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Preliminary Coastal Commission Staff Comments Specific to the Conservation, Open 
Space & Recreation Element 

 

Overall 

1. Using Maps to Identify Coastal Resources and Constraints. The City’s proposed 
Conservation, Open Space, & Recreation Element includes maps showing existing and 
proposed trails, CNDDB data on special status species, and soil conditions and 
constraints. Please note that maps are illustrative depictions only and that the text 
applicable to the maps control over the illustrative depictions. To the extent that these and 
other resource and constraint maps are referenced in LUP policies, please add a caveat 
that the maps are not necessarily a comprehensive inventory of resources/constraints, and 
that policies apply if resources/constraints are present in the field, regardless of whether 
they are mapped. 

Water Quality 

2. Construction-phase Erosion and Sediment Control Plan and Post-construction 
Stormwater Management Plan. The LUP needs to contain detail and specificity 
sufficient to conform to the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act and effectively guide 
the IP, as the standard of review for future IP amendments will be the LUP. To ensure 
that future development will be undertaken consistent with Coastal Act §§30230 and 
30231, the water quality protection section of the LUP needs to contain clear 
requirements for construction-phase erosion and sediment control plans and post-
construction stormwater management plans, including overarching guidance on the plans’ 
application and content. We recommend including policy language that requires all 
development that has the potential for adverse water quality or hydrologic impacts to 
coastal waters during and/or post-construction to prepare a construction-phase erosion 
and sediment control plan and/or post-construction stormwater management plan 
accordingly. We also recommend stating the purpose of the plan (for construction-phase 
plans, the purpose would be to minimize erosion and the discharge of sediment during 
construction, and to minimize pollution of runoff and coastal waters by construction 
chemicals and materials; and for post-construction plans, the purpose would be to 
minimize stormwater pollution and adverse changes in runoff flows from the site for the 
life of the development). The LUP could also provide guidance on the level of detail 
needed in the plans (e.g., the level of detail provided to address the plan’s requirements 
shall be commensurate with the type and scale of the development, and the potential for 
adverse water quality impacts to coastal waters).  

3. Development of Water Quality Concern. To allow for expedited permitting of less 
impactful development, the draft LUP identifies categories of “Development of Special 
Concern” that have a greater potential for adverse impacts to water quality and hydrology 
due to the extent of impervious surface area, type of land use, and/or proximity to coastal 

 



waters; these categories of development require additional measures to ensure protection 
of water quality consistent with Coastal Act §§30230 and 30231. Although the draft LUP 
includes a policy (Policy CONS-1E.2.1) identifying categories of development that 
qualify as Developments of Special Concern, the draft LUP defers to the City’s grading 
and zoning ordinances for requirements and standards for Developments of Special 
Concern without providing much overarching policy guidance. To address this issue, we 
recommend redrafting Program CONS-1e.2.1 as a policy that directly regulates 
Developments of Special Concern rather than directing the City to adopt future grading/ 
zoning ordinance standards. Consistent with proposed Program CONS-1e.2.1, we 
recommend that additional requirements for Developments of Special Concern include 
requirements that (1) the stormwater management plan be prepared by a licensed 
professional expert; and (2) that the plan provide quantitative estimates of increases in 
pollutant loads and runoff flows resulting from proposed development. We additionally 
recommend: 

a. Requiring that BMPs selected to minimize water quality impacts be sized to 
infiltrate, retain, or treat, at a minimum, the runoff produced by the 85th 
percentile 24-hour storm event for volume-based BMPs, or two times the 85th 
percentile 1-hour storm event for flow-based BMPs; and 

b. Requiring that at a minimum, the runoff produced by the 85th percentile 24-hour 
design storm be retained on-site (by means of infiltration, evapotranspiration, or 
harvesting for later use), to the extent appropriate and feasible. If a proposed 
development will not retain on-site the runoff produced by the 85th percentile 24-
hour design storm using an LID approach, require an alternatives analysis to 
demonstrate that there are no appropriate and feasible alternative project designs 
that would substantially improve runoff retention, and require that BMPs be 
implemented to remove pollutants of concern from any portion of the runoff 
produced by the 85th percentile 24-hour design storm that will not be retained on-
site, or if additional pollutant removal is necessary to protect coastal waters. 

ESHA and Other Natural Resources 

4. ESHA Buffers. Proposed Programs CONS-2b.1.1 through CONS-2b.1.3 discuss buffer 
requirements for all ESHAs. We recommend including buffer requirements in a policy 
rather than programs to ensure these requirements are part of the standard of review for 
LCPs. We also offer the follow recommendations on information and requirements for 
buffers to be included in the LUP: 

a. Definition of wetlands and streams: In order to identify where ESHA ends and the 
ESHA buffer begins, please provide clear definitions of wetlands and streams in 
the LUP (consistent with §30121 of the Coastal Act and §13577 of the 
Commission’s implementing regulations). 

b. Buffer width: Proposed Program CONS-2b.1.2 requires a minimum 100-foot 
buffer for all types of ESHA, unless otherwise defined in the City’s Zoning 
Ordinance. Instead of referring to the City’s Zoning Ordinance for exceptions to 
the minimum buffer requirement, we recommend including clear guidance for a 
reduced buffer in the LUP as the LUP needs to include enough detail and 
specificity to guide the standards of the IP. Proposed Program CONS-2b.1.3 
contains a standard for a reduced buffer that could provide the necessary guidance 
if edited. Proposed Program CONS-2b.1.3 states that “an analysis by a qualified 
professional may justify a reduced setback based on specific findings as long as it 
can be demonstrated that the ESHA quality and function will not be negatively 



impacted.” Please modify this standard consistent with the language of Coastal 
Act §30240 (i.e., a site-specific study must demonstrate that a reduced buffer 
width “would not result in the development significantly degrading the ESHA and 
would be compatible with the continuance of the ESHA”). Please also modify the 
buffer policies to indicate that if information collected in an analysis of potential 
adverse impacts of development on adjacent ESHA indicates the need for a buffer 
greater than 100 feet to adequately protect the resource, an enhanced buffer width 
adequate to protect the resource from degradation and allow for the continuance 
of the ESHA shall be applied.  

c. Allowable uses: Proposed Program CONS-2b.1.1 defers to the City’s Zoning 
Ordinance for allowable uses in ESHA buffers. The LUP need not define the 
types of development that are permissible in ESHA buffers; however, the LUP 
should at least generally provide that allowable uses in ESHA buffers are limited 
to those uses allowed in the adjacent ESHA [consistent with Coastal Act 
§§30240(a) (all ESHA), 30233(a) (wetlands), and 30236 (streams)], as well as 
any additional uses that prevent impacts which would significantly degrade the 
ESHA and are compatible with the continuance of the adjacent ESHA [pursuant 
to §30240(b)]. 

5. Plantings. 
a. Plantings in or adjacent to ESHA: Proposed Policy CONS-2a.4 requires that 

plantings located within or adjacent to ESHA be restricted to native stock and that 
plants listed as invasive, problematic or noxious be removed and prohibited from 
being planted. The draft policy also mentions that maintenance requirements may 
be included. To protect ESHA consistent with Coastal Act §30240, we 
recommend not only requiring development adjacent to ESHA to not plant 
highly-invasive plants and remove existing such plants, but also requiring  
maintenance of the property to be free of highly-invasive plants over the life of 
the development (i.e., not allowing these species to naturalize or persist on the 
project site). We also recommend that either the LUP or IP include more 
information on what constitutes “native stock,” with use of native vegetation 
obtained from local genetic stock within Humboldt County within 30 miles of the 
coast if feasible. If it can be demonstrated that native vegetation from local 
genetic stock is not available, we then recommend requiring vegetation from 
within the adjacent region of the floristic province, if feasible. 

b. Other landscaping requirements: In addition to proposed Policy CONS-2a.4 on 
planting vegetation in and adjacent to ESHA, we recommend the City include 
policy language on landscaping that is more broadly applicable, requiring planting 
plans when a proposed development requires plantings to mitigate adverse 
impacts, such as to protect the visual character of an area, address erosion and 
runoff control, and/or protect adjacent ESHA from development impacts, and we 
recommend requiring such plans to prohibit use or harboring of invasive plants 
and to prioritize planting of native drought-tolerant plants.  

Public Access 

6. Inventory of Existing and Future Public Access. We appreciate that the City has 
incorporated a public access inventory into the draft LUP Update, including a map 
(Figure 10) showing the specific locations of existing and proposed public access to the 
coast. The City has also included a description of Trinidad public access trails in the 
introductory text of the public access subsection of the Conservation, Open Space & 



Recreation Element.  We would appreciate knowing what source the City used for 
delineating the California Coastal Trail (CCT) depicted on Figure 10 because it does not 
appear to match the CCT alignment in our records. Therefore, we recommend 
coordinating with our Public Access Program staff to ensure that the California Coastal 
Trail (CCT) alignment depicted on Figure 10 accurately reflects the CCT. We would also 
appreciate obtaining from you a copy of the public access GIS shape files and layers used 
in developing Figure 10. 

Please also clarify the purpose of the trail markers numbering shown on the map. In 
addition, if there are any offers to dedicate public access easements or deed restrictions in 
the City’s coastal zone that have not yet been developed for public access, please identify 
those areas on Figure 10. In the introductory text to the public access policy subsection of 
the draft LUP, we recommend referencing numbering on the map in the text description 
of the trail system so that the reader can easily locate the described access facilities on the 
map. We also recommend providing additional detail on the type of access available, 
status of planned access, and existing and proposed amenities such as seating, signage, 
parking, and public restrooms.  

7. Missing Coastal Act Coverage. As detailed in our letter dated July 5, 2019, the draft 
public access and recreational policies submitted by the City do not fully cover all of the 
coastal resource protections set forth in a number of Coastal Act policies. Proposed 
Policies CONS-10.2 and CONS-10.3 largely cover Coastal Act §§30210 and 30211, 
although we recommend clarifying that maximum access shall be provided for all people 
and shall be conspicuously posted. Proposed Policies CONS-10.6 and CONS-10.10 
include language from Coastal Act §30212, but we recommend that proposed Policy 
CONS-10.6 be broadened to apply to all new development projects, not just in areas 
shown on Figure 10. Coastal Act §§30212.5, 30214, and 30252 do not seem to be 
covered by any draft LUP policies; we recommend adding policy language to cover these 
Coastal Act provisions. In terms of public recreation and other priority use policy 
coverage (visitor and recreational facilities, recreational boating, commercial fishing, 
aquaculture, and coastal-dependent development), please add policy language to cover 
the provisions of Coastal Act §§30213, 30220, 30221, 30222, 30223, 30224, 30234, 
30234.5, 30222.5, and 30255. 

8. California Coastal Trail. The State Legislature has adopted legislation calling for the 
ultimate development of a continuous California Coastal Trail (CCT) along the whole of 
the state’s coastline. To ensure the segments of the CCT within City limits are protected 
and maintained and new trail segments are constructed as necessary, we make the 
following recommendations: 

a. Gaps: The City trail system contains segments of the CCT. Figure 10 and the 
introductory text of the public access subsection of the LUP treat the City’s 
portion of the CCT as complete, but there are gaps, including segments that are 
not accessible for all envisioned users. For instance, as acknowledged by the 
introductory text, Scenic Drive is not safe for pedestrians and therefore should be 
seen as a gap in the CCT. We recommend that the City identify gaps in the CCT 
within City limits and measures needed to fill these gaps.  

b. Guidance on the local segment of the CCT: The draft LUP includes two policies 
that reference the CCT, one calling for connection of the City trail system to the 
CCT and one calling for support of the Coastal Conservancy in completing the 
CCT project. In addition to or in place of these policies, we recommend adding 
policy language and implementing standards that directly regulate development of 



the local segment of the CCT, requiring the CCT within the City to be maintained 
and enhanced to provide a continuous non-motorized public trail along the City’s 
coastline connecting with contiguous trail links in adjacent unincorporated 
Humboldt County. When drafting policies and standards, please consider how the 
CCT in Trinidad would be best maintained and enhanced (i.e., consider local 
context and issues), such as by including sufficient transportation access to 
encourage public use, adding accommodations or alternative routes to provide 
access for a greater variety of non-motorized users, taking into account bluff and 
beach erosion when designing trail segments, improving segments of trail along 
roadways to reduce potential conflicts with motorized vehicle traffic, and adding 
signage and interpretive facilities. 

9. Trail Signage. Consistent with Coastal Act §30210 that calls for maximum access to be 
conspicuously posted, we recommend that the City add language to the LCP calling for 
the use of coastal access signage to direct visitors to public access parking, beach and 
coastal bluff access points, and to identify segments of the California Coastal Trail with 
the State Coastal Trail emblem.  

10. Public Access and Recreation Hours and Fees. As part of the City’s application for 
submittal of the subject LCP update, please provide additional information on any access 
restrictions that currently exist, including any existing access fees or limits on hours open 
to the public. 

 

 


