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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Coastal Act Section 30625(b) requires the Commission to hear an appeal unless it determines
that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed.*
Commission staff has analyzed the County’s Notice of Final Local Action for the development
(see Exhibit No. 7), appellant’s claims (Exhibit Nos. 5 and 6), and the relevant requirements of
the LCP (Attachment A).

The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that a substantial
issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed, and that the
Commission hold a de novo hearing, because the appellants have raised a substantial issue with
the local government’s action and it’s consistency with the certified LCP. The staff believe the
project as approved by the County is not consistent with the LCP for the following reasons:

) The authorized development, located an environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA)
comprised of a rare, biologically significant shore pine — Sitka Spruce forest, would be
for a use that is not dependent upon the resources within the environmentally sensitive
forest area, inconsistent with the LUP’s Marine and Water Resources policies;

. The approved project is not the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative with
respect to the LCP Marine and Water Resources requirements on permissible dredging,
diking, and filling of wetlands;

. The adequacy of the preliminary design of the onsite wastewater disposal system to
protect coastal resources was not established as required by the LCP’s Marine and Water
Resources and New Development policies; and

. The development as approved would have significant impacts on coastal visual resources
inconsistent with the LCP’s Visual Resources policies.

The motion to adopt the staff recommendation of substantial issue is found on page 4.

The term “substantial issue” is not defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing regulations. In previous
decisions on appeals, the Commission has generally been guided by the following factors in making
substantial issue determinations: (a) the degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s
decision; (b) the extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local government; (c)
the significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision; (d) the precedential value of the local
government’s decision for future interpretations of its LCP; and (e) whether the appeal raises only local
issues, or those of regional or statewide significance.
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STAFF NOTES:

1. Appeal Process.

After certification of Local Coastal Programs (LCPs), the Coastal Act provides for limited
appeals to the Coastal Commission of certain local government actions on coastal development
permits (Coastal Act Section 30603).

Section 30603 states that an action taken by a local government on a coastal development permit
application may be appealed to the Commission for certain kinds of developments, including
developments located within certain geographic appeal areas, such as those located between the
sea and the first public road paralleling the sea or within one hundred feet of a wetland or stream
or three hundred feet of the mean high tide line or inland extent of any beach or top of the
seaward face of a coastal bluff, or those located in a sensitive coastal resource area.

Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be appealed if they are not designated the
“principal permitted use” under the certified LCP. Finally, developments constituting major
public works or major energy facilities may be appealed whether approved or denied by the city
or county. The grounds for an appeal are limited to an allegation that the development does not
conform to the standards set forth in the certified local coastal program and, if development is
located between the first public road and the sea, the public access and public recreation policies
set forth in the Coastal Act.

The approved development is appealable to the Commission pursuant to Section 30603(a)(2) of
the Coastal Act because it is (a) located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the
sea, (b) located within one hundred feet of a wetland, (c) development approved by a coastal
county that is not designated as the principal permitted use under the zoning ordinance or
zoning district map, and (d) development which constitutes a major public works project.

Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal unless the
Commission determines that the appeal raises no substantial issue of conformity of the approved
project with the certified LCP. Since the staff is recommending substantial issue, unless three
Commissioners object, it is presumed that the appeal raises a substantial issue and the
Commission may proceed to its de novo review. The Commission will not take public testimony
during this phase of the appeal hearing unless three Commissioners request it.

If the Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question,
proponents and opponents will have three minutes per side to address whether the appeal raises a
substantial issue. The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission on the substantial
issue question are the applicants, the appellant and persons who made their views known to the
local government (or their representatives). Testimony from other persons regarding substantial
issue must be submitted in writing. It takes a majority of Commissioners present to find that no
substantial issue is raised.

Unless it is determined that there is no substantial issue, the Commission will proceed to the de
novo portion of the appeal hearing and review the merits of the proposed project. Oral and
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written public testimony will be taken during this de novo review which may occur at the same
or subsequent meeting. If the Commission were to conduct a de novo hearing on the appeal,
because the proposed development is located between the first public road and the sea, the
applicable test for the Commission to consider would be whether the development is in
conformity with the certified Local Coastal Program and with the public access and public
recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

2. Filing of Appeal.

On November 9, 2009 appeals were filed with the North Coast District Office by: (1) Friends of
Del Norte, a public benefit, not-for-profit organization; and (2) Commissioner’s Shallenberger
and Wan (see Exhibit Nos. 5 and 6). The appeals were filed in a timely manner within ten (10)
working days of receipt by the Commission on October 20, 2009 of the County’s Notice of Final
Local Action (see Exhibit No. 7).

3. 49-Day Waiver.

Pursuant to Section 30621 of the Coastal Act, an appeal hearing must be set within 49 days from
the date an appeal of a locally issued coastal development permit is filed. The appeals on the
above-described decision were filed on October 9, 2009. The 49" day from the date the appeal
was filed was December 28, 2009. On November 24, 2009, prior to the 49" day after the filing
of the appeals, the applicants submitted a signed 49-Day Waiver waiving the applicants’ right to
have a hearing set within 49 days from the date of the appeal. Subsequent to that request, the
applicants have met with Commission staff and provided additional information, including
potential project alternatives, to address many of the issues of LCP consistency.

I. MOTION AND RESOLUTION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE:

Recommendation:

Staff recommends that the Commission determine that a substantial issue exists with respect to
the grounds on which Appeal No. A-1-DNC-09-048 has been filed and that the Commission hold
a de novo hearing.

Staff recommends a NO vote on the following motion & resolution:

Motion & Resolution. | move that the Commission determine and resolve that:
Appeal No. A-1-DNC-09-048 raises no substantial issue with respect to the
grounds on which the appeal has been filed under Section 30603 of the Coastal
Act regarding consistency with the Certified Local Coastal Plan and/or the public
access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

Following the staff recommendation by voting no will result in the Commission conducting a de
novo review of the application, and adoption of the following findings. Passage of this motion,
via a yes vote, thereby rejecting the staff recommendation, will result in a finding of No
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Substantial Issue and the local action will become final and effective. The motion passes only by
an affirmative vote of the majority of the appointed Commissioners present.

I1. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS:

A. Appealable Local Action

On October 14, 2009, the Del Norte Planning Commission approved the Jack M. McNamara
Airfield Terminal Replacement Project, specifically, the construction of Alternative "C"
comprising a new approximately 20,800-square-foot replacement airport terminal building with
associated 350-ft. x 190-ft. aircraft apron, new and realigned acess roadways, 1.44-acres of off-
street parking facilities, an onsite sewage disposal system, other related utility, drainage, lighting,
and site improvements, and the relocation of existing emergency response and hanger facilities
and offsite water supply system reservoir improvements, within an approximately 10-acre project
area situated along both sides of Dale Rupert Road on a portion of Jack M. McNamara Airfield
(CEC); APNs 110-010-21 and 120-020-02 (see Exhibit Nos. 1-4 and 7). The County’s Notice of
[Final] Action was received by the Commission staff on October 20, 2009 (see Exhibit No. 7).
The County’s approval of the project was appealed to the Coastal Commission in a timely
manner on October 9, 2009, within 10-working days after receipt by the Commission of the
notice of final local action.

Pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30603(a), sub-sections (2), (4), and (5), this approval is
appealable to the Commission because the approved development is: (a) within 100 feet of a
wetland; (b) development approved by a coastal county that is not designated as the principal
permitted use under the zoning ordinance or zoning district map; and (c) development which
constitutes a major public works project.

B. Appellants’ Contentions

On October 9, 2009 appeals were filed with the North Coast District Office by: (1) Friends of
Del Norte, a public benefit, not-for-profit organization; and (2) Commissioner’s Shallenberger
and Wan (see Exhibit Nos. 5 and 6). In their appeals, the appellants raise issues of LCP
conformity of the approved project as follows:

. The project as approved is inconsistent with the Marine and Water Resources policies of
the LCP regarding limitations on the types of permissible development within and
adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHAS), including wetlands, and its
requirements that the adequacy less than 100-foot wide reduced-width wetland buffers be
substantiated;

. The project as approved is inconsistent with the Marine and Water Resources policies of
the LCP regarding siting and designing development adjacent to environmentally
sensitive habitat areas to (a) prevent impacts that would substantially degrade such areas
(b) be compatible with the continuance of such habitat areas, and (c) provide a 100-foot
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buffer unless it has been demonstrated that a buffer of less than 100 feet would not have
adverse impacts on the environmentally sensitive habitat area.

. The approved project is not the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative with
respect to the LCP Marine and Water Resources requirements on permissible dredging,
diking, and filling of wetlands;

. The adequacy of the preliminary design of the approved onsite wastewater disposal
system to protect coastal resources was not established as required by the LCP’s Marine
and Water Resources and New Development policies; and

. The development as approved would have significant impacts on coastal visual resources
inconsistent with the LCP’s Visual Resources policies.

C. Substantial Issue Analysis

Section 30603(b)(1) of the Coastal Act states:

The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be limited to an
allegation that the development does not conform to the standards set forth in the
certified local coastal program or the public access policies set forth in this
division.

All five of the contentions raised in the appeal present potentially valid grounds for appeal in that
they allege the approved project’s inconsistency with policies of the certified LCP.

Coastal Act Section 30625(b) states that the Commission shall hear an appeal unless it
determines:

With respect to appeals to the commission after certification of a local coastal
program, that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which an
appeal has been filed pursuant to Section 30603.

The term "substantial issue” is not defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing regulations.
The Commission's regulations indicate simply that the Commission will hear an appeal unless it
"finds that the appeal raises no significant question” (Title 14, Section 13115(b), California Code
of Regulations.) In previous decisions on appeals, the Commission has been guided by the
following factors:

. The degree of factual and legal support for the local government's decision that the
development is consistent or inconsistent with the certified LCP and with the public
access policies of the Coastal Act;

) The extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local government;
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o The significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision;

. The precedential value of the local government's decision for future interpretations of its
LCP; and

. Whether the appeal raises only local issues, or those of regional or statewide significance.

Even when the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, appellants nevertheless may obtain
judicial review of the local government's coastal permit decision by filing petition for a writ of
mandate pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5.

In this case, for the reasons discussed further below, the Commission exercises its discretion and
determines that with respect to each of the contentions concerning raised by the appellants, the
appeal raises a substantial issue with regard to the approved project’s conformance with the
certified County of Del Norte LCP.

1. Permissible Uses within Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAS).

The project as approved authorizes development within an environmentally sensitive habitat area
for an airport terminal and associated development which is a use which is not dependent upon
the resources situated therein. Policy No. 6 of the County LUP’s Marine and Water Resources
chapter limits development within ESHASs to uses dependent upon those resources.

On November 10, 2009, Commission staff biologist John Dixon pnD . together with California
Department of Fish and Game staff, visited the project site to review site conditions for
determining whether the forested area in which the propsed terminal improvements would be
placed constitutes ESHA as alleged in the appeal. The area in question is composed of a
composite of wetland and upland areas with a predominant vegetative cover composed of a
mixture of shore pine (Pinus contorta var. contorta) and Sitka spruce (Picea sitchensis) which,
while seemingly abundant within the immediate area, is rare in its overall geographic extent and
provides habitat for a variety of wildlife including the Northern red-legged frog (Rana aurora), a
species of critical concern. As discussed further in his review memo (see Attachment B), a
reconnaissance of the site was conducted with the following noteworthy features being observed:

. In addition to roughly 40% of the forested area comprising wetlands per se, both the
shore pine and Sitka spruce co-dominants are facultative (FAC) wetland indicator
species.

. Aside from their overall statewide (vulnerable) and bioregional (imperiled) status, the

location of this occurrence of the spruce association of this forest type at the geographic
edge of its distribution equates to these trees likely having a genetic structure different
from the more central populations to the south. The relatively rare genes harbored by
these populations may help the species cope with environmental shifts such as those
resulting from the current global warming and concomitant climate change.
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. The micro-topography of the forest results in an assemblage of low wetland areas
surrounded by raised hummocked areas dominated by wetland indicator species, though
notfully comprising a preponderance of hydrophytes. The requisite 100-foot buffer
called for in the LUP to be prescribed around the perimeter of wetlands would likely
encompass all of the these adjoining upland forested areas. Therefore the whole of the
forest should be considered a functionally integrated habitat.

o The seasonal ponds and wet forest provide important breeding, foraging, and dispersal
habitat for the northern red-legged frog, a “species of special concern” whose populations
in California are considered to be at risk, and as such, should be considered “rare.”

In considering the presence and extent of these biological components, Dr. Dixon concluded:

The area encompassing the forest, associated riparian vegetation, and the adjacent
seasonal pond” next to the airport parking lot meet the definition of Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) in the Coastal Act both because the Sitka spruce and
beach pine community types are rare in California and because that area provides the
important ecosystem function of supporting the rare northern red-legged frog population.
I recommend that the ESHA boundary follow the line of contiguous forest trees and
include the wetland at the north western edge of the forest.

Therefore, given the significance of the resources affected by the decision and their statewide
and regional significance, as well as the precedential value of the local government’s decision,
the appeal raises a substantial issue with respect to the development’s consistency with the
policies of the LCP for protecting ESHA, including but not limited to Policy No. 6 of the County
LUP’s Marine and Water Resources chapter which limits uses in ESHAs to resource-dependent
uses.

2. Design and Siting of Development Adjacent to ESHAs.

Very little consideration of the effects of those portions of the development to be constructed
adjacent to the project site ESHA (though not directly encroaching into the pine-spruce forest
ESHA or otherwise permissible in wetlands), or the need for protective mitigation was addressed
in the project record. This includes a lack of analysis of the adequacy of providing a less than
100-foot-wide buffer from wetlands, or measures for maintaining riparian vegetation, as required
by the LCP. Accordingly, given the paucity of factual or legal information to support the
decision to approve the project, the appeal raises a substantial issue with respect to the approved
development’s consistency with the LCP policies and standards regarding siting and designing
development adjacent to ESHA, including but not limited to Marine and Water Resources —
Sensitive Coastal Habitats Specific Area Policy Section VII. D.4, sub-sections a and f.

3. Feasible Less Environmentally Damaging Alternatives.

2 Identified by CDFG biologist Michael Van Hattem as breeding habitat.
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Numerous project alternatives were reviewed during the course of the local government’s project
review. However, these alternatives related primarily to alternate sites for the terminal or
retention and continued use of the existing terminal (“no project”). Although significant public
comments were received regarding the potential for reducing the overall size of the terminal
building by eliminating non-essential features or surplus circulation space, a reduced-size
terminal alternative that would have necessitated less wetlands fill was not substantively
analyzed. Instead, the County based its dismissal of this alternative on statements that the
terminal must be at the approved size to meet Federal Aviation Administration and
Transportation Safety Administration requirements without explaining specifically why a smaller
terminal would be noncompliant. Thus, given the lack of factual or legal information to support
the decision to approve the project, the extent and scope of the development approved, the
significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision, and the precedential value of the
local government’s decision for future interpretations of its LCP, the appeal raises a substantial
issue with respect to the approved development’s consistency with the LCP policies and
standards restricting the authorization of wetlands dredging, diking, and filling to the least
environmentally damaging feasible alternative including but not limited to Marine and Water
Resources — Sensitive Coastal Habitats Specific Area Policy Section VII. D.4, sub-section a.

4. Protection of Water Quality and Other Coastal Resources.

The project record indicates that, based upon preliminary onsite soil texture, percolation rate,
depth-to-groundwater, and site topographic investigations, an adequately sized onsite wastewater
treatment and leachfield-based disposal system could be developed to serve the replacement
terminal discharges. Although these evaluations were conducted pursuant to established
protocols set forth in the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Basin Plan, as
incorporated into County septic system regulations, comments were presented in public
testimony before the County questioning whether an anomalous dry period during the early part
of the septic system field testing “wet season” may have occurred which might have skewed the
groundwater separation data collected. No substantive response in the form of supplemental
information, such as verification of the lack of soil mottling above the encountered groundwater
levels, or a vetted review of the site suitability information from the regional board was provided
by the County prior to approving the project. As a result, the adequacy of the underlying soil
substrate to support an onsite sewage disposal system capable of processing the wastewater
flows from the replacement terminal was left unresolved. If adequate vertical separation
between the disposal leachfield and groundwater is not provided, untreated wastewater effluent
could become entrained in subsurface flows into adjoining environmentally sensitive wetlands
and shoreline areas. Thus, given the lack of factual or legal information to support the decision
to approve the project, the extent and scope of the development approved, and the significance of
the coastal resources affected by the decision, a substantial issue is raised with respect to the
approved development’s consistency with the LCP policies and standards regarding the
protection of coastal water quality from impacts associated with wastewater discharges,
including but not limited to LUP Marine and Water Resources Policy Nos. 1, 3, and 4 and
Housing/New Development Policy No. 2.

5. Protection of Visual Resources.
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The LCP recognizes the exceptionally scenic nature of the views to and along the coast in
proximity to the proposed development through its inclusion of the Point Saint George headlands
and vistas along Radio Road and Pebble Beach Drive within its “Visual Resource Inventory.”
Such areas are so designated because they possess “particular visual distinctiveness, integrity,
harmony and/or [are] of special interest to the general public.” The County LCP does not
formally designate any areas within the coastal zone portions of Del Norte County as “highly
scenic.” Instead, the LUP designates numerous locales as either “View Points” or “View
Corridors.” Thus, the majority of the LCP’s policies and standards regarding visual resource
protection are not applicable to the project site and its surroundings, as they specifically address
designated “highly scenic areas,” of which there are currently no areas in the County so
designated.

While not being located within a formally decreed “highly scenic area,” the replacement terminal
project would nonetheless be subject to the policies of the LUP as the policies relate to the
protection of the significant aesthetic amenities of the areas appearing in the Visual Resource
Inventory. To this end, the effects of the grading, road and utility placement, the height and bulk
of buildings, their placement and orientation, the selection of their exterior building materials
and colors, landscaping, signage, and the management of solid waste to prevent litter are to be
considered in the interest of reducing the impacts of new development on the designated visual
resources of the area. The closest designated coastal scenic “Viewpoints” are located at the Point
Saint George public access facility at the northern terminus of Radio Road and the vehicle turn-
outs oriented toward Castle Rock along the northern end of Pebble Beach Drive near its
intersection with Washington Boulevard. “View Corridors” include the whole length of Pebble
Beach Drive/Radio Road and the western ¥2-mile end of Washington Boulevard.

While the County did evaluate the effects of the visibility of the terminal improvements on the
Point Saint George area viewshed as viewed from the vantage of the public access parking lot at
the terminus of Radio Road, the analysis did not substantively address the appearance of the
replacement airport from points along the Radio Road and upper Pebble Beach Drive View
Corridors. In addition, although the County analysis found the replacement terminal to be
compatible with the character of the high contrast, visually distinct appearance of the other
airport buildings and structures located on the open and cleared portions of the site near the
active runways — where such contrast is desirable to assist visual flight rule (*VFR”) based
piloting — the County analysis did not address how the new terminal would be compatible with
the darker, earthtone character of the forested area backdrop against which the new terminal
would be constructed.

In addition to the above consideration regarding the construction of site improvements, the
approved project would entail significant landform alteration in the form of cutting into a
significant acreage of the airport’s onsite pine-spruce forest. As approved, portions of the
replacement terminal building, looped access roadway and parking lot facilities would
necessitate the removal of approximately 14 acres of pine and spruce trees and fringing riparian
vegetation. This forest is a natural landform element that, along with the adjoining coastal
prairie openings and wetland depressions, defines the visual character of the surrounding uplifted
terrace area. The LUP directs that such alterations be minimized, where feasible, through the
design and siting of development.
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Similar to the preceding appellate issue regarding the siting and design of new development
adjacent to ESHA, reduced-size alternatives to the preferred project were identified which were
not analyzed in the County’s approval of the project and which could have resulted in a reduction
in the relative degree of impact on visual resources, particularly landform alteration in terms of
forest removal. Therefore, given the lack of factual or legal information to support the decision
to approve the project, the extent and scope of the development approved, and the significance of
the coastal resources affected by the decision, the appeal raises a substantial issue with respect to
the approved development’s consistency with the LCP policies and standards regarding the
protection of visual resources, including but not limited to Visual Resources Policy No. 6 and the
Visual Resource Evaluation Criteria Section I1.A.

6. Conclusion.

For the reasons stated above, the Commission finds that Appeal Number A-1-DNC-09-048 raises
a substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed under Section
30603 of the Coastal Act regarding consistency of the approved development with the certified
Local Coastal Program.

D. Information Needed for De Novo Review of Application

Section 30621 of the Coastal Act instructs the Commission to provide for a de novo hearing on
all appeals where it has determined that a substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on
which an appeal has been filed. If the Commission finds substantial issue as recommended
above, staff also recommends that the Commission continue the de novo hearing to a subsequent
date. The de novo portion of the appeal must be continued because the Commission does not
have sufficient information to determine what, if any, development can be approved, consistent
with the certified LCP.

The project the Commission will be considering de novo has come to the Commission after an
appeal of a local government action which has identified several issues for which adequate
factual information does not currently exist within the project record. In the interim since the
filing of the appeal and the drafting of this report, the Commission has requested information
from the applicant needed to determine if the project can be found to be consistent with the
certified LCP. The applicant and their consultants have provided some of this requested
information, including an alternatives analysis of two additional terminal site and roadway
alignment alternatives, additional coverage of the extent of wetlands within these localities, and
site plan mapping and elevation depictions of the various terminal alternative designs.
Unfortunately, due to the scheduling of field visits to review onsite conditions with the
Commission’s staff biologist and the availability of the applicant’s consultants to compile
supplemental biological field data and engineering information, not all of the supplemental
information requested by staff have been prepared and submitted. As of the date of the
publication of this staff recommendation report, data on the precise extent of ESHA along the
periphery of the pine-spruce forest relative to the location of the terminal building envelope and
access roadway alignment alternatives and information regarding the incorporation of under-
crossing structures into the alterative access roadway’s design to facilitate the movement of red-
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legged frogs, remain outstanding. These items are crucial to substantiating whether an alternate-
location terminal complex development can be sited such that intrusion into adjoining ESHA is
completely avoided and that such a project alternative layout has been designed to prevent
impacts which would significantly degrade those areas, and would be compatible with the
continuance of the habitat area. Therefore, before the Commission can act on the proposed
project de novo, the applicant must submit all of the information identified below.

Alternatives Analysis — Biological Supplement: As discussed above, to make the necessary
findings regarding whether the previously identified Options “2” and “3” project site alternatives
can be developed without encroaching into the adjacent pine-spruce and fringing riparian
vegetation ESHAs in conformity with LUP Marine and Water Resources Policy 6, additional
mapping detail delineating the boundaries of the ESHA areas is required for the area along the
western side of the forested ESHA east of Dale Rupert Road. In addition, engineering
information is needed to disclose the location, number, size, and spacing of proposed crush
culverts along the eastern access roadway depicted on the project site alternatives to provide
under-crossings to facilitate the movement of sensitive red-legged frogs.

Alternatives Analysis — Reduced-sized Project Alternative Supplement: The filed appeals raise
questions as to whether alternatives exist that would achieve greater conformance with the
policies and standards of the LCP regarding siting and designing development adjacent to ESHA
to prevent impacts that would substantially degrade the ESHA, allowing dredging, diking, and
filling of wetlands only for the least environmentally damaging alternative, and the protection of
highly scenic visual resources and minimization of landform alteration. To make the necessary
findings that a project approved at a future de novo hearing is consistent with these policies, an
analysis is needed substantiating why a 20,800 square-foot terminal is the absolute minimum
sized facility that can be feasibly developed. The analysis should address whether non-essential
(though inarguably “desirable™) space for certain uses (e.g., retail concessions and inventory
stock storage, observation decks, etc.) can be either deleted entirely or provided elsewhere on or
near the grounds of the airport. The analysis must also detail which portions of the space plan
are purely for general circulation and specific passenger assembly uses and which are for direct
terminal operations, administrative, mechanical, and other critical functional uses.

Alternatives Analysis — Vehicular Circulation Supplement: Project Site Alternative Options “2”
and “3” depict the use of a “roundabout” turning circle. It is not clear how this facility would be
utilized by vehicles transporting passengers, terminal employees, visitors, and others whose
destinations might include the drop-off/pick-up area in front of the terminal, the parking lots,
another portion of the airport grounds, such as general aviation. The alternatives analysis needs
to be supplemented to include a narrative description and flow diagram illustrating the intended
function of the roundabout with respect to its interface with the various roadways and parking
area to which it interconnects. In addition, it is noted that, in its action on the appealed project,
the County imposed several requirements for roadway improvements at the entry to the airport
which had not been disclosed within the project application materials. The alternatives analysis
needs to be supplemented to include roadway improvements necessary to meet County street
standards. If any of these improvements entail the filling of wetlands, in addition to addressing
consistency of such proposed fill with all relevant LCP wetland policies and requirements, the
location, type, and areal amount of wetlands affected must also be identified.
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Without the above information, the Commission cannot reach a final determination concerning
the consistency of the project with the policies of the LCP. Therefore, before the Commission
can act on the proposed project de novo, the applicant must submit all of the above-identified
information.

III. EXHIBITS:

Regional Location Map

Vicinity Map

Site Aerial

Site Oblique Aerial

Appeal Filed by Friends of Del Norte, November 9, 2009

Appeal Filed by Commissioners Mary Shallenberger and Sara Wan, November 9, 2009
Notice of Final Local Action, Coastal Use/Development and Coastal Building/Development
Permit Nos. UP0736C and B308031C

NogakrowhE
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ATTACHMENT A:

LCP POLICIES AND STANDARDS CITED IN APPEAL

Land Use Plan Policies

Marine and Water Resources Policies:

1. The County seeks to maintain and where feasible enhance the existing quality of
all marine and water resources.

3. All surface and subsurface waters shall be maintained at the highest level of
quality to insure the safety of public health and the biological productivity of
coastal waters.

4. Wastes from industrial, agricultural, domestic or other uses shall not impair or
contribute significantly to a cumulative impairment of water quality to the extent
of causing a public health hazard or adversely impacting the biological
productivity of coastal waters.

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

Marine and Water Resources — Sensitive Coastal Habitats Specific Area Policies - Section VII.
D.4. Wetlands:

a. The diking, filling, or dredging of wetlands shall be permitted in accordance with
other applicable provisions of this program, where there is no feasible less
environmentally damaging alternative and where feasible mitigation measures
have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects. Such projects
shall be limited to those identified in Section 30233 of the Coastal Act.

f. Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be
sited and designed to prevent impacts which could significantly degrade such
areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of such habitat areas. The
primary tool to reduce the above impacts around wetlands between the
development and the edge of the wetland shall be a buffer of one-hundred feet in
width. A buffer of less than one-hundred feet may be utilized where it can be
determined that there is no adverse impact on the wetland. A determination to
utilize a buffer area of less than one-hundred feet shall be done in cooperation
with the California Department of Fish and Game and the County's determination
shall be based upon specific findings as to the adequacy of the proposed buffer to
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protect the identified resource. Firewood removal by owner for on site use and
commercial timber harvest pursuant to CDF timber harvest requirements are to
be considered as allowable uses within one-hundred foot buffer areas.

g. Due to the scale of the constraints maps, questions may arise as to the specific
boundary limits of an identified environmentally sensitive habitat area. Where
there is a dispute over the boundary or location of an environmentally sensitive
habitats area, the following may be requested of the applicant:

i.) A base map delineating topographic lines, adjacent roads, location of
dikes, levees, flood control channels and tide gates.

ii.) Vegetation map.

iii.) Soils map.

Review of this information shall be in cooperation with the Department of Fish
and Game and the County's determination shall be based upon specific findings
as to whether an area is or is not an environmentally sensitive habitat area based
on land use plan criteria, definition, and criteria included in commission
guidelines for wetland and other wet environmentally sensitive habitat areas as
adopted February 4, 1981. The Department of Fish and Game shall have up to
fifteen days upon receipt of County notice to provide review and cooperation.

Marine and Water Resources — Sensitive Coastal Habitats Specific Area Policies - Section VII.
E.4. Riparian Vegetation:

a. Riparian vegetation shall be maintained along streams, creeks and sloughs and
other water courses within the Coastal Zone for their qualities as wildlife habitat,
stream buffer zones, and bank stabilization.

Marhoffer Creek Wetlands Special Study Area Policies:

2. A buffer strip shall be maintained in natural conditions around the Marhoffer
Creek wetlands where adjacent land uses are found incompatible with the
productivity or maintenance of the wetlands.

3. New development adjacent to the Marhoffer Creek wetlands shall not result in
adverse levels of additional sediment, runoff, noise, wastewater or other
disturbances.

9. Vegetation removal in the Marhoffer Creek wetland shall be limited to that

necessary to maintain the free flow of the drainage courses and only when
excessive impediment creates flooding hazards on adjacent lands.

Housing/New Development Policies:

2. Proposed development within the urban boundary may be approved only after it
has been adequately proven that the location of the proposed development will
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accommodate the development. These factors include but are not limited to
sewage disposal, water supply and street system capacity.

Visual Resources Policies:

1. The County encourages the continuation of existing land uses, where appropriate,
to maintain open views in highly scenic areas.

2. Proposed development within established highly scenic areas shall be visually
compatible with their scenic surroundings, by being reflective of the character of
the existing land uses while conforming to the land use criteria. As set forth in
the land use component and subsequent zoning ordinance.

6. Activities which significantly and permanently alter natural landforms, such as
mining and excavation, shall be required to restore disturbed areas to, close as
possible, a natural appearance.

Visual Resources Evaluation Criteria — Section I1.A:

Implementation of the Coastal Act requires the identification of "highly scenic (coastal)
areas” in order that these areas might be protected as important public resources. The
establishment of specific guidelines to evaluate coastal aesthetics and define specific
scenic areas is, however, a complex task. Value judgements [sic], variable and inherently
qualitative in nature, must be made at the outset.* Nonetheless, certain aesthetic
paramenters [sic] such as visual distinctiveness and harmony are considered by many to
constitute specific scenic qualities. These of course, include both natural and man-made
or cultural features. In addition to visual features, other resource values such as sounds,
odors, and tactile qualities may be considered aesthetically appealing.

Criteria for designating highly scenic coastal areas in Del Norte County are proposed as
follows:

1. Views of special interest to the general public (e.g., Pacific Ocean; lighthouses,
old growth forests);

2. Visually distinctive scenes resulting from unique contrasts or diversity in
landscape patterns (e.g., offshore rocks, forested uplands);

3. Views with special integrity or unimpaired conditions (e.g., open space, nature
preserves);
*NOTE: Due to the subjective aspect of such decisions, the actual deliniation [sic]

of these "highly scenic" areas will require considerable public input and
review. Only criteria and guidelines will be proposed here.
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Visual Resource Inventory — Point St. George to Crescent City:

Point Saint George to Crescent City:

VIEWPOINTS: (V)

1. Point St. George Public Fishing Access
2. Pebble Beach Drive turn outs

3. Pebble Beach Public Fishing Access

VIEW CORRIDORS: (w==)

1. Radio Road

2. Pebble Beach Drive

3. Westerly end of Washington Boulevard

PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT: The physical landscape
between Point St. George and Crescent City consists, for the
most part, of a grass-covered marine terrace overlooking
rocky/sandy beaches and numerous offshore rocks. The
Marhoffer Creek drainage, covered with dense riparian

vegetation, bisects the terrace south of Washington Blvd. Forests of Sitka spruce and
beach pine occur inland. Coastal dunes and associated vegetation extend east and north of
Point St. George.

LAND USE: Marhoffer Creek, in general, separates two major land uses within this area.
To the north, the terrace is dominated by open grazing lands. South of Marhoffer Creek,
single-family residences are situated east of Pebble Beach Drive. The County airport is
located north of Washington Blvd.

VIEWSHED CHARACTERISTICS: View of the ocean, offshore rocks and marine life
dominate the scenery of the area between Point St. George and Crescent City. Radio
Road, Pebble Beach Drive and the westerly end of Washington Blvd provide open scenic
vistas of the ocean and surrounding landscape. Owing to the open character of the area,
numerous viewing points are available. Three vista points in particular are noteworthy
and may be used t 0 summarize the aesthetic appeal of this visual resource area.

1. Point St. George: The Point St. George Public Fishing Access offers a full
panoramic view of marine and terrestrial features. Seaward are views of offshore rocks,
sea cliffs, and the Point St. George Lighthouse. Landscape views include the vast coastal
strand extending northward, distant uplands and mountains as far east as Preston Peak in
Siskiyou County, and the surrounding agricultural grazing lands. An older Coast Guard
Station dating from 1926 stands on the high terrace and is presently used as a medical
facility. Archaeological sites have also been recognized within the Point St. George area.

2. Pebble Beach Drive Pull-Outs: Immediately south of Washington Blvd. on
Pebble Beach Drive, two vehicle pull-outs provide ocean vantage points. Situated some
30 feet above the beach on a marine terrace, these vista points offer a wide range of
scenic views. Castle rock with its abundant bird life lies oceanward. Landward are
views of grazing lands, spruce forest and distant uplands.
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3. Pebble Beach Public Fishing Access: The parking area of the Pebble Beach
Public Fishing Access sits approximately 50 feet above the ocean giving a wide
overview of offshore rocks, sea cliffs and expansive beaches below. The oceanic view
extends from Point St. George in the north to the distant southerly headland of Patrick’s

Point. This viewpoint is also a recognized historical landmark as the former site of a
Talawa Indian Settlement.

Implementation Program Standards

None cited.
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ATTACHMENT B:

BIOLOGICAL FIELD REVIEW MEMORANDUM

STETE OF CELIFORRmIE—THE RETLUREL FESOURCES ¢ ERCY ERROLD SCHWERTT R EMAEF, covrs.on
e ——

CALIFORMIA COASTAL COMMISSION
=r FREEHORT, SUTE e

Gtk FREMCIGCO, C& S add= i

KOICE 1= 1 Sea-iifds

Fiin 113 ddu-dadd

TOD 1= 1] 35T 5

.,

MEMOR AMD UK

FROM: John Ori<on, Ph.Dr.
Ecalogist
TO: JimBa=kin

SUBJECT: Crescent City Airport

LATE: hdarch 20, 2010

Crocuments reviewed:

Foberts, C. 2002, Letter report to E. Cooper(Friends of Del Morte) regarding "Brief site
wigit, M amara Airport expansion proposal’ dated October 14, 2008,

Stacy, G.B. (CDFG) 2008, Lettertod. Bernard (Border Coast Regional Airport
Authority’ regarding "Craft Environmental A=z essment and Environmertal Imp act
Feport (SCH# 20051121200 for the terminal replacement project 0el Morte County”
dated October 24, 2003,

URS Corporation. 2009, Final Ervironmental Impact Report for the Terminal
Replacement Project, el Motte County Regional Airpart, Jadk Mclamara Field.
Walumes 1 &I, Areport prepared for the Border Coast Regional&irport Aausthority d ated
April 2008,

Crel Marte County, 2009, Staff report dated October 6, 2009 concerning the Border
Cuoast Regional Airport Authority application for a Coastal Development Permit and Use
FPermit for an airport passenger terminal and ancillany facilities.

The area to the south and east of the regional airpertis a patchwork of veetlands,
riparian vegetation, and Sithkaspruce and beach pine forest!. Athough discrete areas
are approprigtety characterized as either a Stcaspruce or a beach pine wegetation
commu nity, individual pines and spruce are scattered within both community types. The
airport and the farested area drain by mearns of ditches. How the ditches relats to the
undisturbed drainage patterns is not knowen, but they probably have increased the rate
af drainage and lomered the water table as intended. Mevertheless, probabhy G0% of
the forested area deline ates as wetland. Both Sitka spruce and beach pine are

themse res facultative (FACT wuetland indicator species.

'ConHowembar 10, 2002, Itmies el much of the rid wath C shfomi s De partment of P boarnd Grame biolo gite
Michac] VWhin Hatem and Grozdon Lappis.
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J. Obormemotod. B3kl B CregcentC iy aipo it expa s o dated March 30, 010 Page 2 013

The beach pine community occurs from dMendocing County to southern Alaska. This
community i restricted to coastal dune and bluff habitat in northern California and is
ranked 3553 inthe Depatment of Fish and Fame (S0 F3) Matural Diversity Database
(MDDB), indicating it secure in the vwarld butwalnerable in California. A= resuft of
continuing losses of habitat, CDF & biologists believe that beach pine forest may now
warrant a rarking of 52 (imperiled). Sitka spruce forests range from northern California
to Alaska and the community type is ranked 552 (zecure in the world butimperiled in
Califarnid). In California, Sitka spruce forest is restricted to the coastal fringe from
central Humb oldt County to Oregonwith 3 small disjunct population in Mendocing
County. Besides being rare in California, these forest may be especially waluable
because populations atthe exdremes of their ranges often have a genetic stucture
different from central populations. The relativeby rare genes harbored by these

popul ations may help the species cape with emviranmentalshife such as those resulting
from the current global warming and concomitant climate change.

The forest near the airport i of p atticular interest becaus e there are wetlands scatter ed
throughout. The forest floor i irregular and where there are depressions the vegetation
tends to be dominated bywetland indicator species. The hummodks and larger
elevated areas support understory species which are characteristic of uplands. The
are x delineating a "upland” typically are domin ated by 3 wetland indicatar tree
species and one or buo upland shrubs. Al ofthe areas sampled wene 3 mi< of upland
and wetland species, indicating that the whole forest i at the vuet end of the moisture
gradiert. Were one to dran 100-foot buffers around the many wetland p atches, vittualby
the entire forestwould be either vuetland or buffer. Open areas near seasonal ponds
and water courses are thought to be appropriate habitat for the federally endangerad
uestern lity, atthough the closest documented occurrence = about 1,000 feet away. The
sexzondl ponds andwet forest provide important bre eding, foraging, and dispersal
habitat for the northern red-legged frog.

The northern red-legged frog (Fars sumea) ocours west of the Cascade crestfrom
Briish Columbia to southermn Mendocing County®, where it narrowhe overlaps the
narthern limik of the endangered California red legged frog (A draytorid near Ek
Cresk.? Although popul ations inWashingten are apparenthyzecure®, those in British
Columbia, Oregan, and California are corsidered atrisk. The redlegged frog has been
designated a“spedal concern” species in Canada, a"wulnerable sersitive species” in
Dreg-:unE. and a "spedes of special concern” in California. The California Cepartment of

Itk vt ooned b the Sk ma Neuada as aszered b e EIR.

Siatkr, HG., G M. Felerg, S R.wogs, JC. Oluer, and G B, Pavky. 2004, Spechks bot wdarks,
pirylogecgraphy 3ed cokse uaba L ge ke Bor oTthe red-kgged Tog (Raee s AR OE) DR M COm PR
Mokci@r Ecolgy 13 2657-267T
kg Depariment of Nt @l Re £00 1062 . bug:vwww | do_we gov by o it ob e prbu o )
acoe sged Manch 31, 2010,

* o wklle zpecks thatmay become theakedorendange kd becanse of 3 combhaton oTbblogical
chaack retcs and Wk ithked th e at Comm tes o the SBh:of Evdaage kA NIAIE [ Caxad3
COSENIC) . 202 . Cavadas Specks at REE).

“\alier@bk senstiue specks A fpeclr tiatane decli kg I iimbers avdare 1acig ore ormore

ti e St T tielr pop i EHoNE 2udariabiat betane wotorrmerty mpe rledwith e ctipaton om a spechic
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J.Obowmemotod. Bazkh B CrefcentCHe alportecpd i oy dated March 30, 010 Page 3073

Fieh and *ame applies the |atter designation fo species when declining population
lewels, limited ranges, and'or continuing threat hawve made them vulnerable to
extinction. The California Natural Diversity Database lists the nothern red legged frog
a= "3 527, This indicates thatthroughout itz range the frog i uncommon but not rare
(=), Homewer, there i some cause for long-term concern due to declines or ather
factors. Writhin California it has been design ated imperiled (52 because of rarity due to
weny restricted range, werny few popul ations, steep declines, or other factors mading it
weny wuln erable to ecdtirp ation; hawewver, this numericrark i considered ine<act(7],
probably due to lade of adequate datato make a more precise determination.  Akhough
there is uncertainty inthe nothern redlegged frog = conservation status in Califarnia,
the design atiors accorded it by the California Departtment of Fish and Game indicates
that itshould be corsidered "rare” under the Coastal Act.

The area encompassing the forest, associated riparian wegetation, and the adjacent
seasonal pond’ nest tothe airpart parking ot meet the definition of Enviro nme rtally
Sercitive Habitat Area (ESHA) in the Coastal Act both because the Sika spruce and
beach pine community types are rare in Califarnia and because that area provides the
important ecosystem function of supporting the rare northern red-legged frog

popul ation. | recommend that the ESHA bound ary follow the line of contiguous forest
trees and include the wetland at the nothwestern edge of the forest

The forested ESH Ak biseded by an existing, but lite frafficdied, road that exdends from
Wiest W ashington Bouleward to a gate near a line of hangers atthe airport. If this road
iz included in 3 future development proposal, such development could potentially result
in imp acts that wwould significantly degrade the adjacent ESHA Wildlife, especially
reptiles and amphibiars, could be killed by wehicles or the road could create a barmrier to
dizpersal. Besides awoiding direct imp acts to the forested ESHA, an improwved road
would have to be corstruded insuch away as to provide a zafe crossing while
preventing wildlife from accessing the pavement. There i a significant literature
focused on this problem, the = oldtion to which may be quite complex(e.q.,
undercressings should be permeable, hawve a naturalsubstrate, be sized to
accommed ate the animak that potentially wwould use them, receive light and rainfall but
not flood, and be large enough or sufficiently numerous to provide 3 high probability of
encounter by reptiles and amphibians).

ge-:glq:-ibarea ar the #8%E batcon become sowth contiened orlcreased I'EE'B'IIIFII:FIIEUZIIS
Sudfor kb tats. 0 B gon Deparmentor FER 3od WK, 2005 Sens e specks Bty cateqon.
" Huxtifind Ty DG b L git Michao] Van Haterm o hosading habitat.
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FROM . :
FAX NO. : &ov. @9 2009 11:25AM P1

STATE OF CALIFORMA— THE RESOURCES ADENCY ARROLD ACHWARZENGOOSR, Bovernor
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION @

NORTH COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
710 € STREET, SUITE 208

EUREKA, CA 93501 .
VOKSE (T07) 445-783) FAX (707) 445-1877

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form,

SECTIONL  Appellants)
oo [Friends of Del Nerte

Mt ritem. 20, BOX AT
o Gasguet CA tocate. QETHS  mewe TOT- 954 -AH# 73

SECTION . Decision Being Appogied
1. Name of local/port govemment: Dol Aforte coun{-(i

2.  Brief description of development being appealed
Airpert Fassenger Zermmnal and ﬁﬂcélégfoc/
Coastal aﬂeu‘e/opn'zen‘f and Use Fferm Z?m(’{,es
3. Development's location (stroet address, assessor's parcel no street, etc.):
APFE (10— OIT -2 and sgo-ozo—3'ﬂfm o)

Dale Rupert Road, Crescent City
4. Description of decision being appealed (check one.);

[J  Approval; no special conditions NUV ¢ 9 2009
Apgroval with special conditions: CALIFORNIA
| COASTAL COMMISSION

3  Denial

Note:  For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denigl decisi vetmet cannot
s decisions by & local
:ga_ledmlmﬂmdcvdoprwunamajorm'gyapuwcg:orh ectDm::
sions by port govemments are not appealable. P

EXHIBIT NO. 6§

APPEAL NO.
A-1-DNC-09-048 - BORDER
COAST REGIONAL AIRPORT \
AUTHORITY

APPEAL FILED BY FRIENDS OF
DEL NORTE, NOV. 8, 2009

(1 0f18)




FROM : . FAX NO. .Nov. B9 2089 11:26AM P2

P FROM RMIT DECISION NT
5.  Decigion being appealed was made by (check one):

[0  Planning Director/Zoning Administrator

0 City Council/Board of Supervisors

™  Plaming Commission

{0  Other ‘
6. Date of local government's decision: Bct. 14 L2007 hearing

7. Local govemment’s file number (if any): Ab}zﬁ" UPO73¢C ?530831(’,

Give the names and addresses of the following parties, (Use additional paper as necessary.)

a.  Name and mailing address of pamit applicant:
RBorder Coast Realona
/50 Dale FPupert Ld.
Crescent énﬁj CA 45531

[ A:lr‘po rt awﬂwomﬁj

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either verbally or in writing) at
the city/county/port bearing(s). Include other parties which you know to be interested and
should receive notice of this appeal.

O Crescent Cté‘j ¢ Del Norte County Chamber
ol Comwerce
6ol Front 8(:./ Crescert City CA 4583

@ Quty of Brockings |
898 Zlk Drive , "Brookings, R 974/5

Lobert FE  Cochran

ggs ‘)%u.rt/- Street
Crescent C“+V ‘CA 553/

@) E{/een C)ooper‘
Q644 /f’og Ave
Crescent fﬂy CA 955 =1 (Cﬂhmd\

3

}Secfzon E{ Peasons g(,upporfmg“zdhzs &ppea_{
Ty T~ as attached

A8



’ FROM . FAX NO. : .Jov. @3 2009 11:26RM P3

APPEAL FROM ( T SION OF LOCAL GOVE! NT 4
SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge.

i(/' Signature on File
ignature o1 Appeliani(s uthorized Agent
4
Date: %m/ g o

Note: If signed by agent, appellant(s) must also sign below.
Section VI.  Apent Autherization
I/We hereby —
authorize Cleen &@Déf ~ F DN _Beand mecbec

1o act as my/our representative and 10 bind me/us in all matters concemning this eppeal,

¢ i .
C‘&sw&gj.ture on File <«

/ 1gnature of @pﬂmﬂg
Nov 9 09

4
FAYED bee Koy § 07

A hard COPL\& (s alse vv\a.L(eoQ)
Wwith  pore smpgoﬁmg cuvldence

Nierested o+hess COMM;“_‘Q:

[ 53 MNorth coagf gnwrc»nmem‘of Certep
77 Eghth L.
Arcata , CA 9552/

Cewiments FAXED pages | 15 15

69{\'8
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l

Friends of Del Norte, Committed to our environment since 1973
A nonprofit, membership based conservation group

advocating sound environmental policies for our region.

PO Box 229, Gasquet, CA 95543, 707-954-BIRD

Nov. 8, 2009
ATT; California Coastal Commission, North Coast District, Jim Baskin
" Del Norte County Planning Department , 981 H Street, # 110, Crescent City, CA 95531
and James Bernard, Border Coast Airport Authority, 150 Dale Rupert Rd.

Regarding: Coastal Appeal of Airport Passenger Terminal, Jack McNamara Field (CEC),
UP 0736C/ B 30831C- APN 110-010-21 and 120-020-35
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Introduction

Our community deserves the best planned terminal project possible. People come to Del Norte County
for its unparalleled natural beauty and diversity, and will want to return to a community that
recognizes this and seeks to protect it and value it. Any municipal project deserves the utmost care
and planning to see that this unique setting at our airport is not diminished in any way.

Thankfully, alterative parking has now been located along the road and west of the forested
wetlands. We greatly appreciate the extra planning effort by Emie Perry, former Director of
Community Development, to accomplish this. Alternative C moves in the right direction.

However, the proposed road system remains fragmenting environmentally sensitive forest and
wetlands, Also, future parking facilities are dedicated 1o someday taking out more Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA). And there is an omission of previously surveyed wetland ESHA,
which will affect the wetland evaluation for Alternative C (shown as attached). .

These impacts are avoidable, and it is very feasible to do so. We hired our own professional planning
consultant, to redesign a road system and o modify the terminal placement. We recently submitted
this for consideration. Since the finalization of the BIR ., the process has been fast tracked, and there
has not been time to carefully evaluate our alternate road suggestions, and incorporate a slightly
reduced terminal building footprint. We would appreciate careful evaluation of this superior
placement of road system, with reduced terminal footprint.

The Bovironmental Impact Report (EIR) failed to recognize ESHA, both coastal wetlands and imperiled
forest areas, correctly before drafting proposed alternatives.

The staff analysis and findings for the use/building permit (finding M) continue to fail to recognize

the character of forest type as ESHA, aithough we have submitted expert biological testimony (Chad
Roberts, FEIR, DG0002). This report is supported by written comments by the Califomia Department
of Fish and Game ( FEIR, DS0005), and the California Native Plant Society. There are great losses of
this forested ESHA. California Department of Fish and Game recommendations have not been
followed, to utilize the cxisting road to avoid impacting and fragmenting the forested ESHA and
wetlands. All of the terminal designs still have severe impact to wetland and forested ESHA, and
there are feasible solutions that avoid these impacts. All'of the terminal designs fragment the
wetland/forest habitat, and provide insufficient buffers. There is minimal mitigation for wetland
impacts, and none for forested ESHA. And wetiand delineations should be correctly shown,

evaluated and respected.

After full participation in the EIR process, on Jan 6, 2009, we gave further instructive solution that
greatly avoids impacts to these ESHA. We offered an altemative that more adequately meets Coastal
Commission requirements by placing terminal development, including the drop-off road, west of the
Marhoffer Creek branch stream. And we hired our own consultant and presented professional
layouts and testimony to confirm that there is adequate room for an altemnate design with a 300
FOOT BLAST ZONE FREE ACCESS that will not impact ESHA severely.
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Unfortunately, at the scoping level for the Draft EIR, the terminal and terminal placement was a fully
formed, and detailed concept, as evidenced by all exhibit drawings dated July 31, 2006, and shown in
EIR Scoping presentations. While the EIR was not completed until February 2009. This preformed
concept was presented as the only alternative analyzed for impacts in the DEIR, which later tumed out
to be very inaccurate. Several short paragraphs were devoted to rejected ideas, and the basis for
rejection was that the oversized terminal and poorly placed parking configuration would not fit
anywhere else. It was not until the last days of the Final EIR that coastal wetlands were mapped. And
then at the final hours, we were left with a terminal, parking and road design that fragmented and
severely impacted wetlands and forested ESHA.

The terminal designers persist in taking out large areas of ESHA forest for an elaborate road system
and oversized building, rather than slightly modify the floor plan for the terminal, and do some
creative thinking. And they have dedicated ESHA forest for future parking needs, We have been
shut out of meaningful participation, when careful evaluation of our effort to propose a superior
placement of road system could be better incorporated into the evolving design process. '

The current designs still fail to recognize the ESHA forest. The elaborate road system is designed to
serve large airports. The road system within the forest will take out approximately 100,000 to 150,000
square feet of ESHA forest. This loss has not been recognized or mitigated. Wetlands are left with
only 25 foot buffers at most. Our LCP requires 100 foot wetland buffers, and recognizes the
importance of avoiding such imperiled and rare forest habitats. And so does the Dept. of Fish and
Game. Wetlands still need to be indicated correctly.

. *2.,3°% *
. '

We are convinced that a reduced floor plan would be adequate, in that Del Norte County Airport
Master Plan terminal requirements, FAA Guidelines, and the FEIR show that a substantially reduced
area would be adequate even for much greater passenger enplanements than is expected from FAA
TAF growth. The importance of this is that if the building footprint can be reduced slightly or

changed to allow the drop-off road to remain on the wes* side of the creek, then the ESHA complex of
forest/wetlands on east side of the creek can be conserved, and crossing the creek three times can be
avoided. This is 2 Marhoffer Creek, which has extra protective provisions within the LCP.

Pleagse compare the Master Plan layout requirements to the proposed project floor plan, as well as the
FEIR. The FEIR (section 3-2) specified a space requirement to accommodate an overly generous peak

hour passenger number of 90. Although it is not usual practice to design for the most severe use
conditions, even so, the FEIR still acknowledges that a building of 13,500 square feet would be

adequate (EA/EIR, page 3-1, 2):

“FAA guidance for terminal planning estimates approximately 150 square feet per peak-kour
passenger, or 0.08 10 0.12 square feet per annual enplanned passenger for estimating gross

terminal area space . ... Based on this number (90), the size of the terminal building at CEC should
be a minimum of 13,500 square feet. "

b{\g
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(FAA Terminal Building Space

" Gross terminal arca space means 100% of the terminal building area .
i our

lity Guidlines, AC 150/5360-13, pages 53,55).
e l o - astimating Small terminals, rather than the ennual enplancment, The FAA
guidelines specify (AC 50/5360-13, page 57) airports hmdlﬁr}g less than 100,000' annual enplanements
frequently provide a single combined lobby for ticketing, waiting and baggage claim.

DASSE] ef N

oA

Contradicting the FBas well as e 150/5360-13 FAA ility Guidelines, the staff report states:

“the square footage calculation for the terminal assumes 15 0 square feet per passenger for
circulation and holding areg.”

Notice the change in language. The gross building size of 13,500 square feet, and not just the
circulation and holding areas, 1s adequate for peak hour passengers of 90 x 150 sq. feet = 13,500,
according to the FEIR and the Airport Master Plan, and the FAA Guidelines 150/5360-13.

The current application expects growth to only about 16,000 yearly total enplanements (building
application staff report page, 50) . The Master Plan recognizes that 10,802 square feet would be
adequate for up to 21,000 yearly total enplanements (attached Master Plan layout requirements). And
the Master Plan predicts a peak hour passenger number of only 64 for an annual enplanement of
2/,000. Therefore, 13,500 square feet is overly generous, as it is appropriate for 90 peak hour
passengers, and the Master Plan anticipates 64 We would be able to accommodate about double the
number of passengers that we have today with a building of about 13,500 square feet.

Please keep in mind that we currently have only about 22 peak hour enplanements, or 44 peak hour
passengers (loading plus unloading). Peak hour passengers have remained at about 44, unchanged at
the end of 2007 (EA/EIR, page 3-1). To support the current 44 peak hour passengers, the current
terminal should be 6,600 square feet.

We currently service one commercial flight at a time, and only three commercial planes per day. One
commercial flight is scheduled in the early momning to arrrve and then immediately take off. The
second plane comes in the afternoon, arrives and immediately takes off, and the third comes and

takes off in the evening. At the slow rate of growth indicated in the FEIR, we do not need such a large
terminal. And even if growth is exceeded, still 13,500 square feet is adequate for up to about 21,000
total enplanements. It is entirely feasible to service the expected growth of enplanements with a much
smaller building footprint. The drop off road should be and can be on the west side of the creek, We
consider it a frivolous waste of taxpayer dollars to overbuild the terminal to such a great extent. a3

s ?id&-r\r\e,d.

The Aircraft Parking Plan (Exhibit CA-2.1) accommodates an apron for very large planes that greatly
exceed our growth needs. These planes also require much longer runways than we currently have,
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and which we are not planning to build. These planes carry far more passengers than planned growth
demands.

Ilustrated, is a B737-300, which has a very large turning radius. This plane requires a runway length of
about 6,500 feet. Our runway is only 5,000 feet long. This plane seats 128 passengers. Our expected
growth can be met with a 30 seat aircraft. We currently average 10 passengers per flight, and only 22
peak hour enplanements, which means cven at peak hours we do not fill three daily planes.

The importance of this is that, because the Aircraft Parking Plan accommodates an mappropnately
large plane, the terminal building is shifted unnecessarily too close to the creek. This, combulled with
the unnecessarily large terminal building, requires the drop off road to be placed on the east side of
the creek, resulting in three stream crossings and rare forest/wetland ESHA impacts.

URS designers and proponents did not value the forest or wetlands. They selected the wall covering
and details of the terminal building and placement before they located coastal wetlands and rare
forest types. They developed a detailed road system and parking system, before coastal wetlands and
biological constraints were mapped. They took a cookie cutter approach, and simply transferred a
prefabricated layout to this sensitive coastal BSHA location. This is a classic case study on what not
to do for impact avoidance designing. ‘

We would appreciate careful evaluation of a superior placement of road system, with a slightly
reduced floorplan.
This system has two key elements.

1- DO NOT Disturb the Marhhoffer Creck- .

CROSSING THE CREEK TO LOAD AND UNLOAD PASSENGERS IS AVOIDABLE
The terminal should be reduced in size slightly, and/or designed more shapely, to utilize space more
efficiently, so that it would not be necessary to cross the creek to load and unload passengers.
Simple, modest modifications of the building layout would accomplish this (attachment). The Airport
Parking Plan should accommodate appropriately sized aircraft, to also allow for drop-off road space,
and better utilization of the current Dale Rupert Road.

The proposed project still places an elaborate one way circular road system through the ESHA forest,
in a failed attempt to construct a roadway that drops off passengers and also provide gafe access
around the terminal beyond a 300 foot safety blast zone. Unfortunately the road system for permit
alternatives falls far short of 300 feet to do even that.

2- PROVIDE TRULY SAFE 300 FOOT BLAST ZONE FREE ACCESS OUTSIDE OF FOREST AND
WETLANDS. '

The new road designed by our consultant, Brook Ray Smith, is an alternate road along the hanger
fence (as attached). It provides safe passage to the terminai at far greater than 300 feet, and it does so

in a far more efficient direct route to the terminal and parking area. There would be far less ESHA
impact. The ESHA forest and forested wetlands would be avoided. Approximately .2 1o .3 acres of

REALC
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mowed wetlands will be impacted. This is a more simple road to build, that would be far less costly. It
utilizes a current road and a mostly graded and cleared area along the hanger fence, which has a
roadside drainage system already in place. 1t requires moving the hanger fence, and perhaps two

small hangers.(The proponents project moves hangers and fences as well.)

The elaborate road system within the forest, is designed to serve large airports. The FAA guidelines,
AC 150/5360-9, page 19, state that at lower activity airports, a multilane roadway can serve both the
ticketing and baggage claim areas. Brooke Ray Smith’s two way road works better for circulation
purposes, according to the FAA guidelines, and it avoids impacting ESHA.

cowred walkway to the termmal from thc cxlstmg parlnngarea

We have taken the time to get professional review to show that where there is a will there is a way to
save our beautiful and productive wetlands and rare forest.

The photographs submitted with the County building application show views from the north end of
Point St. George, at the north parking area. However, Point St. George, a County and Coastal
Conservancy Park, follows the cliffs and the road to the south. The terminal is far more visible and
intrusive from the southern vantage points along the trails within Point St. George Park. We disagree
with the staff report, page 20, that the primary use areas by the public are not in close proximity to the
proposed new terminal building. The southemn trails are very well used.

We submit photos to illustrate the views. Please note the gouthemn recreational parking area, where
hiking trails from the south start. The southern trail mounts the chiff, and rises to the closest and best
view of Castle Rock Wildlife Refuge. This 1s a unique, fantastic view of the second largest seabird
colony south of Alaska. As you look around to the east, you see the beautiful forest behind the

atrport. You see one large ugly white hanger, which is only about 18 feet high and 36 feet wide. This
hanger is at what will become the southern end of the new terminal. The new terminal will be about 3%
feet high and 250 feet wide. The large scale of this building will forever change the beauty and natural
character of this site. The loss of the forest behind the hanger will be an unacceptable loss of what is
integral to the natural beauty of the site.

The photos show how beautiful the forested ESHA looks from the southern trail. The retention of this
forest is important to the scenic beauty of the area. The scale and character of such an imposingly
large building will have significant negative effects to the natural beauty of this most prized highly
scenic coastal park of Del Norte. Any reduction of building size would lessen the visual impact,
Native vegetative planting can soften the harsh visual impacts of such a building. Natural colors
could also help. The metal roof and-building should be forest green or other earth tone. The siding of
the building should be earth tones.

Qg
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Our organization still believes that it is possible, if you reduce the size of the terminal building, and
place parking carefully along the airport access road, that the new terminal can be located where the
existing parking area is located. This would avoid significant visual impact to a highly scenic resource,
Point St. George. The FEIR basis for rejecting the current terminal site was that there was not enough
room to put a gigantic terminal with parking located directly in front of it.

Lighting of n- Scenic i

We are very concerned about lighting of the apron. FAA guidelines suggest flood lighting of the
apron located 25feet high or more. This will negatively impact scenic beauty as well as biological
resources, as Castle Rock National Wildlife Refuge is close to the airport and is ESHA, and supports
many migrating shorebirds. As there are only three commercial planes coming to the airport during the
day, could the lights be turned off at night?

Septi an

We question if water quality impacts for waste water are yet met, as the large reserve mounded leach

field is located only SO feet from a drainage, and soils are very sandy with fast percolation rates. True wet
weather season testing should be required, as this is the basis for approval in the North Coast

Regional Water Quality Basin Plan. Apnil 27, 2006 was much drier than our wet winters. Precipitation
records for April 2006, show that there was absolutely no ram durmg the ten day pcnod pmoedmg the
soca]ledwetweaﬂ:ert&st Thel ge mound syste ates 3 :

dwgn of thls sepuc sysnem is needed to protect water quahty, wlnch xsa requmed LCP pohcy

P Policy, Marine Water Resources, VI
1. The County seeks 10 maintain and where feasible enhance the existing quality of all
marine and water resources.
3. All surface and subsurface waters shall be maintained at the highest level of quality to
insure the safety of the public health and the biological productivity of coastal waters.

Analysis of ESHA- ¥ S2 status;

Our case is very similar to case histories of Coastal Appea's that upheld California Natural Diversity
Data Base S2 designation as ESHA.

Del Norte LCP contains ESHA dcfinition that encompasses rare and endangered species habitat, and
it recognizes that such ESHA arc evolving, as rare and sensitive species emerge. Our policy is two
tiered, in that there is an overarching LCP ESHA policy that includes all ESHA, including habitat for
rare and endangered species, as well as specifically designated ESHA. The second tier ESHA policy
concerns specifically designated ESHA only.

Del Norte County LCP: Marine and Water Resources, IV. Sensitive Coastal Habitat:

1D 419
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A. Planning issues:

2. Rare and Endangered Species: Accelerated development and utilization of land resources in this
century has led to a diminishment of available habitat for many species of plants and animals on a
statewide basis. Species incapable of adapting to new environments and circumstances decline in
number ur many even become extinct. Concem over this continuing threat to nature s biological
diversity has led to a number of State, National and International laws designed o protect rare and
endangered species. The legal protection of a species has little impact, however, if the species has
no place to live and reproduce. The Coastal Act, therefore, recognizes the needs of rare and
endangered species and the protection of habitats necessary to their survival.

The following is a list of current rare and endangered species of coastal Del Norte County....

(The above list will require updating annually to reflect any addition or deletions).

B. Designation Criteria: The following criteria are proposed for designating biologically sensitive
habitats in the marine and coastal water environments and related tervestrial habitats of Del Norte
County:

2. Habitat areas vital to the maintenance and enhancement of rare and/or endangered species.

V1. General Policy: C. LCP Policies:
6. Environmentally sensitive habitat areas sholl be protected against any significant disruption of

habitat values, and only uses dependent on such resources shall be allowed within such areas.
Development in areas adjacent to environmenially sensitive habitat areas skall be sited and
designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade such areas, and shall be compatible
with the continuance of such habital areas.

The listing of the rarity of a forest as S2 in the Califorinia Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) has
been recognized by the Coastal Commission, the Dept. of Fish and Game, and our Consultant Chad
Roberts, as environmentaily sensitive habitat.

The airport wetlands interlaced with the S2 forest support

WL \g
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Rank 3 (Vegetation Classification and
Mapping Program List of California
V Alliances

izad by the Galifornia Natucal
Diversity Ostabase Septamber 2003
Edition) *57.060 Pine t

*87.080.01

Beach Pine Forest {83110}
Constal Act
and Sitka 8 c

Red-legged Fro‘gs and Black-capped Chickadee, which are California Species of Concern, were
observed at the airport forest/wetlands.

As you can see from wetland delineation and vegetation analysis maps for the entire forested area in
the airport project, a mosaic of numerous wetlands are an interwaven with 82 forest. They are
interlaced to form an ESHA complex., with endangered and rare species, and should be looked at as a
whole. It is illogical to think of the forest as just a wetland buffer, as the areas between the wetlands
are narrow, and support several Califomnia Species of Concern, redlegged frogs and black capped
chickadee, and can support endangered western lilies, which are found at the airport. Sensitive

. amphibians have both upland and wetland dependent life.cycles. The forest type itself, Shore Pine
Series with Sitka Spruce, have California designation of §2.1 which is a rare forest type.

This forest type has been significantly impacted by development in the surrounding areas, and there
are cumulative impact considerations. Most of the Sitka Spruce/Shore Pine forests between Blackwell
and Washington Blvd. have been cleared during the last 20 years for residential development, RR 1
zoning. New urban development directly to the east of the airport and within the urban boundary is
planned to remove more S2 forest, as it was recently given land use zoning as high density residential,
6 units per acre. Private subdivisions along Pebble Beach Drive directly to the south have already
removed more S2 forest, with dense residential development. The recently approved Harbor Center
Tract to the west of Blackwell along Lake Earl Drive is an approved subdivision to disturb
approximately another 100 acres that include large stands of Sitka Spruce/Shore Pine forest. These are
cumnulatively significant losses.

Respectfully, ~  signature on File
Eileen Cooper, FDN Boww r707-465-8504

Joe Gillespie, FDN President

CC: California Dept. of Fish and Game, Eureka, Michael Vanhattem
Regional Water Quality Control Board
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IN icies in ¢ :

LCP Policy, Mari, es. VI C:
1. The County seeks to maintain and where feasible enhance the existing quality of all
marine and water resources.
3. AII surface and subsurface waters shall be maintained at the highest level of quality to insure
the safety of the public health and the biological productivity of coastal waters.

6. Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant disruption of
habitat values, and only uses dependent on such resources shall be allowed within such areas.

Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be sited and
designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade such areas, and shall be compatible

with the continuance of such habitat areas.

LCP Marine and Water Resources V11. k. Riparian Vegeration 4.a
Riparian vegetation shall be maintained along streams, creeks, and sloughs and other water
courses within the Coastal Zone for their qualities as wildlife habitat, stream buffer zones, and
bank stabilization. ,
LCP V11.D: Wetlands,4: Policies and Recommendations

f) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be sited

" and designed to prevent impacts which could significantly degrade such areas, and shall be

compatible with the continuance of such habitat areas. The primary tool 1o reduce the above
impacts around wetlands berween the development and the edge of the wetland shall be a buffer
of 100 feet in width. A buffer of less than 100 feet may be utilized where it can be determined that
there is no adverse impact on the wetland. A determination to be done in cooperation with the
California Dept. of Fish and Game and the County's determination shall be based on specific
findings as to the adequacy of the proposed buffer to protect the identified resource.

LCP Policy, Marine and Water Resources, VII. . Wetlands:

4. g. Due 1o the scale of the constraints maps, questions may arise as o the specific boundary

limits of an identified environmentally sensitive habitat area. Where there is a dispute over
boundary or location of an environmentally sensitive habitats area, the following may be requested
of the applicant:
i) A base map delineating topographic lines, adjacent roads, location of dikes,
levees, flood control channels and tide gates.
ii,) Vegetation map
iti.) Soils map
Review of this information shall be in cooperation with the Deps. of Fish and Game and the

\6»3\;3
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H

County's determination shall be based upon specific findings as to whether an area is or is not an

environmentally sensitive habitat area based on land use plan criteria, definition, and criteria

included in commission guidelines for wetland and other wet environmentally sensitive habitat

areas as adopted February 4, 1981. The Dept. of Fish and Game shall have up 1o fifteen days
- upon receipt of County notice to provide review and cooperation.

The stream and riparian area that the County refers to as a ditch, was actually mapped and

identified in the LCP as a Marhoffer branch stream.

Marhoffer branch streams are important Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA), with

specific policy requirements. Besides the usual 100 foot buffer zones that are required to protect

such ESHA areas, specific Marhoffer Creek branch stream policies include:

6- Riparian vegetation along the course of Marhoffer Creek and its branch streams shall be

maintained for their qualities of wildlife habitat and stream buffer zones.

3- New development adjacent to Marhoffer Creek wetlands shall not result in adverse levels of
additional sediment, runoff, noise, wastewater or other disturbances.

2-A buffer strip shall be maintained in natural conditions around the Marhoffer creek wetlands
where adjacent land uses are found incompatible with the productivity or maintenance of the
wetlands.

9. Vegetation removal in the Marhoffer Creek wetland shall be limited to that necessary to
maintain the free flow of the drainage courses and only when excessive impediment creates
flooding hazards on adjacent lands.

Aesthetics V. C. LCP Policies: The visual resources of Del Norte County are important to the
County's tourist economy and are a continuing source of enjoyment to its residents. Policies
designed io maintain the scenic resources of the Coastal Zone of Del Norte County are stated here:

1. The County encourages the continuation of existing land uses, where appropriate, to
mainiain open views in highly scenic areas.

2. Proposed development within established highly scenic areas shall be visually compatible
with their scenic surroundings, by being reflective of the character of the existing
land uses while conforming 1o the land use criteria. As set forth in the land use
component and subsequent zoning ordinance.

The Del Norte County LCP criteria, for designating highly scenic areas are as follows:

1. Views of special interest lo the general public (e.g., Pacific Ocean, lighthouses, old growth

Joresi).

2. Visually distinctive scenes resulting from unique contrasts or diversity in landscape patterns

fe.g., offshore rocks, forested uplands).

3. Views with special integrity or unimpaired conditions (e.g. open space, nature preserves).

\iwa
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA -- THE RESOURCES AGENCY ™ ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govemor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

NORTH COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
710 E STREET, SUITE 200

EUREKA, CA 95501

VOICE (707) 4457833  FAX (707) 445-7877

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form.

SECTION 1. Appellant(s)

Name: SEE ATTACHMENT A

Mailing Address:

City: Zip Code: Phone:

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed RECEIVED

1. Name of local/port government: NOV ¢ 9 2009
CALIFORNIA

County of Del Norte COASTAL COMMISSION

2.  Brief description of development being appealed:

Jack M. McNamara Airfield Teminal Replacement Project — Construction of Alternative "C" comprising a new
approximately 20,800 square-foot replacement airport terminal building with associated 350-fi. x 190-ft. aircraft
apron, new and realigned acess roadways, 1.44-acres of off-street parking facilities, an onsite sewage disposal
system, and other related utility, drainage, lighting, and site improvements. The project would also involve the
relocation of existing emergency response and hanger facilities and offsite water supply system reservoir
improvements.

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.):

Within an approximately 10-acre project area situated along both sides of Dale Rupert Road within a portion of Jack
M. McNamara Airfield (CEC); APNs 110-010-21 and 120-020-35.

EXHIBIT NO. 6

APPEAL NO.

. .. A-1-DNC-09-048 - BORDER

D Approval; no spec1a1 conditions COAST REGIONAL AIRPORT

. AUTHORITY

X Approval with special conditions: APPEAL FILED BY
COMMISSIONERS

[0 Denial SHALLENBERGER & WAN,
NOV. S8 2009 (1 of &)

4.  Description of decision being appealed (check one.):

Note:  For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be
appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial
decisions by port governments are not appealable.

- TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:

~ APPEAL NO: _A-IDNC-09-048

" November 9, 2009




APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

5.  Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

[0  Planning Director/Zoning Administrator
X  City Council/Board of Supervisors
X  Planning Commission
O  Other
6. Date of local government's decision: October 14, 2009

7. Local government’s file number (if any): =~ UP0736C and B30831C

SECTION III. Identification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

Border Coast Regional Airport Authority

County of Del Norte - Flynn Administrative Center
981 H Street, Suite 110

Crescent City, CA 95531

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either verbally or in writing) at
the city/county/port hearing(s). Include other parties which you know to be interested and should
receive notice of this appeal.

(1) Friends of Del Norte
P.O. Box 229
Gasquet, Ca 95543

@

()

“4)




APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Page 3

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local
Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which
you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new

hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your
reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient discussion for staff to determine that
the appeal is allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may submit
additional information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request.

SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge.

Signed: & Signature on File
Appellant or Age__T e

Date: 11/9/09 .

Agent Authorization: I designate the above identified person(s) to act as my agent in all
matters pertaining to this appeal.

Signed:

Date:

(Document)
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State brieflv vour reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local
Coastal Program, Land Use Plan. or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which
vou believe the project is inconsisten: and the reasons the decision warrants a new
hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.

Note: The above description need not be a compiete or exhaustive statement of your
reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient discussion for staff to determine that
the appeal is allowed by law. The appeliant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may submit
additional information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request.

SECTION V. Certification

The information and ﬂts stated almv= ~=- arrect to the best of my/our knowledge.

Signed:ug signature on File
Appellant ogen. gy

Date: 11/9/09

Agent Authorization: I designate the above identified person(s) to act as my agent in all
matters pertaining 1o this appeal.

Signed:

Date:

(Document?) LL %




APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3)

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

PLEASE NOTE:

s Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal

Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance in completing this section.

» State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan,
or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the

decision warrants a new hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

o This need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient
discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may

submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request.

The approved development is inconsistent with the certified LCP, including but not limited to
the policies contained in the Marine and Water Resources, and New Development chapters of
the Land Use Plan (see attachment containing cited LCP policies and standards), for the

following reasons:

A. Inconsistencies with LUP Marine and Water Resources Chapter Policies

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas / Permissible Wetlands Dredging, Diking, and Filling
The approved development entails construction activities to be conducted both within and
adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA) specifically enumerated within the
LCP, namely emergent and paustrine wetlands, and meeting the criteria for such designation, in
the form of the Shore Pine and Sitka Spruce forest series. “Environmentally sensitive habitat
areas” comprise “any area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or
especially valuable because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem and which could be
easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and developments.” The LUP incorporates
the Coastal Act definition of “environmentally sensitive habitat areas™ through its reiteration of
Coastal Act Section 30240 in LUP Marine and Water Resources Policy No. 6. LUP Marine
and Water Resources Policy No. 6 directs that environmentally sensitive habitat areas be
protected against any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on such
resources be allowed within such areas. Additionally, development in areas adjacent to
environmentally sensitive habitat areas must be sited and designed to prevent impacts which
would significantly degrade such areas, and be compatible with the continuance of such habitat
areas. Section VIL.D.4.a. states that the diking, filling, or dredging of wetlands shall be
permitted in accordance with other applicable provisions of the LCP, where there is no feasible
less environmentally damaging alternative and where feasible mitigation measures have been
provided to minimize adverse environmental effects. Moreover, such development is limited
to those uses identified in Section 30233 of the Coastal Act. Section VILD.4.f. identifies the
establishment of a buffer of one-hundred feet in width as the primary tool to reduce the impacts
to wetlands from development. While provisions for buffers of less than one-hundred feet are
made, they may only be authorized where it has been determined that there is no adverse
impact on the wetland. Finally, Section VIL.D.4.f. goes on to direct that the determination
regarding the adequacy of the proposed reduced-width buffer to protect the identified resource
is to be made in cooperation with the California Department of Fish and Game, with the

resulting determination based upon specific findings.
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The development conditionally approved by the County is inconsistent with the above cited
LUP Marine and Water Resources policies including, but not limited to, the policies
specifically cited above from several perspectives: (1) the portions of the development project
occurring within the Shore Pine / Sitka Spruce Forest portions of the site are not a resource-
dependent use; (2) environmentally less damaging feasible alternatives to the proposed filling,
dredging (i.e., excavation), and diking of project site wetlands exist; and (3) the protective
adequacy of the buffers of less than 100-foot width between development components and
adjacent wetlands has not been substantiated.

1. Development Within Shore Pine — Sitka Spruce ESHA. The project record for the
approved development summarily dismisses the forested portions of the site as constituting
ESHA, citing the relative abundance of the vegetation association within the vicinity of the
airport and noting that the area had been previously cut-over some 60 to 70 years ago and has
grown back. However, this basis does not fully address the two-pronged definition of ESHA
as any area in which: (a) plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially
valuable because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem; and (b) which could be easily
disturbed or degraded by human activities and developments. Notwithstanding the localized
concentration of this series, the Shore Pine-Sitka Spruce forest type is designated as “S1.1” and
S2.1,” respectively, in the Califorinia Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB). The SI
designation identifies species and/or habitats with less than 6 viable element occurrences, or
less than 1,000 individuals, or less than 2,000 acres on a statewide basis. The S2 designation
indicates species / habitat types with 6-20 element occurrences, or 1,000-3,000 individuals, or
2,000-10,000 acres statewide. The “.1” suffix identifies the species or habitats as “very
threatened.” Thus, (a) given the statewide significance of the forest type in terms of its rarity,
and (b) that an examination of aerial photos taken at a timeframe shortly after the area was cut -
shows residual, mature, possibly old-growth ‘rees within the project area, contrary evidence
exists that the area constitutes ESHA. Therefore, the proposed clearing for the roadway and
other improvements is inconsistent with LUP Marine and Water Resources Policy No. 6 as
these uses are not resource-dependent.

2, Alternatives. Notwithstanding the submittal of highly-detailed information during the
environmental review and project hearing stages, a very limited number of alterantives to the
proposed project were substantively considered in approving the development. Reduced-
footprint options and alternate roadway configurations which would avoid the forested ESHA
area, albeit with possibly slightly greater wetland fill components, were summarily dismissed,
notwithstanding the reduction in impacts on other biological resources that would be lessened
or avoided. Therefore, the project as approved is not the least environmnetally damaging
feasible alternative.

3. Buffer Adequacy. The majority of the biological resource impact analysis was focused
on the effects of the direct filling of wetlands to create the new roadway crossings. No analysis
was provided with respect to the adquacy of the less than 100-foot reduced-wide buffers for the
other portions of the development adjacent to wetlands, contrary to Sections VIL.D.4.f. and g,
Of the LUP Marine and Water Resources chapter.

B. Inconsistencies with LUP New Development Chapter Policies

LUP New Development Chapter Policy No. 2 states that, “Proposed development w1thm the urban
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boundary may be approved only after it has been adequately proven that the location of the proposed
development will accommodate the development. These factors include but are not limited to sewage
disposal, water supply and street system capacity.” The project will depend upon the development of an
onsite sewage disposal system. However, the design of the system was not preceded by the collection of
monitoring well data for the high-groundwater conditions the area experiences. Nor has the system
design been vetted by the Regional Water Quality Control Board prior to the issuance of the coastal
development permit. Accordingly, the project as approved has not been adequately proven to be in a
location that will accommodate the development, contrary to the directives of the LUP New
Development Chapter policies, including but not limited to Policy No. 2.




ATTACHMENT A

SECTION I. Appellant(s)

1.

Mary K. Shallenberger

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 604-5200

Sara J. Wan

22350 Carbon Mesa Road
Malibu, CA 90265

(415) 904-5200



. ‘ EXHIBIT NO. 7

APPEAL NO.
DEL NORTE COUNTY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEP/ | o1 ouc 00,048 - soroer
981 H STREET, SUITE 110 COAST REGIONAL AIRPORT
CRESCENT CITY, CA 95531 ;‘g; HORITY
CE OF FINAL LOCAL ACTION,

COASTAL USE/DEVELOPMENT &
COASTAL BUILDING/DEVELOPMENT]

NOTICE OF ACTION PERMIT NOS_UP0736C & B308031C

Notice is hereby given that the Planning Commission of Del Norte County took the following
action on October 14, 2009 regarding the application for development listed below:

Action: AZ_Approved ___Denied __ Continued ___Recommended EIR

____Forwarded to Board of Supervisors
CENED

Application Number: UP0736C and B308031C RE

Project Description: Coastal Development Permit and Use Permit cT 2 I\ ?_Q“g
Project Location: Dale Rupert Road, Crescent City A
Assessor’s Parcel Number: 110-010-21 and 120-020-35 cP\L\FORQM\SS\ON
Applicant: Border Coast Regional Airport Authority coP\STN'GO

Applicant’s Mailing Address: 150 Dale Rupert Road, Crescent City, CA 95531
Agent's Name & Address: |,

A copy of any conditions of approval and/or findings adopted as part of the above action is
attached.

If Approved:

\/fhis County permit or entitlement serves as a Coastal permit. No further action is required
unless an appeal is filed in which case you will be notified.

This County permit or entitiement DOES NOT serve as a Coastal permit. Consult the Coastal
Zone Permit procedure section of your NOTICE OF APPLICATION STATUS or the Planning

Division of the Community Development Department if you have questions.

Notice is given that this project:

Is not appealable to the California Coastal Commission, however, a local appeal period does
exist.

\/ls appealable to the California Coastal Commission.

Any appeal of the above decision must be filed with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors by
00T 26,2004 for consideration by the Board of Supervisors.

/ny action of the Board of Supervisors on this item may be appealed to the California Coastal
Commission within 10 working days or 21 calendar days subject to the requirements of

Chapter 21.52 DNCC and Coastal Regulations.

Must be forwarded to the California Coastal Commission for final action. You will be notified of
its status by the Coastal Commission Office.

(Continued on the next page)




Is not subject to Coastal Commission regulations, however, a local appeal process is available.

Written appeals must be filed with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors by
/a . Consideration will be by the Board of Supervisors.

Requests for deferment of road improvement standards or for modification of road
improvement standards must be filed in writing with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors by

Ocr. A, 2009 , with a copy provided to the Secretary of the Planning
Commission. Consideration will be by the Board of Supervisors.

Parcel map must be filed within 24 months of the date of approval.
Record of Survey and new deeds must be filed within 24 months of the date of approval.
New deeds must be filed within 24 months of the date of approval.

EXTENSIONS - MAJOR & MINOR SUBDIVISIONS OR BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENTS - Maps (or Records of
Survey/Deeds) must be filed within 12 months after the original date of expiration.

NOTICE ~ SECTION 1.40.070

The time within which review of this decision must be sought is govermed by the California
Code of Civil Procedure, Section 1094.6, and the Del Norte County Ordinance Code, Chapter
1.40. Any petition seeking judicial review must be filed in the appropriate court not later than
the 90" day following the date on which this decision was made; however, if within 10 days
after the decision was made, a request for the record of the proceedings is filed and the
required deposit in an amount sufficient to cover the estimated cost of preparation of such
record is timely deposited, the time within which such petition may be filed in court is extended
to no later than the 30" day following the date on which the record is either personally
delivered or mailed to you or your attorney of record.

FISH AND GAME FILING FEES

Projects subject to CEQA are also subject to the following fees as required by the California
Department of Fish and Game:

Applicable Fee - ___Neg. Dec. ($2043.00) \/EIR ($2818.25) __ Exempt

Toud SR oot B2 ‘15\%1)

This fee is due and payable to the County Clerk’s Office. The applicant or agent is responsible
for paying the current Fish and Game fee, which is subject to change. If not paid within 5
working days of the date of action of the Planning Commission, your project may be invalid by
law (PRC 21089(b)) and will be referred to Fish and Game's Department of Compliance and
External Audits in the Clerk’s monthly deposit and report to Fish and Game.

ATTENTION APPLICANT

As a subdivider or adjuster of property, this notice is to advise you that all taxes must be paid
in full prior to the recordation of your map or deeds. if the map or deeds are filed_after
December 16", you must pay all taxes due PLUS NEXT YEAR'S TAXES before the map or

deeds can be recorded.

If you have any questions regarding the payment of taxes, call the Del Norte County Tax
Collector’s Office at (707) 464-7283.
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Agent: Jim Bemard
‘ APP# UPO736C and B30831C
STAFF REPORT

APPLICANT: Border Coast Regional Airport Authority

APPLYING FOR: Coastal Development Permit and Use Permit for an Airport Passenger Terminal and |
Ancillary Facilities

AP#: 110-010-21 and 120-020-35 LOCATION: Dale Rupert Road, Crescent City

PARCEL(S) EXISTING EXISTING
SIZE: 260+acres USE: Airport STRUCTURES: Terminal, 29 Hangers, 1
Office, 1 ARFF Building, Various NAVAIDS
PLANNING AREA: 4 GENERAL PLAN: Public Facility, Light Industrial, Heavy Commercial
ADJ. GEN. PLAN: Public Facility, Light Industrial, Heavy Commercial, AgGen5
ZONING: PF-C(A)(H), MP AD), ZONING: : PF-C(A)(H), MP, A-5
1. PROCESSING CATEGORY: NON-COASTAL APPEALABLE COASTAL X
NON-APPEALABLE COASTAL PROJECT REVIEW APPEAL
. 2. FIELD REVIEW NOTES: DATE: 07/02/07 HEALTH DEPT X BUILDING INSP X
PLANNING X ENGINEERING/SURVEYING X

ACCESS: Dale Rupert Road ADJ. USES: Airport uses, undeveloped lands, State Park
TOPQGRAPHY: Flat with some sand dune features on the periphery DRAINAGE: channelized &
' natural drainage features

DATE OF COMPLETE APPLICATION: 8/13/09

3. ERC RECOMMENDATION: Application complete. Final Environmental Impact Report applies (SCH#
2006112120). Approval with conditions.

4. STAFE REPORT:

Existing Facilities
Jack McNamara Field (CEC), in Del Norte County is located approximately 3 miles northwest of the City
of Crescent City, and the airport is adjacent to the Padfic Ocean. The project vicinity and location of
CEC are depicted in Figure 1. The Airport is owned by Del Norte County and managed by the Border
Coast Regional Airport Authority (BCRAA), through a Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) effective as of
October 4, 2007, consisting of Del Norte County, CA, the City of Crescent City, CA, the City of Brookings,
OR, and the Elk Valley Rancheria. CEC is a commercial service airport that provides airfield, terminal,
and support facilities for scheduled commercial airlines, air charter/taxi, military, and general aviation
(GA) operations. CEC participates in the Federal Essential Air Service Program to ensure scheduled
. commercial flights to the Crescent City area. CEC is an essential public fadlity, as it is the only
commerdial airport currently serving Del Norte County, as well as Curry County, Oregon to the north. \

10/06/09 4%
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Figure 1
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PROJECT: BCRAA — UP0736C and B30831C
Page 3

CEC is a certified Federal Aviation (FAA) Regulation Part 139 commerdal service airport that is part of the .
National Integrated Alrport Systems (NPIAS). Additionally, as part of the California Aviation System Plan
(CASP), CEC Is one of only two designated primary commerdal non-hub airports in the North Coast Region

that have scheduled airline passenger service. CEC is an important connection in the region’s air transport
network and provides access to national and intemational air service. CEC aiso plays a crudal role in
providing emergency services and staging area for disaster relief, firefighting operations, and search and

rescue activities for the region and state. During emergency events, firefighting and search and rescue
aircraft use CEC as a staging location.

CEC has two Intersecting runways, both with full-length parallel taxiways. Runway 11/29 and
Runway 17/35 are both 5,002 feet in length and 150 feet wide, and constructed of asphalt. Runway 11 is
considered to be the primary runway with predsion instrument approach capability (Instrument Landing
System/Distance Measuring Equipment [ILS/DME]) and three non-precision instrument approach
procedures. The FAA dassification for Runway 11/29 is C-III. Runway 17/35 is considered to be the
secondary crosswind runway with two non-precision instrument approach procedures. The ARC
dlassification for Runway 17/35 Is B-II. The runways pavement strengths were designed to accommodate
a 43,000-pound, dual-wheel aircraft. Taxiways A and B are parallel taxiways. They are 50 feet wide and
marked with standard yellow, centerline striping. CEC does not have an FAA Airport Traffic Control Tower.

Thirty-six general aviation aircraft are currently based at the Alrport. These aircraft are stored in
hangars provided by the fixed-base operator, on private easeholds, or in hangars managed by the
BCRAA. There are 7 individual T-hangars, 17 small box hangars, and 3 large box hangars. Transient
alrcraft parking Is also available. Currently, CEC is served by only one commerdial passenger carrier,

United Express (operated by SkyWest Alrlines), which operates six flights dally using an Embraer EMB- .
120 Brasilia. Alr cargo, air taxi, commuter, and emergency service operators also use CEC facilities.

The existing terminal bullding Is a single-story fadlity, which was constructed in 1950 and is 2,020 square
feet In size. Only minimal renovation has ocourmed since its original construction. A separate double-wide,
modular building of approximately 980 square feet was added adjacent to the terminal building in 2002 to
accommodate new U.S. Department of Homeland Security — Transportation Security Administration (TSA)
screening procedures and a small secure hold room. Terminal area parking fadiities include short-term and
long-term parking for passengers; employee, staff and visitor parking; and car rental spaces (85 total spaces
and a smali gravel overflow lot with approximately 25 spaces).

The terminal building has become outdated and is in poor condition, having had onty minimal renovation
since its original construction. It had previously been determined by Del Norte County and the FAA that
the existing terminal bullding is not functional and, due to its age and layout, cannot be modified to
provide the required space in a cost-effective manner. The FAA has been dear in its desire not to fund
any significant improvements to the existing terminal. The existing terminal building does not have
adequate space to provide all the typical functions required to accommodate commercial passenger
operations. The meet/greet areas are combined together with the ticketing, baggage daim, and the
passenger waiting area is not in compliance with cumrent TSA regulations (TSA, 2006). More
importantly, the existing terminal bullding can barely accommodate one flight at a time because the
arriving and departing passengers walting to board alrcraft share the same space. The TSA has concerns
about the mixing of arriving and departing passengers and the awaiting public. Furthermore, when a
flight is delayed or a flight is diverted to CEC, which heppens frequently due to coastal weather
conditions, the existing terminai building cannot handie the additional capacity of arriving and departing

passengers.
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The existing terminal building is not compliant with current seismic codes and the requirements of the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). Additionally, the design standards of 1950, when the existing terminal
building was constructed, do not adequately address or meet the demands and expectations of today’s airiine
operators and the traveling public. TSA security screening has also evolved considerably since the events of
September 11, 2001 (9/11) and requires additional terminal space in order to function property.

The existing aircraft parking apron area in front of the terminal Is not adequate to accommodate aircraft
plane loads. Recent safety inspections indicate there is ramp congestion which limits aircreft movement. To
allocate more space, in the existing configuration, the terminal building would have to be moved farther back
into the parking lot to the southeast. Based on blast protection guidance (which will be determined in the
next phase of design), normal exterior TSA design standards typically recommend an average 150-foot
setback distance from the terminal bullding for parking areas. Also a distance of 300 feet from the terminal
building is required by TSA regulations during elevated threat level conditions, and vehicles are prohibited in
this area during the elevated threat period. The main Alrport access road are to be dear of this 300-foot
restricted distance from the passenger terminal during elevated threat levels in order to maintain tenant and
emergency vehide access to the non-terminal related Airport fadlities. The Airport is currently non-compiiant
with these regulations and recommendations and in order to comply would need to move and expand the
current parking area into the area directly behind the existing parking lots. This move would result in
significant impacts to jurisdictional wetlands. Consequently, due to current design standards, it is necessary
to construct an entirely new terminal building with designated areas and adequate space for each of the
Airport functions required to process tenants, customers, employees, and passengers in order to maintain the
effidency and security of the Airport, and provide an acceptable level of customer service.

Aviation Forecast

Aviation demand forecasts provide a basis for determining the type, size, and timing of future facility
development at CEC, including terminal facilities, apron areas, airside/landside access, and parking
facilities. Consequently, the forecasts influence nearly all phases of the future development.
Forecasting the number of passenger carrier operations at CEC helped with Alrport fadility planning. An
aircraft operation is defined as a take-off or a landing; thus, each flight consists of two operations. A
direct relationship exists between the number of passenger carrier operations, the level of passenger
enplanements and the facility space requirements. The FAA reviewed the historical Air Carrier Activity
Information System (ACAIS) information to verify the enplaned passenger numbers. The ACAIS records
indicated that 13,694 enplaned passengers were recorded in 2007. A conservative growth rate of 2
percent was used to determine enplaned passenger estimates in the future resulting in 14,822 in 2011

and 16,116 in 2016.

PROPOSED PROJECT
The proposed replacement terminal consists of the construction of a new terminal building and related

fadilities (i.e., parking lot, access road, aircraft apron, infrastructure/utilities) at CEC. The size of the
new terminal buliding Is based upon projected enplanements for year 2016. Development of the
Proposed Project would commence after funds have been secured from the FAA. It is anticipated that
construction would occur between 2010 and 2011 with the new terminal building being in operation by
2011. The components of the Proposed Project are shown on Figure 2 and Figure 3 and listed in
Tabie 1, below.

i
<
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Figure 2
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PROJECT: BCRAA - UP0736C and B30831C
Page 6

Fgure 3

Table 1
Terminal Replacament Project Components

. Construct new terminal bullding (20,800 square feet);

. Construct new aircraft apron area (350 feet by 190 feet);

«  Construct new parking faciities (152 public spaces, 25 employee spaces, 1.44 acres),
. Realign Dale Rupert Road and construct circulation road; and

® Implement infrastructure and utilities improvements (i.e., electrical connections, water/wastewater

piping, drainage systems, lighting, parking meters/machines, efc.) necessary to support construction
and operation of the terminal building, parking lo, and aircraft apron area.

10/06/09
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The square footage calculation for the terminal assumes 150 square feet per passenger for the circulation
and holding area of terminal per FAA design criteria (AC 150-5360-13). This results in the need for a
minimum of 13,500 square feet for passenger movement.

In addition to the 13,500 square feet of space needed for passenger movement, 7,300 square feet is
necessary for components such as ticketing/check-In, security/passenger screening, baggage daim,
concessions/retail, rental car counter, Airport administration, public services, support areas,
mechanical/electrical, communications, and storage. The proposed terminal size is based upon several
design criteria for airports, induding the need for adequate space for functions such as ticketing/check-In,
security/passenger screening, passenger hold rooms, baggage daim, concessions/retail, rental car counter,
Airport administration, public services, support areas, mechanical/electrical /communications, drculation,
and storage. The design estimate of the Terminal Replacement Project indudes adequate space to allow
for these conditions within a 20,800-square-foot fadlity.

A breakdown of the estimated square feet per terminal function is identified in Table 2, below.

Table 2
CEC Proposed Terminal Space Program
Primary Function Square
Feet

Ticketing — Check-In

Counter Positions/Area, Ticket Office, Baggage Screening, Baggage Make-up Area, Check-in Queue Area 4,880
Security-Passenger Screening

Security Check Point, Passenger Queue Area, Search Room, TSA Office, Security Staff Breakroom, File 2,500
Room, Communication Room, Secured Storage, Supply/Equipment Storage, Multi-purpose Training Room

Hold Room Area

Departure Hold Room, Podium/Gate Check-in, Hold Room Restrooms, Vending Machine Alcove, 2,100
Circulation

Baggage Claim

Baggage Claim Area, Baggage Claim Area, Greeter Area, Tourist/Information, Community Cultural 4,000
Display Area

Rental Car

Office and Counter Area 400
Concessions/Retail

Secure Side, Public Side, Lease Space, Storage, Office 1,450
Airport Admiaistration

Airport Management, Security Operation Center, Custodial & Maintenance 1,400
Public Services

Secure Restroom, Public Restroom 600
Subtotal Square Feet 17,330
Circulation 20% 3,470
Total 20,800
10/06/09
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Attached as Exhibit 1 is the proposed design of the terminal bullding as described in the schematic ‘
drawing dated July 31, 2006. This is the submitted design by the applicant and therefore the design under
consideration by the Planning Commission for issuance of this use permit. It should be noted that locating

the terminal building outside of the study area or a significantly different exterior architectural design could
trigger an additional review by the Planning Commission.

Proposed On-Site Disposal System
The design was based upon information and results obtained from a site evaluation that was conducted
on April 27, 2006, during the wet-weather season and from a historical soll evaluation that was

conducted by Michael Young and Associates in February 1998.

Ten test holes (TH) were excavated by a backhoe to the depths where groundwater was observed or to
a maximum eight foot depth below ground surface (bgs) If groundwater wasnt encountered.

Results of the investigation are as follow:

« Generally ground water was observed between 4 feet and 5 feet bgs in nine of the ten holes with
the tenth hole being 8 feet bgs.

e Solis were sandy loam or sand
e Sand content and dampness increased with depth

e In some of the excavations, a random 6 to 12-inch thick organic clay and sand layer was .
encountered

e Percolation test resuits were between 5 to 7 minutes per inch

For the on-site sewage disposal treatment system (SDS), the following improvements have been
recommended by the applicant’s consultant:

e 2,750 gallon septic tank

e 20’ x 210’ primary mound system placed in the area where THs 6 and 7 are located with a
pressurized distribution system and pump

e 16’ x 150’ reserve area placed where THs 2 & 3 are located and a 16’ x 200’ reserve area placed
where TH 1 is located

An on-site mound design Is based upon Del Norte County Ordinance, Chapter 14.12; California Basin
Plan, Chapter 4; Wisconsin Mound Soll Absorption System, 2000; and Uniform Plumbing Code. Per the
results of the site evaluation, textural analysis and percolation test resuits, the applicants consulting
engineer concluded that a primary mound system and a reserve area can be supported on the soils
where indicated on page CL-2-1 of Exhibit 1 (new terminal fadility schematic design). Rnal design
approval and permitting will be from the North Coast Regional Water Quaiity Control Board.

New Aircraft Apron ‘
Because the new terminal bullding is proposed to be constructed at a new location, and the existing

apron is undersized, a new aircraft apron area is necessary to provide an area adjacent to the new
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terminal building. The apron would be designed to allow for two aircraft to be parked adjacent to the
terminal so passengers could easily and efficienly board and disembark from aircraft. The aircraft
parking apron will be constructed of Portiand cement concrete and connected to the existing adjacent
parallel taxiway with a section of asphalt concrete pavement. Minor demolition of existing pavements
and utilities will be required as well as grading and excavation of the existing site terrain. The apron
area will be provided with drainage facilities, apron floodlighting (shielded downward), fire hydrants,
pavement markings, and security fencing.

It is projected by the applicant’s consultant (URS) that the critical aircraft at CEC will likely continue to
be the Embraer Brasilia, E-120. The E-120 has a wingspan of 65 feet and a length of 65.66 feet. The
next step up in aircraft seating capacity would be comparable to the de Havilland Dash 8 turbo-prop
Q400 and/or the Bombardier Regional Jet CRJ-200. These aircraft could operate under the current
dassification approved in the Airport Layout Plan (ALP), C-III, and the existing runway lengths. The
wingspans for this future critical aircraft size range from 69.6 feet (CRJ-200) to 93.3 feet (Q400), while
their lengths range from 87.8 feet (CRJ 200) to 107.8 feet (Q400) (URS, 2006). The new aircraft apron
is designed to accommodate two airaraft of this size range, which can operate consistent with the
existing CEC runway category. Direct connection to the taxiway would be provided to allow for efficient
taxiing to and from the runway system. Page CA-2.1 of Exhibit 1 lllustrates the area required for the
aircraft discussed above and the required area to tumn each alrcraft within the proper dearances from
any obstades.

Drainage fadilities for the apron area will consist of a concrete swale and catch basin with all storm water
directed to landside conveyances. Rain water leaders from the terminal roof will be connected to
collector pipes and likewise routed to landside drainage conveyances. Pretreatment will be required
prior to any discharge.

Two fire hydrants will be provided adjacent to the terminal building on the airside in accordance with
FAA Aircraft Rescue and Fre Fighting (ARFF) requirements. These fire hydrants will be supplied with
water from the landside water distribution system.

The fire sprinkier and flow demands for the proposed terminal cannot be supplied adequately from the
existing fire suppression line and pressures. In addition, the existing 8-inch fire suppression system
supply main located on the east side of Dale Rupert Road is adjacent to the proposed fadility on its west
side and smalil portions of the main are shown undemeath the building footprint. Provision of fire
sprinkler and flow demands to the proposed terminal will require the following improvements:

. Re-routing portions of the line where the buliding is located over the existing main

Install a small pumping station and pump rated at 1500 gpm near the existing 50,000 gallon
reservoir, on the 8-inch main, between the tank and the proposed fadility.

) Sprinkler system, 8” x 8% x 6" tee connection into the existing 8-inch main northwest of the
proposed terminal footprint, installation of +/- 20 lineal feet of C-900 pipe, to get within 10 feet of

the proposed building footprint and capping

. Reinstall an exdsting hydrant on the southwest side of the proposed footprint closer to the south
side of the proposed new terminal

Install a new hydrant for the northwest side of the new terminal
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Apron fliood lighting shall be accomplished in accordance with IES RP-14-87, Recommended Practices for
Airport Service Area Lighting. For the aircraft parking apron, the lllumination ievel shall average 2 to 5
foot-candies on horizontal surfaces and 2 foot-candles (average) on vertical surfaces. Hood fighting will
be pole-mounted with the height of floodlights and poles kept below FAR Part 77 surfaces. All fixtures
shall be the metal halide type, hominal 1,000 watts and be shielded to direct the light downward.

New Parking Lot

The terminal building is proposed to be constructed in a new location and the current parking lot is not
suffident in area, location, or compllance with TSA/FAA standards. A new parking lot is proposed in
proximity to the new terminal bullding. Vehide parking fadiiities are necessary to provide an area adjacent to
the new terminal bullding where Alrport patrons can have easy access to Airport fadlities. Our indlement
weather would encourage parking problems If the parking is not located within a reasonable distance of the
new terminal building.

CEC operations generate a demand for both public and employee parking. In addition to parking needs
driven by increased activity at CEC, post-9/11 security requirements have increased the number of security
employees working at the Airport. Currently, CEC has 85 paved parking spaces on an existing surface lot for
short-term parking and an additional overflow gravel lot with 25 spaces for long-term parking. The short-
term lot Is shared with Alrport employees. Neither parking lot is compliant with current TSA regulations and
recommended biast protection and high alert zones due to their proximity to the existing terminal building.
Based on biast protection guidance, normal exterior TSA design standards typically recommend a 150-foot
setback distance from the terminal building for parking areas. Expansion of the existing parking lot Is
physically hampered by TSA/FAA standards, security issues, praximity to wetlands, and design constraints. A
parking survey at CEC indicated that during the peak holiday season the short-term parking lot was at
capacity and the long-tesm overflow lot was at 65 percent capacity (CEC, 2007). The new parking fadlities
consist of 152 public spaces and 25 employee spaces to accommodate existing aviation activity and forecast
future demand. A minimum of 7 spaces (6 of the public spaces and 1 of the employee spaces) as well as any
sidewalks, crosswalks, or other fadiities will be compliant with the Americans with Disabiiities Act (ADA)
standards.

Adequate parking Is essential to the safe and effident flow of landside traffic at a well-designhed terminal
fadiity providing for customer, tenart, and employee access to terminals and other Alrport fadilities. The
peak holiday season capadity issues at CEC create an inconvenient and ineffident parking condition, which is
noncompliant with FAA and TSA guidelines and hinders customer, tenant, and employee access to Airport
fadiities. Construction of larger parking faciies at CEC in a new location would address existing demand
and reduce peak holiday season parking issues. The construction of a new parking faciiity would bring CEC
into compliance with TSA regulations regarding Alrport security.

Relocsted Accesss Road
The new terminal buliding and parking Jot proposed to be constructed would eliminate a substantial portion

of the exdsting airport access road, Dale Rupert Road. The existing access road does not meet TSA security
guidelines or current Del Norte County road standards. Therefore, the Airport access road requires
realignment (Stover Engineering, 2005). A Ground Access Plan was prepared by Stover Engineering, 2005,
which determined that the four-way intersection currently exdsting at Dale Rupert Road, Washington
Boulevard, and Pebble Beach Drive was a traffic hazard. This intersection has skewed angles and curves on
Washington Boulevard that are difficult for vehides to negotiate at the intersection. Currently, there is no
left-tum lane, which causes traffic to be impeded when tuming vehides have to stop for oncoming traffic.
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This has led to confusion and accidents in the past. The new road would be dassified as a collector road
sefving urban areas, with a 44-foot design standard.

As proposed by the applicant, the realigned road would connect into a loop bypass road around the terminal
parking lots with a road segment in front of the terminal building for drop-off or pick-up. This new access
road and more effective traffic flow design will allow for TSA security checks of vehicles before entering the
parking area and during high alert conditions, maintaining recommended blast protection zones and allowing
for a 300-foot restricted zone from the terminal without dosing Airport access to other fadiities. At the same
time, a loop road limits drculation through the parking lot, which is compliant with current TSA guidelines for
adequate maneuvering space in the case of an emergency. This design layout is recommended in the FAA
and TSA design guidelines. The existing Dale Rupert Road would then become dedicated access for ongoing
secondary, emergency response to the Airport as recommended in the 2005 Ground Access Plan, compatible
with other aviation-related uses at CEC.

The applicant’s consultant (URS) has induded the following features in their proposed design for the street
and parking lot improvements:

o 30 foot street travel width with A2-6 curb and gutters which adds an additional 5’ to the road
section. With the curb and gutter, the total street width from back of curb to back of curb, is 35
feet.

o 5’ wide x 4” thick sidewalks placed as indicated on page C12-0 of Exhibit 1. (At the sidewalk
locations the road width increases to 40’ or 45’, dependent upon whether the sidewalk is on one or
both sides of the road.)

o 5 wide Class I bike lanes.

o Street and parking lot structural sections are the same: .3’ AC, .8’ AB. (This may be revised after
detailed R-value testing is performed.)

« Eleven drainage inlets placed in locations such that the amount of runoff generated from a 100-year
rain event is limited to a drainage cross-sectional area formed between the face of curb and an 8’
width into the traveled way.

o Two open channel street crossings located at the vendor parking lot and located just past and north
of the general parking lot. The cost estimate was predicated upon a culvert length = 40, span =
10’ +/-, rise between 3’ to 5’ and headwalls, etc. specified per Cai-Trans specifications referenced
above.

o Eleven street lights with 17’ standards, Cal-Trans pole type 18-1-129.

Associated Infrastructure and Utilities

Since the new terminal buiiding is proposed to be constructed in a new location, infrastructure and utility
connections (i.e., electrical and water connections) are necessary to support construction and/or operation of
the new terminal bullding, parking fadiity, and aircraft apron areas.

Electrical supply is available to the proposed project site. A power increase of 10 percent is projected over
the existing capacity. This can be accommodated with instaliation of a new transformer and back-up
generator with tie-in connections into the existing system.

The potable water demand for the proposed terminal location can be supplied adequately from the exsting
pressures and distribution system with improvements to the potable water 4-inch distribution main. This
potable water distribution piping is supplied from a connection to an 8-inch supply main located at the
Washington Boulevard/Dale Rupert Road intersection. This main would have suffident pressure for a fire
suppression system that would be needed to service the new terminal. A small pumping station and pump

10/06/09 57



PROJECT: BCRAA - UP0736C and B30831C
Page 12

rated at 1,500 gallons per minute would be needed near the existing 50,000-gallon reservoir. The station ‘
would be located on the 8-inch main, between the tank and the proposed fadility.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

A Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) and an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared to
address the potential environmental impacts associated with the Terminal Replacement Project to satisfy
the requirement of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) respectively. The Draft EA/EIR was released on September 2, 2008 for a 45-day review
period. A public hearing was held on October 2, 2008. All comments received concerning the Draft EIR
have been addressed in the Final EIR and are incduded in Appendix L, Comments and Responses from
that document.

Resolution 2009-02 (copy attached as Exhibit 2) was passed and adopted by the Border Coast Regional
Airport Authority on May 7, 2009 and encompassed several actions, induding (1) certification of the Final
Environmental Impact Report ("Final EIR" or “FEIR"), (2) the application for and issuance of a Coastal
Development Permit ("CDP™) by the County of Del Norte pursuant to the County’s approved Local
Coastal Plan; and (3) related discretionary approvals, induding those from federal, state and other iocal
agencies. A copy of the Executive Summary for the Alrport Terminal Replacement Project (Exchibit 3) is
attached as part of this staff report. The Executive Summary indudes a Mitigation and Monltoring
Program (table ES-3) which summarizes the impacts and the proposed mitigation and how It is to be
implemented. Each of the Planning Commission members have been provided with a compact disc (cd)
copy of the FEIR (Exchibit 4) that was approved by the Border Coast Regional Alrport Authority acting as
lead agency. A hard copy of the FEIR Is available at the CDD counter for the general public.

Alternatives Considered But Rejected ‘
The FEIR addressed several sites in its alternative analysis. Sites west of runways 17/35 and 11/29 as
well as areas generally east of the same two runways were eliminated from consideration early in the
process as these areas have extensive wetlands and other physical constraints. These areas also posed
more potential conflicts when evaluated to FAA and TSA standards of operation. Therefore, the area
that was considered for alternative terminal locations was within the triangle of land formed by
Washington Boulevard and the existing runways and in the general location of existing structures at the

alrport.

As indicated above, several altenative sites were not feasible because they conflicted with FAA and TSA
standards for operation of CEC, or had the potential for greater environmental impacts, which limited the
number of options that could be further considered. Exhiblt 3 (Executive Summary FEIS ES-3) shows the
locations of Alternative Terminal Locations and summary of wetland impacts that were considered in the
FEIR. The alternatives were studied in more detail, but rejected due to the potential for greater wetiand
impacts. Ali of these altemnatives would have larger potendal impacts to wetlands and waters of the U.S.
when compared to the Proposed Project Alternative as indicated in Table 3.
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Table 3
Summary of CEC On-Alrport Alternatives Considered

Proposed
Project
Alternative

o Phased construction of new terminal building (not to exceed 20,800 square feet) 550 feet
southwest of the existing terminal facility;

+ Construction new aircraft apron area (350 feet by 190 feet);

« Construct new parking facilities (152 public spaces, 25 empioyee spaces, 1.44 acres);

« Realign Dale Rupert Road and construct circulation road;

o Implement infrastructure and utilities (i.e., electrical connections, water/wastewater piping,
drainage systemns, lighting, etc.) necessary to support construction and operation of the
terminal building, parking lot, and aircraft apron area as needed or required; and

o Potentially directly impact 1.0 acre of wetlands, including 0.7 acre wetland indirect impacts
within a 25-foot general perimeter buffer.

No-Action
Altemative

No Change

Aftemative
A-1

» Renovate and expand existing terminal from 2,020 to 20,800 SF;

» increase aircraft apron area to (350 feet by 100 feet); .

» Expand and reconfigure existing paved short-term parking lot to accommodate both short-term and
long-term parking needs (152 public spaces, 25 employee spaces, 1.44 acres);

¢ Realign connection from Dale Rupert Road to circulation road;

e Removal of T-hangars; and

+ Potentially impact 2.5 acres of wetlands including 25-foot general perimeter buffer.

Altemative
A2

Construct new terminal building (20,800 square feet) adjacent to the existing terminal facility;
Construction new area for aircraft apron area (350 feet by 1980 feet);

Expand existing paved short-term parking lot to accommodate both short-term and long-term
parking needs (152 public spaces, 25 employee spaces, 1.44 acres);

Realign connection from Dale Rupert Road to circulation road;

Removal of T-hangars; and

Potentially impact 4.0 acres of wetlands, including 25-foot general perimeter buffer

Alternative
B-1

Construct new terminal building (20,800 square feet) 550 feet southwest of the existing terminal
facitity but 300 feet closer to Runway 17/35;

Relocate of approximately 1,800 feet of existing Taxiway B to the west;

Construction new aircraft apron area (350 feet by 190 feet),

Construct new parking facilities (152 public spaces, 25 employee spaces, 1.44 acres);

Realign Dale Rupert Road and construct circulation road;

Implement infrastructure and utilities (i.e., electrical connections, water/wastewater piping,
drainage systems, lighting, etc.) necessary to support construction and operation of the
terminal buliding, parking lot, and aircraft apron area as needed or required; and

Potentially impact 4.5 acres of wetlands, inchuding 25-foot general perimeter buffer

Alternative

Construct new terminal building (20,800 square feet) 1,800 feet southeast of the existing
terminal facility;

Construct 600-foot extension of Taxiway A,

Construction hew aircraft apron area (350 feet by 190 feet);

Construct new parking facilities (152 public spaces, 25 employee spaces, 1.44 acres);

Buikd new road including circulation road;

implement infrastructure and utilities (i.e., electrical connections, water/wastewater piping,
drainage systems, lighting, etc.) necessary to support construction and operation of the
terminal building, parking lot, and aircraft apron area as needed or required;

» Potentially impact 6.5 acres of wetlands including 25-foot general perimeter buffer; and

o Potentially disturb an EPA toxic waste Superfund site
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Alvernative A-1

This alternative would involve rehabilitating the existing terminal building and would require expansion to
increase the size to accommodate space requirements. The existing short-term and long-term parking lots
and portions of the access road would also need to be modified to meet TSA and FAA setback guidelines,
resulting in greater wetland impacts than the proposed altemnative. These set-back requirements are
based upon blast protection calculations, typically requiring a distance of 150 feet from the terminal under
normal operating conditions. During high TSA security alert periods, a 300-foot restricted area setback
distance is required from a passenger terminal fadlity. The aircraft apron area would also have to be
expanded and moved to the south in order to create a safe ainraft movement area and accommodate two
aircraft in front of the terminal for passenger loading.

Realignment of Dale Rupert Road would not be required under this altemnative; however, road connections
to other Alrport fadiities at CEC would need to be realigned. Additionally, the need to have a secondary
emergency access road would not be accomplished by this alternative.

The existing terminal building is in substandard condition and contains asbestos and lead based paint and
therefore renovation would not be practical from a function, material and cost standpoint. The terminal
building would need to be Iincreased In size from 2,020 square feet to 13,500 square feet to meet the
minimal per passenger space requirements plus additional square footage for related service facilities. The
layout of the existing terminal building would make it difficult to design, rehabliitate and fit an addition at
the curent location In a cost-effective manner.

The site of the existing terminal fadlity was determined to be not viable because it has limited space to
accommodate ADA, FAA, and TSA design standards. To construct a functional terminal building, much of
the existing structure would have to be demolished and altered. This approach is often less cost effective
and less effident than constructing a new bullding. The terminal would have to be moved and expanded to
the south into the exdsting parking lot to allow for adequate apron area to maintain a safe aircraft
movement area and accommodate two aircraft directly in front of the terminal for passenger loading. This
would displace the parking and require relocation and expansion in the forested area impacting 2.5 acres
of wetlands. Additionally, the airport must be able to maintain ZEC operations during terminal construction
and/or renovation, which Is not possible given the dimensions and configuration of the existing terminal
buliding and traller that houses the TSA screening function. The airport authority identified the Proposed
Project as its preferred altemative since it aliows operations to continue during construction, standards can
be achieved, and it has the least potential environmental Impact.

For these reasons, Altemative A-1, rehabilitation and expansion of the existing passenger terminal building
would result in more significant impacts compared to the Proposed Project Altemative and was not
retained for further consideration by the Airport Authority.

Albarnative A-2
This altemative Involves the construction of a new terminal bullding adjacent to the existing terminal
fadlity and the expansion of the existing paved short-tesm parking lot to accommodate both short-term
and long-term parking needs. Expansion of the alrcraft apron area to accommodate two aircraft, of
appropriate size, in the front of the terminal would be required for passenger loading and creation of a
safe aircraft movement area suffident to meet FAA standards, The overall realignment of Dale Rupert
Road would not be required; however, road connections to other parts of the Alrport would be needed
under this alternative.
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It was determined by the Airport Authority that it would be difficult to situate a new terminal building
adjacent to the existing terminal due to limited space to fit terminal functions, induding an adequately
sized ramp and apron area, sufficdiently set back from the taxiway. The terminal would aiso have to be set
back far enough to be compliant with current FAA and TSA standards. This would require shifting the new
terminal building to the south toward the current parking, which would impact a larger wetland area.

Depending upon the final configuration of Alternative A-2, a new terminal building in this area would
remove several T-hangars and also require replacement of the Airport’s only water storage tank, fuel
tanks, and relocation of the Airport's emergency generator. During construction, most of the existing
short-term parking lot would be rendered unusable, requiring temporary automobile parking to be found
elsewhere on site or off site. The existing parking lot does not comply with TSA security standards. If the
existing terminal was to be utilized in any manner, the parking lot would also have to be relocated further

south into wetiand areas.

Alternative A-2 would accommodate existing passenger demand, significantly improve the function of CEC,
and increase the Airport’s opportunity for providing quality service. However, this alternative would have
significant environmental impacts due to the displacemeitt of 4.0 acres of wetlands south of the existing
parking area.

Altemnative A-2, construction of a new terminal building, would result in more significant impacts compared
to the Proposed Project Alternative and was therefore dropped from further consideration by the Airport

Authority.

Altermative B-1

This alternative involves the construction of a new terminal building and related actions, induding new
aircraft apron area, new parking lot, and realigned Dale Rupert Road along with a new dirculation road,
utilities, and infrastructure. This location is similar to that of the Proposed Project Alternative, on the
southwest side of the Alrport, but 300 feet doser to Runway 17/35. The location of new terminal buliding
under Altemative B-1 would require relocation of approximately 1,800 feet of existing Taxiway B to the
west, which would be an additional design feature requiring a much larger investment. This would also
create a non-standard design of the unlit parallel taxiway that could create a safety issue for taxiing aircraft
and lead to excursions from the pavement resulting in possible injurfes and substantial damage to aircraft
and potential injury passengers. All other components of this altemative regarding the project would be
similar as those of the Proposed Project Alternative.

While Altemative B-1 would accommeodate existing passenger demand, significantly improve the function
of CEC, as well as increase the Airport's opportunity for providing quality service, the impacts on the
environmental setting and on exsting infrastructure would be greater than the Proposed Project
Alternative and would impact 4.5 acres of wetlands. Additionally, the relocation of existing Taxiway B to
accommodate Altemative B-1 would require the construction of a new segment of non-standard taxiway,
which would change the configuration of the airfield and significantly increase overall project costs and
create a potential safety concemn for taxiing airaaft.

Alternative B-1 would result in more significant impacts compared to the Proposed Project Altternative and
was therefore dropped from further consideration by the Airport Authority.

Altamative B-2
This alternative involves the construction of a new terminal building and related actions induding a new
alrcraft apron area, new parking lot, new access road, drculation road, utiiilies and infrastructure on the
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southeastern side of the Airport adjacent to Runway 11/29, approximately 1,800 feet from the existing .
terminal fadiity. This location is behind the Animal Control/Agriculture Department buildings adjacent to

the existing taxiway. Alternative B-2 would also involve a 600-foot extension of Taxiway A to connect to

the apron area, which is an additional design feature that would require a much larger investment. All

other components of -this alternative regarding the design would be similar to those of the Proposed
Project Alterative.

While Alternative B-2 would accommeodate existing passenger demand, significantly improve the function
of CEC, and increase the Airport’s opportunity for providing quality service, the impads on existing
infrastructure and the environmental setting would be greater than the Proposed Project Aitemative. The
extension of existing Taxiway A to accommodate Altemative B-2 would require the construction of a new
segment of taxiway, which would change the configuration of the airfield and significantly increase overall
project costs. The configuration of this altemative had to take Into consideration existing facilities
induding, T-hangars, to limit cost implications. The existing taxilane between these T-hangars could not
be used for general Alrport drculation due to its alignment with the apron area and TSA requirements for
maintaining distance from the terminal and alrfield, therefore, drculation would be limited. Construction in
this area wouid affect more wetlands. The new footprint would resuit in potential impacts to 6.5 acres or
more of wetlands. Alternative B-2 would result in more significant environmental, design, and financial
impacts, compared to the Proposed Project Alternative and was therefore dropped from further
consideration by the Airport Authority.

No Project Altemative

Under a no project alternative, the existing terminal fadility would continue to be used. The No Project
Alternative wouid not accommodate existing passenger demand. The No Project Alternative would not .
improve the function of the airport terminal. The airport’s existing terminal does not comply with the ADA,
FAA, and TSA standards. The FAA has taken the firm position that it will not invest any FAA funds in the
exdsting building to bring it into compliance due to its age and configuration. The No Project Aiternative
does not address the exdsting problem of compliance with current standards of access and security.
These issues alone expose the County to an increased liability risk. Current Airport users would continue
to experience crowded conditions, thus increasing dissatisfaction with the level of service at CEC. The No
Project Alternative could result in the County’s only commerdal airport, and the only alrport available for
all weather landings, to violate the FAA standards for Certification and Operations. The Airport could
lose its permit to operate, resulting in the loss of commerdal and emergency service to the community.
Loss of the alrport and/or its permit to operate would have a severe sodal and economic impact upon
the area.

Staff Analysis of BCRAA Proposed Project Alternative

The proposed terminal location is based upon FAA siting criteria as well as the planning analysis, which
was used to determine the placement within the ALP with least environmental Impact. The extent of this
development footprint was established to allow for flexibility in placement of the final terminal design. The
Proposed Project footprint represents the maximum extent of project-related disturbance. However, the
review by the Planning Commission also indudes the proposed design of the terminal building as described
in the schematic drawing dated July 31, 2006 (attached as Exhvibit 1). Locating terminal bullding and its
fadlities totally outside of the study area or a significantly different exterior architectural design could
trigger an additional review by the Planning Commission.

Implementation of the Proposed Project Alterative would potentially directly impact approximately 1.7 .
acres of wetlands under the criteria established by the Califomia Coastal Commission (CCC). (There Is
0.12 acre of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) wetiands located within the 1.7 CCC wetiands.) For
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reference, the Coastal Commission criteria only requires one of three wetland parameters to be present to
‘ designate wetlands; whereas, the Army Corps requires all three parameters to be present. The potential
impact area to wetlands under the Coastal Commission criteria is shown on Figure 4 which Is also in the

FEIR and contained in the applicants submittals.

Figure 4
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Five types of wetlands were mapped using the Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf vegetation classification, while ‘
other waters of the United States identified within the Proposed Project area investigated include a
drainage ditch, and culverted waters of the United States. The ditch Is dassified as unconsolidated
bottom riverine wetlands. Approximately 5.2 acres under coastal criteria and 2.49 acres under the
jurisdiction of the USACE were Identified in the Proposed Project area investigated. The five types of
wetiands meeting either USACE or Coastal Commission definitions were identified in the following
vegetation types: Sitka Spruce Series, Beach Pine Series, Red Alder/Cascara Series, Cascara-Waxmyrtie
Series, and Padfic Reedgrass-Tufted Hairgrass Series. The first three types are considered to be forested
palustrine wetlands, while the later two are considered to be palustrine emergent wetlands. Additional
jurisdictional features include drainage ditches, which are considered other waters of the U.S. by USACE,
and wetlands by Coastal.

In accordance with Nationwide Permit #39, wetlands impacts would be mitigated through implementation
of Mitigation Measure W-A, which is found in the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan of the FEIR. Wetiand
mitigation would occur consistent with the requirements of 4J CFR 230. Since wetlands can attract wildlife
that is hazardous to aviation operations, the FAA highly recommends that mitigation occur off-site, such as
at the Del Norte County Landflll, Crescent City Marsh, or wetland mitigation banks to be determined by
oversight agencies. Siting criteria consistent with FAA Advisory Circular 150/5200-33, Hazardous Wildlife
Attractants on or Near Airports are required.

Federal Register, Part II, Department of Defense, USACE 33 GRR Parts 325 and 332, USEPA 40 CFR Part

230, Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources; Final Rule, April 10, 2008 Includes the
issuance of revised regulations for mitigation. This regulation establishes equivalent and effective
standards for the preferred treatment of wetiand mitigation with mitigation banks as the top preference. ‘
Mitigation banks invoive off-site compensation activities, when mitigation Is solved through a bank sponsor

or in-lieu fee program, responsibiitty for ensuring required mitigation is satisfied.

Del Norte County LCP Specific Wetland Policy 42 states that where there is no feashble, less
environmentally damaging aktermnative, and where feasible mitigation measures have been provided to
minimize adverse environmental effects, impacts to wetlands shall only be permitted for spedfic uses as
spedfied with Section 30233 of the Coastal Act. The Airport Authority has determined that the
construction of the Proposed Project Alternative is consistent with this policy because the project would be
considered an inddental public service {Coastal Act Section 30233(a)4)), an upgrade to an existing public
fadiity, not intended to increase capadity, but to allow the aviation operations and the passenger terminal
to function more effectively to meet existing demand projected to the year 2016, and meet current federal
TSA requirements. The Del Norte County LCP states that the Airport shouid remain as a functioning airport
and that space on-site be reserved for future development of Alrport-related fadiities. The proposed
Terminal Replacement Project was selected by the Alrport Authority as the least environmentaily damaging
altemative that could meet the FAA design standards and the infrastructure needs of CEC. In addition, the
Terminal Replacement Project has been designed by the Authority to Bmit impacts to coastal resources,
and many of the potential impacts to wetiands would be temporary construction impacts; the final design
has incorporated measures to retain wetlands and culverted waters as much as feasible. The Airport
Authority has adopted feasible mitigation measures to replace the value and function of the wetlands
impacted by the Proposed Project. As described In Mitigation Measure W-A of the FEIR, an off-site Jocation
is proposed to be selected to mitigate wetiand impacts.

Del Norte County LCP Spedific Wetland Policy 4f aiso states that development adjacent to wetiands should .
be designed to prevent impacts which could significantly degrade the wetland area. The policy suggests
that a 100-foot buffer be induded in the development design to achieve this protection of adjacent areas
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but does state that a buffer of less than 100 feet could be adequate depending on the particulars of

' project design and other relevant factors that affect functional capacity of the adjacent wetland (e.g.,
sensitivity of spedes to disturbance, susceptibility of the site to erosion, etc). The width of the buffer
between the Proposed Project Altemative perimeter footprint and the wetland areas on-site varies with a
minimum of 25 feet generally provided. Portions of the proposed terminal access road and the northern
end of the parking area would be constructed adjacent to wetlands. Implementation of Mitigation
Measures G-A, G-B, and H-A in the FEIR would ensure that erosion and stormwater runoff during
construction would be minimized, and the wetlands affected by construction activities would be minimal.
The project site is generally flat and, therefore, the Airport Authority determined that the Proposed Project
would not significantly alter the existing drainage patterns, nor would it hydrologically interrupt or alter
riparian habitat. The erosion susceptibility of the site is considered low and would not change
substantially. In addition, final project design would incorporate drainage design that directs stormwater
runoff from the adjacent wetlands, and vegetation restoration between the road and adjacent wetlands,
reestablishing a general perimeter buffer of at least 25 feet, that would be maintained in nearly all areas
during operations. In addition, the areas adjacent to the wetland areas (i.e., access road and parking
area) are not expected to be high-use areas, and public access would be strictly controlled due to site
security concemns. The Alrport Authority expects that activities associated with terminal operation would
be strictly limited to the project footprint area and would not overflow into the adjacent areas and further
impact the adjacent wetlands. Due to the proposed uses adjacent to the wetlands, and with
implementation of the mitigation measures desaibed above, the functional capacity of the adjacent
wetlands would be maintalned, and Impacts would be less than significant.

Applicable Local Coastal Pian Policies

’ Public Access

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

The Local Coastal Plan (LCP) of the County includes several policies which reflect the Sections cited
above. The Public Access chapter includes the following applicable policies:

1. The County shall work actively towards the attainment of maximum coastal access for the public,
where it is consistent with public safety, praperty owner nights and the protection of fragile resources.

8. Develapment along the immediate shorefine shall provide public access to the shoreline except where:
a. Findings are made consistent with Section 30212 of the Coastal Act that access is inconsistent
with public safety or that agricufture would be adversely affected;

11. No permit shall be issued for a project which obstructs lateral access on the immediate shorelfine,
inland of the mean high tide line to the first line of vegetation, or the crest of the paralleling bluff. The
‘ exception would be for the placement of navigational aids or shorefine protective devices to protect
existing structures, i.e. houses, roaaways and parking areas.
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The proposed replacement terminal will not predlude access to the immediate shoreline or inland of the .
mean high tide line to the first line of vegetation. Safety issues and security issues restrict and limit the
public’s access to the lands of the airport in general. There is no historic use of or any access trafls by

the public through this area. Existing public access to and from the headlands at Pt. St. George from the
improved parking lots and along Radio Road wiil be unaffected. Construction of a new terminal building

at the region’s only commercial airport will significantly improve public access to the County from outside

of the area to those visitors to Del Norte County’s extensive coastal shoreline under public ownership,

Visual Impacts
The Visual Resources Chapter of the certified LUP, Section V, subsection C (LCP Policies) states in

applicable part:

1. The County encourages the continuation of existing land uses, where appropriate, to maintain
open views In highly scenic areas.

2. Proposed development within established highly scenkc areas shall be visually compatible with
their scenic surroundings, by being reflective of the character of the existing /land uses whife
conforming to the land use ariteria. As set forth in the land use component and subsequent
Zoning ordinance.

5. The afteration of natural land forms in highly scenic areas shall be minimized, where feasible, ...

10. New or refocated utility lines shall be placed underground, whenever feasible and when
warranted in highly scenic coastal areas. Utillty lines that cannot feasibly be placed underground
In highly scenic areas shall be allgned so as to best maintain scenic natural resources,

The Point Saint George headland is identified in the Visual Resource Inventory of the LCP. The visual ‘
inventory of the LCP focuses on the westerly views from Pebble Beach Drive and Point St. George. The
primary use areas by the public are not in dose proximity to the proposed new terminal buflding. Most

public activities at Pt. St. George are at the headlands and focus on the areas west of Radio Road and

north and west of the parking lot at the end of Radio Road (actually listed as the north extension of
Pebble Beach Drive but commonly referred to as Radio Road).

Using the existing Quonset hut-shaped hangar located at the new terminal building site and the existing
water tank as guide posts, Planning staff examined the potential visibliity of the new terminal building
from Pebbie Beach Drive and Pt. St. George. The water tower is approximately 40 feet high, which is
approximately five feet more than the height of the proposed new terminal building (35 feet). The new
terminal building would be located between the water tower and the Quonset hut hangar along the
current alignment of Dale Rupert Road. Planning staff observed that the new terminal building would be
visible from the intersection of Washington Boulevard and Pebble Beach Drive and westerly
approximately 900 feet along the mowed section of the end of runway 35. (This area is part of the dear
zone of the airport and is mowed on a regular basis resuting in no intervening vegetation from the road
to the new terminal bullding site.) From this location to the parking lot at the end of Radio Road, the
existing water tower and Quonset hut hangar are only visble for one biief moment through the
intervening spruce trees. (These trees are not within the airport dear zone and are part of the Pt. St.
George ownership of the County.) This brief moment of visibility is approximately one second or less in
a moving vehidle and is only a partial potential view. Since the new terminal Is five feet lower than the
water tank, the building itself may not be visible at this location.

Once at the north parking lot, the water tank Is partially visible and is approximatety one miie easterly of ‘
the parking lot. Figure 5 (5.16-1 of the FEIR) is a simulation of the view from the southeast corner of
the parking lot of the proposed terminal building. This is the most potentially visible site from the
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parking lot of the new building. It should be noted that this corner of the parking lot is not used by the
public. The area is unpaved and covered in tall grass. On August 14, 2009, the area showed no wheel
tracks or other indications that the public uses this area. At about the mid point of the north parking lot
at Pt. St. George, an intervening vegetated sand dune significantly obscures the visibility of the water
tank and the Quonset hut hangar. This same intervening sand dune and vegetation also obscure the
vislbility of the new building from the “knoll” at the headland north of the parking lot. At this point, the
new terminal building is more than a mile away and will tend to biend in with the other existing buildings
at the airport. (The colors of the simulation in Figure 5.16-1 are slightly off. The actual schematic design
shows colors that are more subtlie than those on the simulation.) The colors of the proposed building
are intended to compliment the colors of the existing newly constructed ARFF bullding immediately to
the north of the proposed terminal building. The architectural styles of the buildings also compliment
each other.

Figure 5
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Additionally, the proposed project does include a proposed second-floor observation area that will
provide a scenic vista view of Castle Rock and the shoreline. This observation area will be in an area

avallable to the public and, as such, will provide the public with a previously not available open view of a
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scenic area. The construction site for the terminal building, apron, access road and parking lot are on
lands that are relatively flat. There will be limited alteration of the natural landform. Existing utility
service lines at the proposed site are underground and the new connections to these utilities will also be
underground. In summation, construction of the new terminal bullding would have limited visual effects
to the visual areas of Pebble Beach Drive and Pt. St. George. The westerly views of the shoreline and
offshore rocks as well as the open ocean would be unaffected. The project as proposed is consistent
with the visual polides of the LCP.

Water Resources

The Marine and Water Resources (MWR) chapter of the LUP (Land Use Plan) of the LCP provides the
applicable standards for consideraion of maintaining the productivity and quality of surface and
subsurface waters.

Marine and Water Resources LCP Policy 3: All surface and subsurface waters shall be maintained at the
highest level of quality to insure the safety of public heaith and the biological productivity of coastaf
waters.

Marine and Water Resources LCP Policy 5: Water conservation measures should be required in new
development to lessen cumulative impacts on existing water system sand supplies.

The new terminal bullding will be serviced by an existing water system that is connected to the Crescent
City water distribution system. The project will not utilize any groundwater. The project will use an on-
site wastewater treatment system (OWTS). On-site testing has been conducted for the terminal site and
a California licensed engineer has determined that an OWTS can be placed in conformance with the
standards of the County and consistent with the standards of the North Coast Regional Water Quality
Control (NCRWQB) Board. Attached Is a preliminary layout plan for the OWTS and a letter from Stover
Engineering stating that the proposed OWTS conforms to the requirements of the NCRWQB and that
final design and a waste discharge permit will be obtained for the project from NCRWQB.

Regarding surface waters, CEC presently has approximately 66 acres of impervious surface. The Terminal
Replacement Project would add an additional 6.87 acres of impervious surface (2.0 acres for the alrside
projects and 4.87 acres for the fandside projects) increasing total percentage on the property from
11.5 percent to approximately 12.6 percent. The application package of the Airport Authority states that
sufficient capadity exists in the exdsting stormwater tributaries to accommodate the assodated increases in
stormwater runoff, and no additional stormwater detention is required. The application further states that
implementation of the Terminal Replacement Project would sfightly alter an existing open earth channel to
accommodate the new parking lot, but would not divert, impound, or drain the channel and therefore
would not be significantly altered. The project aree is relatively flat, meaning that earthwork would be
expected to be minimal and limited to prepare the site for development. Erosion or siltation during
earthwork activities would not be significant and would not alter existing drainage patterns. Stormwater
drainage systems would be designed to preserve existing drainage pattems. The Proposed Project would
not significantly alter the existing drainage patterns, nor would it hydrologically interrupt or after riparian
habitat. Therefore, no significant impacts are anticipated.

The application acknowledges that construction activities could temporarily Impact water quality on-site.
Land dearing/grading activities at the construction site would disturb ground surface, decrease vegetative
cover, uwdtnvnpaaﬂWlmaseﬂweMalforsﬁlaosim However lmplementaﬁonofw
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In addition to impacts from erosion, impacts to runoff water quality during construction could potentially
‘ result from leaks or spills of fuel or hydraulic fluid used in construction equipment; outdoor storage of
construction materials; or spills of paints, solvents, or other potenually hazardous matenals cornmonly used
in construction. Implementation of Mitigati SUre L .
construction activities would reduce potenual |mpacts due to oonsb'ucnon acbvﬂ:es to a non-sugmﬁcant
level, :

In any case, the attached conditions indude measures to address runoff during construction and after
completion of the terminal building and its fadlities. The conditions also Indude the requirement that the
project include stormwater runoff facilities designed to treat, infiltrate or filter the amount of stormwater
runoff from the project site produced by all storms up to and including the 85th percentile, 24-hour storm
event. Achieving this level of pretreatment can be accomplished through several means and
combinations of aiternative treatments of stormwater. These methods can include but not be limited to
bio-filtration swales, de-siltation basins, porous concrete, porous pavement (parking lots), and other
pretreatment fadilities within the drainage collection system. Sufficient room exists for these facilities
within the project area and compliance with these conditions will achieve consistency with the above LCP

policies.

Wetlands
Each of the alternatives examined Iin the FEIR include filling of wetlands. The amount of wetland fill is

summarized in Table 4, in the alternatives section discussed previously in this report. The proposed

project submitted by the Airport Authority would potentially impact approximately 1.7 acres of wetlands

under the criteria established by the Coastal Commission. Figure 4 of this staff report identifies the

distribution of these areas on the ground and as they relate to the applicants proposed project. Figure 4
‘ is a reproduction of Figure 7 in the applicant’s Coastal Development Permit.

Table 4
USACE and CCC Wetlands and Other Waters of the United States Impacts in the
Proposed Project Area
USACE CCC Area of
Area of Potential
Cowardin Sawyer/Keeler-Wolf USACE Potential CcCC impact
Classification Woetland Vegetation Jurisdictional | impact' | Jurisdictional ‘(acre)
System Types Acreage {acre) Acreage
Forested Sitka Spruce
Palustrine Series; Red Alder/Cascara
Wetiands Series. C raWaxmyrtie 1.35 0.03 3.8 1.62
Series; Beach Pine Series
Palustrine Pacific Reedgrass
Emergent Series/Tufted Halrgrass 0.88 - 1.16 —_
Wetlands Series
Total Jurisdictional Wetiands 2.24 0.03 4.96 1.62
Other Waters of the United States’ 0.24 0.09 0.24 0.09
Culverted Waters of the United States 0.01 — 0.01 —
Total Juriedictional Waters 249 0.12 8.21 1.7
Notes:
. ! Indudes 25-foot buffer area around project footprint
y 2 For USACE jurisdiction, this inciudes drainage dilches. Far the Coasta! Commission, these drainage ditches are considered bottom
riverine wetlands.
10/06/09
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Section VII of the Marine and Water Resources (MWR) chapter of the LUP (Land Use Plan) of the LCP, ’
provides the applicable standard for consideration of development within areas mapped as wetlands.
The section states in part the following:

a. The diking,” filling, or dredging of wetlands shall be permitted in accordance with other applicable
provisfons of this program, where there Is no feasible less environmentally damaging afternative and
where feasible mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects. Such

projects shall be limited to those identified In Section 30233 of the Coastal Act.

Section 30233 of the Coastal Act identifies “Indidental public service purposes” as an activity that would
aliow the consideration of the diking, filling, or dredging of wetlands. The standards for consideration of
Section 30233 is discussed further in this staff report. The foliowing two policies provide guidance to
avoid and lessen impacts to wetlands as identifled in the proposed project of the applicant.

Section VI of the Marine and Water Resources (MWR) chapter of the LUP (Land Use Plan) of the LCP,
states in part the following:

6. Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any slgnificant disruption of habitat
values, and only uses dependent on such resources shall be allowed within such areas. Development in
areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be sfted and designed to prevent impacts
which would significantly degrade such areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of such

habitat areas.

f- Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be sfited and designed .
to prevent Impacts which could significantly degrade such areas, and shall be compatible with the
continuance of such habitat areas. The primary tool to reduce the above impacts around wetlands
between the development and the edge of the wetland shall be a buffer of one-hundred feet In width. A
buffer of less than one-hundred feet may be utilized where It can be determined that there is no adverse
Impact on the wetiand. A determination to utifize a buffer area of /ess than one-hundred feet shall be
done in cooperation with the California Department of Fish and Game and the County' s determination
shall be based on spedific findings as to the adequacy of the propoased buffer to protect the identiied
resource. Firewood removal by the owner for on-site use and commerdial imber harvest pursuant to a
COF timber harvest requirermnents are to be considered as allowalbe uses within the one-hundred foot
buffer areas.

Section 30233(a) of the Coastal Act 3-Part Test

(1) Allowabie Use Test

Section 30233(a) of the Coastal Act requires a 3-part test for projects that invoive wetiand fill. The three
tests are (a) the allowable use test; (b) the alternatives test; and (c) the mitigation test. Under the first
of these tests, a project must qualify as one of the eight stated uses allowed under Section 30233(a).
The applicable allowable use Is item (5) which authorizes fili for “(I)ncidental public service purposes,
induding but not limited to, burying cables, pipes, or inspection of piers and maintenance of existing
intake and outfall lines.” In order to be for an “incidental public service purpose’ a proposed fill project
must satisfy two tests: (1) the project must have a “public service purpose,” and (2) the purpose must
be “incidental” within the meaning of that term as used in Section 30233 (a)(5). Because the project is
being constructed by a public agency, the Border Coast Regional Alrport Authority, for the purpose of
providing essential transportation services to the public, the fill (if any) associated with this project is for
a public service purpose. Thus the project satisfles the first test under Section 30233 (a)(5).
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With regard to the second test, in 1981 the Coastal Commission adopted the “Statewide Interpretive
Guidelines for Wetlands and Other Wet Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas. These guidelines
analyze the allowable uses in wetlands under Section 30233 indluding the provision regarding “incidental
public service purposes.” The guidelines state that fill is allowed for “(i)ncidental public service purposes
which temporarily impact the resources of the area, which include, but are not limited to, burying cables
and pipes, inspection of piers, and maintenance of existing intake and outfall lines.

When no other alternative exists, and when consistent with the other provisions of this section,
limited expansion of roadbeds and bridges necessary to maintaln existing traffic capacity may be
permitted.

The Court of Appeal has previously recognized the Coastal Commission’s interpretation in the
Guidelines’ of the term “incidental public service purposes” as a permissible one. In the case of
Bolsa hica Land trust et al., v. The Superior Court of San Diego County (1999) 71 Cal.App.4™
493, 517, the ocourt found that:

... we accept Commission’s interpretation of sections 30233 and 30240... In particular we
note that under Commission’s inteypretation, inddental public services are limited to
temporary disruptions and do not usually include permanent roadway expansions. Roadway
expansions are permitted only when no other afternative exists and the expansion is
necessaly to maintain existing traffic capacily.

In past cases, the Coastal Commission has considered the circumstances under which fill associated with
the expansion of an existing “roadbed or bridge” might be allowed under Section 30233(a)(5). In such
cases the Commission has determined that, consistent with the analysis in the Guidelines, the expansion
of an existing road or bridge may constitute an “incidental public service purpose” when no other
altemative exists and the expansion is necessary to maintain existing traffic capacity.

The Coastal Commission has previously granted to the Cities of Seal Beach and Long Beach a coastal
development permit (5-00-321), for the construction of bridge abutments and concrete plles for the
Marina Drive Bridge located on the San Gabriel River. The Coastal Commission found that the project
involved the fill of open coastal water for an incidental public service purpose because the fill was being
undertaken by a public agency in pursuit of its public mission, and because it maintained existing road
capacity.

The Coastal Commission has also determined in connection with a project (El Ranch Rd. Bridge)
proposed by the U.S. Air Force (USAF) that permanent impacts to wetlands are allowable under Section
30233(a)(5) of the Coastal Act as an inddental public service because USAF was undertaking the fill in
the pursuit of a public service mission and because the “"permanent fill [was] associated with a bridge
replacement project {that] would not result in an increase in traffic capacity of the road.” (CD-70-92),
(and reiterated in CD-106-01).

Thus, based on past interpretations, fill for the expansion of existing roadways and bridges may be
considered to be an Tincidental public serve purpose” if: (1) there is no less damaging feasibie
alternative; (2) the fill is undertaken by a public agency in pursuit of its public mission; and (3) the
expansion Is necessary to maintain existing traffic capacity. The Coastal Commission also has addressed
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the question regarding the applicabllity of this interpretation to transportation infrastructure other than ‘
roads and bridges, such as the construction of a “safety area” at the end of the airport runway.

One such case was a light rall train mass transit proposal in San Diego (CC-64-99), where a bridge
support piling was located in a wetland. The Coastal Commission determined that the proposal was not
an allowable use under Section 30233 because the purpose of the project was not to maintain existing
capadity but rather to expand the capacity of the light rall service by extending it to a new area. The
Commission’s analysis in CC-64-99 supports the proposition that the above identified interpretation of
section 30233(a)(5) may be applied to forms of public transportation other than roads. Airfield safety
projects are a public transportation project very similar in nature to road or bridge construction projects.

The terminal project will be constructed by a public agency, in order to provide transportation services to
the public, and the new terminal is necessary to meet FAA and TSA standards in order to continue to
operate the airport in compliance with federal standards. Therefore, the terminal replacement project
meets the second test above that any “fill” is being undertaken by a public agency in pursuit of its public
mission: commercial passenger service for Del Norte County.

(2) Altematives Test

The FEIR addressed several sites in its altemative analysis. Sites west of runways 17/35 and 11/29 as

well as areas generally east of the same two runways were eliminated from consideration early in the
process as these areas have extensive wetlands and other physical constraints. These areas aiso posed

more potential conflicts when evaluated to FAA and TSA standards of operation. Therefore, the area -
that was considered for alternative terminal locations was within the triangle of land formed by
Washington Boulevard and the existing runways and in the general location of existing structures at the ‘

airport.

As indicated above, several altemative sites were not feasible because they conflicted with FAA and TSA
standards for operation of CEC, or had the potential for greater environmental impacts, which limited the
number of options that could be further considered. Exhibit 3 (Executive Summary FEIS ES-3) shows the
locations of Alternative Terminal Locations and summary of wetland impacts that were considered In the
FEIR. The alternatives were studied in more detalf, but rejected due to the potential for greater wetland
impacts. All of these alternatives would have larger potential impacts to wetlands and waters of the U.S.
when compared to the Proposed Project Altemnative as indicated in Table 3. Under a No Project
Alternative, the existing terminai fadility would continue to be used. The No Project Alterative would not
accommodate existing passenger demand. The airport’s existing terminal does not comply with the ADA,
FAA, and TSA standards. The FAA has taken the firm position that it will not invest any FAA funds in the
existing buiiding to bring it into compliance due to its age and configuration. The No Project Alternative
does not address the existing problem of compliance with current standards of access and security. The
No Project Alternative could result in the County’s only commerdal aitport and the only airport available
for all weather landings to violate the FAA standards for Certification and Operations. The Alrport could
lose its permit to operate resulting in the loss of commerdial and emergency service to the community.
Loss of the airport and/or its permit to operate would have a severe sodal and economic impact upon
the area.

The proposed project submitted by the Airport Authority would potentially impact approximately 1.7 acres
of wetlands under the criteria established by the Coastal Commission. The actual terminal building and
aircraft apron have fitde direct Impact on wetlands. Only about 1500 square feet of drainage ditches ‘
dassified as wetlands are directly affected by the new terminal buiiding and the aircraft apron. In the
Airport Authority’s proposed project, placement of the parking lot and the access road to the new terminal
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consume the bulk of the affected wetlands. The proposed parking lot and access road occupy or cross
approximately 1.7 acres of wetland. The parking lot must have no public parking space no doser than 150
feet (blast zone) of the terminal building and the access road must be outside of a 300 high alert zone,
although the design of the applicants consultant has public parking spaces within 150 feet of the terminal
building and the access road within 120 to 200 feet of the terminal bullding and therefore does not comply
with the 300 setback provision for approximately 475 lineal feet. Figure € from the applicants submittal
illustrates (CDP Application Fgure 7) the area affected by the blast zone and the high alert zones.

Figure 6
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CDD staff has reviewed the proposed project as submitted by the Airport Authority in order to determine if .
any other altermatives exist to reduce impacts to wetlands. As part of the examination of the proposed
project layout, staff divided the project physically into separate elements and looked at different
arrangements of those elements. Key issues to be addressed in addition to wetland impacts are
maintalning the required 150 feet sethback for user parking from the terminal building and the 300 setback
for the access road. Regarding the high alert zone setback, by shifting the terminal building southward into
the area occupied by the existing Quonset hut hanger, the access road is significantly removed from being
jocated within wetlands however a portion of the access road (approximately 200 feet) Is 260+ feet from
the terminal building. With these and other factors in mind and after an extensive analysis of different
layout arrangements, CDD staff have determined that there are three additional different layouts of the
terminal project within and/or adjacent to the proposed project site approved by the Airport Authority that
can be considered in the County’s review of the Use Permit process. (CDD staff does agree that the bulk
of the alrport lands not presently occupied by runway fadifties in general are not suftable for terminal
fadlities construction and would, in fact, generate more impacts than the proposed site.) The aircraft
apron size and the terminal bullding footprint are not changed in these three additional altematives from
the apron and terminal building footprint in the applicant’s proposed project.

These staff prepared three additional alternative layouts are within the general area of the applicant’s
proposed project, but avold or lessen impacts directly upon wetlands, Other altemative layouts were
considered but they falled to efther lessen or avoid impacts to wetlands and/or they falled to comply with
FAA and TSA standards. The additional alternative layouts are labeled Alternative A, Alternative B and
Alternative C.

Staff Recommendation Alternative A (Exhibit 5) ‘
Altemative A was developed by looking for options to reduce the stated wetland fill of the applicant’s
proposal and to comply with the FAA/TSA setbacks for public parking and the access road. This
altemative shifts the terminal building slightly southward which provides more non-wetland area to be
considered for parking and the access road. Additionally, this altemative allows placement of the OWTS
away from wetlands and in compliance with adopted County standards. Alternative A indudes three
parking areas. One is for empioyee parking to the south of the new terminal building. Employees will
have security dlearance and therefore thelr parking areas can be within the 150 feet setback. The
second lot is located east of the terminal building within the looped access road and adjacent to the
passenger drop off and pick up area. This parking iot is insuffident to provide all of the needed public
parking; therefore a second public parking area with expansion capabiiities is located north of the new
terminal building. (See Exhibit 5) to allow the public parking lot to be located just northerly of the
proposed terminal bullding and alrcraft apron. Alternative B compilies with this setback requirement and
allows sufficient area between the parking lot and the airfleld for the OWTS, plading the disposal fields

within the fenced area of the airport taxiway.

Shifting the parking lot to this area required the aircraft apron to be shifted slightly southward in order
to provide area for the parking lot and the OWTS. This shift results in requiring the aircraft apron to
occupy the area aiready improved with the Quonset hut style aircraft hangar. This hangar would be
moved to the General Aviation (GA) side of the airport as part of this project. Moving the hangar to the
GA side of the airport complies with the concept of separating commerdial from non-commerdial aircraft
and their support and operations. Additionally, relocation of the hangar to the GA side will also improve
the view of the airport terminal and remove the hangar as a visual obstruction from the new building
toward Castle Rock. ‘
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The staff parking lot contains 20 parking spaces as compared to the proposed project, which includes 25
‘ staff parking spaces. The location of the staff parking lot also serves as a commercial delivery area. This
allows the consideration of using porous asphalt in the public parking lot as one method to accomplish
achieving a design to treat, infiltrate or filter the amount of storm water runoff produced by all storms up

to and induding the 85th percentile, 24-hour storm event.

Alternative A includes (as does the proposed project) a new access road to the airport operations. The
road location in staff Altemative A does, however, avoid the wetlands as opposed to the proposed
project which locates the access road in a manner where the road bisects one large wetland and crosses

through three additional wetland locations.

Alternative A includes approximately 200 feet of the access road within the 300 foot high alert zone
setback. Locating this section of the access road in compliance with the 300 foot set back would require
placement of the 200 foot section within the edge of a mapped wetland. This would displace another
6,000 square feet of wetland. The proposed alignment of the access road in Alternative A does not
include road alignment within the subject wetland. The proposed road alignment has the subject 200
feet section at about 260+ feet from the terminal building, thereby requiring a subsequent review by the
FAA. The proposed alignment in the applicant’s submittal has approximately 450 of the access road
within the 300 feet setback and the distance from the terminal building is as little as 120 feet. The staff
proposed alignment is a substantial step toward compliance when compared to the application submittal.
(The alignment for Alternatives A, B, and C should be favorably received by the FAA when compared to

the application alignment.)

Within ali three staff altematives, the pedestrian access from the drop off/ pick up area in front of the
. terminal requires crossing the existing man-made ditch which is dassified as a wetland. The ditch in
general varies from 12 to 15 feet in width from top of bank cut on each side. Staff is recommending
that the pedestrian crossing be a footbridge style with no pilings within the drainage ditch. This reduces
impacts on the drainage channe!l and will also be more aesthetically pleasing to users of the passenger
terminal. Though this crossing will be a clear span of the drainage channel, it is being included in the

calculations of the impacted wetlands.

Wetland impacts of staff Alternative A are as follows:

Aircratt Apron (existing ditches) = 1075 square feet
Terminal Bldg (pedestrian bridge) = 622 square feet
Washington Boulevard side ditch crossing = 676 square feet
Access Road (ditch crossing) = 1071 square feet
Parking lot (existing ditch) = _136 square feet
Total 3580 square feet

Staff Recommendation Alternative B (Exhibit 6)
This alternative aiso shifts the terminal building slightly southward to allow the public parking lot to be
located just northerly of the proposed terminal building and aircraft apron. Altemnative B utilizes only one
public parking lot and reserves the area within the access loop road in the non-wetland areas for future
parking when needed. (A separate permit would be required for development of these two areas.)
Alternative B elongates the one public parking lot to allow the OWTS disposal fields to be placed outside
of the fenced taxiway areas. An updated preliminary layout for the OWTS has been submitted by the
. applicants engineer (Exhibit 7). The remainder of Altemative B is the basically the same as Altermative
A.
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Wetland impacts of staff Altemative B are as follows:

Alrcraft Apron (exdsting ditches) = 1075 square feet
Terminal Bldg (pedestrian bridge) = 622 square feet
Washington Boulevard side ditch crossing = 676 square feet
Access Road (ditch crossing) = 1071 square feet
Parking lot (existing ditch) = _136 square feet
Total 3580 square feet

Staff Recommendation Alternative C (Exhibit 8)

Aitemative C s similar to Alternative B; however, Altemative C shifts the terminal building less
southward than Alternative B. (The aircraft apron remains in the same location as Altemative B.) The
layout of Alternative C allows the consideration of utilizing the entrance portion of the existing alignment
of Dale Rupert Road from Its intersection with Washington Boulevard to the terminal building setbacks.
This layout would not require the new access road connection to Washington Boulevard, thereby
eliminating approximate 400 feet of road construction. However, the connection from the existing Dale
Rupert Road to the realigned airport access road does require additional wetland impacts beyond those
listed in staff Alternative B. Secondly, the far northeast section of the airport access road would have
approximately 20 more lineal feet of the access road within the 300 feet setback from the new terminal.
The parking lot is slightly reconfigured and stretched along the existing alignment of Dale Rupert Road.
Altemmative C complies with setback requirements and allows suffident area between the parking ot and
the airfield for the OWTS. The parking lot layout also limits its proximity to the aircraft apron.

The existing Quonset hut style hangar would be relocated as in staff Alternative B, moving the hangar to
the GA side of the airport. The staff parking lot Is also shifted along with the building. The
consideration of using porous asphait in the public parking lot as one method to accompilish achieving a
design to treat, Infiltrate or fitter the amount of storm water runoff produced by all storms, up to and
incduding the 85th percentile 24-hour storm event, remalns.

The access road in Altemative B, at its intersection with Washington Boulevard, is eliminated in this
Altermative.

Wetland impacts of staff Alternative C are as follows:

Aircraft Apron (existing ditches) = 1075 square feet
Terminal Bidg (pedestrian bridge) = 622 square feet
Access Road (ditch crossing, north) = 1071 square feet
Parking lot (existing ditch) = 136 square feet
Access Road (DRR connection) = 2500 square feet
Total 5404 square feet

Staff Alternative C adds approximately 1824 square feet of wetland impacts over staff Alternative B.

Staff Altarnatives Road Improvement Design

The proposed width improvement for the new access road in the applicants submittal Is a 44-foot design
standard (see Figure 7). Within this 44 feet are two 12 foot traffic lanes, two 10 foot parking lanes,
and five feet of curb and sidewalk on each side of the access road. The applicant’s submittal conforms
to the County’s standards for an urban area collector road. The existing Dale Rupert Road Is presently
approximately 35 feet wide consisting of two 11.5 feet lanes and a six foot partially paved shoulder on-
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each side (see Figure 8). While this road is classified as an urban area collector road, the subject road
‘ only serves the airport property. The potential to extend the road beyond the airport is severely limited
due to physical constraints and the airport runways themselves.

Figure 7
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Figure 8
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Section 12.04.110 allows an applicant to submR a request to the Board of Supervisors to modify the
road improvement standards imposed on a given project. In this instance a reduction in the improved
road width would allow the applicant to acoommodate the geographical terrain features within the
project area (l.e. wetlands and other physical areas) and to allow more flexibiiity in placement of the
road to avoid sensitive areas while stili complying with FAA standards. Engineering and Planning staff
can support a road walver by the Board for this project.
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Since the road only serves the airport property and is not Intended for residential or commerdial
development that would generate significant foot traffic along the road, Engineering staff recommends
that the Board could consider a road waiver to reduce the road improvements to those required for a
standard collector road in a rural area. This standard s shown in Figure 9 and consists of two 12 foot
lanes and a 4 foot shoulder on each side. This design allows consideration of road slope and crown to
be varied depending upon the immediate area. Where the access road is within 25 feet of a wetland,
the final road design will indude features to redirect the sheet flow from the road away from the
wetland areas. The road crown can be sloped away from the adjacent wetland. Pretreatment of the
redirected flow will be incorporated into the final design of the road. The road shoulders can be planted
with grass to allow the shouiders to function as part of the pretreatment for the road surface.

Figure 9
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The road width at the drop off area in front of the terminal will indude a parking lane and curb and ‘
sidewalk on the terminal side of the road. The staff recommendation will cross the existing drainage

ditch (wetland) at one location in Alternative A and Altemmative B. The existing drainage ditch is crossed

at two locations in Alternative C however the ditch crossing at the new entrance on Washington
Boulevard in Alternative A and B Is eliminated In Altemative C.

The access road in Alternatives A and B, at its intersection with Washington Boulevard, will require the
placement of a culvert to handle the intermittent flow along the side of Washington Boulevard. This new
intersection will require the installation of a left tum lane. Figure 10 demonstrates that there is
sufficient room to instali the left tum lane without further impacting wetland areas.

Figure 10
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Altemative C utilizes the existing Dale Rupert Road intersection with Washington Boulevard. This area

. previously had a much wider entrance when both a gate was located at the intersection and a cattie
guard. This entrance has adequate room to improve the new entrance with both a left tum lane for Dale
Rupert Road and a right turn lane for Washington Boulevard (see Figure 11) without impacting
wetland areas; however, relocation of an existing fire hydrant would be required. This site also has the
added benefit of having sufficient room to place a future entrance sign for the airport (a separate permit
would be required for any sign proposal larger than a simple road directional sign.)

Figure 11

Alternative C impacts approximately 2500 square feet of wetiand area where the connection between
the existing Dale Rupert Road alignment and the new airport road east of the new terminal building
would be located (see Figure 12). This impact are can be reduced by approximately 775 square feet if

‘ the FAA will allow a 30 feet shift of the road toward the airport terminal building. This wouid be 10%
reduction in the 300 feet setback and would be a minor adjustment In cost.
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Figure 12

1150 SF

Other Common Attributes of the Staff Alternatives

Each staff alternative involves shifting the proposed new terminal building 100 feet or less southerly.
This shifing southerly requires relocation (or removal) of the existing Quonset hut style hangar to the
General Aviation side of the airport. There are several feasible locations for relocation of the Quonset
hut hanger within the existing General Aviation area. One feasible altemative location Is to remove an
existing old hangar, presently owned by the Alrport Authority, and locate the Quonset hut hangar at
that location. (Hangars 7, 8, and 9 are presently owned by the Alrport Authority.) The second feasible
alternative Is to place the Quonset hut hangar within the General Aviation area on existing graded and
site prepared ground, these areas are flat and graded and mowed on a regular basis. A third option Is
to consider locating the Quonset Hanger where a permit was Issued for the Stryker Hanger (which has
not been bulit). This site is an improved location within the existing hangar area. All of these alternative
locations would have no direct Impact on wetlands. A separate coastal development permit will be
required for the relocation of the subject hangar.

Shifting the new terminal buliding the 100 feet or less southerly would have a less than noticeable
change In the visual discussion above. From the headland at Pt. St. George the new terminal bullding
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would be approximately one mile away. The visual representation in Figure 5 would have an
. imperceptible change in the shift southward. The visibility of the new terminal from the Radio

Road/Pebble Beach Drive at the end of runway 35 area would be slightly increased due to the building
move approximately 100 feet or less doser to the road over a distance of 850 to 1000 feet depending
upon one’s location on Radio Road, however the existing Quonset Hanger would be removed which
would improve the aesthetic quality of the general area. Construction of the new terminal building at
Alternatives A, B, or C would have limited visual effects to the visual areas of Pebble Beach Drive and Pt.
St. George. The westerly views of the shoreline and offshore rocks as well as the open ocean would be
unaffected. The project as proposed is consistent with the visual policies of the LCP.

As part of the initial review of the applicant’s submittal, County staff began examining the possibility of
reconfiguring the layout of the terminal and its ancillary facilities. A key component is the OWTS for the
new terminal building. In August the applicant’s local engineer, Stover Engineering, was requested to
examine the potential relocation of the OWTS to the north side of the proposed terminal bullding.
Attached (Exhibit 7) is a letter and a layout design that confirms that the OWTS can be located on the
north side of the terminal building and be incompliance with the standards of the North Coast Regional
Water Quality Control Board and Chapter 14.12 of Del Norte County Code. This design places the
disposal field and the reserve area between the proposed parking lot and the existing security fence and
places the treatment tanks between the terminal building and the new parking lot. Staff Alternatives B
and C comply with the letter of Stover Engineering, Altemative A would still be in compliance but would
require placement of the primary and reserve disposal fields between the existing security fence and the
taxiway.

County staff has conducted an extensive examination of the physical constraints and the FAA/TSA

. standards for placement of the new terminal building. CDD staff has conduded that there are layout
configurations within the area for the proposed project and that these staff alternatives are feasible and
do lessen the impacts to wetlands as compared to the proposed project submitted by the applicant.
Other than the staff altematives discussed above, CDD staff could not identify other less
environmentally damaging altematives. The Commission can therefore conclude that it has sufficient
information to enable it to find that the project as recommended in the staff alternatives is consistent
with the alternatives test in that a less damaging feasible alternative has been identified.

Wetiand Mitigation
The Airport Authority has delineated wetlands based on the Coastal Commission criteria and the U.S.

Army Corps of Engineers criteria. The Coastal Commission criteria is more indusive than that used by
the Army Corps for this location. The Proposed Project Altemative would potentially directly impact
approximately 1.0 acre within the footprint, and an additional 0.7 acre located within a general 25-foot
perimeter buffer from the footprint may also be temporarily affected indirectly by construction. As
explained previously, the 25-foot buffer represents an area that may be impacted during construction and
would be maintained in nearty all areas to avokd impacts to jurisdictional wetiands during operation.
Table 4 presents the acreages of potential impact the Proposed Project Alternative would have on
wetlands and waters, induding a 25-foot buffer that may be impacted during construction and would be
maintained as an avoidance buffer area during operations.

Within the project submittal by the Airport Authority, the applicants propose to mitigate through off-site
mitigation at the Del Norte County Landfill, Crescent City Marsh, or at an off-site wetland mitigation bank,
to be determined by oversight agendies, at a 1:1 ratio or another ratio as agreed upon by the oversight
‘ agendies (i.e., Califomia Coastal Commission, Amy Corp:; of Engineers, and North Coast Regional Water
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Quality Control Board). Other than the closed Del Norte County Landil site, no other specifc replacement ()
site for the filled wetlands is identified.

The FEIR prepared by the Airport Authority states that the project site for the proposed new terminal
building project s isolated from known wiidilfe habitats and wildiife corridors. The FEIR conduded that
although certain isolated forest communities exist in the project area, induding those dominated by a
canopy of beach pine and Sitka spruce, these communities are abundant In the immediate project region
and on the state owned lands immediately adjacent to the airport as well as other airport lands. Historical
photos demonstrate that the forested area under discussion was devoid of trees in the 1960’s. A record
search was conducted of the Californla Natural Diversity Database using 6 surrounding 7.5 minute
quadrangles. Fifteen of sbdeen spedal status spedes identified by the USFWS and CDFG CNNDB records
search were determined not to exist in the forested area due to lack of suitable habitat present or because
the species was not identified during prior surveys conducted between 2002 and 2009. Only the westemn
ity (LFium ocddentale) was identified which is listed as endangered under the Federal and California
Endangered Species Act. Surveys within the forested areas did not identify any western lily plants, USFWS
has consulted with the applicant and determined that Mitigation Measure B-A provides adequate protection
for the westem lily. The Sitka spruce is not induded In the Plant Inventory of the Callfornia Native Plant
Sodety (Online search engine for rare and endangered plants — www.cnps.org — 8/25/09).

Spedes concemns in the FEIR identified westem lily habitat, northemn red-legged frog and migratory and
nesting birds as items requiring mitigation. The northemn red legged frog is proposed to be protected by

the 25 foot buffer from wetlands and implementation of water quality measures. Migratory and nesting

birds are to be mitigated by avoiding and minimlzing dearing activities during the construction season.
Potential western [lly habitat is to be mitigated by the appiicant and USFWS identifying jointly a 1 to 3 acre .
area of sultable, but overgrown habitat to be restored at an area just east of the project site (that) has

been identified by the USPWS as an appropriate candidate site. (pers. Comm. D. Imper 2007)

The Del Norte County LCP encourages avoidance of wetiands over flll of wetlands. Guidance is provided in
Section 21.11A.070 which states in part that “...equivalent areas of equal or greater blological
productivity...” as replacement for fill development. The remalning sections of the LCP miror the
discussion above regarding Section 30233 of the Coastal Act. Mitigation ratios for wetland fill have not
previously been an Issue in Del Norte County, since avoidance is widely exercised. While the LCP includes
the wording discussed previously about a ratio of 1:1, actions by the Coastal Commission indicate that a
greater ratio Is required. A 3:1 ratio Is common for the Coastal Commission to impose on Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) and a 4:1 ratio has been used by the Coastal Commission on open water
wetlands. In this instance, the subject wetlands are not open water wetlands. Staff Is therefore
recommending that the ratio for any wetiand mitigation be 3:1.

The area necessary for mitigation under the three alternatives Is as follows for each alternative:

Proposed Project 1.17 acres (74,052 sq ft) of wetland impact X 3 = 3.51 acres
Staff Alternative A & B 3580 sq ft of wetland impact X 3 = 0.246 acres
Staff Alternative C 5404 sq ft of wetiand impact X 3 = 0.37 acres

The above does not include the previously negotiated agreement between the appiicant and the USFWS
on the westem lily habitat mitigation. That acreage (1 to 3 acres) Is in addition to this mitigation In ail

three altermnatives. ‘

10/06/09 . 84



PROJECT: BCRAA — umns‘d B30831C o
Page 39

The County LCP and the Coastal Commission prefer wetland mitigation take place on-site. The airport

‘ property consists of several hundred acres; however, there is an area to consider for wetland restoration
and thereby mitigation for the proposed wetland fill. The area is Immediately adjacent to the proposed
new access off of Dale Rupert Road in Altemmative C, The site (see Figure 13) is used by the County
Road Division as a materials storage area. The land area used by the Road Division is approximately 1
acre In area and, therefore, could be considered as mitigation for both Altemative B and Altemative C.
Stored materials could be removed and the area excavated and replanted with willows and other plants to
expand the adjoining wetland into this area. The Road Division could continue to use the remaining area
along with Its other storage area off of Riverside Street. Wetland mitigation for the Proposed Project is
identified In the FEIR to take place off-site at the former location of the Del Norte County landfill. This site
contains a dosed and sealed former landfill, but aiso Indudes areas that were previously disturbed as part
of the landfill operation. Suffident area does exist to create a wetland area to mitigate for the impacted
wetlands in any of the three altematives under consideration,

Figure 13
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Staff recommends that the wetland mitigation take place un-site unless the FAA specifically rules that
the wetland mitigation must take place off-site (at the landfill). Staff beiieves that by planting the
expanded willow thicket, no open water would be created that would attract large water fowl and that
only small birds would inhabit the eventual thicket that would be established over time. A condition is
being recommended that requires the preparation of a wetland mitigation plan with a mitigation ratio of
3:1 of new wetlands replacing the wetland areas impacted. Staff is also recommending that the wetiand
mitigation take place on-site uniess the FAA spedfically rules that the wetiand mitigation must take place
off-site (at the landfiil). The wetland mitigation plan must indude target hydrologic objectives, the
establishment and maintenance of native wetland plants, and the reduction and/or elimination of any
non-native plant species on the mitigation site. The mitigation plan must also indude a maintenance
and monitoring program.

Archeology
There are no historical, architectural, archaeological, or cultural resources contalned within the Area of

Potential Effect (APE); therefore, FAA has determined that there wouid be no effect on these resources
under efther the No-Action or Proposed Project Altermnatives. The State Historic Preservation Officer
concurred with the FAA's determination by letter dated August 6, 2008. The results of the records
searches did not reveal the presence any recorded historic, archaeological, or paleontological resources
on the project site, nor were any identified during the field survey. However, subsurface construction
activities associated with the proposed project, such as trenching and grading, could potentially damage
or destroy previously undiscovered historic, archaeological or paleontological resources. Conditions 20
and 21 mitigate the potential for impacts to any unknown resources,

Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission open the public hearing and allow public comment.
After consideration of any public comment, staff recommends that the Commission select an alternative
(staff recommends Altemative C), adopt the findings, adopt Resolution 2009-01 (Attachment A)
determining the Final Environmental Impact Report applies (SCH# 2006112120), and approve the Use
Permit and Coastal Development Permit with the conditions listed below:

5. EINDINGS:

A. The proposed replacement terminal will not predude access to the immediate shoreline or inland
of the mean high tide line to the first fine of vegetation. Bxisting public access to and from the
headlands at Pt. St. George from the improved parking lots and along Radio Road wili be
unaffected. Construction of a new terminal building at the region’s only commercial airport will
significantly improve public access to the County from outside of the area to those visitors to Del
Norte County’s extensive coastal shoreline under public ownership;

B. Construction of the new terminai buliding would have fimited visual effects to the visual areas of
Pebble Beach Drive and Pt. St. George. There will be limited alteration of the natural landform.
Existing utility service lines at the proposed site are underground and the new connections to
these utilities will also be underground. The westerly views of the shoreline and offshore rocks
as well as the open ocean would be unaffected. The project as proposed is consistent with the
visual policies of the LCP;

C. The terminai project will be constructed by a public agency, in order to provide transportation
services to the public, and the new terminal is necessary to meet FAA and TSA standards in
order to continue to operate the airport in compliance with federal standards. The terminal
replacement project is being undertaken by a public agency (the Border Coast Regional Alrport
Authority) in pursuit of its public mission: commerdal passenger service for Dei Norte County;
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D. The transportation service is the Del Norte County Alrport, which is the only commercial airport in

E.

F.

the County and between Arcata, California and North Bend, Oregon;

The project is consistent with the allowable use test of Section 30233 (a) (5) of the Coastal Act
which authorizes the fill of wetland for incidental public service purposes;

The County, by imposing the mitigation measures, conditions of approval, and the altemative
layout recommended, has minimized the impacts to wetlands and significantly reduced wetland
fill as compared to the applicant’s submittal. The alignment proposed spedfically avoids
endangered species and endangered species habitat as mapped by qualified professionals.
Wetland replacement area has been located on-site (off-site at the landfill is also available) and
Is sufficient in size to meet the ratio of replacement stated in the staff report. The project as
recommended should not generate any off-site impacts such as sedimentation or turbidity as no
streams or water bodies are impacted by this alignment. Therefore, the project as conditioned
should not significantly impact environmental resources of hazardous or critical concem;

The Commission finds that the alternatives presented by staff involve a reduced wetiand buffer
in some areas to 25 feet or less at some locations where the project fadilities are contiguous to a
mapped wetland; however, the Commission finds that a reduced wetland buffer is less
environmentally damaging than placing the improvements within wetlands;

The project as approved by the Commission represents the least environmentally damaging
alternative;

The project, as conditioned, is consistent with the polides and standards of the Local Coastal
Plan Title 21 Zoning (Public Fadility) which permits airports and their operation and
maintenance;

The project is consistent with the Del Norte County Certified Local Coastal Plan and, therefore,
consistent with the Califomnia Coastal Act;

The Commission finds that atthough certain isolated forest communities exist in the project areg,
induding those dominated by a canopy of beach pine and Sitka spruce, these communities are
abundant in the immediate project region and on the state owned lands immediately adjacent to
the airport as well as other airport lands;

The Commission finds that the Sitka spruce area was devoid of trees in the 1960’s, based upon
aerial photographs. Furthermore, a records search of the California Natural Diversity Database
reveals that fifteen of sixteen spedal status spedies identified by the USFWS and CDFG were
determined not to exist in the forested area due to lack of suitable habitat present or because the
spedies was not identified during prior surveys conducted between 2002 and 2009. Only the
western lily (Lilium ocddentale) was identified which is listed as endangered under the Federal and
California Endangered Spedies Act. Surveys within the forested areas did not identify any western
lily plants;

The Commission finds that the Sitka spruce area is not an area in which plant or animal life or
their habitats are either rare or espedially valuable because of their spedal nature or role in an

ecosystem,;

Consultation with the CDFG occurred on-site on August 19, 2009, by County staff and Airport
staff meeting with Gary Stacey, Regional Manager for the Northem Region of the CDFG.
Furthermore, a copy of this staff report has been provided directly to Fish and Game staff in
Eureka by direct delivery prior to the Public Hearing on this project;

The Commission finds that the primary transportation fadlity at the airport is the runway and
the construction of a new terminal to replace the outdated and non-conforming existing terminal
is incidental to the primary transportation fadility, the runway, and the existing runway length,
width, and capacity will not change. The Proposed Project is an upgrade to an existing critical
public use fadlity, not intended to increase capadty, but to allow the region’s only commerdal
Airport and its terminal to function more effectively to meet existing projected demand; and

10/06/09

8"



PROJECT: BCRAA - UP0736C and B30831C
Page 42

P. The findings and determinations listed in the Border Coast Regional Airport Authority Resolution
No. 2009-02 certifying the Final Environmental Impact Report (SCH #2006112120) are
incorporated by reference as part of this staff report.

6. CONDITIONS:

1) The project shall be developed In substantial accord with the layout design as approved by the
Planning Commission as shown in Exihibit 8 (Staff Alternative C);

2) Prior to Issuance of a grading and/or bullding permit, the applicant shall submit final grading and
construction plans for review and approval by the Community Development Department. The
plans shall be consistent with terms and conditions of approval of Coastal Development Permit No.
UP0736C. The actual construction plans may occupy and be less than that delineated on the
BExhibit 8 (Staff Altemative C), but any reduction in bullding area does not alleviate the applicant
from complying with the terms and conditions of this permit;

3) This permit Is issued for three years, during which time the appficant may Initiate the permit by
submitting plan(s) as provided below;

4) Prior to issuance of a grading and/or building permit, the applicant shall submit a final
construction/development phasing plan for review and approval by the Community Development
Department, which shall conform to the following:

a. All roads and infrastructure needed to serve all of the project and how each phase
leads to eventual completion of the total project with all phases completed prior to
occupancy of the new terminal building;

b. All stormwater runoff treatment fadlities needed to serve all of the roads,
improvements, and adjacent areas within a particular phase of the overall project
shall be completed prior to or otherwise guaranteed prior to inftiation of any
subsequent phase;

c. A parking area suffident to accommodate the terminal design capacity shall be completed
and open for public use prior to occupancy of each phase of the new terminal butiding;

d. Erosion control measures and any measures to protect immediately adjacent wetlands
during construction shall either be completed in its entirety prior to Issuance of any
grading or building permit or completed in phases integrated into the phasing of the total
project;

5) Construction within the wetiand areas shall be limited to the summer/fall months or when these
areas are devoid of standing water (confirmed by County staff prior to any activities within these
wetland areas). Diversion of any flowing water within the ditch areas may be considered;
however, a plan for any diversion shall be approved by the County Engineer prior to Issuance of a
grading permit;

6) Prior to issuance of a grading and/or bullding permit, the applicant shall submit for review and
written approval of the County Engineer, a stormwater management plan that includes at a
minimum the following:

a. All stormwater runoff from streets, bulldings and any other hard surface areas shall
be directed to a bio-filtration swale and ultimately into a de-siltation basin before
being released into any wetland areas of the site;

b. The bio-filtration swales shall be planted with native vegetation;

¢. The stormwater runoff fadiities shall be designed to treat, infiltrate or filter the
amount of storm water runoff produced by all storms up to and induding the 85th
percentile, 24-hour storm event;
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d. A detailed site plan of the development site showing the exact location of all
‘ stormwater runoff facilities;
e. Sections and detail exhibits of the proposed bio-fiitration swales, de-siltation basins,
and appurtenant drainage fadlities; and
f. A final grading and drainage plan showing the topography of the site as graded and
the direction of flow of stormwater runoff from all new surfaces or disturbed
surfaces;

7) Prior to issuance of a grading and/or building permit, the applicant shall submit for review and
written approval of the County Engineer, an erosion control plan. The plan shall indude site
plans and written descriptions sufficient to describe both non-structural and structural erosion,
sediment generation, and polluted runoff controls to be used during project construction
consistent with this permit approval. The plan shall indude the following:

a. The plan shall delineate the areas to be disturbed by grading or construction
activities and shall include any temporary access roads, staging areas and stockpiie
areas. The natural areas on the site shall be dearly delineated on the project site with
fencing or survey flags;

b. The plan shall specify that should grading take place during the rainy season
(October 16 - April 15) the permittee shall install or construct temporary sediment
basins (including debris basins, de-siltation basins or siit traps), temporary drains
and swales, sand bag barriers, silt fencing, stabilize any stockpiled fill with geofabric
covers or other appropriate cover, install geotextiles or mats on all cut or fill slopes
and dose and stabilize open trenches as soon as possible. Major structural erosion
measures such as basin traps or swales shall be required on the project site prior to
or concurrent with the initial grading operations (or, if grading begins during the dry

‘ season, prior to the onset of the rainy season) and maintained throughout the
development process to minimize erosion and sediment from runoff waters during
construction. Smaller temporary erosion controls, such as sand bag barriers, silt
fendng and geofabric covers shall be stockpiled for the duration of the rainy season
and these erosion control measures shall be in place any time the probability of rain
in the five day forecast is 40% or greater. All sediment should be retained on-site
unless removed to an appropriate approved dumping location either outside the
coastal zone or to a site within the coastal zone permitted to receive fill;

c. The plan shall also include temporary erosion control measures should grading or
site preparation cease for a period of more than 30 days during the dry season,
induding but not limited to: stabilization of ail stockpiled fill, access roads, disturbed
soils and cut and fill siopes with geotextiles and/or mats, sand bag barriers, silt
fending; temporary drains and swales and sediment basins. These temporary
erosion control measures shall be monitored and maintained until grading or
construction operations resume. If grading or site preparation ceases during the
rainy season, the project site must be maintained until the project is completed or
the site restored to original conditions;

d. A schedule shall be prepared for removal of any temporary erosion control
measures;

e. If any permanent erosion control measures are installed, a site plan shall be
prepared for them and a schedule of maintenance and inspection shall also be
prepared and provided to the Airport Maintenance personnel;

8) Prior to issuance of a grading and/or building permit, the applicant shall submit for review and
written approval of the Community Development Department, a construction staging pian which
indicates that the construction in the construction zone, construction staging area(s) and
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construction coiridor(s) which avoid impacts to all wetlands areas and other areas not proposed ’
for disturbance at this time. The plan shall indude the following requirements and elements:
a. Prior to commencement of construction, temporary barriers shall be placed at the
limits of grading within 25 feet of a wetland. All wetland areas are to be verified
by a qualified biologist in the field prior to actual construction. Solid physical
barriers shall be used at the limits of grading immediately adjacent to all
wetlands. Barriers and other work area demarcations shall be inspected by a
qualified biologist to assure that such barriers and/or demarcations are installed
consistent with the requirements of this permit. All temporary barriers, staking
and fencing shall be removed upon completion of construction;
b. No grading, stockpiling or earth moving with heavy equipment shall occur within
wetlands or immediately adjacent to any wetlands;
¢. No construction equipment shall be stored within or Immediately adjacent to any
wetlands;
d. The plan shall demonstrate that:

1. Construction equipment, materials or activity shall not occur outside the staging area
and construction zone and corridors identified on the site plan required by this
condition; and

2. Construction equipment, materials, or activity shall not be placed in any location that
would result in impacts to wetlands;

e. The plan shall indude, at a minimum, a site plan that depicts:

1. limits of the staging area(s);

2. construction corridor(s);

3. construction site; and

4. the location of construction fencing and temporary job trallers with ’

to existing wetlands and any designated sensitive habitat;

9) Any grading that disturbs more than 1 acre of land Is required to obtain a State Water Resources
Control Board Construction Storm Water Permit and develop a Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP). Disturbed land indudes new access roads, soil stockpiling, staging areas and off-
site disposal of soils;

10) Al areas disturbed and/or denuded by the development, other than areas approved for
hardscape or other development that is incompatible with re-vegetation, shall be re-vegetated
and maintained to protect habitat and to prevent erosion into habitat areas, wetlands, and
coastal waters. All required piantings shall be maintained in good growing condition throughout
the life of the project, and whenever necessary, shall be replaced with new plant materials that
conform to the requirements of condition #11 of this permit;

11) All landscaping within the project area covered by this permit shall be of piants native to the
North Coast of California and appropriate to the natural habitat type or non-native plants that are
non-invasive. No plant spedes listed as problematic and/or invasive by the California Native
Plant Society, California Exotic Pest Plant Coundl, or as may be identified from time to time by
the State of California, or any plant species fisted as a ' noxious weed' by the State of California
or the U.S. Federal Government shall be utilized anywhere within the proposed development
area;

12) A wetland mitigation plan shail be prepared for the alternative selected. Wetland mitigation shall
be at a 3:1 ratio of new wetlands replacing the wetland areas impacted. The wetiand mitigation
shall take piace on-site unless the FAA rules that the wetiand mitigation must take place off-site
(at the landfill). The wetfand mitigation plan must indude target hydrologic objectives, the
establishment and maintenance of native wetland plants, and the reduction and/or elimination of '
any non-native plant spedes on the mitigation site. The mitigation plan must indude a
maintenance and monitoring program that will provide for:
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a. A 2-year plant maintenance period and a 5 year monitoring period;

b. A provision to include an additional 3-year monitoring period after the end of any active
management (such as Irrigation, replanting, or substantial weed removal) to ensure that
new habitat is self-sustaining;

c. A provision to extend the 7 year maintenance and monitoring period shouid the
performance goals (target wetland vegetation goals) not be met by year 5;

d. The airport will manage non-native weeding at the restoration site(s) on an on-going basis
should non-native plants attempt to establish themselves during the monitoring period;

13) Prior to issuance of the building permit for the terminal building, soils analysis shall be
completed in conformance with Chapter 14,12 Del Norte County Code and a Waste Discharge
Report, or waiver there from, shall be obtained itom the Regional Water Quality Control Board
and a copy provided to the County;

14) All exterior lights, induding any flights attached to the outside of the terminal building, shall be
the minimum necessary for the safe ingress, egress, use of the structures, and that necessary to
comply with FAA/TSA standards and shall be low-wattage, non-reflective, shielded, and have a
directional cast downward;

15) An Encroachment Permit shall be obtained from the Community Development Department,
Engineering and Surveying Division, for any work, including construction of driveways,
landscaping, or utility connections, within any portion of Dale Rupert Road including any
relocation of, or the demolition of, any portion of Dale Rupert Road;

16) Road improvements:

10/06/09

For Alternatives A and B:

A) An Encroachment Permit shall be obtained from the Community Development
Department, Engineering and Surveying Division, for any work, including construction of
driveways, landscaping, or utility connections, within any portion of Dale Rupert Road
including any relocation of, or the demoiition of, any portion of Dale Rupert Road and
improvements at the intersection of Washington Boulevard and Dale Rupert Road;

B) Prior to Certification of Occupancy, the relocated Dale Rupert Road shall be improved to
urban road standards for a County maintained road collector. Those requirements are
Cal-Trans Type A2-6 curb, gutter, 5-foot sidewalk, storm drain where necessary, and
forty-four feet of pavement. The pavement structural section shall be a minimum of .25
feet of compacted asphalt concrete pavement over an engineered base. All work shall be .
completed in compliance with Title 12 of the Del Norte County Code, which requires an
engineered grading and drainage plan with calculations showing all improvements, The
plan shall be prepared by a California Registered Givil Engineer and submitted to the
County Engineer for review and approval prior to construction (the applicant can request
the Board of Supervisors to allow the road to be constructed to rural public road
standards for collector roads, which is a twenty-four foot paved surface with four-foot
shoulders);

C) Prior to Certification of Occupancy, the new Washington Boulevard and Dale Rupert Road
intersection shall be improved to indude a left hand tum lane on east bound
Washington Boulevard, and a left hand tum lane at Dale Rupert Road. All work shall be
completed in compliance with Title 12 of the Del Norte County Code, which requires an
engineered grading and drainage plan with calculations showing all improvements. The
plan shall be prepared by a California Registered Civil Engineer and submitted to the
County Engineer for review and approval prior to construction;

For Altermnative C:
A) An Encroachment Permit shall be obtained from the Community Development
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Department, Engineering and Surveying Division, for any work, including construction of .

driveways, landscaping, or utility connections, within any portion of Dale Rupert Road
and improvements at the Intersection of Washington Boulevard;

B) Prior to Certification of Occupancy, Washington Boulevard and Dale Rupert Road
intersection shall be improved to indude a right hand tumn lane on west bound
Washington Boulevard, and a left hand turn lane at Dale Rupert Road. All work shall be
completed in compilance with Title 12 of the Del Norte County Code, which requires an
engineered grading and drainage plan with calculations showing ail improvements. The
plan shall be prepared by a California Registered Civil Engineer and submitted to the
County Engineer for review and approval prior to construction; _

C) Prior to issuance of a Certification of Occupancy for the terminal building, the exdstin
Dale Rupert Road surface shall be rehabilitated with a minimum of a 0.15’ thick overlay
with Type A concrete asphalt for the full width of the existing asphalt surface (roadway
and shoulders). Prior to the application of the overlay, any repair work within the
roadway shall be compieted and the responsibility of the applicant. The rehablilitation of
Dale Rupert Road shall begin at the intersection of Washington Boulevard and end at the
new airport terminal buiiding.

D) Prior to Certification of Occupancy, the new (realigned) portion of Dale Rupert Road shall
be improved to urban road standards for a County maintained road collector. Those
requirements are Cal-Trans Type A2-6 curb, gutter, 5-foot sidewalk, storm drain where
necessary, and forty-four feet of pavement. The pavement structural section shall be a
minimum of .25 feet of compacted asphalt concrete pavement over an engineered base.
All work shall be completed in compliance with Title 12 of the Del Norte County Code,
which requires an engineered grading and drainage plan with calculations showing all
improvements. The plan shall be prepared by a California Registered Civil Engineer and
submitted to the County Engineer for review and approval prior to construction (the
applicant can request the Board of Supervisors to allow the road to be constructed to
rural public road standards for collector roads, which Is a twenty-four foot paved surface
with four-foot shoulders);

17) The Commission supports shifting the connection road in Alternative C (between the existing
Dale Rupert Road alignment and the new airport road east of the new terminal building) 30 feet
toward the airport terminal building to further avoid wetlands and thereby reducing the
impacted wetland by approximatety 775 square feet and thereby reducing the amount of
wetland mitigation proportionately. Should this shift not be approved by the FAA, the existing
alignment in Alternative C Is approved as part of this action and the mitigation would remain
unchanged;

18) A final parking pian shall be submitted for the project as part of the buiiding permit application.
The parking plan shall provide for a minimum of 152 off-street public parking spaces and 25
employee spaces, of which a minimum of 7 parking spaces (6 of the public spaces and 1 of the
employee spaces) shall ADA accessible and at a minimum 2 (two) parking spaces (one in each
lot) shall be ADA van-accessible. All parking spaces and aisles shall be dearly delineated by
striping and finished in an all-weather surface consisting of asphait concrete or concrete;

19) The project shall comply with the requirements of the California Fire Code applicable at the time
of complete application (08/09) induding the placement of any required fire hydrants as
specified by the Crescent Fire Protection District;

20) All utiiities serving the proposed project shall be placed underground as proposed by the
applicant;

21) For all earthwork activities oocurring at depths of 3 feet or more, a qualified archaeologist or a
representative of the local Rancheria shall be present onsite to monitor such activities. If a
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potentially significant cultural resource is encountered during subsurface earthwork activities for
the project, all construction activities within a 100-foot radius of the find shall cease until a
qualified archaeologist determines whether the resource requires further study. The County of
Del Norte shall require the project applicant to include a standard inadvertent discovery clause in
every construction contract to inform contractors of this requirement. Any previously
undiscovered resources found during construction shall be recorded on appropriate Department
of Parks and Recreation (DPR) forms and evaluated for significance in terms of California
Environmental Quality Act criteria by a qualified archaeologist. Potentially significant cuitural
resources consist of, but are not limited to, stone, bone, glass, ceramic, wood, or shell artifacts;
fossils; or features including hearths, structural remains, or historic dumpsites. If the resource is
determined significant under CEQA, the qualified archaeologist shall prepare and implement a
research design and archaeological data recovery plan that will capture those categories of data
for which the site is significant. The archaeologist shall also perform appropriate technical
analyses, prepare a comprehensive report and file it with the appropriate Information Center,
and provide for the permanent curation of the recovered materials;

22) 1t is the policy of the County of Del Norte that should any archaeological resources be found
during the project construction, construction activities shall be halted at the site until an
evaluation of the find is made either by a qualified archaeologist or a representative of a local
Rancheria or Rancherias. If human remains are encountered during earth-disturbing activities for
the project, all work in the adjacent area shall stop immediately and the De! Norte County
Coroner’s office shall be notified. If the remains are determined to be Native American in origin,
the Native American Heritage Commission shall be notified and will identify the Most Likely
Descendent, who will be consulted for recommendations for treatment of the discovered
remains;

23) The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with all of the approved final plans.
Any proposed changes to the approved final plans shall be reported to the Community
Development Director. No significant changes to the approved final plans shall occur without a
Planning Commission amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Director
determines that the change is insignificant and consistent with the approval of the Commission
and therefore no amendment is required;

24) The Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (MMP) of the FEIR remains the applicant’s responsibility. If
there are any conflicts between these conditions and the MMP, these conditions shall prevail;

25) Prior to commencement of construction activities, where construction activities will take place
within 25 feet of a wetland, the construction contractor shall install silt fencing around the
perimeter of the construction activity footprint of the project site to prevent Northern Califomnia
red-legged frogs from entering the construction site;

26) As provided in the FEIR, a qualified biologist will conduct preconstruction surveys within 2 weeks
prior to the start of construction for all areas to be subject to ground disturbance to determine if
migratory or protected birds are nesting in the construction area. If nesting migratory or
protected birds are found in the project area during the preconstruction surveys, a 50-feet buffer
around the tree will maintained until the chicks have fledged;

27) Prior to Issuance of a demolition permit for the existing terminal, the applicant must submit for
approval by the Community Development Department a demolition plan which includes the
following items:

a. An asbestos removal and disposal plan prepared by a California licensed Asbestos
Removal Contractor;

b. A disposai/reuse plan for the building materials;

c. Any necessary permits for the removal of asbestos materials shall be obtained from the
North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District;
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PLANNING  COMMISSION

’ ATTACHMENT A COUNTY OF DEL NORTE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
RESOLUTION NO.2009-01

A RESOLUTION OF TILE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE COUNTY OF
DEL NORTE ADOPTING FINDINGS FOR PURPOSES OF AND PURSUANT TO
THE PROVISIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

RELATED TO AIRPORT TERMINAL REPLACEMENT PROJECT

WHEREAS, the Boarder Coast Regional Airport Authority (BCRAA), acting as lead
agency for the Airport Terminal Replacement Project, located at Jack McNamara Field
north of the City of Crescent City, has conducted the following environmental review for

the proposed project:

1. A Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
was circulated for review and comment on during December of 2006, which
included a 30-day public review period.

2. Circulation of the Notice of Preparation through the State Clearinghouse
assigned the clearinghouse number SCH# 2006112120.

3. A notice of completion (Notice of Availability) of a DEIR was posted in
the local newspaper and circulated for review and comment on
September 1, 2008.

4. The public review and comment period commenced on September 1,
2008 and closed as of October 17, 2008 with comments received from the
public and through the state agency review period set by the State
Clearinghouse which ended on October 16, 2008.

5. After closure of the public comment period, all comments received were
summarized and responded to in a written form including responses to
comments of public agencies.

6. After consideration at a public meeting, on May 7, 2009, the BCRAA
adopted Resolution 2009-02 certifying the Final EIR for the Airport
Terminal Replacement Project.

7. Written comments received and the responses prepared have been
included in the Final EIR (FEIR) and have been presented to the Planning
Commission.

WHEREAS, the DEIR did not identify any significant impacts that cannot be mitigated
to a level of less than significant; and

WHEREAS, the DEIR identified mitigation measures that have been included in a
mitigation monitoring and reporting program which has been incorporated into the FEIR
for implementation as part of issuance of the building permit; and

WHEREAS, comments received during the review process did not produce any evidence
that the project will result in significant impacts to the environment; and
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WHEREAS, the Planning Commission acting as a Responsible Agency intends o consider
the Final EIR prepaned for the Airport Terminal Replacement Project in the Commission’s
consideration to issue a Coastal Development Permit for this project by the County.

NOW, THEREFORE BE I'T RESOLVED that the Planning Commussion of the
County of Del Norte makes the following findings and determinations:

1.

The Commission, acting as a Responsible Agency, has reviewed and
considered the information contamed in the Final EIR prepat(li:d by Border
Coast Regional Airport Authority including the Mmgation and Monitori
Plan,andasdctenmnedherem,nixyas been repa:edmaccordancewnhtrlllr;g
California Environmental Act ((EQA) and the CEQA Guidelines.
The Commission has reviewed the information contained in the Final EIR
and finds that the Final EIR is adequate for the Commission’s use as a
responsible agency decision-making body for the Commission
consideration of the issuance of a Coastal Development Permit for the
Airport Terminal Replacement Project.
Since the Final EIR was completed, there have been no substantial changes
to the Project and no substantial changes in Project circumstances that
would major revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of
new signiticant environmental effects or an increase in the severity of
previously identified significant impacts, and there is no new information of
substantal importance that would change the conclusions set forth in the

Final EIR
No substantial changes are proposed in the action of the Commission that
will require major revisions to Lﬁ(e) previous Final EIR because there are no
new significant environmental effects or a substantal increase in the severity
of previously identfied effects.
No substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances
under which the project undentaken that will require major revision of the
previous Final EIR.
The action of the Planning Commission will not cause the involvement of
new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity
of previously identified effects.
No new information of substantial importance has been presented that was
not known or could not have been known without the exercise of
reasonable diligence at the time of the previous EIR.
A public hearing was held which did not present any evidence to change
conditions in the FEIR.
The Planning Commission has exercised its independent judgment in

ing the FEIR and has considered the comments received during the
public review of the DEIR.

10. A Mimigation Montoring and Reporting Program has been prepared to

ensure implementation of and compliance with the measures specified in
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the FEIR to mitigate significant mpacts to a less-tharr-significart level

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commussion of the County of Del
Norte, based upon substantial evidence in the administrative record and the FEIR
prepared for the Terminal Replacement Project, Lereby:

A. Approves the findings and determinations listed above.

B. Certifies the FEIR as complete and adequate to address potential environmental
impacts associated with the issuance of Coastal Development Permit UP0736C.

C  Authorizes County staff, on behalf of the Commission, to file with the County
etk of the County of Del Norte a Notice of Determination pursuant to
Section 21152 of the Public Resources Code and Section 15094 of the CEQA

Guudelines.
PASSED AND ADOPTED thus 14 th day of October, 2009, by the following polled vote
of the Planning Commission of the County of Del Norte:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

Chns Howard, Chairman
Del Norte County Planning Commuission




COASTAL RESOURCES
TECHNICAL REPORT
TO SUPPORT THE
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICATION

JACK MCNAMARA FIELD
TERMINAL REPLACEFMENT PROJECT

JUNE 2009

ATTACHMENT B

Q3




TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page
1.0 SUMMARY Lottt e e et e e et e e e es et s ee e aa Rt et eta e b ereas e e s e te st ente st e ereats e etenneee et es 1
20 PROJECT DESCRIPTION.......ooooiitteetieteeceie et eerie et ee e emt ettt et ees s s e e emease eeteanesaraenesoassaesnmeanns 2
21 EXISTING FACILITIES ..ottt et e v et ea e tabesete e oeee e ee e 9
22 AVIATION FORECAST ..ottt ettt eva et e et ast s et as e 10
23 PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT ........c.ccooveinrieeneee, 10
24 NEED FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT .........coviimmriarietaiectree e s ssenssesiasss e e sesraeenas 11
241 Construct a New Terminal BUilding...........ccccovererenrii i ceee s 11
242 Construct a New Aircraft ADION Area............cccooveireevierieniiinsirniienerene e ses e 12
24.3 Construct New Surface Parking Lot..............cccocieiiiniinicinin e, 12
2.44 Realign and Construct Airport Access Road ... 13
24.5 Implement Associated Infrastructure and Utilities.....................c.cccccoviieiiene, 13
0 DESIGN BASIS ... ..ottt et tetirte et easestai e r et atas s e e see stk e b e es s e et e e e e e s ben s bt re e te e ate s enaes 17
4.0 EVALUATION OF COASTAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ISSUES ..........c.....cocvvviirreecre, 23
4.1.1  Coastal Zone Management ACtof 1972 .................cccenriiiiiitivnneeicceie e, 23
4.1.2 State and Local Coastal Resource Management ..............c.....cceceeiivnieeneiveevenn, 24
413 NO-ACHONARGMBLIVE .............cooeiiiioiiiiieetecee s ettt 41
42 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED..........cccocoiirieee e 42
421 ARBIMALVE Acl. ...ttt st aare saer e 46
422 ARBMEBLIVEO A2 ...ttt 46
423 AReMAtiVE B-1. . ... e e e 47
424 AREMEBLIVE B-2...............cccooiiie e s 48
50 MITIGATIONMEASURES............occiiiitiit ittt ee et ettt e e eat e ers st e e ar et et s e ete s e resseserens 54
TABLES
Table 1 Terminal Replacement Project Components
Table 2 CEC Proposed Terminal Space Program
Table 3 Acreages of Potential iImpact to Vegetation Communities at CEC
Table 4 USACE and CCC Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S. Impacts
Table 5 Summary of CEC On-Airport Alternatives Considered
FIGURES
Figure 1 Project Location and Vicinity
Figure 2 Primary Project Components
Figure 3 Proposed Project Area Location Map
Figure 4 High Alert and Blast Zone Distances
Figure 5 Coastal Zone
Figure 6 Potential Impacts to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Wetlands
Figure 7 Potential Impacts to California Coastal Commission (CCC) Wetlands
CEC Draft CDP Application June 2008 WORD.doc i Jack McNamara Fleld
Terminal Repiacement Project

Coastal Resources Technical Report

99




Figure 8
Figure 9

Figure 10
Figure 11
Figure 12

Alternatives

View East Toward Airport Near Point St. George — Trees in Between Viewpoint and
Alrport Buildings

View East Toward Airport Buildings from Point St. George Area

View East Toward Airport Off Point St. George

View West Toward Rock Ouvtcroppings Near Dale Rupert Road

ATTACHMENT 1 Conceptual Design Drawings

CEC Draft CDP Application June 2008 WORD.doc i Jack McNamara Fleld

Terminal Replacement Project
Coastal Resources Technical Report

160



COASTAL RESOURCES IMPACT EVALUATION

1.0 SUMMARY

This technical report assesses potential impacts to coastal resources in connection with the
proposed Terminal Replacement Project at Jack McNamara Field (CEC) (Proposed Project).

Coastal resources are managed in California by federal, state, and local plans and regulations.
The coastal resources analysis examines the coastal resources in the area of the Terminal
Replacement Project at CEC and determines whether the Proposed Project is consistent with
the policies set forth in the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) (16 USC 1451, et seq.) as
implemented through the Califomia Coastal Act (CCA) (PRC 30000, et seq.), and the Del Norte

County Local Coastal Program (LCP).

Impiementation of the Terminal Replacement Project may result in impacts to coastal resources.
Specifically, development of the Proposed Project has the potential to impact upland habitat and
natural drainage systems, affecting coastal water quality and habitat areas. However, the
potential impacts to marine environment and land resources can be addressed through design
in the form of Best Management Practices (BMPs) and through the implementation of mitigation
measures. The Proposed Project is anticipated to directly impact 1.0 acre of CCC jurisdictional
wetlands within the footprint and an additional 0.7 acre of CCC wetlands within a general 25 foot
perimeter buffer from the footprint may also be temporarily affected indirectly by construction.
The Proposed Project does not have a significant impact on public access and coastal
recreational uses in the area and would not have long-term cumuiative affects on the coastal

resources of Del Norte County.

The Proposed Project location is based upon FAA siting criteria as well as the pianning
analysis, which was used to determine the placement within the ALP with least environmental
impact. Much of the CEC was disturbed and cleared by construction activities when the Airport
was originafly developed at the beginning of World War Il in the early 1940s. Several
altematives were evaluated for the Proposed Project. The alterative evaluation considered the
ability of the Proposed Project to meet FAA and TSA design criteria, maintain the operational
capabilities of CEC and limit environmental impacts. Potential environmental impacts were
considered and it was determined that rejected altematives A-1, A-2, B-1, and B-2 would have
greater impacts than the Proposed Project. The impacts included Clean Water Act jurisdictional
wetlands species habitat along with aviation related operational issues. The Proposed Project
area represents the maximum area of disturbance. Future design refinements in the next phase
of design will take into consideration the potential wetlands that could be disturbed. Additional
details on the design, analysis of the altematives and avoidance measures taken are described
below.

Several alterative locations for the Terminal Replacement Project were studied at CEC. Del
Norte County LCP Specific Wetland Policy 4a states that where there is no feasible less
environmentally damaging altemative, and where feasible mitigation measures have been
provided to minimize adverse environmental effects, impacts to wetlands shall only be permitted
for specific uses as specified with Section 30233 of the Coastal Act. CEC is a critical public use
facility. The construction of the Proposed Project Atemative is consistent with this policy
because the project woulkd be considered an incidental public service, per the Coastal Act,
Section 3023. The Proposed Project would be an upgrade to an existing critical public use
facility, not intended to increase capacity, but to allow the commercial Airport and its terminal to
function more effectively to meet existing projected demand.
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20 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Jack McNamara Field (CEC) is located approximately 3 miles northwest of downtown Crescent
City, and adjacent to the Pacific Ocean. Crescent City is located in Del Norte County, about
20 miles south of the California/Oregon border. The project vicinity and location of CEC are
depicted in Figure 1. The Airport is owned by Del Norte County and managed by the Border
Coast Regional Airport Authority (BCRAA), the pruject Sponsor, through a Joint Powers
Agreement (JPA) effective as of October 4, 2007, consisting of Del Norte County, CA, the City
of Crescent City, CA, the City of Brookings, OR, and the Elk Valley Rancheria. CEC is a
commercial service airport that provides airfield, terminal, and support facilities for scheduled
commercial airines, air chartertaxi, military, and general aviation (GA) operations. CEC
participates in the Federal Essential Air Service Program to ensure scheduled commercial
flights to the Crescent City area. CEC is an essential public facility, as it is the only commercial
airport currently serving Del Norte County, as well as Curry County, Oregon to the north.

CEC participates in the Federal Essential Air Service (EAS) Program to ensure scheduled
commercial airiine service to the Crescent City area. The EAS program was put into place to
guarantee that small communities that were served by certificated air camiers before the Airiine
Deregulation Act of 1978_ maintain a minimal level of scheduled air service. The United States
Department of Transportation (DOT) cumently subsidizes commuter airlines to serve
approximately 140 rural communities across the country that otherwise would not likely receive
any scheduled air service. CEC is an essential critical use public facility, as it is the only
commercial airport currently serving Del Norte County, as well as Curry County, Oregon to the
north.

CEC is a certified Federal Aviation Regulation Part 139 commercial service airport that is part of
the National integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS). Additionally, ag8 part of the Califomia Aviation
System Plan (CASP), CEC Is one of only two designated primary commercial non-hub airports in
the North Coast Region that have scheduled airline passenger service. CEC is an important
connection in the region’s air transport network and provides access to national and intemnational
air service. CEC also plays a crucial role in providing emergency services and staging area for
disaster relief, firefighting operations, and search and rescue activities for the region and state.
guc;qg emergency events, firefighting and search and rescue aircraft use CEC as a staging
jon.

Del Norte County has identified improvements needed at CEC to accommodate existing
aviation activity and future demand. The Terminal Replacement Project evaluated in this report
consists of the construction of a new terminal building and related facllities (i.e., parking lot,
access road, aircraft apron, infrastructure/utilities) at CEC. The size of the new terminal buliding
is based upon projected enpianements for year 2016. Development of the Proposed Project
would commence after funds have been secured from the FAA. It is anticipated that
construction would occur between 2010 and 2011 with the new terminal building being in
operation by 2011. The components of the Proposed Project are shown in Figure 2 and Figure
3 and listed in Table 1.
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Table 1
Terminal Replacement Project Components

. Construct new terminal buliding (20,800 square feet);

° Construct new aircraft apron area (350 feet by 190 feet);

. Construct new parking facilities (152 public spaces, 25 employee spaces, 1.44 acres);

. Realign Dale Rupert Road and construct circulation road; and

. Implement infrastructure and utilities improvements (i.e., electrical connections, water/wastewater

piping, drainage systems, lighting, parking meters/machines, eic.) necessary to support
construction and operation of the terminal building, parking lot, and aircraft apron area.

A Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) and an Environmental impact Report (EIR) was
prepared to address the potential environmental impacts associated with the Terminal
Replacement Project to satisfy the requirement of the National Environmental Policy Act and
Califomia Environmental Quality Act respectively. The Draft EA/EIR was released on
September 2, 2008 for a 45-day review period. A public hearing was held on October 2, 2008.
All comments received conceming the Draft EIR have been addressed in the Final EIR and are
included in Appendix L, Comments and Responses from that document.

Resolution 2009-02 was passed and adopted on May 7, 2008 and encompassed several
actions, including (1) certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report (“Final EIR" or
*FEIR"); (2) the application for and issuance of a Coastal Development Permit ("CDP") by the
County of Del Norte pursuant to the County’s approved Local Coastal Plan; and (3) related
discretionary approvals, including those from federal, state and other local agencies; and

For additional analysis please refer to the Final EIR which is located at the county website at

21 EXISTING FACILITIES

CEC has two intersecting runways, both with fulllength perallel taxiways. Runway 11/29 and
Runway 17/35 are both 5,002 feet in iength and 150 feet wide, and constructed of asphalt.
Runway 11 is considered to be the primary runway with precision instrument approach capability
(Instrument Landing Syshmantance Meacuring Equipment [ILS/DME]) and three non-precision
instrument approach procedu The clagsification for Runway 11/29 s CAlil.
Runway17l35isconsidaredtobeﬂ\eaecondaycmmhdmnwayudthtwo

instrument approach procedures. The ARC classification for Runway 17/35 is B-ll. The
pavement strengths were designed to accommodate a 43,000-pound, dual-wheel aircraft.
Taxiways A and B are paraliel taxiways. They are 50 feet wide and marked with standard yellow,
centerline striping. CEC doses not have an FAA Airport Traffic Control Tower.

Thirty-six general aviation aircraft are currently based at the Airport. These aircraft are stored in
hangars provided by the fixed-base operator, on private leasehoids, or in hangars managed by
the Sponsor. There are 7 individual T-hangars, 17 small box hangars, and 3 large box hangars.
Transient aircraft parking is aiso available. Cumently, CEC is served by only one commercial
passenger carrier, United Express (operated by SkyWest Airlines), which operates six flights
daity using an Embraer EMB-120 Breslhia. Air cargo, alr taxi, commuter, and emergency service
operators also use CEC facilities.
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The existing terminal building is a single-story facility, which was constructed in 1950 and is 2,020
square feet in size. Only minimal renovation has occuired since its original construction. A
separate double-wide, modular building of approximately 980 square feet was added adjacent to the
terminal buiding in 2002 to accommodate new U.S. Department of Homeland Security —
Transportation Security Administration (TSA) screening procedures and a small secure hold room.
Terminal area parking facilities include short-term and long-term parking for passengers; employee,
staff and visitor parking; and car rental spaces (85 total spaces and a small gravel overflow lot with
approximately 25 spaces).

2.2 AVIATION FORECAST

The historical aviation activity and forecast summary provides a basis for describing the need
for the Proposed Project Alternative. Aviation demand forecasts provide a basis for determining
the type, size, and timing of future facility development at CEC, including terminal facilities,
apron areas, airsideflandside access, and parking facilities. Consequently, the forecasts
influence nearty all phases of the future development. Forecasting the number of passenger
carrier operations at CEC helped with Airport facility planning. An aircraft operation is defined
as a tske-off or a landing; thus, each flight consists of two operations. A direct relationship
exists between the number of passenger carrier operations, the level of passenger
enplanements and the facility space requirements. The FAA reviewed the historical Air Carrier
Activity Information System (ACAIS) information to verify the enplaned passenger numbers.
The ACAIS records indicated that 13,694 enplaned passengers were recorded in 2007. A
conservative growth rate of 2 percent was used to determine enplaned passenger estimates in
the future resulting in 14,822 in 2011 and 16,116 in 2016.

2.3 PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The purpose of the Proposed Project is to ensure that CEC can accommodate existing
commercial aviation passenger needs and future demand as projected by the TAF, and provide
an acceptable level of customer service. The efficiency of passenger handling facilities involves
a number of factors, including adequate terminal space for Airport patrons, ticketing operations,
security screening, concessions, and baggage handling. A lack of adequate space for these
functions can affect the safe and efficient movement of people through an airport. A secondary
goal of the Proposed Project is to minimize environmental impacts given CEC's location within
Del Norte County’'s Coastal Zone. Several altemative locations were considered and the
location for the Proposed Project was selected based upon the ability to minimize impacts, while
adhering to FAA and TSA design standards.

Because the location of the Proposed Project would be different from that of the existing
terminal facilities, a new aircraft apron area, parking facilties, access road, and associated
infrastructure/utilities need to be developed taking into account FAA and TSA guidelines. To
maximize the new aircraft apron’s utility, it would need to be sized to accommodate the range
and number of aircraft that could potentially use CEC, with direct access to existing taxiways.
Adequate vehicle parking is essential to the air transportation system as convenient, efficient,
secure, and appropriately sized and located parking facilitates are needed for an airport to be
successful. Surface transportation circulation is a critical component of a successful airport. To
accommodate this requirement, a new access road is proposed to provide adequate Airport
access and efficient circulation for passengers and Airport tenants. This road is designed to
provide the required 300-foot restriction from the terminal during high TSA alert conditions. The
existing entrance portion of Dale Rupert Road would be maintained for secondary access to the
terminal and emergency access to Runway 17/35. Utility connections are necessary to support
conhstruction and/or operation of the new terminal building, parking facility, and aircraft apron

CEC Draft CDP Application June 2009 WORD.doc 10 Jack McNamara Fileid
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area. The selection process for the Proposed Prbjed location also considered the proximity to
utility tie-in locations to minimize new infrastructure.

The overall goal of CEC is to promote the maintenance and improvement of general and
commercial aviation facilities. In addition to this goal, the Sponsor has established five pnnapal
policies for future facilities at CEC:

1. To continue to pursue opportunities for the economic development and
modemization of CEC which is the only critical use aviation transportation and
service facility in the region;

2. Determine the projected needs of all Airport users for both airside and landside
facilities;

3. Create a customer friendly, easily accessible facility that provides opportunities for
additional passenger amenities and improve passenger connectivity between secure
and non-secure areas,

4. Provide adequate capacity to serve travel demand; and
5. Minimize environmental impact within Del Norte County’s Coastal Zone.

24 NEED FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The objectives/purposes identified are based on several needs. The following is a summary of
the specific needs.

2.4.1 Construct a New Terminal Building

The existing terminal is a single-story building, which was constructed in 1850 and is only
2,020 square feet in size. A separate double-wide, modular building of approximately 980
square feet was added adjacent to the existing terminal building in 2002 to accommodate TSA
screening procedures, including a small secure passenger holding room which is used just prior
to boarding an aircratft.

The terminal was not designed for commercial passengers. It has become outdated and is in
poor condition, having had only minimal renovation since its original construction. It had
previously been determined by Del Norte County and the FAA that the existing terminal building
is not functional and, due to its age and layout, cannot be modified to provide the required
space in a cost-effective manner. The existing terminal building does not have adequate space
to provide all the typical functions required to accommodate commercial passenger operations.
The meet/greet areas are combined together with the ticketing, baggage claim, and the
passenger waiting area, which is not in compliance with curment TSA regulations (TSA, 2006).
More importantly, the existing terminal building can barely accommodate one flight at a time
because the arriving and depasting pessengers waiting to board aircraft share the same space.
When a flight is delayed or a flight is diverted to CEC, which happens frequently due to coastal
weather conditions, the existing terminal building cannot handie the additional capacity of

armriving and departing passengers.

The existing terminal building is not compliant with current seismic codes and the requirements of
the Americans with Disabilitles Act (ADA). Furthermore, the design standards of 1850, when the
exisfing terminaf building was constructed, do not adequately address or meet the demands and
expectations of today's airiine operators and the traveling public. TSA securily screening has also
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evolved considerably since the events of September 11, 2001 (9/11) and requires additional
terminal space in order to function properly.

The existing aircraft parking apron area in front of the terminal is not adequate to accommodate
alrcraft plane loads. Recent safety inspections indicate there is ramp congestion which limits aircraft
movement. To allocate more space, in the existing corfiguration, the terminal building would have
to be moved farther back into the parking lot to the southeast. Based on blast protection guidance
(which will be determined in the next phase of design), normal exterior TSA design standards
typically recommend an average 150-foot setback distance from the terminal building for parking
areas. A distance of 300 feet from the terminal building is required by TSA regulations during
elevated threat level conditions as depicted in Figure 4. The main Airport access road must be
clear of this 300-foot restricted distance from the passenger terminal during elevated threat levels in
order t0 maintain tenant and emergency vehicle access to the nonterminal retated Airport facilities.
The Airport Is currently non-compiiant with these regulations and recommendations and in order to
comply would need to move and expand the current parking area into the area directly behind the
existing parking lots. This move would result in greater potential impacts to jurisdictional wetlands
than the proposed altemative. Consequently due to current design standards it is necessary to
construct an entirely new temminal building with designated areas and adequate space for each of
the Airport functions required to process tenants, customers, employees, arxd passengers in order to
maintain the efficiency and security of the Airport, and provide an acceptable level of customer
service.

2.4.2 Construct a New Aircraft Apron Area

Because the new terminal building is proposed to be constructed at a new location, and the
existing apron is undersized a new aircraft apron area is necessary to provide an area adjacent
to the new terminal buikling. The apron would be designed to allow for two aircraft to be parked
adjacent to the terminal so passengers could easily and efficiently board and disembark from

aircraft.

it is projected that the critical aircraft at CEC will likely continue to be the Embraer Brasilia, E-
120. It is reasonable to plan for future passenger growth, which may require a larger aircraft
sometime within the life span of this facility. The next step up in aircraft seating capacity would
be comparable to the de Havilland Dash 8 turbo-prop Q400 and/or the Bombardier Regional Jet
CRJ-200. These aircraft could operate under the current classification approved in the ALP,
C-lli. The wingspans for this future critical aircraft size range from 69.6 feet (CRJ-200) to
93.3 feet (Q400), while their lengths range from 87 .8 feet (CRJ 200) to 107.8 feet (Q400) (URS,
2006). The new aircraft apron would be designed to accommodate two aircraft of this size
range, which can operate consistent with the existing CEC runway category. Direct connection
to the taxiway would be provided to allow for efficient taxiing to and from the runway system.

2.4.3 Construct New Surface Parking Lot

The terminal building is proposed to be constructed in a new location and the current parking lot and
is therefore not sufficient, the surface parking lot also needs to be relocated. Vehicle parking
facilities are necessary to provide an area adjacent to the new terminal building where Airport
patrons can have easy access to Airport facilities.

CEC operations generate a demand for both public and employee parking. In addition to patking
needs driven by increased activity at CEC, post-9/11 security requirements have increased the
number of security employees working at the Airport. Currently, CEC has 85 paved parking spaces
on an existing surface ot for short-term parking and an additional overflow gravel lot with 25 spaces
for long-term parking. The short-term lot is shared with Airport employees. Neither parking lot is
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compliant with current TSA regulations and recommended biast protection and high alert zones due
to their proximity to the existing terminal building. A parking survey at CEC indicated that during the
peak holiday season the short-term parking lot was at capacity and the long-term overfiow lot was at
65 percent capacity (CEC, 2007). The new parking facilities consist of 152 public spaces and
25 employee spaces to accommodate existing aviation activity and forecast future demand.

Adequate parking is essential to the safe and efficient flow of landside traffic at a well-designed
terminal facility providing for customer, tenant, and employee access to tenminals and other Airport
facilities. The peak holiday season capacity issues at CEC create an inconvenient and inefficient
parking condition, which is noncompliant with FAA and TSA guidelines and hinders customer,
tenant, and employee access o Airport facilities. Construction of larger parking faciiities at CEC in a
new location would address existing demand and reduce peak holiday season parking issues.
More importantly, the construction of a new parking facllity would bring CEC into compliance with
TSA regulations regarding Airport security.

2.4.4 Realign and Construct Airport Access Road

Because the new terminal building and parking lot Is proposed to be constructed in a new location,
and the existing Dale Rupert Road does not meet TSA security guidelines and Del Norte County
road standards the Airport access road needs to be realigned (Stover Engineering, 2005). Access
to CEC would need to be realigned to allow for TSA security guidelines and adequate circulation to
and from the relocated terminal building and parking facilities. Dale Rupert road cumently does not
meet Del Norte Courty road standards for collector roads serving urben areas. A Ground Access
Plan (Stover Engineering, 2005) was completed and determined that the four-way intersection
currently existing at Dale Rupert Road, Washington Boulevard, and Pebble Beach Drive was a
traffic hazard. This intersection has skewed angles and curves on Washington Boulevard that are
difficukt for vehicles to negotiate at the intersection. Currently, there is no left-tum lane, which
causes traffic to be impeded when tuming vehicles have to stop for oncoming traffic. This has led to
confusion and accidents in the past. The new road would be ciassified as a collector road serving
urban areas, with a 44-foot design standard.

The realigned road would connect into a loop bypass road around the terminal parking lots with a
road segment in front of the ferminal buikling for drop-off or pick-up. This new access road and
more effective traffic flow design will allow for TSA security checks of vehicles before entering the
parking area and during high alert conditions maintaining recommended blast protection zones and
allowing for a 300-foot restricted zone from the termir.al without closing Airport access to other
facliiies. At the same time, a loop road limits circulation through the parking lot, which is compliant
with current TSA guidelines for adequate maneuvering space in the case of an emergency. This
design layout is recommended in the FAA and TSA design guidelines. The existing Dale Rupert

and utiity connections (i.e., electrical connections, water/wastewster piping, drainage systems,
lighting, parking meters/machines, etc.) are necessary 10 support construction and/or operation of
the new terminal building, parking facility, and aircraft apron area and wouid be implemented as

5%
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Electrical supply is available to the proposed site. A power increase of 10 percent is projected over
the existing capacity. This would be accommodated with installation of a new transformer and back-

up generator with tie-in connections into the existing system.

The potable water demand for the proposed terminal location can be supplied adequately from the
existing pressures and distribution system with improvements to the potable water 4-inch distribution
main. This potable water distribution piping is supplied from a connection to an 8-inch supply main
located at the Washington Boulevard/Airport Dale Rupert Road intersection. This main would have
sufficient pressure for a fire suppression system that would be needed fo service the new terminal.
A small pumping station and pump rated at 1,500 gallons per minute would be needed near the
existing 50,000-galion reservoir. The station would be located on the 8-inch main, between the tank

and the proposed facility.

All wastewater (e.g., sewage) would be discharged to a new onsite septic system that would be
sized accordingly for the new terminal building, requiring approximately 3,000 gallons to support the
terminal. A new 1,500-galion septic system currently exists. The permitted on-site sewage disposal
treatment system (SDS), would be placed in the currently disturbed area along Dale Rupert Road.
The conceptual drawings indicating proposed utilities are included at the end of this report as
Attachment 1. .
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3.0

DESIGN BASIS

The terminal programming was based upon review of several guidelines. The next phase of
design will include refinements based on additional guidelines for terminal planning and
considering TSA and FAA regulations.

FAA advisory circulars, and applicable standards were used as the general basis for programming
and design the concept of the proposed Terminal Project and would be followed for implementation
including the following.

« FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13, Airport Design

o FAA Advisory Circular 150/5320-8D, Airport Pavement Design and Evaluation

« FAA Advisory Circular 150/5340-1H, Standards for Airport Markings

s FAA Advisory Circular 150/5370-10A, Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports

¢ FAA Advisory Circular 150/5370-2D, Operational Safety on Airports During Construction

o Code of Federal Regulations 14 - Aeronautics and Space, Part 77 - Objects Affecting
Navigable Airspace

e National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 415, Standard on Airport Terminal Buildings,
Fueiling Ramp Drainage, and Loading Walkways

» The Aimports Council intemational (ACI) Apron Markings & Signs Handbook

* Intemational Air Transport Association (IATA) Airport Development Reference Manual
 FAA Advisory Circular 150/5340-18C, Standards for Airport Sign Systems

o IES RP-14-87, Recommended Practice for Airport Service Area Lighting
Airfield Standards

The horizontal geometry of taxiways and t{axilanes is dictated by FAA separation and
dimensional standards as described in FAA AC 150/5300-13 Airport Design. Apron iayout is
dependent on the aircraft being served and criteria derived from Airport adopted standards,
IATA recommended criteria, and generally accepted airport engineering practices.

Apron

The new Passenger Temninal will require a new aircraft parking apron designed to
accommodate the projecied aircraft fleet mix with power-in/power-out aircraft operations. The
aircraft parking apron will be constructed of Portiand cement concrete and connected to the
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existing adjacent parallel taxiway with a section of asphait concrete pavement. Minor demolition
of existing pavements and utillties will be required as well as grading and excavation of the
existing site terrain. The apron area will be provided with drainage facilities, apron floodlighting,
fire hydrants, pavement markings, and security fencing.

Airside pavement design was based on the aircraft fleet forecast and a 2/17/06 site geotechnical
investigation report by URS. As stated previously it ie projected that the critical aircraft at CEC
will likely continue to be the Embraer Brasilia, E-120. The apron will be sized to accommodate
potential future aircraft including the de Havilland Dash 8 turbo-prop Q400 and/or the
Bombardier Regional Jet CRJ-200. The new aircraft apron would be designed to accommodate
at least two aircraft.

Standard FAA and Cal Trans specification pavement materials in general are readily and cost-
effectively available for the proposed design. Cost comparisons of pavement design sections
reflect approximate costs based on similar work at other Califomia airports. In general,
equivalent Caitrans specification materials are less expensive than the FAA specification
materials and were chosen where aliowed by the FAA (apron shoulder pavement and light
apron base).

Pavement designs were completed for the following pavement areas and their respective design
loads:

Heavy Aircraft Apron/Taxilane(Forecast Aircraft)

Paved Airfield Shoulders(Airport Service Vehicles/Occasional Aircraft)

Light Vehicle Apron(Airport Baggage/Service/ARFF Vehicles)

Raised Sidewalk Pavement (Pedestrians)

Four major variable factors are incorporated info the pavement design, assuming a constant
pavement design life and concrete mix design:

* & o

*

traffic fleet mix
traffic volume
aircraft weight
subgrade support

Airside Utilities

Drainage facilities for the apron area wiil consist of a concrete swale and catch basin with all
storm water directed to landside conveyances. Rain water leaders from the terminal roof will be
connected to collector pipes and likewise routed to landside drainage conveyances.

Two fire hydrants will be provided adjacent to the terminatl building on the airside in accordance
with FAA ARFF requirements. These hydrants will be supplied with fire water from the landside
water distribution system.

The fire sprinkier and flow demands for the proposed terminal cannot be supplied adequately
from the existing fire suppression line and pressures. in addition, the existing 8-inch fire
suppression system supply main located on the east side of Dale Rupert Road is adjacent to the
proposed facility on its west side and small portions of the main are shown undemeath the
building footprint. Provision of fire sprinkier and fliow demands to the proposed terminal will
require the following improvements:
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* Re-routing portions of the line where the building is located over the existing main

* Install a small pumping station and pump rated at 1500 gpm near the existing 50,000 gallon
feservoir, on the 8-inch main, between the tank and the proposed facility.

+ Sprinkler system, 8" x 8" x 6” tee connection into the existing 8-inch main northwest of the
proposed terminal footprint, installation of +/- 20 i, C-800 pipe, to get within 10 feet of the
proposed building footprint and capping

+ Reinstall an existing hydrant on the southwest side of the proposed footprint closer to the
south side of the proposed terminal

+ Install a new hydrant for the northwest side of the terminal

On-Site Disposal System

The design was based upon information and results obtained from a site evaluation that was
conducted on April 27, 2006, during the wet-weather season and from a historical soil
evaluation that was conducted by Michael Young and Associates in February 1998.

Ten test holes (TH) were excavated by a backhoe to the depths where groundwater was
observed or to a maximum eight foot depth below ground surface (bgs) if groundwater wasn’t
encountered.

Results of the investigation are as foliow:

+ Generally ground water was observed between 4 feet and 5 feet bgs in nine of the ten holes
with the tenth hole being 8 feet bgs.

* Soils were sandy loam or sand
« Sand content and dampness increased with depth

+ In some of the excavations, a random 6 to 12-inch thick organic clay and sand layer was
encountered

+ Percolation test results were between 5 to 7 minutes per inch

Mound design is based upon Del Norte County Ordinance, Chapter 14.12; California Basin
Plan, Chapter 4, Wiscorisin Mound Soil Absorption System, 2000; and Uniform Plumbing Code.

Given the soil types observed in Test Holes 6 & 7, it would be advisable to evaluate the land in
the general vicinity southeast of the proposed facility for potential on-site SDS areas. ft is
opined that this general area would be better suited for SDS treatment areas versus the areas
described above and as indicated in Exhibit CL2-1 because of the location and the observed
soil conditions. In order to ascertain the suitability of the soils in this area to support on-site
sewage disposal, additional site and soil investigations are required.

Per the results of the site evaluation, textural analysis and percolation test results, a primary
mound system and a reserve area can be supported on the soils where indicated per Exhibit
CL-2.

Tri f R
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For the on-site sewage disposal treatment system (SDS), the following improvements are
recommended:

e 2 750 galion septic tank

s 20" x 210’ primary mound system placed in the area where THs 6 and 7 are located with a
pressurized distribution system and pump

s 16’ x 150' reserve area placed where THs 2 & 3 are located and a 16’ x 200' reserve area
placed where TH 1 is located

s Relocate the existing hydrant in close proximity to primary field to the north, closer to the
proposed terminal facility.

Increased surface water run-off due fo the development of the proposed terminal facility will
require the following improvements to be instalied or maintenance be performed. Refer to the
map in the Appendices for the exact location of each item:

s Remove an existing 12-inch HDPE culvert and fill in channel at location.

s Up-size an existing 15-inch dia., HDPE culvert, slope = .003 ft/f, L=28 ft, to a 24-inch dia.,
HDPE cuivert at the same slope and length.

s Upsize an existing 15-inch dia., HDPE cuivert, siope = .005 fift, L=44 f, to an 18-inch dia.,
HDPE culvert at the same slope and length.

+ Reinstall an existing 24-inch dia., HDPE culvert at a slope = .002 ft/ft.

s Perform maintenance on the open earth channel to reestablish the flow lines where the
channel has silted in.

Construct a surface concrete swale or slotted drain between the apron's drainage collection
point and the existing drainage connection point, near Del Norte Ambulance hanger, west side
of Dale Rupert Road and tie-in to a new catch basin that will be installed at the existing open
channel and culvert location.

Tri R

Increased surface water run-off due to the development of the proposed terminal facility will
require that the following improvement be instalied:

* Atthe W.B. SE-ly Drainage Structure, install a 30-inch dia., HDPE culvert at a minimum
siope = .002 /R

« Instafl a new 18" HDPE culvert under the access road at the Washington Bivd. intersection.

o Instail storm water treatment units (based upon the patented technology from CDS) with
drainage inlet interfaces, at each drainage inlet that discharges directly into the existing
open channel. This would treat all the flow generated from the proposed developed areas.

Apron Floodlights

CEC Draft CDP Appiication June 2000 WORD.doc 20 Jack McNamars Fleld
Terminal Replacement Project
Coastal Resources Technicsl Report

116



Apron flood lighting shall be accomplished in accordance with IES RP-14-87, Recommended
Practices for Airport Service Area Lighting. For the aircraft parking apron, the illumination level
shall average 2 to 5 foot-candles on horizontal surfaces and 2 foot-candles (average) on vertical
surfaces. Flood lighting will be pole-mounted with the height of floodlights and poles kept below
FAR Part 77 surfaces. All fixtures shall be the metal halide type, nominal 1,000 watts.

Access and road Improvements

The access road alignments were based upon the Del Norte Airport Dale Rupert Road Ground
Access Plan that was prepared by Staver Engineering, dated June 2005, and accepted by the
Board of Supervisors. Additional clearing and topographical information will be required to
complete the street and parking design and thereby to determine final fill and cut quantities.

The parking lot and access road alignments and layouts were based upon exhibits prepared by
URS: Exhibit CA-2.2, Airside Grading, Drainage and Utility Ptan, Exhibit; Exhibit CA-1.0, Airside
Demolition Plan; and Exhibit B-4.2, Site Plan.

Pavement design is based upon the geotechnical report, dated 2/17/2006, prepared by URS
and site evaluation information obtained by Stover Engineering on April 27, 2006.

Site drainage is based upon topography information from Stover Engineering survey and
Crescent City GIS digital survey information.

Street, curb and gutter and sidewalk sizes is based upon Del Norte County standards.

Street, sidewalk, street lights and standards, parking iot and curb and gutter construction
materials specified are based upon Caltrans Standard Specifications, 2002,

Street and parking lot improvements include the following:

s 30 foot street travel width with A2-8 curb and gutters which adds an additional 5' to the road
section. With the curb and gutter, the total street width from back of curb to back of curb, is
35 feet.

» 5 wide x 4" thick sidewalks placed as indicated in Exhibit CL2-0. (At the sidewalk locations
the road width increases to 40’ or 45’, dependent upon whether the sidewalk is on one or
both sides of the road.)

5 wide Class | bike lanes.
Street and parking lot structural sections are the same: .3' AC, .8’ AB. This may be revised
after detailed R-value testing is performed.

» Eleven drainage inlets placed in locations such that the amount of runoff generated from a
100-year rain event is limited to a drainage cross-sectional area formed between the face of
curb and an 8’ width into the traveled way.

» Two open channel street crossings located at the vendor parking lot and located just past
and north of the general parking fot. The cost estimate was predicated upon a culvert
length = 40’, span = 10’ +/- , rise between 3’ fo 5' and headwalls, etc. specified per Caltrans
specifications referenced above.

* Eleven street lights with 17’ standards, Caltrans pole type 18-1-129.

Teminal P
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The square footage calculation for the terminal assumes 150 square feet per passenger for the
circulation and holding area of terminal per FAA design criteria (AC 150-5360-13). This results in
the need for a minimum of 13,500 square feet.

In addition to the 13,500 square feet of space needed for passenger movement, an additional
7,300 square feet is necessary for components such as ticketing/check-In, security/passenger
screening, baggage claim, concessions/retail, rental car counter, Airport administration, public
services, support areas, mechanical/electrical, communications, and storage. The proposed
terminal size is based upon several design criteria for airports, including the need for adequate
space for functions such as ticketing/check-In, security/passenger screening, passenger hold
rooms, baggage claim, concessions/retail, rental car counter, Airport administration, public
services, support areas, mechanical/electrical /communications, dirculation, and storage. The
design estimate of the Terminal Replacement Project includes adequate space to aliow for these
conditions within a 20,800-square-foot facility.

A breakdown of the estimated square feet per terminal function is identified in Table 2, below.

Table 2

CEC Proposed Terminal Space Program

Primary Function Square Feet
Ticketing — Check-n
Counter Positions/Area, Ticket Office, Baggage Screening, Baggage Make-up 4,880
Area, Check-in Queue Area
Security-Passenger Screening
Security Check Point, Passenger Queue Area, Search Room, TSA Office, 2,500
Security Staff Breakroom, File Room, Communication Room, Secured Storage,
Supply/Equipment Storage, Multi-purpose Training Room
Hold Room Ares
Departure Hold Room, Podium/Gate Check-in, Hold Room Restrooms, Vending 2,100
Machine Alcove, Circulation
Baggage Claim
Baggage Claim Area, Baggage Claim Area, Greeter Area, Tourist/information, 4,000
Community Culturai Display Area
Rental Car
Office and Counter Area 400
Concessiona/Retall
Secure Side, Public Side, Lease Space, Storage, Office 1,450
Airport Administration
Airport Management, Security Operation Center, Custodial & Maintenance 1,400
Public Services
Secure Restroom, Public Restroom 600
Subtotal Square Feet 17,330
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Circulation 20% 3470
Total 20,800

40 EVALUATION OF COASTAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ISSUES

4.1.1 Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972
The CZMA created a voluntary federal-state partnership program designed to:

o Preserve, protect, develop, and, where possible, restore and enhance the resources of
the nation's coastal zone for this and succeeding generations;

e Encourage and assist the states to exercise effectively their responsibilities in the
coastal zone and achieve wise use of land and water resources, giving full consideration
to ecological, cultural, historic, and aesthetic values, as well as the need for compatible
economic development;

o Encourage the preparation of special area management plans to provide increased
specificity in protecting significant natural resources, reasonable coastal-dependent
economic growth, improved protection of life and property in hazardous areas, and
improved predictability in governmental decision-making; and

¢ Encourage the participation, cooperation, and coordination of the public, federal, state,
local, interstate and regional agencies, and governments affecting the coastal zone.

States electing to join this partnership develop programs to meet these goals that are approved
by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). California’'s coastal
management program was certified by NOAA in 1978. Upon certification of the state’s coastal
management program, the state is then given the authority, through federal consistency (CZMA
Section 307), to regulate federal actions to ensure that they are consistent with the state's
coastal management policies as stated:

A federal agency carrying out an activity that affects the coastal zone must provide a
consistency determination to the relevant state agency before final approval of the
federal activity (16 USC 1456 (c)(1XC)).

Any applicant for a required federal license or pemmit to conduct an activity, within or
outside of the coastal zone, that affects any land or water use or natural resource of the
coastal zone is required to fumish a certificate that its proposed activity is consistent with
the state's coastal management program to the maximum extent practicable (16 USC
1456(c)(3)(A)).

The California Coastal Commission’s Federal Consistency Unit administers the state’s authority
to determine whether federal projects are consistent with the state’'s coastal zone management

program.,
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4.1.2 State and Local Coastal Resource Management

The Califomia Coastal Act of 1876 establishes the procedures and policies that govemn
development in the coastal zone of California. Like the federal program, the Califomia Coastal
Act creates a partnership between state and local govemments to regulate land and water uses
in the coastal zone. The “heart” of the Coastal Act is the policies set forth in the articles of
Chapter 3 that address the protection and enhancement of public access, recreation, the marine
environment (Inciuding water quality and wetlands), environmentally sensitive habitat,
agricuttural and archaeological resources, and coastal development issues such as coastal
views, limitation on landform afteration, and geologic hazards. The Act also addresses coastal
industrial energy development.

Cities and Counties can develop Local Coastal Plans consistent with Chapter 3 and, once
certified, authority is delegated to that local government to issue most Coastal Development
Permits (CDPs) for activities within the coastal zone (with exception of activities covered under
Sections 30519(b) and 30601 of the Act). The Califomia Coastal Commission reviews LCPs,
appeals, federal consistency certification, and CDPs for actions described in Section 30519(b)
and 30601 of the Act.

The Proposed Project is a federal project, federal consistency also applies, which requires the
Coastal Commission to issue a certification that the project is consistent with the Coastal Act.
However, the locally issued CDP for the project can be used as evidence that the federal project
is consistent with the policies of the Coastal Act, with Califomia Coastal Commission Federal
Consistency Unit concurrence.

Dei Norte's LCP was certified by the Coastal Commission in 1883. The County uses this Plan
as a guide to protect the County’s coastal resources in the issuance of Coastal Development
Permits. The County updated its General Plan and coastal policies in 2003. However, the new
plan has not yet been approved by the California Coastal Commission and the poticies
contained in the 1983 Plan still apply.

Applicable policies of both the California Coastal Act and the Del Norte County LCP and how
the Proposed Project conforms with these polices is presented below. The coastal resources
analysis considered coastal resources in the vicinity of Airport property and the effects of the
Proposed Project on those resources. This analysis focuses on those resources that the
Califomia Coastal Commission and Del Norte County consider important to assess as a part of
the coastal development permit process. These coastal resource areas and issues of concem
involve coastal zone access, recreation, marine environment, land resources, and effects of
development. Potential direct and indirect effects of the alternatives were evaluated. A direct
effect occurs when a coastal resource is permanently physically altered by the Proposed
Project. An indirect effect occurs when the physical change onsite affects a coastal resource
offsite.

The coastal resources analysis considers consistency’ with the Del Norte County LCP that was
approved by the California Coastal Commission on June 3, 1981.
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4.1.2.1 Public Access and Recreation

Cajifornia Coastal Act Policles

Section 30211 Development not to interfere with access. Development shall not interfere with
the public’'s right of access to the sea where acquired through use or legislative authorization,
including, but not limited to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of
terrestrial vegetation.

Section 30212 (a) — New development projects. Public access from the nearest public roadway
to the shoreline and along the coast shall be provided in new development projects

Section 30221 Oceanfront land; protection for recreational use and development. Oceanfront
land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for recreational use and development
unless present and foreseeable future demand for public or commercial recreational activities
that could be accommodated on the property is already adequately provided for in the area.

Del Norte County Policies

Public Access 1. The County shall work actively towards the attainment of maximum coastal
access for the public, where it is consistent with public safety, property owner rights and the
protection of fragile resources.

Terminal P

CEC is located within the California Coastal Zone in Del Norte County (see Figure 5). The
California coastline in this area is characterized by coastal strand (open sandy beaches and
grass covered dunes) to the north and by grassy marine terrace with bluffs, sandy/rocky
beaches, rock outcroppings and some coastal dunes to the west and south. To the north, west,
and east of the Airport property, access to the shoreline and recreational opportunities for the
public are provided at both Point St. George and Tolowa Dunes State Park. Point St. George is
a popular public access site in the area, offering visitors scenic views of the Pacific Ocean and
the rock outcropping just offshore. North Pebble Beach Drive is used as the primary access to
Point St. George. Tolowa Dunes State Park provides offers a variety of opportunities for
recreation and public access, including trails and boat ramps. Downtown Crescent City is 3
miles to the southeast of the Airport and has a harbor several other public access and coastal
recreation points, including the Battery Point Lighthouse.

A portion of the Airport's property stretches to the Pacific coast shoreline on the northwest
comer of the property, along one of these low bluffs. This portion of the Airport's property is
dedicated to navigational aids for the runway. Due to FAA regulations, for safety and security,
neither lateral nor vertical access is provided for the general public within the airfield operating
area.

The Proposed Project involves construction of new facilites on an existing airport site. The
construction of the Proposed Project does not affect the access currently provided to the
shoreline on the project site. For safety and security reasons, per FAA regulations, only a small
portion of the Airport property is accessible by the general public. Access to all areas beyond
the parking lots and public terminal areas is prohibited on the property. The areas that are
accessible to the public are located approximately 1 mile from the shoreline on CEC property.
The property boundary does not include the narrow sandy beach next to the Pacific Ocean.
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Access to this area would need to be through the Point St. George area, approximately 1/2 mile
to the southwest. CEC does not provide a feasible location to extend access or provide
opportunities for public recreation.

In addition, Point St. George, Tolowa Dunes State Park, and the City of Crescent City border
the properly to the north, west, and south and provide significant access and recreational
facilities for the public. Construction of the new terminal facilities may result in temporary
increases in traffic on surrounding roads, but would not result in a significant or permanent
increase in roadway traffic that could affect the public's access to Point St. George. Therefore,
the adjacent public access facilities would not be impacted by the Proposed Project.

4.1.2.2 Marine Environment

California Goastal Act Policies

Section 30231 Biological productivity; water quality. The biological productivity and the quality
of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum
populations of marine organisms and for the protection of human heaith shall be maintained
and, where feasible, restored through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste
water discharges and entrainment, controliing runoff, preventing depletion of ground water
supplies and substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging waste water
reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and
minimizing alteration of natural streams.

Section 30232 Oil and hazardous substance spills. Protection against the spillage of crude oil,
gas, petroleum products, or hazardous substances shall be provided in relation fo any
development or transportation of such materials. Effective containment and dleanup facilities
and procedures shall be provided for accidental spills that do occur.

Rei Norte County Policies

Marine and Water Resources LCP Policy 3: All surface and subsurface waters shall be
maintained at the highest level of quality to insure the safety of public health and the biological
productivity of coastal waters.

Marine and Water Resources LCP Policy 5: Water conservation measures should be required
in new development to lessen cumulative impacts on existing water system sand supplies.

ZSPSRTSPY SYVSR)

The ocean waters off the coast of Del Norte County are rich in plant and animal resources. The
upwelling created by currents off the California coast bring nutrient-rich waters to the surface,
supporting vast quantities of plankton and attracting heavy concentrations of fish. This has
created a strong sport fishing economy in the area, supported in the Generalized Study Area by
the Crescent City Harbor.

In addition, the coastiine adjacent to the Airport has several rock outcroppings that function as
vitally important rookeries and roosting sites for both resident and migratory birds. These
outcroppings are aiso often used as resting or haul-out sites by migratory marine mammals
such as the Califomia and Stellar Sea Lion.
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temporanry increase the potential for soil erosion. However lmplementa'aon of M
LAt : g ' . S ' ~ ' 1

would mduce potentual Impacts due 1o erosion to a non-s&gmﬁeant
level. In addition to impacts from erosion, impacts to runoff water quality during construction could
potentially result from leaks or spills of fuel or hydraulic fluid used in construction equipment;
outdoor storage of construction materials; or spills of paints, solvents, or other potentially
hazardous matenals commonty used in oonstructnon lmplementatlon of Mitigation Measure

|mpacts due to oonstrucbon actmbes toa non-sognmcant level

Construction and operation of the Terminal Replacement Project would not involve significant
quantities of hazardous substances. All spill prevention procedures cumrently in place for existing
Airport operations would be implemented at the Terminal Replacement Project site for aircraft and
motorized equipment, to ensure that no hazardous material spills or releases occur,

41.2.3 Land Resources

California Coastal Act Policies
Section 30233 Diking, filling or dredging; continued movement of sediment and nutrients.

(a) The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes
shall be permitted in accordance with other applicable provisions of this division, where
there is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative, and where feasible
mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects, and

‘ shall be limited to the following:.

() New or expanded port, energy, and coastal-dependent industrial facilities,
including commercial fishing facilities.

(2) Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, depths in existing
navigational channels, tumning basins, vessel berthing and mooring areas, and
boat launching ramps.

(3) In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including streams, estuaries, and
lakes, new or expanded boating facilities and the placement of structural pilings
for public recreational piers that provide public access and recreational
opportunities.

(4) Incidental public service purposes, including but not limited to, burying cables
and pipes or inspection of piers and maintenance of existing intake and outfall
lines.

(§) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except in
environmentally sensitive areas.

(6) Restoration purposes.
CEC Draft COP Application June 2009 WORD.doc 30 Jack McNamara Field
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(7) Nature study, aquaculture, or similar resource dependent activities. .

(c) In addition to the other provisions of this section, diking, filling, or dredging in existing
estuaries and wetlands shali maintain or enhance the functional capacity of the wetland
or estuary. Any alteration of coastal wetlands identified, but not limited to coastal
wetlands shall be limited to minor incidental public facilities, restorative measures, nature
study, and development in already developed parts........

(d) Diking, filling or dredging; continued movement of sediment and nutrients. Erosion
control and flood control facilities constructed on watercourses can impede the
movement of sediment and nutrients that would otherwise be carried by storm runoff into
coastal waters. To facilitate the continued delivery of these sediments to the littoral
zone, whenever feasible, the material removed from these facilities may be placed at
appropriate points on the shoreline In accordance with other applicable provisions of this
division, where feasible mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse
environmental effects. Aspects that shall be considered before issuing a coastal
development permit for these purposes are the method of placement, time of year of
placement, and sensitivity of the placement area

Section 30240 (a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas; adjacent devefopments.
Environmentaily sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant
disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources shall be
allowed within those areas.

Section 30240 (b) Environmentslly sensitive habitat areas; adjacent developments.
Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks and
recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly
degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat and .

recreation areas.

Section 30253 Minimization of adverse impacts. New development shall:

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

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

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

(4) Minimize energy consumption and vehicie miles traveled.
(5) Where appropriate, protect speciali communities and neighborhoods which, because
of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses.

Deil Norte County Policies

Marine and Water Resources LCP Policy 6: Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be
protected against any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on such
resources shall be allowed in such areas. Development in areas adjacent to environmentally
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sensitive habitat areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts, which would significantly
degrade such areas and shall be compatible with the continuance of such habitat areas.

Specific Area Wetland Policy 4a; The diking, filling, or dredging of wetlands shall be permitted
in accordance with other applicable provisions of this program, where no feasible iless
environmentally damaging aitenative and where feasible mitigation measures have been
provided to minimize adverse environmental effects. Such projects shall be limited to those
identified in Section 30233 of the Coastal Act.

Specific Area Wetland Policy 4f: Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive
habitat areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which could significantly degrade
such areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of such habitat areas. The primarily
tool to reduce the above impacts around wetlands between the development and the edge of
the wetland shall be a buffer of 100 feet in width. A buffer of less than 100 feet shall be done in
cooperation with the California Department of Fish and game and the County's determination
shall be based upon specific findings as to the adequacy of the proposed buffer to protect the
identified resource.

Airport LCP Policy 4. Areas be reserved for airfield dependent development

Terminal

The area in the vicinity of the Airport includes large areas of open space and agricultural lands,
including the protected areas of Tolowa Dunes State Park, Point St. George, and portions of
Jedediah Smith Redwoods State Park. These areas are rich in natural beauty and contain
sensitive habitat features, inciuding beaches, dunes, wetlands, and forests (including
redwoods). Crescent City, population approximately 4,000, is 3 miles to the south of the Airport
property and contains residential, commercial, and industrial developed areas.

The Airport property is approximately 574 acres and, to serve the Airport facilities (terminal,
maintenance buildings, hangars, runways, taxiways, aircraft aprons, vehicle parking, and rental
car facilities), is mostly clear of vegetation. Therefore, little wildlife habitat exists in the area. The
partially open ground has been previously disturbed due to development and ongoing Airport
maintenance. A portion of the project area includes wetlands and waters of the United States
(approximately 5.2 acres under the jurisdiction of the Califomia Coastal Commission and
2.49 acres under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers [USACE] in vicinity of the
Terminal Replacement Project area) and other upland habitat features that would be considered
environmentally sensitive habitats, including potential habitat for the federally endangered westemn
lity (Lilium occidentale).

Table 3 presents the habitat acreages within the surveyed action area for the proposed Terminal
Replacement Project. Of special concem are areas covered with Sitka spruce, beach pine, red
alder/cascara, and cascara/waxmyrtie scrub, which have the potential to support the westem lily
when stands are not too densely populated.
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Table 3
Acreages of Potential impact to Vegetstion Communities at CEC
25-Foot
Buffer
Area of Around
Vegetation in | Potential impact Project
Project Area in the Project Footprint
Vegetation Community (acre) Footprint (acre) (acre)
Cascara-Waxmyrtie Series 1.59 0.97 0.62
Beach Pine Series 2.78 0.70 0.62
Coyote Brush Series 0.87 0.31 0.13
Sitka Spruce Series 7.83 245 2.59
Red Alder-Cascara Series 1.38 0 0
Pacific Reedgrass-Tufted 6.77 2.37 0.30
Hairgrass Series
Developed/Disturbed 425 0.14 0.33
Total 26.87 6.94 4.59

Currently, there is no significant landscaping at the Terminal Replacement Project site. What
landscaping that exists has no uncommon scenic quaities. Landscaping associated with the
Proposed Project Alternative would be in accordance with FAA and Del Norte County standards.
Therefore, implamentation of the Proposed Project Altemative would not conflict with any local
policies protecting biological resources and would have no impacts conflicting with these policies.

Wetlands

Crescent City averages over 85 inches of precipitation a year. The heavy precipitation resuits in
a high (shallow) water table occurring during the winter months. Water features delineated at
the Proposed Project site were analyzed to determine their status as potential United States
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) jurisdictional wetliands or waters of the United States, as
well as Califomnia Coastai Commission (CCC) wetiands (see Figures 8 and 7). Five types of
wetlands were mapped using the Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf vegetation classification, while other
waters of the United States identified within the Proposed Project area investigated include a
drainage ditch, and culveried waters of the United States. The ditch is classified as
unconsolidated bottom riverine wetiands. Approximately 5.2 acres under the jurisdiction of the
CCC and 2.49 acres under the jurisdiction of the USACE were identified in the Proposed Project
area investigated. The five types of wetiands meeting either USACE or CCC definitions were
identified in the following vegetstion types: Sitka Spruce Series, Beach Pine Series, Red
Alder/Cascara Series, Cascars-Wmanyrile Series, and Pacific Reedgrass -Tufted Hairgrass
Series. The first three types are considered to be forested palustrine wetiands, while the later two
are considered to be palustrine emergent wetlands. Additional jurisdictional features include
drainage ditches, which are considered other waters of the U.S. by USACE, and wetiands by
CCC.
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Maintenance of runway safety on the Airport property includes mowing vegetation and/or the
application of herbicide to keep vegetation in check. A portion of the project area is heavily
managed due to its use as an airfield, and the need to maintain operational safety. Table 4
presents the acreages of potential impact the Proposed Project Aternative would have on
wetlands and waters of the United States including a 25-foot buffer that may be impacted during
construction and would be maintained as an avoidance buffer area during operations. Typically,
100 feet is considered by CCC as an adequate buffer but can be smaller dependent on the
particulars of environmental constraints from project design and other relevant factors that affect
functional capacity. The Proposed Project is a critical public use facility that provides incidental
Public Service, per Coastal Act Section 30233,

Table 4
USACE and CCC Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S. Impacts In the
Proposed Project Area
USACE cce
Area of Area of
Cowardin SawyerfKeeler-Wolf USACE Potential ccc Potential
Classification Wetiand Vegetstion Jurisdictional | impact’ | Jurtsdictional impact
System Types Acreage (acre) - Acroage - Y(acre)
Forested Sitka Spruce
Palustrine Series; Red Alder/Cascara
Wetiands Series; Cascara/Waxmyrtie 1.35 0.03 3.8 162
Series; Baach Pine Series
Palustrine Pacific R
Emergent Series/Tufted Hairgrass 0.89 —_ 1.16 —
Wetlands Series
Total Jurisdictional Wetlands 2.24 0.03 4.96 1.62
Other Waters of the United States’ 0.24 0.09 0.24 0.09
Culverted Waters of the United States 0.01 —_ 0.01 —_—
Total Jurisdictional Waters 2.49 0.12 8.21 1.71
Notes:

' Includes 26-foot buffer area around project foolpeint
2 ForUSACEMhddon mmnuwm For the Coastal Commission, these drainage diiches are considered
bottom riverine wetiands

As indicated above, of the 2.49 acres of USACE jurisdictional wetiands and waters of the United
States located within the Proposed Project Aitemative area, only 0.12 acre would be impacted by
construction as Wetlands and waters of the United States (i.e., collectively Waters of the Unites
States) under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Amy Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Califoria
Coastal Commission (CCC), are present in the vicinity of the Proposed Project Alternative site.
Construction of the Proposed Project Alermative would impact 0.12 acre of USACE wetiands, and
therefore' would be covered under Nationwide Permit#39, Commercial and Institutional
Development. implementation of the Proposed Project Akemative would potentially directly
impact approximately 1.0 acre of CCC jurisdictional wetiands within the footprint and an additional
0.7 acre of CCC wetiands located within a general 25-foot perimeter buffer from the footprint may
aiso be temporarily indirectly affected by construction. The 0.12 acre of USACE wetlands are
located within the 1.7 CCC wetiands.
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in accordance with Nationwide Permit #39, wetlands impacts would be mitigated through
implementation of Mitigation Measure W-A. Wetland mitigation would occur consistent with the
requirements of 40 CFR 230. Since wetlands can attract wildlife that is hazardous to aviation
operations the FAA highly recommends that mitigation occur offsite, such as at the Del Norte
County Landfill, Crescent City Marsh, or wetiand mitigation banks to be determined by oversight
agencies. Siting criteria consistent with FAA Advisory Circular 150/6200-33, Hazardous Wildlife

Attractants on or Near Airports are required.

Federal Register, Part Il, Department of Defense, USACE 33 CFR Parts 325 and 332, USEPA 40
CFR Part 230, Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources; Final Rule, Apnl 10,
2008 includes the issuance of revised regulations for mitigation. This regulation establishes
equivalent and effective standards for the preferred treatment of wetland mitigation with mitigation
banks as the top preference. Mitigation banks involve off-site compensation activities, when
mitigation is solved through a bank sponsor or in-lieu fee program, responsibility for ensuring
required mitigation is satisfied.

Of the 521 acres of CCC jurisdictional wetlande, the Proposed Project Alternative would
potentially directly impact approximately 1.0 acre within the footprint and an additional 0.7 acre
located within a general 25-foot perimeter buffer from the foolprint may aiso be temporarily
affected indirectly by construction, see Figure 7. As explained previously, the 25-foot buffer
represents an area that may be impacted during construction and would be maintained in nearly
all areas to avoid impacts to jurisdictional wetlands during operation. This impact would be
considered in the issuance of the Coastal Development Pemmit, which would also include off-site
wettand mitigation as described in Mitigation Measure W-A. Section 6.13 of the EIR contains
more information on coastal resources and consistency with local coastal development policies.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure, W-A, below, would reduce potentially significant impacts to
wetland resources to a less-than-significant level.

implementation of Mitigation Measure W-A: Undertake wetland mitigation, would reduce
wetland impacts during construction of the Proposed Project Atemative.

To the extent feasible, CEC would avoid filling delineated wetlands by redesigning the project to
promote environmentally sensitive siting and design for projects that involve the fill of jurisdictional
wetlands or waters of the State or U.S. [f avoidance is not feasible, CEC shall minimize the fill
acreage. If neither of these options is feasible, the functions and values that would be equal to or
greater than the function and value of the waters of the U.S. (wetlands and other waters of the
U.S.) impacted by the project would be provided through off-site mitigation at the Del Norte
County Landfill, Crescent City Marsh, or at an off-site wetland mitigation bank, to be determined
by oversight agencies, at a 1:1 ratio or another ratio as agreed upon by the oversight agencies
(i.e., California Coastal Conwnission, Army Corps of Engineers, and North Coast Regional Water
Quality Control Board). Since all USACE jurisdictional wettands also meet the CCC jurisdictional
wetland definition, these acres will only be mitigated for once. CEC shall also obtain the
necessary Del Norte County/California Coastal Commission, USACE and North Coast Regional
Water Quality Control Board permits prior to filling or other adverse modifications of any verified
jurisdictional wetiand water of the U.S.

Section 30233 of the Coastal Act states that where there is no feasible less environmentally
damaging alternative, and where feasible mitigation measures have been provided to minimze
adverse environmental effects, impacts to wetiands shall only be permitted for specific uses as
specified with Section 30233(a) of the Coastal Act.
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Del Norte County LCP Specific Wetland Policy 4a states that where there is no feasible, less
environmentally damaging alternative, and where feasible mitigation measures have been
provided to minimize adverse environmental effects, impacts to wetlands shall only be pemitted
for specific uses as specified with Section 30233 of the Coastal Act. The construction of the
Proposed Project Altemative is consistent with this policy because the project would be
considered an incidental public service (Coastal Act Section 30233(a)4)), an upgrade to an
existing public facility, not intended to increase capacity, but to allow the aviation operations and
the passenger terminal to function more effectively to meet existing demand projected to the year
2016, and meet cument federal TSA requirements. The Del Norte County LCP states that the
Airport should remain as a functioning airport and that space onsite be reserved for future
development of Airport-related faciiities. The proposed Terminal Replacement Project was
selected as the least environmentally damaging altemative that couid meet the FAA design
standards and the infrastructure needs of CEC. In addition, the Terminal Replacement Project
has been designed to avoid impacts to coastal resources, and many of the potential impacts to
wetiands woukd be temporary construction impacts; the final design would incorporate measures
fo retain wetlands and culverted waters as feasible. Finally, feasible mitigation measures exist to
replace the value and function of the wetiands impacted by the Proposed Project. As described in
Mitigation Measure W-A, with the concumence of oversight agencies, an offsite location will be
selected to mitigate wetland impacts.

Del Norte County LCP Specific Wetland Policy 4f aiso states that development adjacent to
wetiands should be designed to prevent impacts which could significantly degrade the wetland
area. The policy suggests that a 100-foot buffer be included in the development design to achieve
this protection of adjacent areas but does state that a buffer of less than 100 feet could be
adequate depending on the particulars of project design and other relevant factors that affect
functional capacity of the adjacent wetland (e.g., sensitivity of species to disturbance,
susceptibility of the site to erosion etc.). Appropriate buffer width should be determined in
consultation with the County and CDFG. The buffer iteelf is not considered the environmentally
sensitive area but intended o protect the adjacent environmentally sensitive area, in this case,
wellands.

The width of the buffer between the Proposed Project Aemative perimeter footprint and the
wetland areas onsite varies as shown on Figure 7 with a minimum of 25 feet generally provided.
Portions of the proposed terminal access road and northem end of the parking area would be
constructed adjacent to CCC juriedictional wetlands. Implementation of Mitigation Measures G-A,
G-B, and H-A would ensure that erosion and stormwater runoff during construction would be
minimized, and the wetiands affected by construction activities would be minimal. The project site
is generally flat and, therefore, the Proposed Project would not significantly atter the existing
drainage pettemns, nor would it hydrologically interrupt or aler riparian habitat. The erosion
susceptibility of the site is considered low and would not change substantially. In addition, final
project design would incorporate drainage design that divects stormwater runoff from the adjacent
wetlands, and vegetation restoration between the road and adjacent wetiands, reestabiishing a
general perimeter buffer of at least 25 feet, that would be meintasined in nearly all areas during
operations. in addition, the arees adjacent to the wetiand areas (i.e., access road and parking
area) are not expecied o be high-use areas, and public access would be strictly controlled due to
site security concems. It is expected that activities associated with terminal operation wouid be
gtrictly limited to the project footprint area and would not overflow into the adjacent areas and
further Impact the adjacent wetiands. Due to the proposed uses adjacent to the wetlands, and
with implementation of the mitigation measures described above, the functional capacity of the
adjacent wetiands would be maintained, and impacts would be less than significant.
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4.2.1 Alternative A-1

Altemnative A-1 would involve rehabilitating the existing terminal building and would require
expansion to increase the size to accommodate space requirements. The existing short-term and
long-term parking lots and portions of the access road would also need to be modified to meet
TSA and FAA setback guidelines, resulting in greater wetland impacts than the proposed
altemative. These set-back requirements are based upon blast protection calculations, typically
requiring a distance of 150 feet from the terminal under normal operating conditions. During high
TSA security alert periods a 300-foot restricted area setback distance is required from a
passenger terminal facllity. The aircraft apron area would also have to be expanded and moved
to the south in order to create a safe aircraft movement area and accommodate two aircraft in
front of the temminal for passenger loading. Complete realignment of
Altemnative A-1

Dale Rupert Road would not be required under this altemative; however, road connections to
other Airport facliities at CEC would need to be realigned. Additionally, the need to have a
secondary emergency access road would not be accomplished by this akemative.

The existing terminal building is in substandard condition and contains asbestos and lead based
paint and therefore renovation would not be practical from a function, material and cost
standpoint. The terminal building would need to be increased in size from 2,020 square feet to
13,500 square foet to meet the minimal per passenger space requirements plus additional square
footage for related service facilities. The layout of the existing terminal building would make it
difficult to design, rehabilitate and fit an addition at the curent location in a cost-effective manner.

The site of the existing terminal facility is not viable because it has limited space to accommodate
ADA, FAA, and TSA design standards. To construct a functional terminal building, much of the
existing structure would have to be demolished and altered. This approach is often less cost
effective and efficient than constructing a new building. The Sponsor must be able to maintain
CEC operations during terminal construction and/or renovation, which is not possible given the
dimensions and configuration of the existing terminal buiiding and traller that houses the TSA
screening function. The Sponsor identified the Proposed Project as its preferred altemative since
it allows operations to continue during construction, standards can be achieved, and it has the
least potential environmental impact. The terminal would have to be moved and expanded to the
south into the existing parking lot to allow for adequate apron area to maintain a safe aircraft
movement area and accommodate two aircraft directly in front of the terminal for passenger
loading. This would displace the parking and require ralocation and expansion in the forested
area impacting 2.5 acres of wetiands.

For these reasons, Altemnative A-1, rehabilitation and expansion of the existing passenger terminal
buiiding would result in more significant impacts compared to the Proposed Project Atemative
and was not retained for further consideration.

4.2.2 Aternative A-2

Altemative A-2 would involve the construction of a new terminal buliding adjacent to the existing
terminal facility and the expansion of the existing paved short-term parking lot to accommodate
both short-term and longterm parking needs. Expansion of the aircraft apron area to
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accommodate two aircraft, of appropriate size, in the front of the terminal would be required for
passenger loading and creation of a safe aircreft movement area. The overall realignment of Dale
Rupert Road would not be required; however, road connections to other parts of the CEC would
be needed under this altemnative.

It would be difficult to situate a new terminal building adjacent to the existing terminal due to
limited space to fit terminal functions including an adequately sized ramp and apron area, set back
from the taxiway. It would also have to be set back far enough to be compliant with current FAA
and TSA standards. This would require shifting the new terminal building to the south toward the
current parking, which woukd impact a larger wetland area.

Depending upon the configuration of Altemative A-2, a new terminal building in this area would
remove several T-hangars and aiso require replacement of the Alrport’s only water tanks and
relocation of the Airport emergency generator. During construction, most of the existing short-
term parking lot would be rendered unusable, requiring temporary automobile parking to be found
eisewhere on site or off site. The existing parking lot does not comply with TSA security
standards. If the existing terminal was to be utilized in any manner, the parking lot would also
have to be relocated further south into wetland areas.

Aftemative A-2 would accommodate existing passenger demand, significantly improve the
function of CEC, and increase the Airport’s opporturity for providing quality service. However, this
altemative would have significant environmental impacts due to the displacement of 4.0 acres of
wetlands south of the existing parking area.

Altemative A-2, construction of a new terminal building, would result in more significant impacts
compared to the Proposed Project Attemative and was therefore dropped from further
consideration.

4.2.3 Alternative B-1

Altemative B-1 would involve the construction of a2 new terminal building and related actions,
including new aircraft apron area, new parking lot, and realigned Dale Rupert Road along with a
new circulation road, utiities, and infrastructure. This location is similar to that of Proposed
Project Altemative but 300 feet closer to Runway 17/35 on the southwest side of the Airport. The
location of new terminal building under Altemative B-1 would require relocation of approximately
1,800 feet of existing Taxiway B to the west, which would be an additional design feature requiring
a much larger investment. This would aiso create a non-standard design of the unlit paraliel
taxiway that could create a safety issue for taxiing aircraft and lead to excursions from the
pavement resulting in possible injuries and substantial damage to aircraft. All other components
of this alternative regarding the projects would be similar as those of the Proposed Project
Alternative.

VWhile Alternative B-1 would accommodate exdsting passenger demand, significantly improve the
function of CEC, as well as increase the Airport's opportunity for providing quality service, the
impacts on the environmental setting and on existing infrastructure would be greater than the
Proposed Project Aemative and would impact 4.5 acres of wetlands. Additionally, the relocation
of existing Taxiway B to accommodate Alternative B-1 would require the construction of a new
segment of non-standard taxiway, which would change the configuration of the airfield and
significantly increase overall project costs and create a potential safety concem for taxiing aircraft.
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Alternative B-1 would result in more significant impacts compared to the Proposed Project
Altemative and was therefore dropped from further consideration.

4.2.4 Alternative B-2

Altemative B-2 would involve the construction of a new terminal building and related actions
including a new aircraft apron area, new parking lot, new access road, circulation road, utiliies
and infrastructure on the southeastem side of the Aiport adjacent to Runway 11729,
approximately 1,800 feet from the existing terminal facility. Alternative B-2 would also involve a
600-foot extension of Taxiway A to connect to the apron area, which is an additional design
feature that would require a much larger investment. All other components of this alternative
regarding the design woukl be similar to those of the Proposed Project Altemative.

While Alternative B-2 would accommodate existing passenger demand, significantly improve the
function of CEC, and increase the Airport's opportunity for providing quality service, the impacts
on existing infrastructure and the environmental setting would be greater than the Proposed
Project Altemative. The extension of existing Taxiway A {0 accommodate Alternative B-2 would
require the construction of a new segment of taxiway, which woukl change the configuration of the
airfield and significantly increase overall project costs. The configuration of this altemative had to
take into consideration existing facilities including, T-hangars, to limit cost implications. The
existing road between these T-hangars could not be used for general Airport circulation due to its
alignment with the apron area and TSA requirements for maintaining distance from the terminal
and airfield, therefore, circulation would be limited. Constructing in this area would affect more
wetlands and cause disturbance of an EPA Superfund toxic waste site. The footprint would
therefore result in potential impacts to 6.5 acres or more of wetiands (wetland delineations of this
area have been completed to CCC standards). Altemative B-2 would result in more significant
impacts compared to the Proposed Project Altemative :ind was therefore dropped from further
consideration.

Eeasible Mitigation

The wetlands affected are considered low-moderate in value due to past and ongoing
disturbance on the Airport property. Feasible offsite mitigation options exist and Implementation
of Mitigation Measure W-A: Undertake wetiand mitigation create wetlands at an offsite facility
mitigating the acres of wetlands impacted and the potential ioss of function.

Aliowable Use

The Proposed Project wouild be considered an incidental public service (Section 30233(a)(4)),
an upgrade to an existing public facility, not intended to increase capacity, but to allow the
Airport and its terminal to function more effectively to meet existing demand projected to the
year 2016. The Del ‘Norte County LCP states that the Airport should remain as a functioning
Airport and that space onsite be reserved for future development of Airport related facilities.
The Terminal Repiacement Project was selected as the least environmentally damaging
altemative that could meet the infrastructure needs of CEC. The Terminal Replacement Project
has been designed to avoid impacts to coastal resources and some of the potential impacts to
wetiands would be temporary construction impacts; the final design will incorporate measures to
avoid wetlands and cuiverted waters as feasible.. Since the project was designed to reduce
environmental impacts while still meeting FAA regulations, its implementation would be
considered one of the allowable uses, and the resulting impacts to coastal wetlands can be
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The project area includes potential habitat for the federally endangered westem lily (Lilium
occidentale). The construction of the Terminal Replacement Project would resuft in afteration or
disturbance to approximately 6.94 acres at the Airport. While no westem lily plants were identified
onsite, the potential habitat was found to potentially exist at CEC and at the proposed Terminal
Replacement Project site. Potential indirect and temporary impacts to the westem lily would
include increased levels of dust during project construction. The footprint of the Proposed Project
would overlap with habitats that are potentially suitable for this species (i.e., areas covered with
red alder series vegetation). If individual plants occur in these areas, they could be destroyed
during construction of the Proposed Project, resulting in a direct take of individual plants.
However, no westemn lily plants were identified onsite and direct impacts to the endangered
species during construction is considered untikely. Implementation of Mitigation Measure B-A:
Undertake westem lily habitat improvement would reduce or eliminate potential long term impacts
to potential habitat onsite by improving habitat near the new terminal area so that westem lily
plants might populate this area in the future.

The construction of the Proposed Project Alternative would result in alteration or disturbance to
approximately 11.1 acres within the Airport boundary (6.7 acres within the footprint of the
Proposed Project and 4.4 acres encompassing a 25-foot buffer around project facilities). The
plant communities were classified using A Manual of Califomia Vegetation (Sawyer and Keeler-
Wolf, 1995) and an updated List of Califomia Terrestrial Communities (CDFG, 2003). In addition
to the ruderal, or disturbed, areas, six primary community types are present in the study area:
Beach Pine Series, Cascara-Waxmyrtle Series, Coyote Bush Series, Pacific Reedgrass-tufied
Halrgrass Series, Red Alder/Cascara Series, and Sitka Spruce Series. Although certain forest
communities in the project area, including those dominated by a canopy of beach pine and Sitka
spruce, are categorized as S3 and S2, respectively, by COFG standards, the communities occur
elsewhere in the immediate project region, are abundant in other areas within Del Norte County
and the North Coast, and would not be considered environmentally sensitive habitat areas.

The Proposed Project Altemative site includes potential habitat for the federally endangered
westem lily and other special-status species, such as the northemn red-egged frog and nesting
and migratory birds. Potential indirect and temporary impacts to the westem lity would resutt from
increased levels of dust during project construction. The footprint of the Proposed Project
Alternative would overiap with habitats that are potentially suitable for this species (e.g., openings
in North Coast coniferous forest, cascara-waxmyrtle shrub stands, and red aider forest). |If
individual plants occur in these areas, they could be destroyed during construction of the
Proposed Project Altemative, resulting in a direct take of individual plants. In addition,
construction activities could impact areas used by northem red-legged frog, and nesting and
migratoty birds that could be present on site. Less-than-significant impacts to red-legged frog
would be further reduced, and impacts to migratory and nesting birds or mitigated to a less-than-
significant level.

Coastal management policies encourage protection of ESHAs and that development adjacent to
ESHAs ghall prevent significant degradation to the habitat area through the establishment of
buffer areas. The buffer is intended to protect the environmentally sensitive habitat area from the
adverse impacts of development. One hundred feet is generally considered for an adequate
buffer but is dependent on the particulars of project design and other relevant factors that affect
functional capacity. Portions of the proposed terminal access road would be constructed adjacent
to CCC jurisdictional wetland. Mitigation Measures G-A, G-B and H-A would ensure that erosion
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and stormwater runoff during construction would be minimized and the wetlands affected by
construction activities would be minimal. The Proposed Project would not significantly alter the
existing drainage pattems, nor would it hydrologically interrupt or alter riparian habitat. in addition,
final project design would incorporate drainage design that directs stormwater runoff from the
adjacent wetlands, and vegetation restoration between the road and adjacent wetlands,
reestablishing a buffer of at least 25 feet. With implementation of these mitigation measures, the
functional capacity? of the adjacent wetiands would be maintained.

Minimization of adverse impacts

The new terminal building would conform to the Califomia Uniform Building Code and Del Norte
County Building Codes regarding flood, fire and geologic hazards. The new terminal building
would be constructed far enough back from a coastal biuff so as not to require any bluff erosion
protection measures. Construction and operation of the new terminal building would not conflict
with or obstruct implementation of the Local Air Quality Plan for the North Coastal Air Basin.
Due to the limited scope, nature of construction activities and impact area, no significant air

quality impacts are expected.
4.2.4.1 Scenic and Visual Resources

California Coastal Act Policies

Section 30251 Scenic and visual qualities. The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall
be considered and protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shalil
be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, fo
minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of
surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually
degraded areas. New development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the
Califomia Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks
and Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting.

Del Norte County Policies

Visual Resources LCP Policy 2: Proposed development within established highly scenic areas
shall be visually compatible with their scenic surroundings, by being reflective of the character of
the existing land uses while conforming to the land use critetia. As set forth in the land use
component and subsequent zoning ordinance.

Terminal Repiacement Project Conformity

The predominant scenic and visual resources in the vicinity of the Airport include coastal views
of the shoreline and beaches, the Pacific Ocean, rock outcroppings, and the Battery Point

2 Functional Capacity means the abliity of the wetland or estuary to be self-sustaining and to maintain
natural species diversity
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Lighthouse. The Coastal Range, approximately 30 miles inland, is also visible in the vicinity of
the Airport. The upland redwood forests also add to the scenic character of the area.

Point St. George adjoins the airport property to the west and offers unobstructed ocean views.
Point St. George aiso provides views to the crest of the Coastal Range some 30 miles to the east.
Views of the Airport from Point St. George are limited by the intervening Sitka spruce grove on the
Point St. George parcel (as shown in photos, see Figures 9 and 10).

Due to the general lack of vegetation on the Airport and the relatively flat topography, areas of the
Airport property offer glimpses of the Pacific Ocean. From Dale Rupert Road, on a clear day, the
rock outcroppings just off the coast are visible (see photos Figures 11 and 12). The buildings on
the Airport property are generally low profile and spread out on the site and therefore do not
obstruct views of the mountains or coast from on or offsite.

The new terminal building would be approximately a 1 mile inland of the shoreline south of North
Pebble Beach Drive. The construction of the new terminal building wouid require fitie altemation
of natural landforms, as the area is generally flat. The new terminal is designed to enhance the
visual quality of the area and improve the appearance of the Airpor! facilities. The entry
landscaping would emphasize the character of the existing surrounding dune {andscape and an
existing drainage swale would be retained and improved as a “‘water feature” in conjunction with
the entry space. Construction activities would produce temporary visual/aesthetic impacts from
ground-disturbing activities, the presence of vehicles and equipment, and portable lighting
systems. The proposed terminal would be approximately 20,800-square-foot and two stories
high, which is similar to the height of the existing CEC facilities. The proposed terminal includes a
second floor observation area that would provide views to the Pacific Ocean for patrons waiting to
board aircraft

The change in visual character woukd not result in a significant impact because the vegetated area
that would be removed is not regarded as highly scenic or uncommon and overall the visual
quality of the Airport site would be improved.

The scenic vistas in the project area are primarily views of the coastline and rock outcroppings in
the opposite direction from the terminal. The primary viewing point for these ocean vistas in the
project area is Point St. George and views toward ocean would be unaffected by the Proposed
Project. Limited views from point St. George, which is more than1 mile away may be able to see
portions of the new Terminal. The view would be partially obscured by trees iocated in between
the line of sight from the Point to the new Temminal. Therefore, scenic and visual qualities of the
coastal areas wouid not be significantly affected by the proposed terminal building.

4.2.4.2 Other potential impacts

Please refer to the Terminal Replacement Project EIR for a detalled discussion of the project’s potential
impacts related to: Noise; Air Quality; Surface Transportation; Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention
and Solid Waste; Historic, Architectural, Archaeological and Cultural Resources; Fish, Wildiife and Plants;
Geology, Soils and Seismicity, Energy Supply and Natural Resources, and Visual/aesthetics and Light
Emissions.
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Figure 9: View East Toward Airport Near Point St. George ~
Trees in Between Viewpoint and Alrport Bulidings
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Figure 10: View East Toward Alrport Bulidings from Point St. George Area
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Figure 11: View East Toward Alrport Off Point St. George

Figure 12: View West Toward Rock Outcroppings off Point St. George



5.0 MITIGATION MEASURES

| ns i Vv . CEC would mclude in all approved
specifications for the Proposed Project Altemnative a requirement that construction contractors
adhere to all applicable ordinances regarding grading, drainage, and construction of
improvements. Plans required would be submitted to and approved by the county prior to
commencement of construction activities.

t 24 Prepa : 3 ontro CEC
d mclude in all appmved speerﬁcations for the Proposed Pro;ect Alternative a requirement

that construction contractors prepare a grading/erosion control plan to show all proposed
grading, drainage improvements, and vegetation removal. Measures employed during
construction to prevent eroded soil from entering site drainage ways would include placement of
hay bales or other acceptable materials such as sediment barriers, the installation of temporary
earth berms and/or sediment traps, use of fabric silt fences, spreading hay or straw on exposed
areas, development of temporary settling areas, and use of other means for siowing runoff and
reducing sediment loads.

CEC would mclude in all approved specrﬁcattons a requnement that oonstmction contractors
prepare and implement a SWPPP because activities associated with the Proposed Project
Alternative involve disturbing one or more acres. Under the policies of the SWRCB, the NPDES
Program General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction Activities
regulates surface water quality. To obtain coverage under the general permit, CEC must submit
a Notice of Intent with the required permit fee and prepare a SWPPP. The contents of the
SWPPP are set forth in detail in the permit application package and include development of site-
specific structural and operational BMPs to prevent and control impacts to runoff quality,
measures to be implemented before each storm event, inspection and maintenance of BMPs,
and monitoring of runoff quality by visual and/or analytical means. The Califomia Stormwater
BMP Handbook for Construction provides examples of BMPs that could be used (Califomia
Stormwater Quality Association, 2003a). The NCRWQCB would issue Waste Discharge
Requirements, which set forth conditions, discharge limitations, and monitoring and inspection
requirements. Development and implementation of the SWPPP is the responsibility of CEC and
its assignees. The County of Del Norte shall require CEC to submit a copy of the Waste
Discharge Requirements prior to commencement of construction of the Proposed Project
Altemative.

] i : ; ent. CEC shall require in
all oontmct spectﬁwtrons that lndustry standard dust control Best Management Practices
(BMPs) would be used to the maximum extent feasible. CEC shall undertake a habitat
improvement project for the westem lily on-site in the vicinity of the action area. A designated
area of between 1 and 3 acres of suitable, but overgrown habitat would be restored for westem
lity as part of the Proposed Project Altemative by December 31, 2011. An area located just east
of the project site has been identified as an appropriate candidate site. The Airport Manager
would coordinate with FAA and USFWS {o determine the methods and final area suitable for
restoration (Imper, 2008).
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. If feasible, vegetation clearing activities will take place outside of the nesting season for
migratory bird species prior to project construction.

. A qualified biologist would conduct preconstruction surveys within 2 weeks prior to the
start of construction for all areas to be subject to ground-disturbance to determine if migratory or

protected birds are nesting in the project area. If nesting migratory or protected birds are found
in the project area during the preconstruction surveys, a 50 foot buffer around the tree will be
maintained until chicks have fledged.

Mitigation OOy yetiand mitigation. To the extent feasible, CEC would
avoid filling delineated weﬂands by radesigning the pro;ect to promote environmentally sensitive
siting and design for projects that involve the fill of jurisdictional wetlands or waters of the State
or U.S. If avoidance is not feasible, CEC shall minimize the fill acreage. If neither of these
options is feasible, the functions and values that would be equal to or greater than the function
and value of the waters of the U.S. (wetlands and other waters of the U.S.) impacted by the
project would be provided through off-site mitigation at the Del Norte County Landfill, the
Crescent City Marsh, or at an off-site wetland mitigation bank, to be determined by oversight
agencies, at a 1:1 ratio or another ratio as agreed upon by the oversight agencies (i.e.,
Califomia Coastal Commission, Army Corps of Engineers, and North Coast Regional Water
Quality Control Board). Since alf USACE jurisdictional wetlands aiso meet the CCC
jurisdictional wetland definition, these acres will only be mitigated for once. CEC shall also
obtain the necessary Del Norte County/Califomia Coastal Commission, USACE and North
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board perniits prior to filling or other adverse
modifications of any verified jurisdictional wetland water of the U.S.
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