol e i+t re *~ved historic

MW Swp'omco rea may incl ' ce ' St

¢ dler - and othe - small scale tournst & ar 1 =~rvices provided

LU_QLQ P@LElngle:( N3 q_ﬁur t Am e £ omi o~ ad 3 # P :l devc_l_opmen_‘

Pg.62
Business Park I"evelopmen” «

A, Tbe economic vitality of + * §1 ILUP sha)l ~~-_ -~ d through a compatibly

desiy 1 businc "~ par o/ 1at conveys ense of visual ¢ /v the moodest coastal
‘company town": heti ¢ hi ¢ amos stuct '
4

Park,

v Rt 'l sales within the Busine
. ) _



*  See Business Park definition and allowable uses.

V . *

¢ we egshallbenome dthan £ “» ) A m, eightand It ~d,

d¢* - scaledand’ "y b T '
P i b

1
* See Business Park definition and allowable uses, fitty feet in height is consistent with

County Business Park standards.

STMP (Busi Park) Policy 3:

Business Park Structural Restrictions;

A. The final plans and desig * - 1l *tug ures withir ** - business nar’ she 'l ine v ra »

th= foll~ving requiremen‘s unless: suua v al < cturgde  ~edio
withstand eartl  al » n wp 1 ™ -adin S hduetion Zone earthquake
a reo oopalts mar ¢is provi® ' thint®  distance thatc: "e¢ rere Hy.afive-minu
walk ©r the ay :ra - person; { o T T,
f N
- I '
[ I - I
L }
I -
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1

e ...c adopted Tsunami Safety Plan includes the above requirements.

’\, L H N T »
A landscaped b ™7 s S
=8 e desiy ~Ate ~ o e o ity “¢ t"el 1smne 3

: ‘ ‘ =an > o o1 and other impacts

nat may b < o t «  aluseand detect * offsite.
Land divisions of lands subje ~* to *e STMP-L™™.0 * © » 74~ and ot line
adiustments ¢© ‘17 v te re r reels oo * be d¢ nonstrated to he

la=an oo ter witmthe ' merts ¢“the STMr (Bt © ss 0 ) i =

Access [0 lhc__ MP-M/ "-lshal"F - avily viaNew Na ' =»Rc " setvice nd delivery uck
traffic associated with the site shall not o-dinaril- 1 e surf -e streets wuhm I Hwnof Samoa,

Pg 64
Hazards

Prior to approval of anv further © * “v" " n or any other development of_the lands subject
ot s STNTLU 0 ite-specif - eoloy ~ ~fudy and reviev »f proposed lot lines an:’
developmer * '~1s st ill be menalud and accompani d by the vri  n determination of a

California licensed prot ol v, er 2 e or California liezns :d prof- sional
f1eqn  no« o efa i v criﬁml,ly_t}"/ “the nroposed I¢© wou’ " support  t 1ildable
site for the propnsed d " Hnment, | '

i 1 o
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e The applicable standards of practice will be complied with,

The be it avai'ble and most 7 Tedn; ' r= ¢t ~the “fects
o » eecm el e b ee gid e2dinth wop tion of tinarr v

recommer s fo call requ™- ceoloric ¢ - v Lhye i, an

¢ “~TTieering investige s, - '
. '
' 1
1 1
- Sor desi n_pui yos 8
I >velop» »~* rojects shall 1ssume - minim m s vili ¢ e R feetper
¢ nturant Conifte or on noooe oyt e elop -~ P ymmunity-w
signihicance <.aal! v S fe e ontur
4 - 1
* 1 +

¢ The project does not contain nearshore sites.
STMP ™ B R

Ne *d ~elopr- nt o nciated w'" th -1 rovision of critical or significant commu i ¥
sunpnort | onetion ¢ choas aste ater treatment, pro is on of potable or fi 2
fie htin w~ 3r or fire and [if : safety command n™ o o nt ces ) or that may

Frooovert dintoc it ale mm rshel »r aci tiesinan  aer- ¢ or e ructur
" 17 <~ vulnerahle | ~pulations that ¢ innot I eadilv e , d o
Pl schoals, and cwe fac” e rorthe elierl ¢ I/~ Adi able?d shal' b

desis e 1 7 v : ' ' '
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; S  >accounta ninimumo
4.5 fept of * :aley 3l rise pe- ~~==-7v. and t} 3 ple 1s fc *. T e
I red 8 1 as Na bt m P mial  vod

| me ~# iler - rora  iforniz 1i- -1 wofess'onal « n ine :ring
geologist,

inn © o lasarore chz = oo 'ts n'  ~rd.maps publish d hy

Hum dt€ te™ =4 shall ~¢ 3i n dar” ~ed such that the finisk |

floor elev "on for resiaenuial o votr: g T iwre Jlentt 1rnit o e

o a » ele ationo ¢ ozastthirt © o( ™ & * bo mnean - 1level.
Additionally, al' ~uch strT es “onta 1in permanem N nit .« alth x<‘onedtp
withstand the ' v "ros ar v a len and o fer hue < ey a "o ated with
inyndation?  torm.su” = nd tsunami v aves 1 ptoand 1 uding the tsu am "t
depicted on the Tsunami Hazard M:  w. ™ ut v cino s atasfrophic < acte =l
failure For tonar i-reei v design purposes ~ ninim ~ akovelri - teof 31 ctper
cenfy shall be ur=d when combined with a maximumer “ipi:1 nm.ond  » 'or
purpose s of admmir v his g p rmanent rc  dential units” ~or = rcsid noal
unit  n ~nded for ~ «cupan~  as the princip | domicil : of thei own: 3, and do not include
timeshar condos iiniums, v'iitor-serving overnight + hities, or of  transient

accommodations,

Prior to any conveyance of title to lands: * r’ -1y " 0 neve : e oal w
within the lands subject to the € "™MP-T1 P_including eith r new develnpmc e ting
structures that have been cle -ed of lead contamination thror 1w ve " o

activities, the F@Elg:\rvlf_ljg_‘:L_L_lfllf\ t shall require the submittal of evidence that » I «
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R~ = b crece ded gri==t b mal r'tle of et 1 Ta ]

¢ Aaininew: ' ¢ 7 « o . ronle g
(W 1iclosure that t - lan” < jatedw < th 3™ UP are subiectto ~ T v
hazard- j0sed by carthauake a ™ J < elra ic ) may

nreasst v oadbyeos e st oo ot Lway dattac’ and
Q:I-)—ifnlo—_'s]"_‘ Of_l.]’m stene” »f - poove dTing L s v nj ient t the
subiect ropr v ot ¢ 1o coA + wheg *yined_nd
( Dsel o= o~ pelir ~roving §* ictunC are ©roved now. nor s
~ruct™ - authorized intne fut ¢’ ) ot o he
ST caing b > hovotyar e d JQ_t“ ¢ astol s ting of the
Sar ~~lan” ap - —ros~-ct of inc 2ased ! 1R 1 - an. that t.e
pres t N Ners a_v_e;t Pn__! iiu_[gi cen 2 1A PN l_c c_ n - ;

! to pr tec I d " :lgpment of

the STMP-1 UP. ar 1rurtner.  w v o i ¢ jatr ~ uch protect™ = tructures
wou [ \vali T ~1

8. MODIFICATIC™

1 County proposes to make the certain text amendments to Section 3.17,B.3 Tsunamis of the
[ TS IO " (HBAP), Suggested modifications to Section 3.17.B.3, including
= A difoation 5 of the County's proposed text amendments are set forth below.
"=~ The Coumtv's ) psed amended tex| as submitted in HUM-MAJ-01-08 is shown in bold
ler, p o >4 ificatiop language is shown in bold double underline for suggested
add*tion e andin hc'd strikethrough to indicate suggested deletions of existing or County

Dronost " b

3.17.B.3 Tsunamis

3. Tsunamis-New development below the level of the 100 year tsunami run-up elevation described in
Tsunami Predictions for the West Coast of the Continental United States ('T'echnical Report H-78-26)
shall be limited to public access, boating, public recreation facilities, agriculure, wildlife management,
habitat restoration, and ocean intakes, outfalls, and pipelines, and dredge spoils disposal. New
subdivisions or development projects which could result in three one or more additional dwelling units
within a potential tsunami run-up area shall require submission of a tsunami vulnerability report which
provides a site-specific prediction of tsunami-run-up elevation resultant from a local cascadia
subduction zone major earthquake. Such developments shall be subject to the following standards or
requirements:

1. New residential development shall not have habitable living space bel w ¢
predicted tsunami run-up elevation calculated at maximum tide p i a minimum of
three (3) feet to account for future sea level rise plus one fo to®  :board spac :.

2. New residential development shall be required to meet the r- —iirer- nts of
Tsumml ?dfely Plan [TSPLhawegl nn the Taumml Ready G "ot ALLONAL
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NATIONAL WEATHET 1CY ON 10-1802, dated October 6, 2004, Appendix D.
mmmwﬂmwmﬂm—ﬂm
proposed development,

4 T & Countysha « v e IS d___ﬁ a' develc~m-- pr-wsedonale "lot
Ic~ 1 “in a tsunami run-u 1 T a AP T PV
b t senr e a1 eiglicenst  woft ~ional ¢l

er ~er “hoohet atialeor'trrarda vt oex T sy roxw ng
evalmtngg s nitowc :

Th £ 'ins anc des’ s
shall b~ reviev ~ ¢ 7 -tamped by the =~ ~*-—"1¢ Cal’ ‘ornia lic ‘n w10

er ~*-eer to co (firm (W . r st fe s e wdogt final
T . » en  oOfp e Cd T v a Q‘ll]aLl " qﬂd_(i@ﬁ_i""";.
(U ' AP_D.G"C p. 3 D.dgrlme“t is attached to | 8 [ ﬁ'l(} I fQ_l;l_ef_eli@CG_)

® VMODIFICATION ~M . ¢

The maps clud dky fumbol”t Countvi thec ™7 = st” " aljrcgeet or BT A2 J-0 01
shall inc o orat .1 : Mompe e o d e , *Line 7 ~chthat —cluc s - '

ro dt- addiional char zestothe a1 ow . "1 1an
Zonin -and Land U ¢ Plan Maps s 2a  r¢;

Samoa Land Use Plan Map:

» Sec revised Land Use and Phasing Map submitted by Samoa Pacific Group.

Delete the prope i rhe inland use classification fr m N uri ' T o« < iy Public

Re *ation in theg_rea wistor_ lew Navy 3a » Road (1 inthe existit ~ Matural  ource s
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e The existing building would become useless if the designation was retained as coastal
dependant Industry.

e The above recommendation seems to be referring to the area proposed for storage, however it
is important to provide storage for residents, therefore this area should remain General
Commercial.

o This area should remain public facility due existing wastc treatment infrastructure.

Add th= ' ir~sté* meat to the S © 17 7 nMap:

o N 1. . N - ‘[
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*  Remove all language related to merger and redivision into Master Area Parcels. STMP-LUP
development will be completed through a Phased Subdivision; each phase will require
recordation of a final map consistent with the Subdivision Map Act and STMP-LUP.,

10. MODIFICATION #19:
T pohallat che e NV Inetructlc 1-°777 0 d October A7 V)4, as
referenced in 1l  tsunami policv i rovi ¢ 1 Am=a s e Humboldt Bar Area Plan,

11. MODIFICATIC ¥ #11:

e It is not clear what references the above recommendation is referring to. Density is defined by
the land use designation of a site.
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2. Suggested Implementation Program Modification #2: EXCERPT

STARTS ON STAFF REPORT PAGE 70 OF 136
ISSJ /P IS NS H e L 1)
Modify Section 313-15.2 of the Humboldt County Zoning Regulations as follows: (Coastal

Commission Suggested Modification language is shown indou’ ":1 “erline. Samoa Pacific
Group proposed added language a.hown in« e - and Suggested Modification language
to be deleted is shown iu "

* Bullets justify language change.

SECTION A: REGULATIONS FOR ZONING DISTRICTS PART 2:
SPECIAL AREA COMBINING ZONES

313-15 SPECIAL AREA COMBINING ZONES: PURPOSE, WHERE THEY
APPLY, AND LIST OF ZONE DESIGNATIONS

A Combining Zone is an additional zoning designation applied to some (but not all) properties. A
Combining Zone modifies the allowed land use in some way when neccssary for sound and
orderly planning. The following regulations for each of the Combining Zones shall modify the
regulations for the Principal Zones with which they are combined. All uses and development
regulations for the Principal Zone shall apply in the Combining Zone except insofar as they are
modified or augmented by the uses and regulations set forth in the Combining Zone regulations.

313-15.1 PURPOSE

The purpose of these regulations is to establish regulations for land use and

development in special areas, as identified in the Humboldt County General Plan and associated
plan maps. {See, Chapter | for an explanation of the zoning maps.)

313-15.2 APPLICABILITY

The Special Area Combining Zone Regulations shall apply when any of the special area
combining zones are combined with a principal zone by the County Board of Supervisors. When
more than one regulation is applicable to the same subject matter within a zone, the most
restrictive regulation is applicable except in the case of conflicts hetween the reculations of

the Samoa Town Master Plan (STMP) Snec” ™ " rca_ombining Zone and ¢ erre ions

"'+ pon’ rordimance, ...ere a4 nflict arises. betweun the regulations of the STMP

Combining Zor~ and any o thel I ~ulation of the zonin ordinanc: .1 1e re 1 ations « ['the

STMP Combinin; Zot shallt em edence.: - & '

T T N . ! - . . ) .



T 1 1 1 1

* Remove all language related to merger and redivision into Master Area Parcels. STMP-
LUP development will be completed through a Phased Subdivision; each phase will
require recordation of a final map consistent with the Subdivision Map Act and STMP-
LUP. Replace the above paragraph with the following language:

< r o oW ' i 1
A { 1 | . I ri -
- - _n v T |r_ i_- o [ . - l
v ‘ Lot vl - V1w
[ t l K mot) ]
et ek Lo elsyt - 1y’ N -
11 : ' ! 1 |
1L B | _ _n t < f . L - ! I
[ boawn _lt oubd ~ 'li\' [ _[_ 1 r)_ll .

3. Suggested Implementation Program Modification #3:

Modify the table in Section 313-15.3 entitled, "Special Area Combining Zoncs and Respective
Designations" to include a new Samoa Town Master Plan (STMP) Special Area Combining
Zone, In addition, add the following language to the table:



* Remove all language related to merger and redivision into Master Area Parcels. STMP-
LUP development will be completed through a Phased Subdivision; each phase will
require recordation of a final map consistent with the Subdivision Map Act and STMP-
LUP. Replace the above paragraph with the following language:

TR T O T sty ot I o

a’’ - L -1 " y-_l_( ' 1
. 1o ' _ ! T v o 1

| | S SER N WS S g in t

n oin e L < - !
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~ ol D . D b ,
; B n nny_l_ wri il @ AD T Y - 1 l-...-li:.: lﬁ LS :i_.:ur_ U™ OL "_]".
| I T DU P B

4. Suggested Implementation Program Meodification #4:

Add the following to Section A: Regulations For the Zoning Districts Part 2: Combining Zones
of Chapter 3 of the Humboldt County Zoning Regulations. Number subsections in a manner
consistent with the format for Part 2 of Section A of Chapter 3.

313-34,5 STMP: SAMOA TOWN PLAN STANDARDS

Purpose’ The purpa~- of these regulations_is to provide for the commehensive Hlanning and

orderlv develo ot v amunity ot Jamoa.
Applicability: ' '
| [ n 1 A J '
1 L] a Yl f "
108 ht

Modifications Imposed b+ = STMP Regulations: These ations shall b in additior to

re ulation” imposed b the orimary 7zone deve o iment rezulations. and other coas™ 1 ¢
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on s s rer'ations of the ST ™ 7
Zong and ~~_ > rregulatior ~“the z'n'n: or ° " 1w onsc.t e TMPC ning
Zone shan 7 | )

specii’: v v on f1 e ~ betwg

=

I - . . ' . - R \
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* Remove all language related to merger and redivision into Master Arca Parcels. STMP-
LUP development will be completed through a Phased Subdivision; each phase will
require recordation of a final map consistent with the Subdivision Map Act and STMP-
LUP. Replace the above paragraph with the following language:

! A

Cc tal development  mit approvals_for - » >lopment - tt nt* 1 nd tihj cttothh STMP

shall c alw? > aythor ~ed if the following requirement wer 1+ additi v v ke T
requirc en® of the o xtif 1P 1 ac 1. oy« T evelopment sithin tt ~ T vIP may only
I ho 7= if the decision makin - athorit *adopts « secific findings of .or n vyt



resultin fro 1 © I w2t cle fl ﬂuu:l" asphalt and cer- nt
compounds, and debris), to -~ ntd_-ibl .

2y ,___Lan T T megacti eedyping e struction - 2.g, clearir | radine and
cut-and-fill ** 'l be * inimize ' t .th~ e ent feasible. 1) vo ' re de  lon
st limentation. Soil ce n. n"*> n ~ities shall be minimized, to tf -

ext t.casible, toretain the natural stormw:r* r infiltration capacity of the soil.

(3) _  _Cor uction sl | minimize the disturbance of n'  a' ve etation (includir
si ifieant tr natl = ve ** tion and roof structu §). whict + n int fn nr fing

erosion and sedimentation,

(4 _ Development shall implement soil st 5il7 itic 1 3 Ps in ol Jine b not
limited to re-vegetation, on graded or disturhed areas asso = “*blc,

(5)  Grading operations shall not be conducted during the rair © = son {from
October | to April 13), except i1 respons~toemer ncic - unl  tI “ountv det¢ n ines
that soil conditions at the proiect itc ares "W " th |'kelithoo.. of sieni rcant
precipitation is low during | 0 i o ter sion - b - wd

adequate erosion and sedime~ “tion control me ures wmh i ol ¢ oring all gracing
operations,




ILBS?_B.S_U;Q._.

- T h ":_l_._f" ;‘ ._m‘m oo A I" toc f. 1( Tk T ar -
flows, and maintain or tmy w rq a.ty  ost-construction stormy  tc cplan™ hall: zcify
S e s e trol and if necessary, treatment control BMPs that wall be i i led to
n Mimiz. - ormwate Hollution and minimize or 1"+ acre ser 0 tormw crre ~ff volume

and rate fromi 0 velopment after construction. The post-construction stormwi* plan shall
demonstrate that:

(1) Following truction, erosion_on the si* ~hall be controlled t¢  void ¢ Iv »rs
impacts on adjac nt propert” sand1  ources.

(M Perme arosion_co (rol r - asures shall be instal® * s mavh needed ¢ »nending
upon the intensity of developr  tp >d and the sensitivity of te v* v ~ters.

{7 * Runoff from the  roject shall not "1crease sedimentation in receivir + -~
(4) On = Hlterin ase md/o” - diment trappir r < ms shall he "« lled,

)



{i)_A site plan showing finished grades in one-foot contour intervals and

(. Site design usin  ow in ¢t development techniqg tes. Thenos o s 1 1 10

plan shall demonstrate tne nref o ntr 1 sra L faow in pact de oo nent (1.11D)

1 'n" sin rder > miaimize < rmwal i qualit *and quant - impacts from development. 11D
is a d~ =lopment it desi nitrate ~withagoalorma™ i " sorv rod e il e v -
developmenthv®  o0e”  n " nsof or ce ir rate » i ndgrom dw: recharge. ¢ - w- las
eyl ~an Trate of stormwat~ _div~ha~ L TIN A6t deiuse maill-se " " e .

di~ ibuted manz tement practices © © 7 ‘'nm irv  pervious rface infiltrating

S 1wy relose svits< ¢e and pre  rvation of perm able soil nd native vegetation. 1.ID
techniqu . to con ~* ~include hut are not limited 10. 11 ollowing;

(1) D ~lopment shall be it dand d signed ta preserve the tr “ilir: " £ ation,
det ntion, and ! :tention functions of naturat drainage s+ *ms that exist on th~ “ite, to *h

7



(1) "Developments of water quality concern” include the following:

(a) Housing developments of five or more dwelling units, including but not limited to
residential subdivisions,

(b) Hillside developments on slopes greater than 20 percent, located in areas with highly
erodible soil, such as soils deposited in association with dune formation,

(¢) Developments that will cumulatively result in the creation, addition, or replacement of
one acre or more of impervious surface area,



(2) Additional Requirements for developments of water quality concern:

{"Ws r ali = lhydrolc »v 1. The applicant for a developm tof v a :r¢ aality con 2rn

shal' b~ required tc “ubmit a watcr quality & hydrology plan (WC™P . p «d hv 11 lifornia
licens lcivilen inet -« rli ° vo it whie csupplements th - post ~ struction

< rm 2t er plan. The WQHP shall inc ude ealeu ations, pe - Count- stand, wcls that  timat

incre as- - in pollutant oads ¢ 1d chang 1 storr v, thed lop (i olume: A flow
rated 1 .l etrom  propo . dev opmept I~ 1specif* ' 1e BM™~ tha* wil' b

nre leme 4 to_minimize post-c nstruction water ¢ rality and hvdrolo 1cim s, _he WC™'P
shall . oinclude operationan”m ~ a  nl ns for pos onstruction tr 1t st contre! SMPs,
Int applie lionar Tini »lanning pro~= - * :appl* ant shall he requirc * *o = it for
appro 'y~ iminar- WOHP, and priorto 1 st ot :of il > rmit > nocant shall

suh ta aaly HE torapprovall t e Co F-  eer,



L%L&L&@QMMMMM@&L&M&M&M@:
plan,

{¢) Pre-development stormwater runoff hydrology (i.e. volume and flow rate) from the
site,

from the site, with all proposed non-structural and structural BMPs in place.

(€) Measures to infiltrate or treat runoff from impervious surfaces (including roads,
driveways, parking structures, building pads, roofs, and patios) on the site, and to
discharge the runoff in a manner that avoids potential adverse impacts. Such measures
mnay include, but are not limited to, structural treatment control BMPs including

biofilters, grassy swales, onsite de:silting basins, detention ponds, or dry wells.

10



(1) All devele ~ hallincorporate g™ -~~~ ~'te des’ 1andlon -ter

construction source cor © " T f T e b eimp o v
" ~ast are re rfe he 4 lopnk 1t ‘o *he maximum extent

pri “icak’  E MPs th ot protey 1 -st-construcu mw v Ty n > Tyere )

anoff ve tur e s 1 re :  ar i the project des’ f

develc en ~ he®  vingere o Fpriority:

.77 asie TMP Prooerde 2 fae e that reduc the ereat an or set it of
p~ _~tial pollutant sc- = -, or “educe the alterationo ™Me  ~ st = ral
stor w er vroe n > e w7 rimpervious £ ces,

pre: :rving native - =lation, and minimizir ading,

i. < control BMPs: Methods that reduce potential pollutant~ ~* *h ir s -+ -
and/or avoid entrainment of poll tants in runoff, including sche.” :s0r v 7 =
prohibitionsof pre  es  int nc r ¢ o erigh v ctice: « -

oper: ior | actics Examples are co ering outdoor stora - artas, w2 o
effir*~nt irrigation, and minimizing the use ¢”"an oo als i acts,
S ekt it L te here gatural A soilsmay lei Y ro < colo e instabilit
w e infiltration may conti bute to floodi- - or where resulations ton o1
groundwater mav b \'olated.

iii. Tr tinent control BMPs: Sy teir .des”  “tar  ovep 7 ints from

stormwa ~hr w7t cettling of particulate pollutants, filtratior
hiological uptake n zdia adrorplion, or anv other nhy acal. hiolc “cal, or chemical

'



A cvelo arghallv 0 de = inacec dan~ v h - -proved eror on and

stormwe* -~ control final plans and/orwez'erq " v n it | Ay pro o

char vthe p w1f  pan ¢ ther ted > > ol directrr
char > the ap roved fir sl plans s 1ll ocer - -vi*hrut ~n amendment to the coar "al
development permit or¢ v ' . T es T o determin no

amen..ment is legally required,

NRTTYIYN 0 T “n T T A2

A.R 7 iation ofl :ontami ation. incluc” rcor ds ™ r 2sidual” 1 inton

S uri e teer + ‘orre remeni/repla = ient ¢ 7 2 foundations o 0 ng struetus -
associated with the "compa~ 10v ~" of Samoa shall be undertaken with sne "~ " care v
thesu ~ rnlir o var r1e rioe eils (s b or al oadw Aows, and
millwork) of th  “ructures, in acce=?nce with the nd the followine
additional requirements;

1. Proposals for - ~remediation “all clearly ™ 7 zthe . w

me 3y} sthi 1 be It <l d the exi cstructur LA

~ tal de* =lopmen’ permit applicatior submitt d *othe: :vi win 2 hority for ¢ aich
projed . In addition. uch pronose "< sha.l include a .. wd Ly oo lrocer e feocaafe

12



in 4 fr v T AT i s ede e eapihe existing structyre -

¢ v > v A0 irge greshal bein- —oreted inte each anr Micabl nov 1
¢ ~~‘ract {1d which shali clear’™y .t 1 1 ela e Teonga it the
I ' T e A eq.z
27 ¢ tideviiomment et et 4 vk “hall ine! e -
At h £~ mropo ~ds™ vincludir- -x'stir 2 structures anc 11 a
soil remov-lisprepose1-a: cnon 1o b\ ..., andad
rooIe [ o A (" ar naar™i o~ otk oexes gion limit- ‘d —*ha-d

Ael rai Om lglu-n .. -n'Iurg N
A~ 1+ ;fl')rﬂ ~ 'O'J]e-

&n,p En‘i__:‘:. T a v teow ol oae o 1
: - i
- Ay ovide awrn e or o su v
co “clusions. 1ncl ot el he cture =mai  ‘able
througout the pre =4 > yo o "ooreostere nelic ion, '
-1 1 LR .
Tt m totar voec»ozd o vthecr len i purs ntto
o omam mph 2 ooy the s Gl o shel ose an apy opri: ¢ n whie”
meets currer “ L. 0 ! FIdjne stand= 1s. '
L 1 P 1 -
LB 1
AT Ll . L] 1 1 l'l
1

e There are existing standards of practice and California State building standards which
will be followced for structural review and it is not necessary to state them here.
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Existin ¢ = & iale "h ° hig '~ tow L A nd ~tained in ¢ ow e
nt L V] . b - - . - . I B
1 ! ' ap ¥ ¢ cuod ~tall - fer e
71 hng v nater e a“an A oa A rvation ”,J L
1 1
¥ . t
it .
Thelic’o ":'r tre C TE TR e 40 iC At~ {1 ] include, but - not
edr e ng:
. |(‘ P l_t.- nolt e o r v el r. “ nold ‘lﬁ‘ hi‘_—slorig,. “ant
of e~ ¢~ identif'  ‘nopreviour TTTUUs, survevs e 1 C 1
_‘ _ . - ' A rr atjons, disclosing the histor -
et v at v >roe v the ele e g res urces, - ~hoas tleats and wildlife. in
suffici  detr™ ‘o permnitarey’'ew “f ' - ’ e
] il ! i D31 S « “rar ‘parti~ ' v annual) - ar*s hab* ¢ { - udin~
non ive -ecies such si dividua'‘reg- — “dver tI :provide hapii b 3 « T
reso-ces for birds or other s : 1 ~u e hya ™ ja ao e anific
IMe¢ stomcith v b ad «giffr it o~ - orse isonally by migratory
~esiee for moostin~ breedip ~ ~~ “-2din - dunng spec” "1 wir an t
potenual ac  segf o gt o fer d binlogical resources or on the

associated e~ sstem, eitherindi  dual = or cumulr g’

b Cnidentift  “onof’ful + ter A" eiag e fe e gjeg of spec ' ~oncern,” © T an

ide * icatic ~ of any other ~2eci~ ~ft ~itv.includi  ma s ‘esior T dl 1 tor" w2
the Ca''forma N “ve Pt + 1t are present or have the potential to occur on th  project
site;

¢. Pt e phsof I - site labeled with orientation noted on pertin n* maps;

d. Adi cu sion of the physical < a “sties fthe  including b notli ~ ~d 1o,
topogr: phy, < il types, microclimate, ann. . m  ~ition corrido™ |

e. As smapde 7t = location of biological resources ‘ . The
re ~yrees she 'he sher ny inthe cont ~t of 1 topographic baseam 1" st b ¢ ¢
-ufficiently large tope nt ¢’ - c de] ticr Fthee entof p itive 2o g ©
Hentifi 't ou ¢ prop ¢ field ine stig ation and w o gpoertic ot Prot ol surve for
Consitivc o cie tat’ ociations nds * ty] i’ Hnte ciadall e ~exd
dev i at(n’ mem |7 ar  ~ther i Form  ion, such as the 'ocal on” ~ ipeci ¢ (-

habitat boundaric * - disc = dinthe it of the suniect bio®  cal ot Contour m *rv <

L4



fAran i "¢t 0 ter i ot aF e A - ent onl s identific: hab™ ¢ o

spee
r 4+ -
{
W«
1
1

| []
h ‘'oj alte- atves ~-lud'ne roiect me U7 TofsT vopt ko A oaye o
n' acl t i1 len 3¢ t g -niles_;

1

i 1
- X

- The b fi ~shall be measurea n yminec¢ zoft SH t tis
dd|accnt tothe prcy  Id ot
2, Se--itivity ot specie "0 ¢'sturbance. The w' "Mo™t" buffir n < l'e
h  "awnp onthedist > nece arytc »nsure that the:1  t ~ensitive sp ~* - of plant
. ~d anim:  will not be disturbed c:igniﬁcar ly by the permit” ' developme . ich:
d  mination shall be b sead  11he fc” wino s ler wsult v vitih o ¢ oft e
I: v rtme t o Fi and Game, th= 7S, Fih ind Wildlife Service, the  itior al '\/ane
Fis™-ic - rvi-  the Coastal Commission  oth s /ith sumilar expe e
2 ti- -t edir - br- Ain , rosting, or other habitatrec 31 1~ of hc v 2sident
i ratorvt van v Ut s cies,c hie mo e dereli poeon nattye 2

tncluding trees t -+t ~vovide roost*n. fo 2di~ - drocstic habitat;



4. Anisse-sment ¢ Ttk sk -t o T B S LR

< [ a: s 1r mRe

a5 essment of the impact and activity levels of the proposed development on the

=

g [

Q

6, Froe syoee wi]j o7 e idqt < Pthe buft  shallb-b: - ‘noart.onan

csess- ntof b slo” cse™soin rvious e W a caar ol Stics,

ero p aet ».er  thar ol p;o_posed ford - gl_pr“ n* nd

g ang ' suffic ¢ huffer to ~llo fertb 27 “ercenti n ofi v ial
eroded aqanequu ft' et e

77 '

- A -

@ o 2mi- buffra st Uhemea redfre 177 27T viner nts,

?!§§£Ciat_§guwilh,' ~ QT [P T T grea as applic~*'
e The o FT e 1 h vne a he = ctrig
Vegvlulivu luteliace fur dunc-r _e,l&g@.i&
* The upland edge of a wetland,

e The outer edge of the canopy of coastal sage scrub or forests nlus snch additional
area as mav he n v oo e o {roolzone » = - All root
zones shaltbey  =rt=d--p ot fthe 3o ated ESHA.

f..‘&
i

¢ Theouteredize™" 17 37« ic 1 >rare  lapt community for rare plant
it EST A i bding an - = of rare annue  plants that have b-en
ider “fied in p vious su-vevs and the nk iva :on net dormant seed
banksofy 7 S,

e The outered; ~of an-rh hitat used bv w il w7 I tosurvev  nsitive
eci (su ' ase e rostinghal o rareiln atsocem U apla x fus o of
certail “amphibians. etc,) 1 itbin or adjacent to tne lands s hie ot to
the STMI -TU'Pb: «donthehest: u "~ "

e V ere~ tahlished public - 1cy "protocols” xist for the surv - of aparti "ar
e orl “itat.th +  oaric biolc i tsl unde aketl * rver nd
six 1ac rdance  th the = quirem ~ Lof th - protocol and ~hall
= *rained and ~redentialed b *he pertir :nt 1gencv tound fake taesth

nmtocol survey.
The above edits are made for the following reasons:

* All language that refers to biological “functional relationships” will be removed
hecause functional relationships ate (1) complex to assess; (2) there are no Coastal

16



Act guidelines for determining or assessing such a relationship; and (3) the analysis
would be qualitative at best (would not be quantifiable).

* The natural topography would be included in the ESHA buffer areas.

Y a7 : .
2ol LRiss *nrtsis. A-olicat’ ns for deve” - t t shc ¢ -that he
LR TS (s I [ T wort al’a Fooan IIi= 1 de an analysir of
" i p e teme ~'eve! <o Ther~-"- ; -hallta'eintoacc unt ™ b st v™" e
scientific inforr an (w’™” tot ot e oeme le boafore Toaonigite
88008 1 genterhnict - -t _ioms. - S
- - - ] . [
a 1 1
_Eﬁv Eitin 1 Fart VA .'-- "-__E |n=l-'j /-_. and_ - L.!['Lo-n _i_ﬂf"?_SIl'UC[l_ll“e. ¥
' - ' ’ A wm
rise ! Ofl‘f,_. | T o a Aa 1 alk rel sl F ooy Se(l ~ n[l N ”"_rrel‘ltr‘"_l_[ 4 L‘utul ;

l_t: ,h—,?l—lc _d S alr a el Al e ld | S [—q m!nig‘rti!-—-

aat]

T i TAR T ph o T ying ceer mqtior omittal reque tfor HUM MAJ-
08-01 shall incor~orr* the = ~ ral ¢b~—1es - quired te the Urni 2 Lin ™ “inets hth 1 1

excludc tonlv __ " nl i v nd the * ditional char - to the
Lamoa Jown Master Plan '~ n o« ]~ 1 0e =M 3l here:

Add the followi  sratemmt £ o  ning Map;
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T r A
A 1 ™
T » ~F 1
y i o
v ( ton S I 1 1w
v e ' T P .
g sk L .- . v
. 'y 1o ! T 1., + '__ N t
& g ity T T t r
_ _ B C " fe 1
- ? oo ’ =10 ' ¢
1 1 T = _l) 1 (a}| L
c_ 1. v o L
B_C\_’_LSE th- :U_U_ﬁf”[_( Jextent of thefc =~ ° «fF " an 17 o "ll_ s 1_@4!&@ same manner
as "’ th s e - MOy, B0 For o ipg the # print of the preoosed land use
clas G~ ~p-veas ™ the Samoa "and U-- Plan (LUP>ur © 77 7 7”1 o, )
Revise the pro osed zor” i’ o th ral Reee rree Corri Area,

* Remove all language related to merger and redivision into Master Arca Parcels. STMP-
LUP development will be completed through a Phased Subdivision; each phase will
require recordation of a final map consistent with the Subdivision Map Act and STMP-
LUP.

( € pge T 0" entation Program Meodificatior 16
a s W% 1 ot _ ! - ! F- - ' . . -L-

e It 1s not clear what references the above recommendation is referring to. Density is
defined by the land use designation of a site.
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