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SUBJECT: ADDENDUM TO ITEM NO. 9.1, 9.2, & 9.3 CONSENT CEASE AND
DESIST ORDER NO. CCC-22-CD-02, CONSENT RESTORATION
ORDER NO. CCC-22-R0O-01, AND CONSENT ADMINISTRATIVE
PENALTY NO. CCC-22-AP3-01 (RESERVATION RANCH) FOR THE
COMMISSION MEETING OF JULY 14, 2022.

The purposes of this addendum are to update the record by supplementing it with
correspondence that Commission staff received after the staff report for this matter was
issued on June 30, 2022, as well as to respond to a number of statements raised in the
letters.

1. Documents Received after the Staff Report:

A. Letters of support for the enforcement action and the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation’s
requests, and specific request that four of the Tolowa Dee Ni’ Nation’s
requests be incorporated into the Consent Agreement. Commission staff
received 494 of these letters in form letter/petition format in two slightly
different variations, both of which are provided at Exhibit 1. Commission staff
also received letters from the Surfrider Foundation (Exhibit 2), the Northcoast
Environmental Center (Exhibit 3), the Redwood Chapter of the Sierra Club
(Exhibit 4), and Megan Delaney (Exhibit 5) that include the form letter in
addition to other comments.

B. Letter from the Tolowa Dee Ni' Nation (Exhibit 6) providing comments and
requesting the incorporation of various changes into the Consent Agreement.

C. Letters of support from the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
(Exhibit 7), the Del Norte County Farm Bureau (Exhibit 8), Western United
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Dairies (Exhibit 9), Dahlstrom Watt & Bulb Farms (Exhibit 10), Rumiano
Cheese (Exhibit 11), Kara Miller (Exhibit 12), Lynn Lorenz (Exhibit 13), Nancy
Skinner (Exhibit 14), and Penny Elia (Exhibit 15).

2. Responses to Comments Received.

Commission staff recommends that the Commission incorporate these
responses into its findings. Commission staff hereby revises its recommended
findings to incorporate these responses, so that Commission adoption of the staff
recommendation will include adoption of these findings and responses.

We are grateful for the input we have received from all parties regarding this
complex situation. We are particularly grateful for all of the early input we
received from the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation, via the formal consultation that took
place on April 21, 2022, pursuant to the Commission’s Tribal Consultation policy,
via the many videoconferences that occurred over the two years before this
hearing, and now through both the form letters and the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation’s
own more detailed comment letter. The Nation’s thoughtful input allowed us to
shape the settlement to attempt to accommodate concerns in an early context.
We look forward to continuing to work with the Nation going forward as the
agreement is implemented.

Responses to four requests in form letters sent in support of the enforcement
action and the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation’s requests (both examples of form letter at

Exhibit 1).

1. The signatories to the form letter requested that the Commission maximize public
access, and to dedicate all public access areas listed in the Consent Agreement
to the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation.

a. The Commission received requests from the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation to
maximize public access in the resolution prior to the comment letters
submitted on this staff report, and worked to secure as much public access as
possible in this resolution, including a 10+ acre public access easement at the
mouth of Tillas Slough, a 2 acre oceanfront blufftop land dedication that could
potentially become a publicly accessible campground, in addition to the 3
miles of public access opened by removing the pre-Coastal Initiative levee
crossings. Commission staff respects the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation’s request to
have the public access easement dedicated to them, and wrote the Consent
Agreement language broadly in order to ensure that the Tolowa Dee-Nr1’
Nation could be an eligible party for dedication of land and easements.

2. The signatories to the form letter also commented that they encourage the
Commission to adhere to the Commission’s Environmental Justice Policy and
Governor Newsom’s Truth and Healing Executive Order by ensuring protection of
cultural resources, and, namely, by increasing the public access and
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conservation acreage on Tillas Island and in other cultural areas.

a. Commission staff fully agrees with these goals and the importance of the
Policy and Executive Order, and recognizes the sacred nature of this area.
Therefore, we have attempted to, as far as legally possible, to both protect
resources and provide access to these areas. As stated above, Commission
staff received the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation’s requests to maximize protection of
cultural resources and public access prior to the reaching of this proposed
Consent Agreement. Therefore, Commission staff worked to require in the
Consent Agreement a Cultural Resources Survey and Cultural Materials Plan
and to maximize public access, as stated above. Commission staff
understood the importance of this Tillas Island to the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation
and worked to protect and provide access to as much as possible of it in this
Consent Agreement. We also note that sometimes protecting areas especially
of cultural significance, and also providing public access to them raises some
complications, and we attempted to balance and address both goals in the
Agreement.

3. The signatories of the form letter also requested that the Commission require
removal of all unpermitted development that existed prior to the Coastal Act, and
requested that the Commission require removal of the levee at the south end of
Islas Slough.

a. Staff agrees that removal and restoration is critical and it is a major goal of
this Agreement. We would also note that even if development occurred prior
to the Coastal Act, it can be a violation if the development required another
legal approval from another agency and lacked it or if the development was
inconsistent with other legal requirements in place at the time. Much of the
development here fell into that category, so we are requiring it to be removed.
After the Amended Notice of Intent was sent in October of 2020, the Farm
disputed that any of the pre-Coastal Initiative levees were on public trust
lands, among other disputes, and so Commission staff worked closely with
the California State Lands Commission (SLC) to determine where any
potential public trust tidelands or submerged lands may be. This is because
any development built before the Coastal Initiative would not be a violation of
the Coastal Act (although it may be a violation of other laws) if it had acquired
all necessary authorizations and leases prior to the effective date of the
Coastal Initiative in February 1, 1973, or if none were required.

b. The determination of whether the areas had potential public trust tidelands or
submerged lands is a highly complex process. It begins by looking at where
the river was when California became a state in 1850, and then attempting to
chart the consequences to public trust boundaries from both historic
information regarding location of water, and the law regarding how public trust
boundaries move depending on different types of movement of the river, that,
put simply, includes slow accretion (public trust boundaries move with the
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river) and very rapid avulsion events (public trust boundaries do not move).
Our understanding of the general legal status of the various areas was based
on our discussions with SLC who have expertise in this area and who
represent the State as a landowner, and this is reflected in the proposed
Agreement.

4. The signatories of the form letter also state their belief that the Commission has
the right to collect administrative penalties and civil penalties which are not
included in the Consent Agreement, and encourage the Commission to include
administrative and civil penalties in the Consent Agreement.

a. Commission staff is recommending assessment of an administrative penalty
for violations of the Coastal Act including fill of wetlands and impacts to
environmentally sensitive habitat area, which is discussed in the penalty
section of the staff report. Commission staff believes that there is great value
in the agreement to remove the pre-Coastal Initiative levees without litigation
and believes that the dramatic ecological and public access value of this
removal alone is hugely valuable to the public and to the Nation. The value is
even greater in light of the fact we have been able to avoid litigation, which
would be expensive, would have greatly delayed the restoration of both
resources and access here, and would have introduced uncertainty with
regards to the outcome.

b. There may be some confusion about the issue of penalties here. Although
the settling parties are not writing a check for resolution of penalties, they are
donating land and easements that are worth at least as much in monetary
value as the applicable penalties. Moreover, this proposed resolution will
allow the Commission to obtain on behalf of the public both ecological
projects and land and access on site here, which we otherwise could not
obtain but for this resolution. We cannot legally force a sale of any property,
but by virtue of this agreement, instead here obtained some land to be held in
the public’s interest in perpetuity, which is priceless.

c. The actual amount which can be assessed is governed by the terms of
Section 30821.3 and the factors in Section 30820(c) of the Coastal Act. As
further explained in the Staff Report and in the staff presentation, the amount
recommended to be assessed is, based on an analysis of the facts and those
factors, near the midpoint of the statutory amounts. In addition, as noted
elsewhere in this addendum, the provisions for 30821.3 became effective on
January 1, 2022 and we assessed penalties for that entire time, despite the
fact that we were in active negotiations with the parties and often the accrual
of penalties are stayed during such negotiations. We also note that settling
these penalties here both avoided costly and lengthy litigation, which would
have delayed both restoration and access to the site and introduced
uncertainty as to the outcome. Moreover, it allowed us to obtain land and a
public access easement from the settlors, which was a goal of the Tolowa
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Dee-Ni’ Nation that would not have been possible in a unilateral order or in
litigation.

Responses to July 8, 2022 letter from the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation (the “Letter”).
This letter is included as Exhibit 6 of this Addendum.

We appreciate the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation’s detailed comment letter, and as
stated above, we received many comments from the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation
during our outreach over the past two years, and attempted to include as much of
the Nation’s comments in the Consent Agreement as possible and to orient the
entire Consent Agreement towards the Nation’s goals as much as possible. We
look forward to continuing to work with the Nation to achieve its goals and to
discussing its comments in further detail. Prior to addressing the many individual
comments in the Letter, one overarching factor is worth highlighting. Many of the
comments request specific changes to the language of the Consent Agreement
that, while not objectionable, are effectively already addressed by language
within the document for the reasons explained below, and therefore Commission
staff look forward to working with the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation to implement the
Consent Agreement according to the below findings. Obviously, for any changes
deemed to be material and necessary, a different analysis would apply. More
detailed responses to the individual comments follow.

1. On page 1 of the Letter, the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation states that the Nation was
only given four business days to review the proposed Consent Agreement
and materials.

a. Staff reports are regularly issued on the Friday of the week either two
or three weeks prior to the Commission meetings, and Commission
regulations (section 13060(b)) require written comments by the last
working day of the week prior to the hearing. That normally leaves
either 5 or 10 business days for interested parties to submit comments.
In this case, the Farm did not sign the Consent Agreement until the last
week in June, making it impossible to provide 10 working days.
Commission staff did not intend to pick a month with a holiday after
late mailing, but instead worked hard to bring this to the July hearing
because it is the only Commission hearing on the North Coast for the
next year. Commission staff’'s goal was to ensure that representatives
of the Nation would be able to travel to a North Coast hearing in order
to speak in person in public comment as easily as possible.

b. We also note that, in addition to the administrative/regulatory
opportunity to comment referred to by the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation and
provided for by our regulations, given the Nation’s special relationship
to this land, we also invited input from the Nation long before the
formal comment period provided for under our regulations, and kept
them abreast as much as possible of the ongoing efforts to resolve the
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violations. For example, in order to provide as much notice as possible
as to the specific details of the Consent Agreement prior to the online
posting of the staff report and signed Consent Agreement, Commission
staff videoconferenced with the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation the day that the
Consent Agreement was signed but before the staff report was
complete to show them draft exhibits and provide an outline of the key
details of the signed Consent Agreement. In addition, during the past
two years of negotiations leading towards this proposed agreement,
Commission staff also provided as much information relating to the
violations and potential options for their resolution to the Tolowa Dee-
Ni’ Nation as possible in many videoconferences, phone calls, a formal
consultation, and an in person visit to Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation offices.
This was done in an effort to include the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation’s
comments and goals for the proposed Consent Agreement in a far
deeper way than is usual for any other entity outside of the parties in
confidential negotiations in furtherance of a Consent Agreement.
Further, once negotiations were reasonably close to resolution, the
Farm gave their permission to Commission enforcement staff to
provide confidential negotiations information to the Tolowa Dee-Ni’
Nation in order to better receive comments from the Tolowa Dee-Nv’
Nation at a requested interagency tribal consultation held on April 21,
2022.

2. At the bottom of page 1, the Nation also refers to “the 2-3 page limit for public
comment applied to the general public.”

a. We apologize for any confusion on this point, but to be clear, there is
no such page limit on written comment, and in any event, we are
happy to accept the Nation’s full letter.

3. On page 2 of the Nation’s Letter, the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation states that the
proposed Consent Agreement should not be exempt from the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”). The Nation acknowledges that “the
Commission’s process does seek to ‘ensure that the environment is
protected™ (emphasis in original).

a. Because the Commission’s process is designed to ensure the
protection of the environment, and because the primary purpose of the
Consent Agreement is to protect and restore natural resources and the
environment, the categorical exemptions in CEQA Guidelines sections
15307 and 15308 apply, as is explained in the staff report at page 34.
The Nation states otherwise on the basis that “the need for each of the
three Orders . . . serves as evidence that the Commission is not
infallible.” Letter at 2. However, the infallibility of the Commission is
not a criterion for the application of the cited categorical exemptions.
As noted on page 35 of the staff report, there is an exception for



CCC-22-CD-02, CCC-22-R0O-01, & CCC-AP3-01 (Reservation Ranch)
Addendum of July 11, 2022

situations where there is a reasonable possibility that the proposed
project will effect a potentially substantial adverse change in the
environment due to unusual circumstances. However, this project
neither poses such a potential nor is unusual in any material fashion. It
is entirely standard for the Commission to require the general type of
restoration at issue here, such as the removal of unpermitted fill of
wetlands and open coastal waters, and there is nothing suggesting a
reasonable possibility of a potentially substantial adverse change in the
environment as a result of this project.

4. The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also comments on section 1 of the Consent
Agreement and states that Reservation Ranch should not be referred to as
‘the Farm.’

a. While we recognize that the use of the phrase “the Farm” may not
reflect how the parties are commonly known, the term is clearly defined
in Section 1.0 of the Consent Agreement, and that definition explains
that the phrase is used to refer not only to the partnership known as
Reservation Ranch, but also to other parties, including individuals. In
past Consent Agreement agreements and hearings, alleged violators
have been variously referred to as ‘the Ranch,” ‘Respondent,’ ‘Settlors’,
or other shortened titles for subsequent references, particularly when
the term is used repeatedly and to refer collectively to several entities,
such as an organization and an individual. Use of defined terms in this
manner is standard practice and makes it much easier for the reader,
as it avoids the need to continuously repeat long lists of parties
throughout the document. Here, we used the term “Farm” merely
because a ranch is defined as land used for grazing livestock, while a
farm can include a ranch, as well as other agricultural uses. As large
parts of the Property are currently used for growing easter lily bulbs,
which is not ranching, Commission staff believed that the shortened
term ‘the Farm’ more accurately described the entity at issue than ‘the
Ranch.’

5. The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also comments on section 1 of the Consent
Agreement that the current operator and future owner have been party to
these negotiations and should be identified in the document.

a. The Nation’s concern regarding identification of the current operator
and its role in the negotiations is addressed in the official Commission
findings in the staff report associated with the Consent Agreement. As
noted in that staff report, Alexandre Dairy is the current lessee,
operator, and manager of the Property and has participated in the
negotiations. As the current lessee, operator, and manager of the
Property, Alexandre Dairy is bound by Section 4 of the Consent
Agreement, which states that any of the Farm’s managers are bound,
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as well as Section 26, which states that any lessees are bound.
Alexandre Dairy has informed Commission staff that they understand
the obligations, and realize they must comply with and carry out the
requirements in the Consent Agreement pursuant to the sections noted
above.

b. Commission documents generally do not rely on lessees as the settling
party in Consent Agreements, or to sign Consent Agreements, due to
uncertainty over the duration of any leases, uncertainty over lease
terms, and uncertainty over many other potential details related to
leasing, all of which are outside of the Consent Agreement itself and
difficult or impossible for Commission staff to ascertain, control, or
predict. For example, Commission staff understands that Alexandre
Dairy’s current lease apparently only lasts one more year with the
Farm, but Commission staff have not seen the lease and has no idea
of what terms, responsibilities, or obligations it may or may not obtain.
Commission staff wanted to ensure that the Agreement was
enforceable, and it is drafted to be enforceable against the current
owner and any related, employed or subsequent parties as set forth in
the Agreement, whomever they may be.

c. With regards to the future owner, the Farm attested in section 29 of the
Consent Agreement that the Property is currently owned by the Farm,
and while the Property is for sale, Commission staff is unable to predict
who the future owner will be, including whether that future owner will
be Alexandre Dairy or some other party, or a combination of both.
However, Section 26 of the Consent Agreement states that it runs with
the land, binding any future owners, and Section 4 states that the Farm
is required to notify any future owner of the Consent Agreement
provisions and their requirements to comply with them. Thus, any
lessee or future owner, whether they be Alexandre Dairy or some other
party or a combination of both, will be subject to the broad
requirements of the Consent Agreement that extend beyond the
current lessee, Alexandre Dairy.

6. The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also comments that they are concerned that the
proposed Consent Agreement was “expedited” by Alexandre Dairy, including
Chris Howard, one of the managers of Alexandre Dairy who is also District
Supervisor for the Del Norte County District that the Property lies in, and that
involvement of Alexandre Dairy, along with the Farm’s refusal to acknowledge
wrongdoing, was facilitated by a loophole in the North Coast Regional Water
Quality Control Board’s (“the Water Board’s”) regulations and presents a
conflict of interest that is in service of their operations.

a. As stated above, Alexandre Dairy is the current operator, manager,
and lessee of the Property, and requested to be part of the
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negotiations in that capacity. In order to ensure that the agreement
would be carried out by whatever party owned and managed the
operations, and in light of the fact that they are currently operating the
facility, Commission staff thought that it was appropriate to have
Alexandre Dairy’s involvement in their capacity as lessee. As also
stated above, any lessee would be bound by the Consent Agreement,
and because Alexandre Dairy expressed great interest in the potential
Consent Agreement, Commission staff believed that it would be better
to include Alexandre Dairy in negotiations as a lessee, rather than
potentially engage in the same discussions after negotiations had
concluded, which could delay all restoration efforts and potentially
cause major compliance problems. Further, representatives of
Reservation Ranch indicated that regardless of whether Alexandre
Dairy would be formally included in the negotiations, their input would
be very important, and their participation did prove to be very useful in
reaching a resolution. It is also worth noting that Commission staff
were not informed of Alexandre Dairy’s status as a lessee until after
that lease had already begun, and Commission staff does not have
any legal authority to influence private sale and lease agreements, and
therefore focused on means to ensure that the proposed Consent
Agreement be complied with, whomever was the owner and/or
operator or lessee.

b. With regards to the role of Chris Howard, Mr. Howard is the
Environmental Compliance Officer for Alexandre Dairy and one of its
many managers, and he participated in negotiations along with Blake
Alexandre and Alexandre Dairy’s other managers in that capacity.
With regards to the role of the County, we note that, as stated in the
staff report, all of the violations are within the Commission’s retained
permit jurisdiction. This means that in order for the Farm to obtain
Coastal Act authorization for any new development pursuant to any
requirements of this Consent Agreement with regards to the violations
or the area around them, the Farm must apply straight to the Coastal
Commission for that permit, and the County plays no role. This also
means that the Commission is wholly within its power to address these
violations without any required request to enforce the Del Norte County
LCP, as explained at page 21 of the staff report, and has done so.
Further, the Consent Agreement will be enforced by Commission staff,
not Del Norte County.

c. With regards to the comment that Alexandre Dairy “expedited” this
Consent Agreement, in fact, both Alexandre Dairy and the Farm
initially requested more time to negotiate which would have pushed
this hearing to a later month this year, but Commission staff worked
hard to ensure that this hearing was held this month, at the only North
Coast hearing for the next year, so that the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation
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could more easily travel to comment in person. In addition, in general,
enforcement staff attempts to expedite resolutions of violations as
much as possible, since the longer violations remain, the greater the
harm to coastal resources. The only difference that a later hearing
would have made would be that much more Commission staff time and
resources would have been spent on negotiations and we would have
been unable to focus on other pending enforcement cases for that
much longer, and it would not have been a North Coast hearing,
making it more difficult for the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation and any other
interested parties in Del Norte County to travel to speak in person at
the hearing. For background, the August hearing is scheduled for
Calabasas in Los Angeles County, the September hearing is
scheduled for the Central Coast, the northern boundary of which is
Santa Cruz County, and the October hearing is scheduled for San
Diego, all of which would be much further from Del Norte County and
many interested parties.

7. The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also made comments describing what they
characterized as loopholes in Water Board regulations.

a. These are beyond the purview of the Commission and this hearing, but
we would note that, as provided for in the orders, this Agreement in no
way exempts the Farm or other related parties from any obligation to
comply with other laws, nor does it preempt any other Agency from
enforcing its own legal provisions. It is common that different Agencies
have slightly different jurisdiction and available remedies, and this area
is no exception. We strongly support entities complying with all
applicable laws.

8. The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also commented on section 1.2 of the Consent
Agreement and stated that the cease and desist order should apply to the
entire operation, that Alexandre Dairy relies on several areas of unpermitted
development in their current operations, and that no use of the unpermitted
road should be allowed until a CDP is obtained.

a. As the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also notes, the Consent Agreement
specifically requires that the Farm, including, as lessee and manager,
Alexandre Dairy, cease using unpermitted development. For example,
in 2021, Commission staff specifically instructed both the Farm and
Alexandre Dairy to not use the unpermitted seasonal pumping system
detailed in the staff report, and they complied and did not use it in the
summer of 2021, and have not used it this summer (2022) either.
However, no Coastal Act basis for requiring the cessation of the entire
operation was identified, as the operation of the land as a ranch
predates the Coastal Act.

10
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b. With regards to the unpermitted road and road crossing, Tillas Slough
is not currently fenced from cows. This means that cows have been
and currently are free to cross the sloughs at low tides or in shallow
areas. The Consent Agreement requires fencing of the sloughs, but the
Agreement has not yet been approved and therefore the system of
fencing has not been installed. In the meantime, any cow crossing the
slough would cause erosion to the banks of the sloughs, negatively
impacting water quality and potential riparian habitat on the banks.
Therefore, Commission staff wanted to ensure that erosion was limited
while they apply for an after-the-fact CDP for a new bridge and road
alignment, and that cows would be able to cross the slough using the
current road crossing, and thereby minimize impacts to the tidal
sloughs from cows walking directly down the banks and through the
slough. If for any reason the Farm does not obtain a CDP for a new
bridge, the Consent Agreement still requires them to remove the
current road crossing.

9. The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also asked how Section 1.3 of the Consent
Agreement will be enforced (the section that requires the Farm and any
lessees, etc, to refrain from undertaking additional Coastal Act violations),
and stated that they documented examples of Coastal Act violations that they
shared with the Commission. They also asked whether Commission
enforcement staff will have a consistent physical presence in Smith River for
the duration of the implementation of the Consent Agreement.

a. Again, the Agreement addresses the prior violations and does not
provide any exemptions for future violations. In fact, the Agreement
(Sections 1.2 and 1.3) specifically orders the Farm to cease using or
maintaining any unpermitted development and not to undertake future
violations.

b. In addition, Sections 1.2 and 1.3 of the Consent Agreement may be
enforced by, among other means, the assessment and collection of
stipulated penalties pursuant to section 19.4 of the Consent
Agreement, which allows the Commission to require the Farm to pay
$750 per day, per violation for any violation of the terms of the Consent
Agreement. Any new Coastal Act violation would be a violation of
Section 1.3, which is a term of the Consent Agreement.

c. With regards to a physical presence in Smith River, section 10.1 of the
Consent Agreement requires the Farm and any lessees to allow
Commission staff access to the relevant areas of the Property at any
time. In addition, while it is true that the Commission doesn’t have a
staff of inspectors, the Commission does have a North Coast district
enforcement officer stationed in our Arcata office, less than two hours
away from Smith River. Our North Coast district enforcement officer

11
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has visited the Property more than any other Commission enforcement
staff person and looks forward to visiting the Property and Smith River
even more often to ensure compliance with the Consent Agreement. In
addition, it is typical for the Commission’s headquarters enforcement
staff, ecologists, engineers, and others to periodically visit restorations
at key points in the process to discuss proposed plans, monitor
compliance, and explore any other issues that may arise.

10.The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also comments that section 5.1 of the Consent
Agreement, in which the Farm states that they do not acknowledge
wrongdoing with respect to the Unpermitted Development, should read that
“Reservation Ranch and their successors in interest” do not acknowledge
wrongdoing, so that the record better reflects the entities involved and their
position.

a. As noted above, the provisions of the Consent Agreement apply to “the
Farm.” “The Farm” is a defined term in the Consent Agreement
(Section 1.0) and specifically includes the Reservation Ranch general
partnership, their successors in interest; assigns; managers;
employees; agents; contractors; and any person or entitles acting in
concert with or on behalf of any of the foregoing.

b. Itis not uncommon for alleged violators to not affirmatively
acknowledge wrongdoing in Consent Agreements, and the agreement
specifically includes an agreement that all jurisdictional requirements
for issuance and enforcement of the order have been met. This
specifically includes all of the required elements set forth in Section
30810, 30811 and 30821.3, and they agree not to contest the issuance
or enforcement of the Agreement. (Section 5.1).

11.The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also commented on section 6.2 of the Consent
Agreement, noting that it “does not capture all existing Coastal Act violations.”
More specifically, the Letter states that a levee at the south end of Islas
Slough, as well as a levee between Tillas Slough and Islas Slough, is
unpermitted development listed in the Commission’s 2020 Amended Notice of
Intent, and is causing damage to natural resources, as well as cultural
resources across the river not on the Property, and that they are also blocking
navigable waterways. In addition, the Nation states that the levee at Islas
Slough is currently eroding tires from it, which are causing ecological
damage.

a. As a preliminary matter, Section 6.2 of the Consent Agreement is not
intended to list every violation having occurred across the hundreds of
acres over the decades. This is why it uses the “including, but not
limited to” language.

12
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b. The first violations on which Commission staff focused were much
narrower and involved the dumping of cows and refuse in a relatively
confined portion of the site. When Commission staff continued
investigating the site further and looking into all other potential
violations, they looked at the pre-Coastal Initiative levees, along with
other unpermitted development such as the seasonal damming of the
tidal sloughs for use as an irrigation pond, and Commission staff
determined that in order to require the parties to resolve the broader
pool of potential violations, staff would send an Amended Notice of
Intent that broadly covered anything that could potentially be a
violation.

c. Once staff identified the pre-Coastal Initiative levee crossing issue,
Commission staff explained to the Farm its position that it can be a
violation if the development required another approval and lacked it or
was inconsistent with other legal requirements in place at the time, and
much of the development here fell into that category, so we are
requiring it to be removed. After the Amended Notice of Intent was sent
in October of 2020, the Farm disputed that any of the pre-Coastal
Initiative levees were on public trust lands, among other disputes, and
so Commission staff worked closely with the California State Lands
Commission (“SLC”) to determine where any potential public trust
tidelands or submerged lands may be. This is because for any
development built before the Coastal Initiative, if all necessary
authorizations had been acquired prior to construction and left in its
pre-Coastal Initiative state thereafter, it would not be a Coastal Act
violation.

d. The determination of whether the affected areas included potential
public trust tidelands or submerged lands is a highly complex process
that begins by looking at where the water bodies were located when
California became a state in 1850, and then attempting to chart the
consequences to public trust boundaries over time thereafter, based
on both historic information regarding location of water, which, put
simply, includes law regarding how public trust boundaries move
depending on different types of movement of the river, including slow,
natural accretion or erosion (public trust boundaries move with the
river) and very rapid avulsion events (public trust boundaries do not
move). Our understanding of the general legal status of the various
areas was based on our discussions with SLC and is reflected in the
proposed Agreement.

e. With regards to the tires in particular, Commission staff first learned of
this issue on the day that the Consent Agreement was signed, and
looks forward to continuing to investigate the Coastal Act status of the
tires.
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12.The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also commented that section 6.6 of the Consent
Agreement should not refer to ‘interested tribes,’” but instead, to tribes by their
federally recognized names, including the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation and Elk
Valley Rancheria, and to refer to the ‘Native American Monitors’ listed in the
Consent Agreement as Tribal Cultural Monitors.

a. The term ‘interested tribes’ was not placed in the Consent Agreement
to be disrespectful or to provide a different name for the federally
recognized Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation and Elk Valley Rancheria, but
instead, to allow any and all tribes with any interest in the Property to
partake in Tribal Cultural Monitoring and review of the restoration plan
if they so choose. When Commission staff queried the Native
American Heritage Commission for a list of tribes to offer tribal
consultations with, the list included many tribes that declined
Commission staff's offers for consultation but stated that they remained
interested in the Property. In addition, others have communicated to
Commission staff that yet more tribes may be interested in the future.
Thus, the Consent Agreement was designed not to avoid naming the
federally recognized Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation or Elk Valley Rancheria,
who are clearly critical to this site and are intended to be included in
the process, but to be maximally inclusive of any additional tribes that
have any interest in the Property, so that no tribes are left out of the
restoration process. This is why the staff report findings focused
specifically on the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation, Tolowa people, and Elk
Valley Rancheria, but the Consent Agreement terms remain as broad
as possible.

b. In addition, Commission staff are happy to refer to the ‘Native
American Monitors’ listed in the Consent Agreement as Tribal Cultural
Monitors and use ‘Tolowa people’ for historic references.

13.The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also commented on section 7.1.C and requested
copies of proposed specialists’ qualifications when submitted to the Executive
Director for review and approval.

a. Commission staff are happy to share this information and as much
other information as possible with the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation
throughout the restoration process and will consider this a request for
those future documents.

14.The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also commented on section 7.1.D and stated that
Area of Potential Effect boundaries should be submitted in order to consider
full impacts of implementation beyond where intended, in a holistic way.

a. The Restoration Plan requires all areas of potential effect to be
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specifically designated and planned for. One of the reasons for this is
to ensure that any potential effects of restoration implementation occur
in less sensitive areas, and to ensure that work is stopped if
necessary. For example, section 7.1.G.1 requires that the Restoration
Plan describe potential impacts from equipment use, including
disturbance areas and the responses thereto, from potential spills of
fuel, and any potential water quality impacts. This was done because
many potential impacts, such as water quality impacts, are difficult to
ascribe a particular boundary to, especially before they happen.
Another example is any impacts to nesting birds, as that is not
something that is easy to delineate effect boundaries to either,
because the area of potential effect is dependent on where birds’ nests
happen to be, or if they happen to be there at all. Because many types
of impacts are not easily displayed in a visual medium, Commission
staff had to include many different provisions to account for the various
kinds of effects implementation of the restoration could cause. Since
the Nation will be commenting on the draft plans, the Nation will have
opportunities to evaluate the accuracy of the proposed boundaries and
we look forward to receiving those comments.

15.The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also commented on Section 7.1.F.2 and stated
that an April 1 to October 30 in-stream work period is inconsistent with the
standard July 15 to October 15 in this area, and states that the California Fish
and Wildlife Service or National Marine Fisheries Service should prescribe
this, not the Executive Director, and requests that those agencies be
referenced and approve all protective measures for fish for coho salmon,
tidewater goby, and non-listed Tribal trust species.

a. The Consent Agreement was written with an expanded in-stream work
period to reflect California’s ongoing drought and warming climate, but
this in no way supercedes any measures required by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS). Section 1.5 requires the Farm to “take all
steps necessary to obtain all other obligatory approvals, including other
necessary permits or leases for the work required herein that are
issued by federal, state, and/or local agencies having jurisdiction over
this matter and comply with all the terms and conditions required
therein.” Commission staff has been in communication with both
CDFW and NMFS and both agencies are aware that the Farm will be
coming to them for required authorizations. Commission staff wrote the
Consent Agreement to be as broad as possible considering that many
other agencies besides CDFW will likely need to provide authorization
for the work here, including the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

16.The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also commented that Alexandre Dairy owns the
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property that hosts the majority of Treponeme-Associated Hoof Disorder
(TAHD) cases observed in California’s Roosevelt elk herds, and requests that
decontamination protocols be developed and submitted for any equipment not
originating onsite in order to avoid spread of the disorder.

a. Consent Agreement Section 7.1.G requires the Farm to “describe, in
detail, all equipment to be used” and that “mechanized equipment shall
not impact resources protected under the Coastal Act.” These
provisions were written broadly precisely to protect against issues such
as this one, and Commission staff looks forward to learning the Farm’s
plans to address this issue if contaminated equipment are proposed to
be used in the restoration.

17.The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also comments that the proposed Restoration
Plan should be submitted to the Nation, not Tribal Cultural Monitors, requests
sixty days to provide comments, and requests that the plans be developed in
30%, 60%, and 90% design phase format with ten business days for review
following each submission.

a. The proposed Consent Agreement does not include any deadline for
the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation to submit comments. Therefore, the Tolowa
Dee-Ni’ Nation are free to submit comments within sixty days under the
Consent Agreement. In addition, Commission staff is happy to require
that the proposed Restoration Plan be submitted directly to the Tolowa
Dee-Ni’ Nation, and will consider this a request for that future public
document. In addition, Commission staff can require that the Farm
provide demarcations in their Restoration Plan for the three phases of
30% 60%, and 90%, and is happy to receive comments within ten
business days for review of each.

18.The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation made a number of comments on Section 7.2.
They stated that it does not provide cultural resource surveys aside from
individual footprints of restoration features, and stated that relying on
archaeological and Tribal Cultural Monitoring during ground disturbance is not
adequate and is only the minimum legal standard. The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation
also requested that cultural resource surveys be conducted across all parcels
containing violations, and that they be done under a Memorandum of
Understanding between the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation and the Commission
and/or landowners, and that the cultural resource surveys be conducted by a
professional archaeologist who meets Department of Interior standards and is
approved by the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation.

a. Commission staff are dedicated to ensuring that all cultural resources
are protected to the utmost standards during the removal, restoration,
and mitigation process. Commission staff are happy to enter into a
Memorandum of Understanding with the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation and
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b.

d.

look forward to discussing this further with the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation.

With regards to the cultural resource surveys requested for the entire
parcels at issue, Commission staff was aware of the Tolowa Dee-Ni’s
early request that all of the over 1,600 acres of the Property be
surveyed for cultural resources. However, while the Coastal Act does
not require cultural resource surveys, Commission staff ensured that
as part of this enforceable agreement, the Farm is required to provide
cultural resource surveys for the areas where removal, restoration, and
mitigation will be done.

In addition, the Consent Agreement does not allow the Farm to rely on
archaeological and Tribal Cultural Monitoring of ground disturbance.
Section 7.2 states that the required Cultural Resources Survey “shall
assess the extent to which the removal, restoration, and Environmental
Enhancement activities required by this Consent Agreement have any
potential to uncover or otherwise disturb cultural resources.” This
survey was required, as requested by the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation, in
order to better protect any and all cultural resources on the Property.
Commission staff wrote section 7.2 broadly in order to ensure that all
cultural resources are maximally protected.

With regards to selection of the Archaeological Specialist, Commission
staff will consider this a request for the future public document
submitted to provide the qualifications of the proposed Archaeological
Specialist, and are happy to include that they meet Department of
Interior standards and are acceptable to the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation in
the Memorandum of Understanding.

19.The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also request that the presence of Tribal
Cultural Monitors should be required for all work involving ground
disturbance, not just allowed, and that all Tribal Cultural Monitors should
be paid.

a.

As stated above, the agreement requires Tribal Cultural Monitors be
allowed in any areas of ground disturbance addressed by the
Agreement, and further requires that an Archaeological Specialist be
hired. It is the goal of the provisions of the Consent Agreement to
ensure that the Archaeological Specialist and the required Cultural
Resource Survey provide the maximum amount of protection for all
cultural resources on the Property, including by requiring Tribal
Cultural Monitoring, and Commission staff look forward to working with
the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation in any way Commission staff can in order to
provide this protection.

20. The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also requested that the Native American
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Graves Protection and Repatriation Act be complied with and an
Inadvertent Discovery Plan be implemented.

a. The Consent Agreement broadly requires at Section 7.2.G that the
Farm shall comply with all applicable state and federal laws with
regards to human remains, and this includes the federal Native
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act. Commission staff
agrees with the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation that there is potential to
uncover human remains and therefore reads the broad requirements of
section 7.2.G to require that the Farm create an Inadvertent Discovery
Plan in order to comply with federal law.

21.The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also requested more detail on the
contents/format of a Cultural Materials Plan in order for the Tolowa Dee-
Ni’ Nation to adequately comment, and requests that the Cultural
Resource Survey be conducted under a Memorandum of Understanding
between the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation and the Commission and/or
landowners that includes a landscape-level approach.

a. As stated above, Commission staff would be happy to enter into a
Memorandum of Understanding with the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation. With
regards to more detail on the Cultural Materials Plan, Commission staff
intentionally wrote the requirements of the plan broadly so as to be
maximally protective and best incorporate comments from the Tolowa
Dee-Ni’ Nation now and in the future. Commission staff look forward to
discussing this issue further with the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation to provide
as much more information as possible.

22.The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also commented that they oppose referring to
the mitigation planting and fencing of Tillas Slough as “enhancement,” and
states that these things should instead be bare minimum requirements for
livestock managers.

a. Commission staff does not disagree that the conditions of the banks of
Tillas Slough are degraded and will be greatly improved by restoration
and plantings. However, because the conditions along the banks of
Tillas Slough appear to have been equally degraded before the
Coastal Initiative took effect in 1973, the current degradation of the
banks of the sloughs and lack of fencing does not appear to be a
violation of the Coastal Act. But like the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation,
Commission staff wanted to ensure that the banks of the sloughs
would be restored and protected in the future, and so worked to
include this enhancement as required mitigation. Other mitigation
areas were also considered but Commission staff believed that this
was an ideal area for mitigation reforestation. These required activities
and restoration are fully enforceable under the Consent Agreement.
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23.The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also states that the pre-Coastal Initiative
levees where fish passages are proposed are unpermitted development.

a. As stated above, pre-Coastal Initiative structures can constitute
development if they did not receive all required authorizations prior to
the Coastal Initiative, but after consultation with SLC, Commission staff
did not include this in the list of Unpermitted Development.
Commission’s staff’'s goal was to obtain maximum fish passage on the
Property in this Consent Agreement.

24.The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also states that public access penalties should
be assessed here for the pre-Coastal Initiative levee crossings, and states
that one violation could equal over $20 million in fines over five years.

a. As the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation points out, Coastal Act administrative
penalty liability quickly adds up. The amount which can be assessed is
governed by the terms of Section 30821.3 and the factors in Section
30820(c) of the Coastal Act. As further explained in the Staff Report
and will be explained in the staff presentation, the amount
recommended to be assessed is, based on an analysis of the facts and
those factors, at the midpoint of the statutory amounts. In addition, as
noted elsewhere in this addendum, the provisions for 30821.3 became
effective on January 1, 2022 and we assessed penalties during that
entire time, despite the fact that we were in active negotiations with the
parties and often the accrual of penalties is stayed during such
negotiations. We also note that settling these penalties here both
avoided costly and lengthy litigation, which would have delayed both
restoration and access to the site and introduced uncertainty as to the
outcome. Moreover, it allowed us to obtain land from the settlors,
which would not have been possible in a unilateral order or in litigation.

25.The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also states that the proposed public access
areas and lack of specific cultural access areas are insufficient, and that it
falls well short of providing environmental justice to the Tolowa Dee-NV’
Nation and the local disadvantaged community.

a. Commission staff takes very seriously the Tolowa Dee-Ni's requests to
provide maximum public access and land dedications in lieu of a
monetary penalty in this matter, and in fact, the Agreement was
shaped to specifically address these concerns. Commission staff
listened to the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation’s earlier comments regarding
this, and this is the very reason that penalties here are proposed to be
paid via provision of land and public access. As noted elsewhere, the
Commission is unable to unilaterally require that public access
easements, cultural access easements, or land be dedicated, and
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therefore, Commission staff worked to obtain a package that
Commission staff believes provides a tremendous benefit to the public
interest, including a 14 acre riverfront forest land dedication, a 10+
acre public access easement at the mouth of Tillas Slough, and a 2
acre oceanfront blufftop land dedication.

26.The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also states that only those who can afford a
boat and a vehicle to tow the boat will be able to access the public access
areas, and that this does not comply with the Commission’s Environmental
Justice Policy.

a. The Consent Agreement does allow for a public campground to
potentially be built at the 2 acre oceanfront blufftop land dedication,
and affordable coastal recreation is one of the reasons Commission
staff thought that land was highly valuable to both the Nation and the
general public. It lies just to the south of Kamph Memorial Park, which
is affordable at $15 a night, and is the only oceanfront campground in
California near the Oregon border and is heavily used. If a
campground were built at the 2 acre oceanfront blufftop land
dedication, this would further provide affordable coastal recreation and
overnight lodging. Lack of affordable coastal lodging is a major issue
up and down the coast and an affordable campground there would
therefore be very valuable in that regard.

b. With regards to public access at the 14 acre riverfront forest
dedication, there is an existing dirt road that goes through there that,
while overgrown, Commission staff believed could easily be cleared
and provide public access by either itself, or as part of a larger trail
system. However, when Commission staff videoconferenced with staff
of the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation regarding this area, Commission staff
understood that the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation likely did not want a public
access easement or trail in that area, as it would be too close to Xaa-
wan'-k'wvt (Howonquet Village). Commission staff respected this
comment and therefore did not include a public access easement in
that location in the proposed Consent Agreement, but would be
supportive of one there if the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation does want one
there, and would be happy to work on this further with the Nation.

c. As for the 10+ acre public access easement, Commission staff agrees
that use of watercraft will be necessary to reach it, although
Commission staff does not know whether such major watercraft would
be needed to reach it that a car would be needed to tow said
watercraft. We understand that lower cost watercraft rentals, which are
available nearby, could also provide access to this area. However,
Commission staff also agreed with the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation that
there are important cultural resources and wildlife on that land, and
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agreed with concerns raised by the Nation regarding their protection
from heavy disturbances. Staff therefore believes that access only via
watercraft will help protect those sensitive resources. lllegal off-roading
and illegal camping is as a major problem on the Del Norte County
coast, including in nearby Tolowa Dunes State Park, with serious
impacts to cultural and natural resources. Thus, Commission staff
believes that not allowing people to enter the public access easement
by car will help to protect the valuable resources there.

27. The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also requests that the Commission require
that the amount of land dedicated and public access easements equates
to the total amount of administrative penalties that could be collected.

a. As discussed elsewhere in this addendum and the Staff Report,
staff does believe that the value of the land and easements is
roughly equivalent to the amount of administrative penalties that
could be assessed under the Coastal Act.

28.The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also requests that the entire Tillas Island be
designated as a cultural conservation area and recorded as an official
cemetery, among other designations.

a. Commission staff supports the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation’s goals of
protecting cultural resources on Tillas Island, and Commission staff
looks forward to discussing how best to protect those resources with
the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation. For example, recording an area as an
official cemetery is not something addressed in the Coastal Act, but
staff would strongly support broader protections and designations if
available under other applicable laws.

29.The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also requests that any restrictions of hunting
on the public access easement also apply to the Farm and Alexandre
Dairy, and request that the Commission work with CDFW to ensure that
the area of the public access easement cannot be enrolled in hunting
programs.

a. The Consent Agreement requires at Section 19.2.D that the Farm
place a sign on the easement which states that hunting, firearms, and
dogs are all prohibited in the public access easement. It is Commission
staff's understanding that the Farm is concerned about potential
impacts of hunting to staff of the Farm and to the dairy cows grazing
nearby, as well as to users of the public access easement.

30. The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also requests dedication of the public access
easement to the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation.
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a. Commission staff respects this request and wrote the Consent
Agreement language broadly in order to ensure that the Tolowa Dee-
Ni’ Nation would be considered an eligible party for dedication.

31. The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also commented that while the proposed
conservation easements and land dedications are inadequate, the
Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation requests both the 14 acre Spruce Creek riverfront
forest, and the 2 acre oceanfront blufftop area.

a. As stated above, Commission staff respects this request and wrote the
Consent Agreement language broadly in order to ensure that the
Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation would be considered an eligible party for all
dedications.

32.The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also comments that the proposed 2 acre
oceanfront blufftop land dedication includes a recorded archaeological
site, states that increasing public access and recreational activities in this
area will further desecrate cultural resources, and requests further
consultation and special closures to protect tribal subsistence fishing and
uses, while preventing further harm to cultural resources and fishing. The
Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also commented that during a prior CDP process
for this land in the late 1980’s and early 1990'’s, the tribe’s comments were
ignored.

a. While, as stated above, Commission staff considered the public access
potential of the 2 acre oceanfront blufftop land dedication to be
valuable, any campground construction there would be subject to a
Coastal Development Permit process that would require that any
cultural resources be protected. In addition, there is no requirement
that a campsite be built there, and the Consent Agreement also
requires a conservation easement there so that the land will be
protected from any other development. Commission staff would also
be happy to further consult with the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation regarding
this land as requested.

33.The Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation also stated that they did not have adequate
time to review the Consent Agreement, and that they still have comments
related to historical inaccuracies included in the staff report, mitigation in
lieu of penalties, content and scope of required plans, inaccurate reflection
of agreement provisions as restoration, enhancement, or mitigation, and
additional environmental justice considerations.

a. Commission staff did their best to try to include the history of the
Tolowa people and the Property in the staff report, but look forward
to hearing from the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation with the Nation’s wealth
of historic information.
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b. With regards to mitigation in lieu of penalties, there is no mitigation
in lieu of penalties in the Consent Agreement. The mitigation is a
separate and additional requirement from the penalties. The 2 acre
oceanfront land dedication, the 14 acre riverfront forest dedication,
and the 10+ acre public access easement, along with conservation
easements on the land dedications, are the only actions proposed
in lieu of a monetary penalty.

Commission staff did their best to respond to the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation’s
comments as quickly as possible and to provide as much detail in our
responses as possible. While Commission staff was not able legally to
unilaterally require all of the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation’s requests in the
proposed Consent Agreement, Commission staff worked to include as many
as possible and to shape the Consent Agreement around the Nation’s goals,
and will continue to do so and will continue to urge that all applicable laws be
followed. Commission staff appreciates the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation’s ongoing
comments and looks forward to discussing these comments in further detail
via videoconference, and to working with the Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation in the
future on the Restoration Plan and its requirements.
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Firefox https://outlook.office365.com/mail/ReservationRanch@coastal.ca.gov/...

RE: Support Tolowa Dee-ni’ requests for inclusion in Final Restoration Orders issued
to Reservation Ranch

Diana Bohn <nicca@igc.org>
Wed 7/6/2022 6:07 PM

To: Reservation Ranch <ReservationRanch@coastal.ca.gov>

Dear Rob Moddelmog,

| am writing to express my support for the Tolowa Dee-ni' Nation, whose ancestral and reservation
lands have been and continue to be negatively impacted by the unpermitted development
violations of Reservation Ranch. | urge the Coastal Commission to incorporate Tolowa Dee-ni’
Nation’s comments and requests on the Consent Agreement between Reservation Ranch and
Coastal Commission staff into the final Restoration Orders issued by the Coastal Commission
including but not limited to the following:

1. Maximize public access to mitigate the numerous unpermitted developments that have blocked
and severely damaged navigable public trust waterways. | encourage the Coastal Commission to
dedicate all public access areas listed in the Consent Agreement to the Tolowa Dee-ni’ Nation as
they are the original and rightful stewards of this estuary.

2. | encourage the Coastal Commission to adhere to their commitment in the Coastal Commission’s
Environmental Justice Policy and Governor Newsom's Truth and Healing Executive Order by
ensuring the protection of invaluable and irreplaceable cultural resources, sites and human burial
areas. Namely, increasing the public access and conservation acreage on Tillas Island and other
cultural areas identified by the Tolowa Dee-ni’ Nation.

3. I urge the Coastal Commission to require removal and restoration of all unpermitted
development that existed prior to implementation of the Coastal Act and which are within the
Coastal Commission’s jurisdiction to issue Restoration Orders. | specifically support the Coastal
Commission requiring the removal of the levee at the south end of Islas Slough.

4.1 am concerned that applicable administrative penalties and civil liabilities that the Coastal
Commission has the authority and right to collect are not included in the Consent Agreement.
Considering Reservation Ranch has knowingly continued to use and maintain unpermitted
development violations to operate their for-profit business for a number of years after they were
issued a Notice of Violation in 2017, | encourage the Coastal Commission to include administrative
and civil penalties in the final Restoration Orders.

| am thankful for the Coastal Commission’s dedication to reviewing and developing the Consent
Agreement with Reservation Ranch to address the egregious violations that have impacted public
trust waters and lands. The agreement as it stands will materially improve conditions in the Smith
River estuary, particularly the removal of the levee crossing at the mouth of Tillas Slough, and help
to begin the necessary healing of this area. | am hopeful the Coastal Commission will consider my
above comments and support of the Tolowa Dee-ni’ Nation’s requests for inclusion in the final
Restoration Orders issued to Reservation Ranch.

Sincerely,
Diana Bohn
618 San Luis Rd.
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July 8, 2022
To: Donne Brownsey, Chair, California Coastal Commission

Cc: John Ainsworth, Executive Director, California Coastal Commission
Rob Moddelmog, Enforcement Analyst, California Coastal Commission

Re: Consent Cease and Desist Order No. CCC-22-CD-02 Reservation Ranch in Del Norte County
Dear Chair Brownsey and Commissioners,

The Surfrider Foundation’s mission is to protect our ocean, waves and beaches for all people.
We support the cease-and-desist orders and administrative penalties (Orders) for Reservation
Ranch in Del Norte County and encourage the Commission to consider the changes requested
by EPIC-Arcata in support of the Tolowa Dee-ni’ Nation.

At present, the Orders will make a vast improvement for habitat and water quality at Smith
River and the coast in Del Norte County. The restoration agreement will also provide a
tremendous resource for public coastal access in Northern California. The Orders are a
momentous and historic step towards correcting longstanding violations and historic injustice
and no doubt are a direct tribute to staff’s outstanding dedication to upholding the California
Coastal Act. We would like to acknowledge the extraordinary effort by Coastal Commission staff
to uncover the extent of the Coastal Act violations at Reservation Ranch. The Orders will help
rectify decades of habitat and water degradation and blocked public access.

The list of offenses past owners of Reservation Ranch, located in far northern California,

have committed is lengthy and involves, among other things, dumping manure, trash and cow
carcasses into the Smith River estuary. They've also been cited for diverting water from the
Smith, California's only major undammed river, without a permit or regard for the creatures
dependent upon the area's habitats including Roosevelt Elk, waterfowl and endangered Coho
Salmon. Further violations pertain to blocking public access to the ocean and sloughs adjacent
to the Smith.

This information came to public attention as various state and federal agencies, including
California Coastal Commission, the California State Water Resources Control Board, the State
Lands Commissions and National Marine Fisheries Services began serving violation notices.

In response, the property owners put the 1,668-acre Reservation Ranch on the market with an
asking price of $12,950,000 and boasting “a dyke system, excellent water rights, three wells, a
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main water pump from the Smith River, and an abundance of wildlife, including trophy
salmon.”

Reservation Ranch is also on the unceded lands of the Tolowa Dee-ni’ Nation and the heart of
the original 40,000-acre Smith River Indian Reservation. The tribe has been working to reclaim
this historically stolen land. With respect to the orders, the Tolowa Dee-ni' Nation is seeking
help to return this unceded property back to their rightful ownership and to work towards the
long overdue environmental and tribal justice this land and watershed deserves.

(Photo courtesy Tolowa Dee-ni' Nation Tribal Historic Preservation Office Archives)

Surfrider supports the Tolowa Dee-ni’ nation and EPIC-Arcata in acknowledging that the Orders
will result in some important remediation of the property and in suggesting several
improvements. Surfrider supports the Tolowa Dee-ni’ nation in their efforts to improve the
Orders and to begin to correct the historic injustices to tribes, the land and Smith River. Those
improvements include:

1. Maximize public access to mitigate the numerous unpermitted developments that have
blocked and severely damaged navigable public trust waterways. We encourage the
Coastal Commission to dedicate all public access areas listed in the Consent Agreement
to the Tolowa Dee-ni’ Nation as they are the original and rightful stewards of this
estuary.

2. We encourage the Coastal Commission to adhere to their commitment in the Coastal
Commission’s Environmental Justice Policy and Governor Newsom’s Truth and Healing
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Executive Order by ensuring the protection of invaluable and irreplaceable cultural
resources, sites and human burial areas. Namely, increasing the public access and
conservation acreage on Tillas Island and other cultural areas identified by the Tolowa
Dee-ni’ Nation.

3. We urge the Coastal Commission to require removal and restoration of all unpermitted
development that existed prior to implementation of the Coastal Act and which are
within the Coastal Commission’s jurisdiction to issue Restoration Orders. We specifically
support the Coastal Commission requiring the removal of the levee at the south end of
Islas Slough.

4. We are concerned that applicable administrative penalties and civil liabilities that the
Coastal Commission has the authority and right to collect are not included in the
Consent Agreement. Considering Reservation Ranch has knowingly continued to use and
maintain unpermitted development violations to operate their for-profit business for a
number of years after they were issued a Notice of Violation in 2017, We encourage the
Coastal Commission to include administrative and civil penalties in the final
Restoration Orders.

We appreciate Coastal Commission staff’s hard work and dedication to upholding the Coastal
Act and for reaching a consent agreement that goes far in addressing the egregious violations
that have impacted public trust waters and lands. The Orders will materially improve conditions
at Smith River. We urge the Commission to also incorporate the above requested changes to
ensure the Orders also make a stride in correcting the horrifying historic tribal injustices
implicated in the ownership of Reservation Ranch.

Sincerely,
Mandy Sackett

California Policy Coordinator
Surfrider Foundation
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Mailing:
PO Box 4259
Arcata, CA 95518

Physical:
4151 Street
Arcata, CA 95521

(707) 822-6918
nec@yournec.org
WWW.yournec.org

NEC Staff
Executive Divector
Caroline Griffith
Admin. Coordinator
Carlrey Arroyo
Outreach Coordinator
Chelsea Pulliam
Coastal Coordinator
Ivy Munnerlyn
Environmental Policy
Advisor

Larry Glass

July7, 2022

Submitted via email to Robert.Moddelmog@coastal.ca.gov

RE: Letter of Support — Reservation Ranch Coastal Commission Consent Agreement
and suggestions for the final Restoration Orders in support of Tolowa Dee-ni’ Nation
comments and requests.

Dear Chair Brownsey and Commissioners:

The Northcoast Environmental Center is a 51-year-old organization that works to promote the
understanding of the relations between people and the biosphere and to conserve, protect, and
celebrate terrestrial, aquatic and marine ecosystems of northern California and southern Oregon.
We strongly support the efforts of the Tolowa Dee-ni’ to rematriate and rehabilitate their
ancestral lands, which have been and continue to be negatively impacted by the unpermitted
development violations of Reservation Ranch. We urge the Coastal Commission to incorporate
Tolowa Dee-ni’ Nations comments and requests on the Consent Agreement between
Reservation Ranch and Coastal Commission staff into the final Restoration Orders issued by the

Coastal Commission including but not limited to the following:

® Maximize public access to mitigate the numerous unpermitted developments
that have blocked and severely damaged navigable public trust waterways. As the
Tolowa Dee-ni’ are the original and rightful stewards of this estuary, we encourage the
Coastal Commission to dedicate all public access areas listed in the Consent Agreement
to the Tolowa Dee-ni’ Nation.

® We encourage the Coastal Commission to adhere to their commitment in the Coastal
Commission’s Environmental Justice Policy and Governor Newsom’s Truth and Healing
Executive Order as it relates to ensuring due diligence in protection of invaluable and
irreplaceable cultural resources, sites and human burial areas. This commitment must be
comprehensively incorporated into the Restoration Order. Namely, increasing the
public access and conservation acreage on Tillas Island and other cultural areas
identified by the Tolowa Dee-ni’ Nation. We encourage the Coastal Commission to
record the Tillas Island acreage as an official Cemetery and require surveys and
reporting needed to nominate the site to the State and Federal Register of Historic
Places.

® We urge the Coastal Commission to exert their Restoration Order authority afforded
through the Coastal Act and other Coastal Commission regulations to require removal
and restoration of all unpermitted development that existed prior to
implementation of the Coastal Act and which are within the Coastal
Commission’s jurisdiction to issue Restoration Orders, specifically requiring the
removal of the levee at the south end of Islas Slough.

® We urge the Coastal Commission to include in the Consent Agreement all
applicable administrative penalties and civil liabilities that the Coastal
Commission has the authority and right to collect. Considering Reservation Ranch
has knowingly continued to use and maintain unpermitted development violations to
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operate their for-profit business for a number of years after they were issued a Notice of
Violation in 2017, we encourage the Coastal Commission to include administrative and
civil penalties in the final Restoration Orders so that those funds can be redistributed to
benefit important programs and projects that improve and restore public access to
public trust waterways and coastal areas throughout the State of California.

® We urge the Coastal Commission to follow the Tolowa Dee-ni’ request to subject the
Restoration Order to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process to
ensure Tribal Consultation.

As the staff report states, this Restoration Order is an incredible opportunity to restore an
ecologically and culturally important piece of land. Including the wishes of the local tribes to
increase public and tribal access to these lands and protect cultural resources provides the added
opportunity to use this moment to right an historic wrong. Thank you for the opportunity to
comment.

Sincerely,

Caroline Griffth, Executive Director
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7/8/22

RE: Letter of Support — Reservation Ranch Coastal Commission Consent Agreement and
suggestions for the final Restoration Orders in support of Tolowa Dee-ni’ Nation
comments and requests.

Dear Chair Brownsey and Commissioners:

I am writing on behalf of the Redwood Chapter Sierra Club, North Group to express our
support for the Tolowa Dee-ni’ Nation who’s ancestral and reservation lands have been
and continue to be negatively impacted by the unpermitted development violations of
Reservation Ranch. We urge the Coastal Commission to incorporate Tolowa Dee-ni’
Nation’s comments and requests on the Consent Agreement between Reservation Ranch
and Coastal Commission staff into the final Restoration Orders issued by the Coastal
Commission including but not limited to the following:

e Maximize public access to mitigate the numerous unpermitted developments that
have blocked and severely damaged navigable public trust waterways. We
encourage the Coastal Commission to dedicate all public access areas listed in the
Consent Agreement to the Tolowa Dee-ni’ Nation as they are the original and
rightful stewards of this estuary.

e We encourage the Coastal Commission to adhere to their commitment in the
Coastal Commission’s Environmental Justice Policy and Governor Newsom’s
Truth and Healing Executive Order as it relates to ensuring due diligence in
protection of invaluable and irreplaceable cultural resources, sites and human
burial areas is comprehensively incorporated into the Restoration Order. Namely,
increasing the public access and conservation acreage on Tillas Island and other
cultural areas identified by the Tolowa Dee-ni’ Nation. We support the Coastal
Commission to record the Tillas Island acreage as an official Cemetery and
require surveys and reporting needed to nominate the site to the State and Federal
Register of Historic Places.

e We urge the Coastal Commission to exert their Restoration Order authority
afforded through the Coastal Act and other Coastal Commission regulations to
require removal and restoration of all unpermitted development that existed prior
to implementation of the Coastal Act and which are within the Coastal
Commission’s jurisdiction to issue Restoration Orders. We specifically support
the Coastal Commission requiring the removal of the levee at the south end of
Islas Slough.
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e We are concerned that applicable administrative penalties and civil liabilities that
the Coastal Commission has the authority and right to collect are not included in
the Consent Agreement. It is our understanding that collected penalties are
redistributed as funding to benefit important programs and projects that improve
and restore public access to public trust waterways and coastal areas throughout
the State of California. Considering Reservation Ranch has knowingly continued
to use and maintain unpermitted development violations to operate their for-profit
business for a number of years after they were issued a Notice of Violation in
2017, we encourage the Coastal Commission to include administrative and civil
penalties in the final Restoration Orders.

We are thankful for the Coastal Commission’s dedication to reviewing and developing
the Consent Agreement with Reservation Ranch to address the egregious violations that
have impacted public trust waters and lands. We are hopeful the Coastal Commission will
consider our above comments and support of the Tolowa Dee-ni’ Nation’s requests for
inclusion in the final Restoration Orders issued to Reservation Ranch.

Sincerely,

Gregg Gold

oy 240t

Gregg J. Gold, Ph.D.
Chair, Redwood Chapter Sierra Club, North Group
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Moddelmog, Robert@Coastal

From: mdelaney@cerithconsulting.com

Sent: Friday, July 8, 2022 10:05 AM

To: Brownsey, Donne@Coastal

Cc: Wilson, Mike@Coastal; megandelaney016@outlook.com; Moddelmog, Robert@Coastal
Subject: RE: | support the Tolowa Dee-ni' Nation!

Resending with my signature and contact information! | hit “send” a little too quickly! Megan Delaney

From: mdelaney@cerithconsulting.com <mdelaney@-cerithconsulting.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 7, 2022 9:28 AM

To: 'Donne.Brownsey@coastal.ca.gov' <Donne.Brownsey@-coastal.ca.gov>

Cc: 'mike.wilson@coastal.ca.gov' <mike.wilson@coastal.ca.gov>; megandelaney016@outlook.com;
'robert.moddelmog@coastal.ca.gov' <robert.moddelmog@coastal.ca.gov>

Subject: | support the Tolowa Dee-ni’ Nation!

Dear Chair Brownsey and Commissioners:

| am a native Californian, though not of indigenous decent. | am writing to express my support for the
Tolowa Dee-ni’ Nation, and their requests regarding on the Consent Agreement and the Coastal
Commission staff on the final Restoration Orders regarding Reservation Ranch. | believe we are at a
crossroads in the history of California, and all remaining open land in the State must be carefully
husbanded and protected for future generations.

The Coastal Commission has found multiple violations of the stewardship of the Reservation Ranch
land, including:

1. Unpermitted development of levees and roads directly across tidal sloughs and wetlands;

2. Placement of construction waste and cow carcasses in and/or adjacent to tidal sloughs and
streams;

3. Damming of tidal sloughs and wetlands;

4, Dredging and channelizing of tidal sloughs and streams; and

5. Removal of major riparian vegetation. Additionally, the business has allegedly blocked public

access to the sea, tidal sloughs and public trust lands for decades.

| urge the Coastal Commission to incorporate Tolowa Dee-ni’ Nation’s comments and requests on the
Consent Agreement between Reservation Ranch and Coastal Commission staff into the final
Restoration Orders issued by the Coastal Commission including but not limited to the following:

* Maximize public access to mitigate the numerous unpermitted developments that have blocked
and severely damaged navigable public trust waterways. | encourage the Coastal Commission to
dedicate all public access areas listed in the Consent Agreement to the Tolowa Dee-ni’ Nation as
they are the original and rightful stewards of this estuary.

* | encourage the Coastal Commission to adhere to their commitment in the Coastal
Commission’s Environmental Justice Policy and Governor Newsom'’s Truth and Healing Executive
Order as it relates to ensuring due diligence in protection of invaluable and irreplaceable cultural

1
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resources, sites and human burial areas is comprehensively incorporated into the Restoration Order.
Namely, increasing the public access and conservation acreage on Tillas Island and other cultural
areas identified by the Tolowa Dee-ni’ Nation. | support the Coastal Commission to record the Tillas
Island acreage as an official Cemetery and require surveys and reporting needed to nominate the site
to the State and Federal Register of Historic Places.

* | urge the Coastal Commission to exert their Restoration Order authority afforded through the
Coastal Act and other Coastal Commission regulations to require removal and restoration of all
unpermitted development that existed prior to implementation of the Coastal Act and which are within
the Coastal Commission’s jurisdiction to issue Restoration Orders. | specifically support the Coastal
Commission requiring the removal of the levee at the south end of Islas Slough.

* | am concerned that applicable administrative penalties and civil liabilities that the Coastal
Commission has the authority and right to collect are not included in the Consent Agreement. It is my
understanding that collected penalties are redistributed as funding to benefit important programs and
projects that improve and restore public access to public trust waterways and coastal areas
throughout the State of California. Considering Reservation Ranch has knowingly continued to use
and maintain unpermitted development violations to operate their for-profit business for a number of
years after they were issued a Notice of Violation in 2017, | encourage the Coastal Commission to
include administrative and civil penalties in the final Restoration Orders.

| am thankful for the Coastal Commission’s dedication to reviewing and developing the Consent
Agreement with Reservation Ranch to address the egregious violations that have impacted public
trust waters and lands. | am hopeful the Coastal Commission will consider my above comments and
support of the Tolowa Dee-ni’ Nation’s requests for inclusion in the final Restoration Orders issued to
Reservation Ranch.

Sincerely,

Megan Delaney

CERITH Consulting, Inc.

2973 Harbor Blvd. #344

Costa Mesa, CA 92626

714-269-5856
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Tolowa Dee-ni' Nation

12801 Mouth of Smith River Rd. Smith River, CA 95567
707-487-9255 www.tolowa-nsn.gov

July 8, 2022

California Coastal Commission
455 Market St., Suite 300
San Francisco, CA 94105

RE: Tolowa Dee-ni' Nation comments regarding the proposed California Coastal Commission
Consent Cease and Desist Order CCC-22-CD-02, Consent Restoration Order CCC-22-R0O-01, and
Consent Administrative Penalty CCC-22-AP3 01 (“Consent Agreement”)

P s

Dv-laa-ha~ (Hello) Coastal Commlssmners ‘ e T o
‘? \ . .\x't,"' » . "r 3 S .

The Tolowa Dee—m Natlon (“Natlon”) is a federally recognized ™ Indran Tribe. Our ancestral
territory, as defined in our Constrtuuon encompasses the lands and Watersheds of Wilson Creek, CA to the
south; the S1xes Rlver OR t5 the north, east to the Applegate watershed in the Coastal Range and west to
the Pac1ﬁc Ocean horrzon all sea stacks rncludmg Pomt St George L1ghthouse and all usual and
accustomed places el . o N

. . = e . + .
- N T
iR

] e
o
el

The Nat1or)1; is wr1tmg to subrmt comments regardlng the proposed Cahforma Coastal Commission
Conserit Cease and Desrst Order CCC:22- CD- 02, Consent Restoration Order CCC- -22-R0O-01, and Consent
Administrative Penalty CCC 22-AP3-01 (together proposed “Consent Agreement” “Agreement”) reached
with Reservatron ‘Ranch: genera.l” partnership and its-owners (“Reservation Ranch” “the property”). This
proposed Consent. Agreement serves to'resolve dispute regardmg alleged Vrolatrons issued to Reservation
Ranch most recently in the October 9 2020 Amended Notice of Interit. Q\IOI) to Commence Cease and
Desist Order and Restorat1on Order Proceedmgs and Notrce of Intent to Commence Administrative Penalty
Proceedings (Vrolatlon No. .V- 1 16-0164; “Amended NOTI): -issted to Reservatlon Ranch (which is

currently being leased and operated as; Smlth R1ver Ranch by Alexandre Darry) i :

T

S

AH parcels constltutmg Reservatron Ranch lie within the heart of the Tolowa Dee-m ancestral
territory and the Natlon s contemporary government and populat1on center m Srmth River, Del Norte
County, California. The property is’ within the Nation’s original Federal Indran Reservation, abandoned
(not dissolved) by the U S. Government in 1868‘ and has béen inaccessible to: Tribal citizens of the Tolowa
Dee-ni’ Nation'since that time.Thé property contains a historic site recorded with the NAHC Sacred Lands
File and is within the boundaries of'the Yan' -daa k'vt Hrstorrc Drstrrct that also encompasses the Tolowa
Dunes State Park on the opp031te side of the r1ver

-0 3;
v

General Comments:

The Nation was not given sufficient time to prepare comment regarding an issue that has taken
considerable resources to engage in over the past two years. The Nation’s leadership and staff have spent
thousands of hours in combination to attempt consultation, engage with agencies issuing violations, and
support Commission staff’s investigation. The Nation was given four business days to review and comment
on the resulting document, which is insufficient to provide thorough comment. The Nation would also like
to give the disclaimer that, because the Nation is recognized as a sovereign nation separate from the general
public, this letter will not adhere to the 2-3 page limit for public comment applied to the general public.

WAA-SAA-GHITLH-'A~ WEE-NI NAA-CH'AA-GHITLH-NI
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This Agreement should not be exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Categorical
exemptions under CEQA are not for large-scale or novel projects such as those included in this Agreement, and the review
of implementation actions under CEQA provide local stakeholders a standardized notification process, timeline and set of
steps to ensure that the implementation methods, and long-term effects of the proposed work are fully considered. Planning
and implementation of the Agreement has the potential to have a significant effect on the environment, and CEQA will
require consideration of those effects in comprehensive manner. This Agreement is the result of over four decades of
unenforced violations on Reservation Ranch—the Commission’s process does seek to “ensure that the environment is
protected,” however the need for each of the three Orders included in the Agreement serves as evidence that the Commission
is not infallible in its enforcement and should avoid unnecessarily exempting CEQA.

Consent Agreement Comments:

- . ~ R
. s . .
. . B . - N .
1.0: o -, : O s *

Phe o m N I

Refer to Reservation Ranch-as Reservatron Ranch Reference to “the Farm is rmsleadmg, as the original violation
documents are issued to Reservatlon Ranch It is our understandmg that the current operator and future owner have been
party to these negotiations and responsrble for the majority of progress made toward the Agreernent—we would like to see
these individuals identified in the document as they were: party to the negot1atrons wrth the mtent of being party to the

Agreement, as well. P ,‘{m S L

. v ;

This Agreement was largely exped1ted through negotratron w1th Alexandre Dany owner ‘Blake Alexandre and top
Dairy staffer Chris Howard, who is also the Drstrrct Superv1sor for Del Norte County representmg District 3 (which contains
Reservation Ranch). Involvement ‘of these part1es in the settlement of Coastal Act Violations that could fall under Del Norte
County’s jurisdiction, and the resultmgﬁrefusal to acknowledge wrongdomg through settlement raise major concerns for
future unpermitted developments on Reservatron Ranch, operated by Alexandre Dairy as- Smrth River Ranch. Commission
staff’s willingness to negotlate with partres that are only linked to-the v1olatrons “through- loopholes provided by another
agency, the North Coast Regronal Water. Quahty Control Board (“NCRWQCB”) facilitates thrs conflict of interest. The
expedited schedule’ for Comrmssron revrew of this Agreement as well as the need for qu1ck resolutlon of the violations
following the onset of negotratrons 1s 1n servrce e of therr future operation and not" adequate to truly prov1de justice towards

»
..

AL

t“ % . ; ‘{

1.2: USRS

“ L = . ¥

Cease and desist should apply to the entrre operation, as Reservatron Ranch operated by Alexandre Dairy as Smith
River Ranch relies on use of. several unperrmtted developments to maintain operatrons Allowrng use of the unpermitted
road until a CDP can be attained (8.5)" 1Svnot a true Cease and Desrst Order e 2 i

e

1.3: T

4
pea b .
L [ \

How will 1.3 be enforced? The Nation has several documented exaniples within the last decade, year, month, and
day of Coastal Act violations that have been shared with Commiission, NCRWQCB, and NOAA/NMFS staff. Commission
staff have referenced this Agreement in response—how will ongoing Coastal Act violations be enforced once signed? Will
Coastal Commission Enforcement have a consistent physical presence in Smith River for the duration of Agreement
implementation?

5.1:

Page 3, line three should read “Reservation Ranch and their successors in interest do not acknowledge any
wrongdoing with respect to the Unpermitted Development.” It is important that the record accurately represents the entities
involved and their refusal to acknowledge unpermitted developments.

WAA-SAA-GHITLH-'A~ WEE-NI NAA-CH'AA-GHITLH-NI
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6.2:

Unpermitted Development in the Agreement does not capture all existing Coastal Act violations on the property
and identified in the 2020 NOL Development that occurred prior to 1973 is still within the purview of the Coastal
Commission. “.... Development existing before Proposition 20’s (“the Coastal Initiative ) permit requirements came into
effect on February 1, 1973 that would otherwise require a permit under the Coastal Act generally will not be exempt from
such a permit requirement based on the fact it was existing prior to passage of Proposition 20 or the Coastal Act, if the
development required other legal authorizations and permits under other laws, but lacked such permits.”

Specifically, the levee at the south end of Islas Slough and.removal of the road crossing that is blocking the
connection between Islas and Tillas sloughs- are both unperrmtted developments that create physical barriers to the re-
establishment of public access, reJormng of tidal connect1ons between both Islas and Tillas sloughs with the Smith River,
as well as restoration of critical salmonid habitat. The Coastal Comrmssron s 2020 NOI attributes ongoing environmental
damage to these features and notes that unperrmtted leveeat “the South end of Islas Sléugh “has also stopped the Smith River
from naturally washing through the area, whichhas cauised sediment io buzld up within Islas Slough ” The Amended NOI
also notes that “even if the unpermztted f llin front of the levee'is removed wzthout removal of this unpermitted levee, Islas
Slough could eventually be fi lled in. entzrely by thzs artzf czal sedzment buzldup A ; _ SR

oo .
o \_ .

The Nation asserts that the unperrmtted levee development at south lslas Slough isd major contnbutmg factor to
the destruction of the, South” bank of the Smith River on property- wh1ch is owned and managed by Cahforma Department of
Parks and Recreation oppos1te Reservation Ranch: The: rec{)rded archeologrcal location is. spemﬁcally known to Tolowa
Dee-ni’ as the vrllage and ceremomal site-called. Tr uu—le and is also encompassed W1th1n the Yan' -daa“k‘vt (Yontocket)
Historic D1strrct on the Natronal Reg1ster of H1stor1c Places California State Parks and the TDN Trrbal Heritage

el .- T

of the geomorphic changes to the 1 nver s course over tlme B 'r f o

The Comrmss1on has authonty to rssue Restorat1on Orders in accor‘dance W1th Sect1on 30811 of the Coastal Act:
“In addition to any other authorzty toworder restoratzonr the commzsszon .may;: after a public. hearmg, order restoration of
a site if it finds that the development has occurred wzthout d coastal development permzt from the commission..., the
development is zncortszstent wzth this. dzvzszon and thé ¢ development is causing conttnumg resource damage ” The Nat1on
has video evidence that this. levee at’ the south end of- Islas Slough is currently erodmg tires into the main stem of the Smith
River. As the Commission may know 6PPD-qu1none der1ved ﬁ‘om tires has been proven: tox1c to, rambow trout and ESA-
listed Coho Salmon.  » + - P L P

R L - - ; t.

According to Article XV Sectron 2 of the Cahforma Const1tut1on : ‘No zndzvzdual partnersth, or corporation,
claiming or possessing the frontage or tidal lands: of a harbor,- bay inlet> estuary, or other navigable water in this State,
shall be permitted to exclude the right-of- “way to such water whenever it is. requzred for any publzc purpose, nor to destroy
or obstruct the free navigation of such_water; and the Legislature shall enact such’law as will give the most liberal
construction to this provision, so that access to the navzgable waters of. this State shall be always attainable for the people.”

The Nation asserts that this particular unperrmtted developrnent, if not required to be removed in the Restoration
Orders, will continue to cause an unacceptable amount of resource damage and will remain in violation of the Coastal Act

and Section 13190 of the Commission’s regulations.
6.6:

Refer to “interested tribes” by their federally recognized names. The Tolowa Dee-ni' Nation and Elk Valley
Rancheria are not “interested” in this issue but rather should be represented as sovereign stakeholders and referred to
correctly throughout both the Staff Report and Agreement. When making historical reference to their governments or
citizens, “Tolowa people” or Tolowa dee-ni' should be used.

WAA-SAA-GHITLH-'A~ WEE-NI NAA-CH'AA-GHITLH-NI
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Refer to Native American Monitors as Tribal Cultural Monitors.
7.1.C:

The Nation requests copies of the proposed specialists (also referred to in 6.5) and their description of qualifications
when submitted to the Coastal Commission Executive Director for review and approval.

7.1.D:

Include Area of Potential Effect (APE) boundanes for all plans submrtted to ensure full consideration of the impacts
of implementation beyond where intended. APEs provide for a. more whol1st1c approach to onsite work, particularly where

multiple plans will overlap in the1r APEs. o p b e Al &
A N o S K .
Y S S S P
7.1.F.2: - . ; R L T . N
‘) e . /‘ - L ; co R AR E

This is a large 1n-stream work. per1od and 1ncons1stent wrth the standard J uly A5 to October 15 period allowed for

Y
in-stream projects in this area. The Agreement’ prov1des 1no. Just1ﬁcat1on for leaving’ this to the drscretron of the Coastal
Commission Executive Dlrector in lieu of the California Department of Fish’ and erdhfe or the National Marine Fisheries
Service. These agencies should be referenced and should approve all protectlve measures. de51gned to reduce impacts to the
ESA-listed SONCC coho t1dewater goby, and non-hsted “Tribal trust spec1esv~n e A :

7.1.G: ST

m;._f ;

communicated numerous operatronal changes at Reservat1on Ranch followmg this change of management to Coastal
Commission Enforcement’ staff and NCRWQCB' staff; 1ncludmg consistent, transfer of equipment and trucks between
properties. Alexandre Dairy. owns the property “that” hosts the majonty of Treponerne-Assocrated Hoof Disorder (TAHD)
cases observed in California’s Roosevelt elk herds, and the Nation’s staff are currently. collaboratmg w1th CDF W on disease
surveillance and control. The Natron is réquesting - that decontarmnatlon protocols be developed and ‘submitted for any
equipment not originating onsite in order to avoid 1nadvertent spread of TAHD R ‘

71 H: Wb T e L .
R e (e . " A 5

S ' ANE
When drafted, the proposed Restoratlon Plan should be submrtted to the Natron who wrll task review to staff. Tribal
Cultural Monitors will be selected by the Nation, howe\Tgr will fiot revrew the Plan. unless tasked so in their alternate staff
capacity. Additionally, the Nation requests that followrng submrss1on of the Restoratron Plan, the Nation is given at least
60 days to provide comments due to the scope and sensitive nature of the work to be done. Alternately, the Nation requests
that Restoration Plans be developed in 30%, 60%; and 90% design phase-format with 10 business days for review following
each submission. These plans are of utmost importance to the Nation and true restoration cannot be achieved without Tribal
input on this traditional cultural landscape. Given the lack of dedicated funding and/or staff specific to oversight of this
process it is imperative to provide adequate time for Tribal review.

7.2:

The Consent Agreement, as it stands, does not provide for cultural resource surveys to guide protection of cultural
resources aside from within the individual footprints of restoration features that will already be sited in the Restoration Plan.
From the Nation’s perspective, relying on archaeological and Tribal cultural monitoring during ground disturbance activity
is not a meaningful effort to protect known cultural resources, but rather the minimum legal standard to mitigate their

WAA-SAA-GHITLH-'A~ WEE-NI1 NAA-CH'AA-GHITLH-NE R
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damage. Due to the extreme sensitivity of this property the Nation has repeatedly requested cultural resources surveys to be
conducted across all parcels containing violations, in advance of restoration planning and ground disturbing work. Please
consider this letter as an additional request for cultural resource surveys of the entirety of each individual APN on
Reservation Ranch that is being considered for a violation. Additionally, the Nation requests that the cultural resource
surveys be conducted under a Memorandum of Understanding between the Nation and the Commission and/or landowners
that accommodates a landscape-level approach to cultural resources and cultural beneficial uses of the property reviewed
by the Nation’s Tribal Heritage Preservation Officer prior to restoration plans are adopted and prior to any ground
disturbance resulting from this Agreement. Furthermore, the Nation requests that the cultural resources surveys be
conducted by a professional archaeologist who meets Department of Interior standards and is approved by the Nation.

el . -

The presence of Tribal cultural monitors’ for all work 1nvolv1ng ground should be a requirement of the Agreement,
not simply an allowance. It is important t6 niote that momtorrng ground d1sturbance is'a bare minimum method of mitigating
for cultural resource impacts where total. avo1dance is not possrble ~The Natron has repeatedly requested that the entire
Reservation Ranch property be surveyed: for cultural resotirces s to allow. rdentrﬁcatlon ofthe 1 most sensitive areas and provide
the necessary information to avoid them ’durrn’g restoratron planmng and nnplementatron and to avoid delays in the
implementation timeline. Qur citizens ar}d our government representatlves havé Been excluded from this property since it
was the Smith River Reservatlon——m that time multiple. generat1ons of Tolowa: people have’ been’ denied access, and the
exact footprint of cultural resources onsite is no longer known (and hkely altered). Momtorrng to mltlgate for the damage
to cultural resources is farless effectrve to protect them than surveys and avordance—and places the burden of reacting to
discoveries during ground drsturbrng work on the Natic n,- rather than placmg the burden of planmng around them on the

,\t‘

e

The Nation also requests ‘that the Commrssron requrre Reservation Ranch to relmburse Tribal cultural monitoring
costs for the Natlon as: part of the Agreement and/or CEQA proceedmgs assocrated Wrth the Agreement The temporal and
geographic extent of the v1olat10ns hlstory of the property, and 1nadequate pre—plannmg survey requrrements will necessitate

on the Nation. R R .

. N ¥ . o

The Nation requests that due to the hrgh hkehhood of encounterlng human remams in the areas 1nd1cated for restoration
a separately developed, Natlve Amerlcan Graves Protectron and Repatmatlon Act. (NAGPRA) consrstent Inadvertent
Discovery Plan also be 1mplemented as part of this Consent Agreement.. Inadvertent drscovery of. cultural resources and
human remains during ground drsturbmg activities mcluded in Agreement is made almost rnevrtable wlthout the proper due
diligence of cultural resources surveys whrch w1ll most certamly extend any planned t1me11nes for commencmg, continuing
or completing work. PR e Vo T S B

L r;‘@. -~ S 4 - S oG
7.2.A: N “*‘f’fg" B RS T ’:‘;‘1:(:‘; : S

.
i

S . ) :

Please provide more deta1l on the contents/ format ofa Cultural Matenals Plan in order for the Nation to adequately
comment on the requirement. The Nation requests that the cultural Tesource surveys be conducted under a Memorandum of
Understanding between the Nation and the Commiission and/or landowners ‘that accommodates a landscape-level approach

to cultural resources and cultural beneficial uses of the property.
8.5:

The Nation requests that Reservation Ranch and all partners, parties, and partnerships immediately cease and desist
use of the unpermitted road and that the Commission deny the CDP application and require the removal of the unpermitted
road.

18.0-18.4:

WAA-SAA-GHITLH-'A~ WEE-NI NAA-CH'AA-GHITLH-NI
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The Nation opposes reference to proposed preparation of “the Planting and Fencing Plan” as enhancement. These
should be required as part of the Restoration Plan to address violation impacts, and their inclusion as enhancement gives the
erroneous impression that they are improving upon the natural conditions of the property—each “enhancement” is in
response to a violation issued in the 2020 NOI and degraded environmental conditions onsite. Keeping cows out of the
estuary is not mitigation—if anything, it is a bare minimum requirement for livestock managers and should not be in any
way credited in lieu of penalties. The Nation asserts that the levee identified for fish passage installment is unpermitted
development and responsible for large-scale geomorphic changes in the lower river. It is responsible for ongoing
environmental damage and continues to release refuse into the lower river and estuary, impacting cultural resources within
the cultural landscape including Srdvn-das-'a~ (NAHC Sacred Lands File) and Yan'-daa-kvt Historic District, and poses
risks to ESA-listed and non-listed species inhabiting the mainstem river and estuary.

19.0 Settlement/Compliance Obligation:.»‘"'y; f';:;:_h 4 y v e o e

Administrative penalties and civil 11ab1ht1es that Cdastal Commlssmn has the authonty and right to collect according
to Sections 30821, 30820(a)1,.30820(b); 30821 6, and 30822 of the Coastal Adt, are not addressed in the Consent Agreement.
The Nation encourages the. Coastal Commlsswn to issue adnnmstratwe penaltres to- Reservatlon Ranch as referenced in the
Amended NOL Tt is the Nation’ s understandrng that adrmmstratlve penalties coHected by the Coastal Commission is
redistributed as funding to benefit 1mportant programs/projects: that 1mprove/restore pubhc access to pubhc trust waterways
and coastal areas throughout the state of California. and that these penaltres are separate from andi in addrtlon to the required

Vo ST L ,» . ¥ .
restoration of violations. * "= /- S e Ve T e x;,; 5.

19.1: The Public Access Easement e STl T A ‘z‘_
: . #f : . L /v L N B C o \ »""‘- ~,2

The Nation wants to call attentlon to_the fact. that only one (1) out of the approx1mate1y ﬁve (~3) public access
violations subject to adrmmstratlve penalty at the'rate of $11 ,250for each’ day thie violation has persrsted for up to five (5)
years equals ~$20,531,250. This of course is’ not comprehenswe of | the }arge number civil habrhty penaltles that could and
should be issued to Reservatlon Ranch for the égregious v1olat10ns that they” have know1ng1y continued to use and maintain

for a number of years after they were 1ssued the ﬁrst Commrssron NOI in 201 T N
z . . : wil o .

The Nation acknowledges that the proposed pubhc access areas assoc1ated with Reservatron Ranch were the result
R

of ongoing negotiation between \(}oastal Comrmssron Enforcement, staff (“Enforcement staff”) jand Alexandre Dairy
representatives. As such, it does not adequately restore or mltrgate for the. public accessdost to Reservat1on Ranch since
1973. The Nation finds the\quantlty and quality of pubhc access, and lack of spe01ﬁc cultural access, insufficient. As
negotiated, the proposed pubhc access 0. Reservat1on Ranch'is significantly less than the'extent of pubhc access that was
available prior to the unpermltted deveIopments Dedicated cultural access to the property ‘has notbeen addressed as part of
this settlement. Accordmg to Sect1on 3021 O of the' Coastal Act the Comrmssmn “hars a statutory mzsszon to maxzmzze public

violations of blocking public access precludes thlS mlssmn " { T g :;\ s i

The Nation also feels that what has béen negotiated as_public access and conservation areas falls well short of
providing Environmental Justice for the Nation and the local disadvantaged community. According to the California Coastal
Commission Environmental Justice Policy unanimously adopted on March 8, 2019, “the Commission is committed to
protecting and enhancing California’s coast and ocean for present and future generations through effective
intergovernmental coordination”. While Coastal Commission staff have responded to requests for consultation with the
Nation, true consultation cannot occur at the staff level and the disregard for the Nation’s requests is disappointing. The
policy also states that “Generations of injustices towards California’s Native American communities, people of color, and
other marginalized populations through forms of discriminatory land use policies, desecration of sacred lands and cultural
resources, and concentration of environmental pollution has resulted in inequitable distribution of environmental benefits
and burdens that still disproportionately burden these communities today.” The Nation feels that the recommendations of

Coastal Commission staff are not alleviating these injustices.
WAA-SAA-GHITLH-'A~ WEE-NI NAA-CH'AA-GHITLH-NE o s
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The Tolowa Dee-ni' are a salmon people and agricultural activities in the Smith River estuary are noted in the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s Southern Oregon/Northern California Coast Coho Salmon Recovery
Plan as the highest limiting factor for recovery of this population.

The Nation recognizes the estuary as an important rearing habitat for multiple species of salmonids and other fish.
Violation History in the staff report states,

Further, wetlands and estuaries are extremely rare and important ecosystems in California. Yet, in the
Smith River estuary, an estimated 40% of the original wetland habitat has been lost due to diking and
draining of wetlands. Tidal sloughs and wetlands within the Smith River estuary in particular are some of
California’s most critical habitats .with respect..to salmonid populatzon resiliency and biodiversity,

particularly Coho Salmon... California Coho' Salmon papulatzon has declined by 70% during the last 40
years. CDFW has identified the Smith River. Coho Salmon as a’key populatzon fo maintain or improve as
part of the Recovery Strategy of Calzfornla Coho Salmon } e i %

3 S J‘} - v - .

The policy goes on to continue to state trzbal and zndzgenous communztzes wzth ciilturdl ties to the coast depend

on access to ancestral lands and sacred sites-to maintain tradztzonal practzces yet thezr unzque perspectives are frequently
overlooked or undervalued.” Thrs Agreement is. yet another example of Trlbal pe'rspectlves being overlooked and
undervalued. The pohcy states:© [n]ot only is equztable access to. the coast for all Calzfornzans essentzal so is protecting

coastal natural resources for future generatzons " The Natlon feels that this. settlement doesﬂnot provrde the Tolowa Dee-

an agency is commztted to protectzng coastal natural resources and provzdzng publzc access and lower-cost recreation
opportunities for everyone. The Nation also feels this settlement goes. agamst the- pohcy as it states “T he Commission will
use its legal authority to ensure equztable access to clean healthy, and accesszble coastal envzronments for communities
that have been dzsproportzonately overburdened by pollutzon or. wzth ’natural resources that have been subjected to
permanent damage for the benef t of wealthzer commumtzes R --f_ S A Y

The Natlon requests that the Comrmssro 1 qu1re the amount ofland dedrcated to prov1de value to the public through
public access and conservation easements equates to the value/total amount of adnunrstratrve and CIVll liability penalties
that could be collected for unpernntted development and publrc access. V1olatlons As it’ states in the consent agreement,
“Del Norte County has some of,"if not the most aﬁordable real estate ori ‘the. C’alzforma coast, and becduse nearly all of the
Property is zoned agrzcultural any monetary valuatzon of z‘he public access easement ana’ land a‘ea’zcatzons will tend to be
low compared to the rest of the state.. the publzc benefits here are farther down the; monetary scale.” The Commission will
not truly hold Reservation Ranch accountable for the decades of public access; violations if it agrees to this being adequate
public access in lieu of adrmmstrat1ve Civil penalty The Nat1on feels that thefe is not adequate environmental justice being
provided with the properties included for, 26 acres of publlc acdess ifi ¢ companson to what the administrative civil penalties
would be 26 acres equates to approximately 1.5% of the total 1668 acres of, property that makes up Reservation Ranch.
While it would still be inadequate due to the large fines assgc1§t§d with-the violations, the Nation recommends that Coastal
Commission make any proposed easements within the parcels identified-in the 2020 NOL The area of Reservation Ranch
adjacent to Clifford Kamph Memorial Park is fraught with a long hlstory of improperly-processed Coastal Development
Permits (within Del Norte County’s jurisdiction).

19.1.A:

The proposed public access easement encompasses an area of Tillas Island, known to Tolowa dee-ni' as Srdvn-das-
'a~. It is recorded with the Native American Heritage Commission and has been issued a site identification number on the
Sacred Lands Inventory (NAHC Site Number N-DNO-103). The Nation acknowledges Enforcement staff efforts to restore
public access to ~10 acres at the northern end of the island. In order to protect cultural resources on site the Nation requests
that the entire island be designated as a cultural conservation area, recorded as an official cemetery, and nominated to the

WAA-SAA-GHITLH-'A~ WEE-NI NAA-CH'AA-GHITLH-NI
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State and Federal Registers of Historic Places. Srdvn-das-'a~ is a village site, burial ground, and massacre site. It is the
signatory site of the 1855 Tolowa Treaty, part of the area of our Genesis, and part of our original reservation.

Both the Reservation Ranch property owner and the current operator, Alexandre Dairy, have a long history of
profiting off of private access to fishing and hunting locations that should have remained publicly accessible. As such, any
restrictions on hunting or fishing included as part of public access negotiations should also restrict any future paid access
for hunting or fishing to the property, and the Commission should work with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
to ensure that the property cannot be enrolled in “pay-to-play” hunting programs such as the Private Land Management tag
allocation program.

N

The easement outlined in the Consent. Agreement provides opportumty for dedication to an entity. The Tolowa Dee-
ni' Nation requests dedication of this public access easement to the, Nation. The Natron has also repeatedly requested special
consideration for conservation, cultural and/or public access areas or easements to be mcluded in the Restoration Orders as
dedicated to the Nation. These requests are made on the basis that't the entrre\l\{eservatlon Ranch property is encompassed in
the original 40,000+ acre reservatlon of the Tolowa Dee-n1 that was de51gnated by the Secretary of Interior in 1856.

B
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The Nation asserts that both areas proposed for conservatron easements and grants of fee t1tle are inadequate to
mitigate for any portion of damage’to the. environment, unpernntted development or publiciaccess'to the APNs listed in the
2020 NOIL. The Nation has repeatedly asserted our“desrre for any opportumty for retum/transfer of land within the
Commission’s purview and the Tolowa Dee-ni' Natidn requests dedication_on’ both conservation easement areas to the
Tolowa Dee-ni' Natlon the 14-acre Spruce Creek forested area, and Clifford Kamph Memor1al Park

i N I - - R
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The proposed 2-acre Oceanfront Blufftop propéty ¢ contarns a recorded archeologrcal s1te eligible for nomination to
the National Register of Hlstonc Places. Addmonally, 1t is located in the Tr' uu—lu'" ;k'wvt (Pyramid Point) Marine Protected
Area and as such will not mltlgate for 16ss of ﬁshlng access to the pubhc Cultural tésources suffer ongoing negative impacts
due to the creation of illegal pubhc access pomts and“ffampsrtes by campers utilizing Chfford Kamph Memorial Park. To
increase public access and recreatronal activities in this & area serves to further perpetuate desecratlon of sacred lands and
cultural resources. Increased development and recreatlonal actlvrtles in this active cultural Iandscape has diminished annual
returns of lhvmsr (surf smelt) a cntrcal sub31stence specres to the Tolowa The Natlon requests’ further consultation and
special closures to the area to protect tnbal subs1stence fishing and benéficial uses, whlle preventmg further desecration to

trust resources. R K3 Ny o s S
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The Nation requests the Commrssron review previous- pubhc comments submltted by the Nation and its citizens to
the Commission regarding this property s development and resulting : negatrve 1mpacts to cultural resources, and to request
transfer of land to protect these resources dating from 1988 1992 These comments fell on deaf ears and have resulted in

irreversible damage to resources and trust in thé regulatory abrlrtles of the Commission.
20.0:

The Nation opposes that this Consent Agreement settles the Commission’s monetary claims for relief from
Reservation Ranch for the violations of the Coastal Act specified in Section 6.2 as described in comments above provided
by the Nation that the Consent Agreement is insufficient.

The Nation urges the Commission to consider the Nation’s comments and requests through the lens of
environmental justice. We kindly remind the Commission of the Environmental Justice Policy adopted by the California
Coastal Commission which acknowledges that although our Tribal community depends on access to our ancestral lands on

WAA-SAA-GHITLH-'A~ WEE-NI NAA-CH'AA-GHITLH-NI
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the coast to maintain our cultural traditions and identity, unfortunately our unique vested interest and perspective is
frequently overlooked. The Nation asks the Commission to base their decisions and act to include our requests in the
Restoration Orders because through the Environmental Justice Policy the Commission has committed to “application of
traditional ecological knowledge, as well as access to and protection of areas of cultural significance, ethnobotanical
resources, traditional fishing and gathering areas, and sacred sites.”

Additional comments for consideration:

The Nation reiterates that the timeline given for review, consideration, and comment on this proposed Consent
Agreement was wholly inadequate and insufficient to respond comprehensively with our concerns regarding an issue that
has taken considerable resources to engage in over the past two years. The Nation’s s leadership and staff have spent thousands
of hours in combination to attempt consultation, engage with agenc1es issuing v1olat10ns and support Commission staff’s
investigation. The Nation was glven four ‘business, days ‘to’ feview-and comment on’the resulting document, which is
insufficient to provide thorough comment, The Nation still has co concerns regardrng this Consent Agreement beyond what is
captured in these comments, mcludmg but not. hrmted td: " i : .

. e . |

o HlstoncaL 1naccuracres mcluded in the Staff Repcln't
. M1t1gat10n in heu ,o’f penaltres B o »m ; '
o Content and scope of requlred plans T S <
. Inaccurate reﬂectlon of Agreement prov1srons as restoratlon enhancement or mrt1gat1on
. Addrtronal envrronmental Just1ce cons1deratrons RO
L, N T «:x‘ ,»;: S a’

The Tolowa Dee-ni' Natlon thanks you for your time and attentlon to these comments ‘Please drrect any questions
or responses to the Nation’s Executrve Drrector ‘Troy Ralstin (troy ralstln@tolowa com, 707-487 9255) or Tribal Heritage

Preservation Officer, Cynthia Ford (c.ynthla ford@tolo%va com 7707-487- 9255) y ;‘ : ST (,:
Sincerely, \
CUy .
Jeri-Lynn Thompson, Chair“'pers'onf; Lo : 4 Yy
On behalf of the Tribal Council =™ .- 7% - . «

=

) E-N
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July 8, 2022

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Commissioners:

Subject: California Coastal Commission (Commission) Consent Cease and Desist
Order No. CCC-22-CD-02, Consent Restoration Order No. CCC-22-R0O-01
and Consent Administrative Penalty No. CCC-22-AP3-01

The North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Water Board) has
reviewed the California Coastal Commission June 30, 2022, Staff Report with
recommendations of approval for a Consent Cease and Desist Order, Consent
Restoration Order, and Consent Administrative Penalty to address Coastal Act
violations at Reservation Ranch in Del Norte County.

The Regional Water Board issued a Cleanup and Abatement Order to Reservation
Ranch on April 21, 2021, to remedy unauthorized waste discharges and water quality
impacts to Islas Slough and the Main, West, and East Forks of Tillas Slough. The
Regional Water Board finds that the Staff Report's recommended remedial actions align
with the objectives and requirements of our Cleanup and Abatement Order. We look
forward to working with the California Coastal Commission in our shared responsibilities
to oversee implementation of the actions associated with the Commission’s Consent
Agreements and our Cleanup and Abatement Order. The Regional Water Board
supports the approval and following implementation of this agreement.

Please contact me via email at Matt.St.John@waterboards.ca.gov, or via phone at (707)
570-3762 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Matthias St. John
Executive Officer
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WESTERNUNITEDDAIRIES

July 8, 2022

Robert Moddelmog

California Coastal Commission
455 Market Street, Suite 300
San Francisco, CA 94105

Via email: Robert. Moddelmog(@coastal.ca.gov

Regarding: Reservation Ranch, Del Norte County
Dear Mr. Moddelmog:

Western United Dairies (WUD) appreciates the opportunity to provide support for the current
agreement regarding Reservation Ranch which is an agenda item on the Commission’s July 14
meeting agenda. WUD is the largest dairy farmer trade organization in California spanning the
entirety of the state from Del Norte County to Southern California. The organization represents
the diversity of dairy production in the state from organic, conventional, and grass-fed farming
practices.

This agreement is important to this business, but also to the overall health of the dairy industry in
the county and in the region. For dairies to have the support of local businesses it is important to
maintain a sufficient presence to support these local businesses. Every farm is important in
maintaining that local support. There is also the importance of maintaining Prime Agricultural
land as agreed to in the County’s LCP.

We are happy that both parties have come to an amicable resolution that protects the vitality of
the agricultural land, protects the environment, and will help improve the fisheries resources
within the estuary of the Smith River. WUD supports moving forward with the current
agreement.

Sincerely,

Paul Sousa
Western United Dairies

Western United Dairies - 1145 Geer Road, Suite D - Turlock, CA 95380
Office: (209) 527-6453 - Fax: (209) 527-0630 - www.wudairies.com
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1629 County Road E | 511 9™ Street
Willows, Ca 95988 | Crescent City, Ca 95531

July 10, 2022

California Coastal Commission
ATTN: Rob Moddelmog

RE: Agreement on the Matter of Reservation Ranch, Smith River, CA
Dear Rob and members of the Commission:

I am writing on behalf of Rumiano Cheese Company, a 103 year old family business that has been operating
throughout Northern California and is a pioneer in organic dairy.

We have done business with the current and previous operators of Reservation Ranch(aka Smith River Ranch)
and have a multi-generational relationship with the dairy on this site. We are pleased and support the reaching
of the agreement to ensure that sustainable agriculture can continue on this site and throughout the Smith
River area.

Ecologically sound, regenerative agriculture is essential for the economic health and land management of these
areas. We speak from our experience with 27 farming families across Humboldt and Del Norte Counties who are
the models for organic, pasture-raised animal agriculture in the United States. We believe continuing this active
management of appropriate dairy will improve the well-being of the lands and communities it supports.

We know that striking this balance is difficult and applaud the efforts of the parties and the Commission. Thank
you on behalf of our farmers, our nearly 300 employees and the ownership of Rumiano Cheese Company.

Sincerely,

o

Joseph Baird
Chief Executive Officer

Rumiano Cheese Company
P.O. Box 305m Crescent City, CA 95531 | P.O. Box 863, Willows, CA 95988

(707) 465-1535 ph. e (707) 465-4141 fax | (530) 934-5438 ph. e (530) 934-5114 fax
www.rumianocheese.com
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Moddelmog, Robert@Coastal

From: LYNN LORENZ <lynnierlo@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 2:37 PM

To: Moddelmog, Robert@Coastal
Subject: Reservation Ranch

To the attention of Robert
Moddelmog

This email is to show support of what the Coastal Commission is doing in Del Norte re Reservation
Ranch.

| am very supportive of the CCC’s work and have had occasion to observe them in action several
times, particularly regarding Banning Ranch. I did volunteer work during a two year period for BR and
still write about their success in the local online newspapers in Newport Beach.

There is nothing more valuable in California than its pristine coastline and the preservation of natural
habitats. | am very cognizant of the important role of the CCC in this regard.

Sincerely,

Lynn Lorenz

434 Redlands Ave.

Newport Beach, Ca 92663

Sent from my iPhone
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Moddelmog, Robert@Coastal

From: Nancy Skinner <jskinnermd@aol.com>

Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 3:08 PM

To: Moddelmog, Robert@Coastal

Subject: Letter of Support --- Reservation Ranch Coastal Commission Consent Agreement

Dear Chair Bronswsey and Commissioners:

| think it is time for our nation to stand up and protect the rights and agreements made
with all native Americans. Please use your considerable authority to do so with the
Tolowa Dee-ni Nation as it involves their ancestral and reservation lands in the area of
Reservation Ranch. I'm sure you are aware of the issues involved with this request
and I'm counting on you to do the right thing for the Tolowa Dee-ni Nation. Thank you.

Most sincerely,
Nancy Skinner
1724 Highland Drive

Newport Beach, CA 92660
jskinnermd@aol.com
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Moddelmog, Robert@Coastal

From: Penny Elia <greenp1@cox.net>

Sent: Monday, July 11, 2022 3:20 PM

To: Moddelmog, Robert@Coastal

Subject: 9.1 - 9.3 Consent Cease and Desist Order No. CCC-22-CD-02 (Reservation Ranch, Del Norte County) -
Comments

Good afternoon -

While | am reserving the majority of my comments for the hearing on Thursday, | wanted to commend
staff for their very obvious hard work on this consent cease and desist order. Progress has definitely
been made.

This is a very difficult case. The century plus of devastating impacts to this precious land and natural
resources can never really be resolved or rectified fully by the Coastal Commission, nor can the
injustices to the Tolowa Dee-ni’ Nation be remedied by this order, but what we have here is a good
start to opening doors to more opportunities in the future.

| hope to share more thoughtful consideration of the order with staff and the Commissioners on
Thursday, and appreciate the opportunity to support a mechanism for moving forward and bringing
some healing to this land and its First People.

Respectfully submitted,

Penny Elia
Laguna Beach, CA
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