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Description: Demolition of 64 parking spaces within an existing 93-space public beach
asphalt parking lot (Fletcher Cove Beach Park) and replacement with a
grass and/or sand covered park and the request for after-the-fact approval
of an unpermitted 74-space parking lot at 140 S. Sierra Avenue.

Site: 140 S. Sierra Avenue and Fletcher Cove Beach Park, west end of Plaza
St., Solana Beach. APN Nos. 298-010-63 and 66

Substantive File Documents: San Diego County Local Coastal Plan, San Dieguito Land
Use Plan (1980); Fletcher Cove Master Plan/June 1992; Fletcher Cove
Master Plan/June 2001; City of Solana Beach Resolution No. 95-43; City
of Solana Beach Resolution No. 2001-59; Grading, Paving and Striping
Plans for 140 S. Sierra Avenue dated 5/26/95.

STAFF NOTES:

Summary of Staff’s Preliminary Recommendation: Staff recommends that the
Commission take one vote adopting a two-part resolution, which would approve portions
of the development and deny other portions of the development. Staff recommends the
Commission approve the applicant’s request for after-the-fact approval of an
unpermitted 74-space parking lot at the “Distillery lot” (140 S. Sierra Avenue). The 74
space parking lot will help improve public access to the shoreline by providing adjacent
commercial businesses adequate parking for their patrons such that they will be less
likely to use public parking spaces on the streets or at Fletcher Cove that otherwise could
be used by beachgoers.
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Staff, recommends that the Commission deny the applicant’s request for construction of
a grass and/or sand park area within Fletcher Cove Beach Park because it will result in
the permanent loss of 64 out of the existing 93 beach parking spaces at the only ,
beachfront parking lot in Solana Beach. While the applicant has proposed to offset the
loss of the 64 parking spaces with the nearby as-built 74-space Distillery lot, and, in fact,
that is the reason the off-site lot was acquired by the City, it cannot be given equal weight
or one-for one replacement value. In addition, heavy use of the Distillery lot suggests

. there is current demand for parking by patrons of the nearby businesses such that very
few spaces would remain available in that lot for Fletcher Cove Beach Park users during
those times. The loss of 64 parking spaces from this public beachfront parking lot is
considered a significant impact on public access, inconsistent with Coastal Act policies.
Staff believes elimination of valuable beach parking in a prime location without a

thorough analysis of the total parking demand in this critical beach access location is at
best, premature. '

Due to Permit Streamlining Act requirements, the Commission must act on this
matter at the April 2005 Commission hearing.

I. PRELIMINARY STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following two-part resolution. The
motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present.

MOTION: I move that the Commission adopt the staff recommendation to
approve in part and deny in part Coastal Development Permit
No. 6-04-39, with the approval subject to the conditions
recommended by staff, by adopting the two-part resolution set
forth in the staff report.

RESOLUTION:

Part 1: Approval with Conditions of a Portion of the Development

The Commission hereby GRANTS, as conditioned, a coastal development permit for
the portion of the project consisting of the request for after-the-fact approval of a 74
space parking lot at 140 S. Sierra Avenue, Solana Beach and adopts the findings set forth
below on grounds that the development as conditioned will be in conformity with the
policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, will not prejudice the ability of the local
government having jurisdiction over the area to prepare a Local Coastal Program
conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3, and will not have any significant adverse

effects on the environment within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality
Act.
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Part 2: Denial of the Remainder of the Development

The Commission hereby DENIES a coastal development permit for the portion of the
development consisting of the demolition of 64 parking spaces within an existing 93
space public beach asphalt parking lot within Fletcher Cove Beach Park and adopts the
findings set forth below, on the grounds that the development will not be in conformity
with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976, would prejudice
the ability of the local government having jurisdiction of the area to prepare a Local
Coastal Program conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and would
result in significant adverse effects on the environment within the meaning of the
California Environmental Quality Act. -

II. Standard Conditions.

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development
shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized
agent, acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and
conditions, is returned to the Commission office.

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years
from the date on which the Commission voted on the application. Development
shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time.
Application for extension of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date.

3. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be
resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission.

4. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee
files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the
permit.

5. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all
future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions.

III. Special Conditions.

The permit is subject to the following conditions:

1. Drainage and Polluted Runoff Control Plan. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit for the review and
approval of the Executive Director, final drainage and runoff control plans and
supporting calculations that have been approved by the City of Solana Beach Engineering
Department. The plans shall be prepared by a licensed engineer and shall incorporate




structural and non-structural Best Management Practices (BMPs) designed to control the
volume, velocity and pollutant load of stormwater leaving the developed site. In addition

to the specifications above, the plan shall be in substantial conformance with the
following requirements:

(a) Selected BMPs (or suites of BMPs) shall be designed to treat, infiltrate or filter

the amount of stormwater produced on site by each runoff event, up to and

- including the g5t percentile, 24-hour runoff event for volume-based BMPs,

and/or the 85th percentile, 1-hour runoff event, with an appropriate safety factor,
for flow-based BMPs.

(b) Runoff shall be conveyed off site in a non-erosive manner.

(c) Drainage from the parking areas, driveway area, and other impervious surfaces

‘on the site shall be directed through vegetative or other media filter devices

effective at removing and/or mitigating contaminants such as petroleum
hydrocarbons, heavy metals, and other particulates.

(d) Opportunities for directing runoff into pervious areas on-site for infiltration

and/or percolation of rainfall through grassy swales or vegetative filter strips,
shall be maximized where geotechnical concerns would not otherwise prohibit
such use.

(e) The plan shall include provisions for maintaining the drainage system, including

®

structural BMPs, in a functional condition throughout the life of the approved
development. The plan shall include an identification of the party or entity(ies)
responsible for maintaining the various drainage systems over its lifetime and

-shall include written acceptance by the responsible entity(ies). Such

maintenance shall include the following: (1) BMPs shall be inspected, cleaned
and repaired when necessary prior to and during each rainy season, including
conducting an annual inspection no later than September 30™ each year and (2)
should any of the project’s surface or subsurface drainage/filtration structures or
other BMPs fail or result in increased erosion, the applicant/landowner or
successor-in-interest shall be responsible for any necessary repairs to the
drainage/filtration system or BMPs and restoration of the eroded area. Should
repairs or restoration become necessary, prior to the commencement of such
repair or restoration work, the applicant shall submit a repair and restoration plan
to the Executive Director to determine if an amendment or new coastal
development permit is required to authorize such work.

Sweeping of all impervious parking lot surfaces shall be conducted on a regular
basis (e.g., monthly or weekly) using a vacuum regenerative sweeper or
equivalent method that removes trash and particulate matter.

The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved drainage and
runoff control plans. Any proposed changes to the approved drainage and runoff control
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plans shall be reported to the Executive Director. No changes to the approved plans shall
occur without an amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Ex¢cutive
Director determines that no amendment is required.

2. Condition Compliance. WITHIN 60 DAYS OF COMMISSION ACTION ON
THIS CDP APPLICATION, or within such additional time as the Executive Director
may grant for good cause, the applicant shall satisfy all requirements specified in the
conditions hereto that the applicant is required to satisfy prior to issuance of this permit.
Failure to comply with this requirement may result in the institution of enforcement
action under the provisions of Chapter 9 of the Coastal Act.

3. Implementation of Drainage and Polluted Runoff BMPs. WITHIN 90 DAYS
OF ISSUANCE OF THIS PERMIT, or within such additional time as the Executive
Director may grant for good cause, the applicant shall install/implement drainage and
polluted runoff control BMPs consistent with the plans approved pursuant to Special
Condition #1 of this permit. Failure to comply with this requirement may result in the
institution of enforcement action under the provisions of Chapter 9 of the Coastal Act.

IV. Findings and Declarations.

The Commission finds and declares as follows:

1. Project Description\History. The subject application involves two separate
developments in the City of Solana Beach. The first development involves a request for
after-the-fact approval of an unpermitted 74-space asphalt parking lot at 140 S. Sierra
Avenue, Solana Beach. The lot had previously been occupied by the “Distillery”
nightclub which became damaged by fire and was subsequently demolished pursuant to a
City nuisance abatement order. In 1994, the City acquired the lot which by then
contained the “Distillery’s™ 50-space parking area and unimproved area where the
“Distillery” once stood. After acquiring the property in 1994, the City improved the
unimproved area to create an additional 74-space parking lot without benefit of a coastal
development permit. As a result, today there are a total of 124 parking spaces on the
subject lot. However, the subject application only involves a request for after-the-fact

. approval of the 74-space asphalt parking area since the 50-space lot was in place at the

time of the Distillery nightclub operation.

The applicant has identified that the reason the City purchased the subject lot in 1994 was
in order to relocate the surface parking lot that exists at nearby Fletcher Cove Beach Park.
The City has long-range plans to redevelop Fletcher Cove Beach Park. In 2001, the City
approved the Fletcher Cove Master Plan which included a proposal to remove up to 75
parking spaces from Fletcher Cove and relocate them to the “Distillery” site. However,
the Fletcher Cove Master Plan has not been reviewed or approved by the Commission
and the standard of review for the subject development is the Coastal Act.

The second development request involves the redevelopment of nearby Fletcher Cove
Beach Park and construction of a grass and/or beach sand park area in place of a portion
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of the existing 93-space asphalt parking lot. The proposed redevelopment of Fletcher
Cove Beach Park will result in the loss of 64 public parking spaces. The applicant is
proposing to mitigate the loss of these 64 parking spaces by replacing the parking with
the parking in the previously constructed 74-space parking lot (that is proposed for after-
the-fact approval with this application) at 140 S. Sierra Avenue.

The existing unpermitted 74-space parking lot is at 140 S. Sierra Avenue, which is on the
east side of S. Sierra Avenue behind several commercial buildings that front Highway
101 and Plaza Street. Fletcher Cove Beach Park is located on the west side of S. Sierra
Avenue, at the western terminus of Plaza Street. Fletcher Cove Beach Park is
approximately 400 ft. northwest of the proposed 74-space parking lot.

The City of Solana Beach does not have a certified Local Coastal Program (LCP). As

such, the standard of review for the proposed development is Chapter 3 policies of the
Coastal act.

V. APPROVAL FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS
The findings in this section apply only to that portion of the development that is
described in Part 1 of the Commission’s resolution on this permit application, which

portion is therefore being conditionally approved.

1. Public Access/Parking. Section 30252 of the Coastal Act states, in part, that:

The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public
access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, (2)
providing commercial facilities within or adjoining residential development or in
other areas that will minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing non-
automobile circulation within the development, (4) providing adequate parking
facilities or. providing substitute means of serving the development with public
transportation . . . .

This proposal involves a request for after-the-fact approval of an existing unpermitted 74-
spaced asphalt parking area adjacent to and connected with an existing 50-spaced asphalt
parking area. The subject site is located on the east side of S. Sierra Avenue,
approximately 400 feet southeast of Fletcher Cove Beach Park, the City’s primary beach
access area. The subject development is located adjacent to several commercial
developments that front Highway 101 to the east and Plaza Street to the north. Many of
the existing commercial developments that surround the proposed parking lot were
constructed prior to the incorporation of the City of Solana Beach and fail to meet the
City’s current parking standards. As a result, the subject parking lot is heavily used

during the workweek by patrons of the surrounding businesses.

Section 30252 of the Coastal Act requires that new development should maintain and
enhance public access to the coast by, among other things, providing adequate parking
facilities. The applicant proposes to use this parking lot for the replacement of the 64
parking spaces proposed to be eliminated at nearby Fletcher Cove Beach Park. However,
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as explained in Section VI of this report, the Commission cannot approve the proposed
elimination of parking at Fletcher Cove. Although it cannot be used for replacement
parking for lost parking at Fletcher Cove, the existing unpermitted 74 space public
parking lot can and does provide a reservoir of parking spaces for surrounding businesses
and will help protect existing beach parking that currently exists at Fletcher Cove and
along S. Sierra Avenue because business patrons will more likely use the proposed 74
spaces adjacent to the commercial establishment than the beach parking areas. In
addition, on summer weekends when beach use is highest, these spaces can also serve to
supplement existing parking at Fletcher Cove and along S. Sierra Avenue. Therefore,
after-the-fact approval of the unpermitted 74-space parking lot is consistent with the
public access policies of the Coastal Act.

2. Runoff/Water Quality. Section 30231 of the Coastal Act requires that the
biological productivity of coastal waters be maintained by, among other means,
controlling runoff and states, in part, that:

Section 30231

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands,
estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine
organisms and for the protection of human health shall be maintained and, where
feasible, restored through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste
water discharges and entrapment, controlling runoff, ....

The construction of impervious surfaces can result in impacts to water quality because
water runoff from hard surfaces can contain pollutants that eventually drain onto beaches
or other coastal waters. In urban areas, runoff can contain oil, gasoline, brake dust,
particles of roofing material and construction matter, chemicals, trash and other
contaminants. Filters, catch basins, permeable paving surfaces such as modular pavers,
grassed parking areas, and permeable pavements can be employed to trap vehicle-
generated pollutants and reduce runoff volumes.

The proposed project will increase the impervious surface area and the number of parking
spaces on the site, which could potentially increase the pollutants on the site associated
with cars. In addition, as the project site is located within approximately 1,000 feet of the
ocean, it has the potential to adversely affect ocean waters unless measures are taken to
contain or filter runoff from the subject site. The applicant has not provided evidence
detailing how runoff from the subject site will be contained and filtered. Therefore,
Special Condition #1 has been attached which requires the applicant to submit a Drainage
and Polluted Runoff Control Plan the incorporates structural and nonstructural Best
Management Practices (BMPs), for Executive Director approval, involving the proposed
parking lot improvements. With appropriate BMPs, the potential for polluted runoff
from the site making its way to the ocean is reduced. Therefore, as conditioned, the
Commission finds the proposed development consistent with the water quality protection
policies of the Coastal Act.
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3. Unpermitted Development. Unpermitted development has occurred on the subject
site without the required coastal development permit including, but not limited to, a 74-
space asphalt parking lot for which the applicant is requesting after-the-fact approval. To
ensure that the components of unpermitted development addressed by this application are
resolved in a timely manner, Special Condition #2 requires that the applicant satisfy all
conditions of this permit that are prerequisite to the issuance of this permit within 60 days
of Commission action, or within such additional time as the Executive Director may grant
for good cause. In addition, Special condition #3 requires that all runoff control measures
and best management practices (BMPs) required pursuant to Special Condition #1 of this

permit be installed and implemented within 90 days of issuance of the coastal
development permit.

Although construction has taken place prior to submission of this permit application,
consideration of this application by the Commission has been based solely upon the
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Review of this permit does not constitute a waiver
of any legal action with regard to the alleged violation nor does it constitute an admission

as to the legality of any development undertaken on the subject site without a coastal
permit.

4. Local Coastal Planning. Section 30604 (a) also requires that a coastal
development permit shall be issued only if the Commission finds that the permitted
development will not prejudice the ability of the local government to prepare a Local
Coastal Program (LCP) in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal
Act. In this case, such a finding can be made.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed request for after-the-fact approval of the 74-
spaced asphalt parking lot has been found to be consistent with the public access and
recreation policies of the Coastal Act. Use of these spaces will maintain and/or enhance
public access to the coast. The Commission finds that approval of the proposed project
will not prejudice the ability of the City of Solana Beach to prepare a Local Coastal
Program that is in conformity with Chapter 3 policies. '

5. Consistency with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
Section 13096 of the Commission's Code of Regulations requires Commission approval
of Coastal Development Permits to be supported by a finding showing the permit, as
conditioned, to be consistent with any applicable requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a
proposed development from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible
mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse
effect which the activity may have on the environment.

The proposed project has been conditioned in order to be found consistent with the water
quality protection policies of the Coastal Act. Mitigation measures, including a Best
Management Program addressing polluted runoff and involving regular maintenance, will
minimize all adverse environmental impacts. As conditioned, there are no feasible
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen
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any significant adverse impact which the activity may have on the environment.
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project is the least environmentally-
damaging feasible alternative and is consistent with the requirements of the Coastal Act
to conform to CEQA.

Recommendation Summary.

In summary, after-the-fact approval of the unpermitted 74-spaced asphalt parking lot will
serve to maintain and/or enhance public access to the coast by providing additional
parking for business users that otherwise might use the street parking closer to the beach
or the beach parking spaces at Fletcher Cove. In addition, while not generally available
during the work week (due to its use by customers/employees of the nearby businesses),
the proposed parking lot will be available to beachgoers after 5:00 p.m. during the work
week and at all times during the weekend. Therefore, the subject development may also
serve as a parking reservoir during high beach use such as summer weekends. Therefore,
as conditioned, the proposed development is consistent with Section 30252 and 30231 of
the Coastal Act.

VI. DENIAL FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

The findings in this section apply only to that portion of the proposed development that is
described in Part 2 of the Commission’s resolution on this permit application, which
portion is therefore being denied.

1. Public Access and Recreation. Several policies of the Coastal Act require that new
development protect or enhance public access and recreational opportunities to and along
the shoreline. These policies include:

Section 30210

In carrying out the requirements of Section 4 of Article X of the California
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public
safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners,
and natural resource areas from overuse.

Section 30211

Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea where acquired
through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the use of dry sand and

rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation.
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Section 30212

(a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the coast
shall be provided in new development projects except where:

(1) itis inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the protection of
fragile coastal resources,

(2) adequate access exists nearby, or, ....

Section 30212.5.

Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including parking areas or
facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate against the

impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by the public of any
single area.

Section 30213

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

Section 30221.

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

Section 30223.

Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses shall be reserved for
such uses, where feasible.

Section 30252,

The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public
access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, (2)
providing commercial facilities within or adjoining residential development or in
other areas that will minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing
nonautomobile circulation within the development, (4) providing adequate parking
facilities or providing substitute means of serving the development with public
transportation, (5) assuring the potential for public transit for high intensity uses
such as high-rise office buildings, and by (6) assuring that the recreational needs of
new residents will not overload nearby coastal recreation areas by correlating the
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amount of development with local park acquisition and development plans with the
provision of onsite recreational facilities to serve the new development.

The proposed development involves the installation of a turf grass and/or beach sand
passive recreation area within an existing beachfront park (Fletcher Cove Beach Park)
Fletcher Cove Beach Park comprises approximately 5.6 acres of land that includes a
sandy beach area along the shoreline and a developed blufftop recreation area including a
small grassy area with picnic tables, an approximately 378 sq. ft. restroom, 43,800 sq. ft.
asphalt parking lot accommodating 93 spaces, 3,570 sq. ft. Marine Safety Center, a 1,700
sq. ft. Community Center, and a % court basketball facility. Access to the sandy beach
area is accommodated by an approximately 10 to 15 ft. wide concrete access ramp on the
north side of the developed area and parking lot that slopes downward to the beach from
the park’s entrance.

The 1,700 sq. ft. community center is located on the north side of the access ramp on a
blufftop area that is approximately 40 feet higher in elevation than the other park
facilities and will remain. In December 2002, the Commission approved the demolition
of the existing restroom and the construction of a new restroom facility north of the
access ramp.(CDP No. 6-02-50/City of Solana Beach). The demolished restroom area is
within the existing blufftop park area and proposed to be converted to additional
landscaped, passive recreation area. The only existing facility affected by the subject
development is the parking area where 64 parking spaces are proposed to be removed.
Therefore, the proposal involves adding additional recreational area while at the same
time eliminating a substantial amount of public beach parking. .

As previously stated, the site on which the proposed turf grass and/or beach sand
recreation area is to be installed is currently used for public beach parking. The project
will result in the removal of 64 of the 93 public parking spaces, leaving 29 parking spaces
to serve the existing passive park area, basketball court, Marine Safety Center,
community center and the new passive recreation area. The applicant contends that the
loss of the 64 public parking spaces can be mitigated by replacing them in a parking lot
located approximately 400 ft. southeast of the park at 140 S. Sierra Avenue. However,
the Commission finds the proposed replacement parking cannot be given equal or one-
for-one replacement value. In addition, there is current demand for the proposed
replacement parking facility that can’t be disregarded.

The subject development is located at Fletcher Cove Beach Park, the primary beach
access location in the City of Solana Beach. While several bluff face public access
stairways are located both south and north of Fletcher Cove, the public access ramp at
Fletcher Cove is the primary facility that accommodates direct access to the shoreline for
pedestrians and lifeguard vehicles in the City of Solana Beach. In addition, with parking
space for up to 93 vehicles and direct access from Interstate 5 via Lomas Santa Fe drive,
Fletcher Cove Beach Park provides close and immediate access for beachgoers unlike
any other access location in the City. In addition, as with all of California beaches,
Fletcher Cove Beach Park is a coastal resource of statewide importance. The park is used
by local and regional residents as well as tourists for a wide variety of passive and active
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ocean/shoreline recreation activities including surfing, swimming, tide pooling, jogging,
ocean viewing, etc.

The City has long-range plans to redevelop Fletcher Cove and has held numerous public
workshops and hearings over the last decade to assist in its design. In June of 2001, the
City Council approved the Fletcher Cove Master Plan which envisions, among other
things, a new Marine Safety Center; a playground/tot lot; new public restrooms and
showers; vehicular circulation changes including closing Pacific St./N. Sierra Avenue at
the intersection with Plaza and closure of Plaza Street and; relocation of up to 74 parking
spaces to the “Distillery” lot at 140 S. Sierra Avenue. The overall goal is to make the
park more pedestrian oriented and to increase passive recreational use of the park’s
upland area. Therefore, the subject development proposal is a significant element of the
Fletcher Cove Master Plan. However, while the Fletcher Cove Master Plan has been
approved by the City, it has not been reviewed or approved by the Coastal Commission.
Therefore, while elimination of parking at Fletcher Cove is part of the City’s Fletcher
Cove Master Plan, the standard of review for the subject proposal is the Coastal Act.

The applicant has identified that the property at 140 S. Sierra Avenue (the “Distillery”
site) was purchased by the City in 1994 for the sole purpose of relocating all of the
surface parking from Fletcher Cove following implementation of the Fletcher Cove
Master Plan. The City’s 1992 resolution approving the original Fletcher Cove Master
Plan and the elimination of surface parking at Fletcher Cove indicated that “[a]t least 290
off-street parking spaces will be provided to accommodate the proposed uses and replace
parking spaces lost to project development.” (Ref. City of Solana Beach Resolution No.
92-59). The “off-street parking spaces” involved a parking structure that was to have
been constructed at the “Distillery” site. Until the parking structure is constructed and
the parking at Fletcher Cove eliminated, the City authorized the “Distillery” lot to be
used as an “interim” surface public parking lot. The following is from the City’s

Resolution approving the use permit for the parking lot construction at 140 S. Sierra
Avenue:

WHEREAS, the Fletcher Cove Master Plan specifically identifies this property as
the receiver site for the existing parking spaces at Fletcher Cove that will ultimately
be relocated to 140 S. Sierra Avenue, and . . .

WHEREAS, the unimproved lot is presently being used for parking in a haphazard
and unorganized manner, and the City desires to make this property available for
additional safe parking until final improvements can be funded rather than fencing
the property and not allowing its interim use, and

WHEREAS, proposed parking lot is an intermediate use and design until the planned
parking structure can be funded and developed, . . .
(Ref. City of Solana Beach Resolution No. 95-43)

Subsequently, however, the Fletcher Cove Master Plan was revised (June 2001) and the
planned parking structure at the “Distillery” site was eliminated. However, the current
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Master Plan continues to identify the “Distillery” site as the repository for beach parking
that will be eliminated at Fletcher Cove.

Most of the surface parking at Fletcher Cove would be relocated to the old
“Distillery” parking lot, including the relocation of approximately 75 spaces to the
Distillery site surface lot. With the relocation of 75 spaces to the “Distillery” site
and retention of approximately 16 onsite spaces at the Cove, the beach park would
have a total of 93 spaces (the same as the existing count). (Ref. Approved Fletcher.
Cove Master Plan Mitigated Negative Declaration, June 19, 2001; Resolution No.
2001-59:

The subject request to convert 64 paved public parking spaces to passive recreational use
(grass turf and/or beach sand) and to provide replacement parking for the eliminated
parking spaces at a site 400 ft. southeast of the park raises consistency issues with the
public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. First, the creation of a passive
recreation area adjacent to the public beach is a highly desirable use, which is consistent
with the Coastal Act policies that protects and encourages oceanfront and upland
recreational areas (ref. Sections 30221 and 30222). In addition, by providing additional
recreational amenities, public use of the area will likely increase over what exists today.
The beach at this location is not accessible at all times because of high tides and the lack
of sufficient sand. With an additional passive recreation area, enhanced park use will be
possible even when access to the beach is impractical. However, two significant
concerns are raised by the subject request. First, will the remaining 29 onsite parking
spaces be sufficient to accommodate existing beach and park use, along with the potential
increase created by the development of a new passive recreational area? Secondly, can
the loss of 64 prime beach parking spaces be adequately mitigated by providing
replacement parking approximately 400 ft. southeast of Fletcher Cove?

To answer the first question, Commission staff requested that the City provide parking
counts or studies relative to the existing parking at and around Fletcher Cove and/or to
find examples of parking standards that might apply for small beach parks such as
Fletcher Cove. However, the City has not provided any such information or studies to
support the proposal.

Since no information has been provided relative to parking standards for small beach
parks such as Fletcher Cove, is it important to determine the existing level of use at the
Fletcher Cove parking lot and how it might increase over time in order to determine how
many parking spaces are necessary to assure public access to the beach is protected.
Unfortunately, the City does not have parking counts to document the use of Fletcher
Cove (or the use of the parking lot at 140 S. Sierra Avenue). Without such information it
is very difficult to evaluate the impact of removing 64 public parking spaces. However,

the City has provided anecdotal information that is consistent with Commission staff’s
observations.

The City indicates that use of the parking spaces at Fletcher Cove is highly dependent on
the tide levels, surf conditions, time of year, and availability of sand and weather



6-04-39
Page 14

conditions. Heaviest use is on weekends during the summer. When surf is up, use
increases throughout the year in the early morning hours before work and later in the
afternoons. There also appears to be increased use after school hours throughout the
year. However, when there is no surf and weather is poor, the parking lot is generally
empty. In addition, because of the low levels of sand throughout Solana Beach’s
shoreline, access to the beach is dependent on tide levels. When tide levels are high, the

parking lot is also generally empty since access to the beach is nonexistent; except of
course, when surf conditions are favorable for surfers.

Commission staff has visited Fletcher Cove over the years and concur with the City’s
assessment. However, while it is evident that many times over the span of a year, the
parking lot at Fletcher Cove has been generally empty, the Commission is concerned that
by reducing parking at Fletcher Cove from 93 spaces to 29, the public’s ability to access
the beach during high use periods will be adversely affected. In addition, while the beach
is not accessible during many times of the year because of low sand levels, it is possible
that sand levels could change overtime, either naturally or through sand replenishment
projects, such that beach use would substantially increase. In June of 2001,
approximately 146,000 cu. yds. of sand was placed at Fletcher Cove as part of the San
Diego Association of Government’s (SANDAG) Regional Beach Sand Replenishment
Project, which placed sand on 12 receiver beaches throughout San Diego County (Ref.
CDP 6-00-36/SANDAG). SANDAG is currently investigating funding sources for future
sand replenishment projects in San Diego County and Fletcher Cove is expected to once
again be a candidate as a receiver beach.

Fletcher Cove Beach Park represents a valuable coastal resource of statewide and
regional importance. Increasing populations along the Southern California coastline will
undoubtedly result in increased use of this smaller beach park. The large number of
public parking spaces in close proximity of the ocean is a public access resource that
should not be eliminated or substantially reduced without careful evaluation of its
potential effect on public access over the long term. Furthermore, the City, as the
applicant, has the burden of demonstrating that the project will be consistent with the
access protection policies of the Coastal Act. It has not presented evidence to satisfy that
burden. Therefore, the Commission finds that the elimination of approximately 2/3 of the
existing parking supply at Fletcher may be excessive, premature and result in significant
impacts on public beach access inconsistent with Coastal Act policies.

The second question raised by the proposed development to eliminate 64 parking spaces
at Fletcher Cove is whether the loss of the parking can be adequately mitigated as
proposed by the parking lot 400 ft. southeast of the beach park. The applicant is
proposing to replace the 64 spaces removed from Fletcher Cove, a highly desirable
parking location for the beach and surf, with the “Distillery” parking lot. Currently
beachgoers have direct access to the beach via a 15 ft. wide ramp located directly
adjacent to the parking lot. While parking an extra 400 ft. from the park and crossing a
street may not be substantially difficult for some beachgoers, it would presumably be less
~ desirable and may actually present an impediment for others. In addition, there is a
concern as to whether there are in fact available parking spaces at the “Distillery” site to
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“replace” the 64 spaces removed from Fletcher Cove. Based on the information available
to the Commission, the “Distillery” parking lot at 140 S. Sierra Avenue does not
currently have 64 spaces available at all times to provide replacement parking, on a one-
to-one basis, for the removal of 64 spaces from Fletcher Cove.

As previously described, the City purchased the “Distillery” lot property with the intent
to construct a public parking structure sometime in the future. Afier the purchase, the
City added 74 asphalted parking spaces to the already existing 50 spaces by paving a dirt
area and striping without benefit of a coastal development permit. Today the “Distillery”
lot has 124 parking spaces, 74 of which are unpermitted, and the City no longer has plans
to construct a parking structure. The applicant has documented that 50 of the existing
spaces are deed restricted for use during the normal workweek by a neighboring property
owner through the year 2022. In addition, another 8 spaces are leased from the City for
use by an adjacent restaurant. Therefore, during the weekday only 66 spaces (out of the
total 124) are available without restriction for use by the general public.

However, these “available” spaces are actually being used by patrons of the surrounding
businesses such that very few, if any, would be available to beachgoers during the
workweek. Based on photographic evidence, informal surveys by Commission staff and
comments from the public, the existing 124 spaced parking lot is currently used to a
substantial level (up to approximately 90% capacity) during regular business hours,
presumably by patrons of the surrounding commercial establishments. In addition, the
City has been unable to provide a suitable means to assure how the 66 unencumbered
spaces could be reserved for exclusive use by beachgoers. Although all of these spaces
would be available for beach parking in the evenings and on weekends while the
businesses are closed, the “Distillery” site would not provide enough beach parking
during the summer workweek to compensate for the loss of parking at Fletcher Cove.
While asked for by Commission staff, the City has not provided any parking studies or
other analysis that would refute the observations made by Commission staff. In addition,
the City has not provided any information that would document the availability of
comparable public parking in the area. Therefore, the proposed development would have
an adverse affect on the public’s ability to access the shoreline by the elimination of 64
public parking spaces at Fletcher Cove, especially during the summer months and,
therefore, must be denied.

While removal of 64 public parking spaces at Fletcher Cove will result in significant
adverse impacts on public access, it is possible that some reduction in the number of
public parking spaces could be found consistent with Coastal Act policies at Fletcher
Cove along with the development of additional passive recreational areas. In fact, the
City has identified a number of improvements in the area that may overtime reduce the
need for parking spaces at Fletcher Cove. In the 1990’s, the City restriped several streets
surrounding Fletcher Cove to increase the number of parking spaces. In addition, the
City has a new pedestrian bridge under construction that will allow residents to safely
cross the grade-separated railroad tracks toward the beach on the south side of the City
and plans to construct an additional pedestrian bridge on the north side of the City. Both
bridges will facilitate residents wanting to walk to the beach. In addition, the City is
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currently considering an application for a “multi hundred” parking structure at the nearby
North County Transit District train station which is located approximately %2 mile east of
Fletcher Cove Beach. Each of these public improvements has the potential of reducing
the need for public parking spaces at Fletcher Cove, although probably not eliminating
that need entirely. Parking close to the beach is still going to be necessary for those
wanting to surf or swim before work or those wanting to quickly access the beach during

lunch hours or for those that cannot or do not want to walk or utilize public _
transportation.

Prior to incorporation of the City of Solana Beach, Fletcher Cove was a County park and
one of the recreational facilities addressed in Policy 21 — 24 in the Commission-certified
San Diego County LCP Land Use Plan (attached as Exhibit 4). Policy 24 includes
standards for beach facility improvements necessary to carry out the public access and
recreation policies of the Coastal Act that protect lower cost visitor and recreational
facilities and oceanfront land for recreational use. These standards and projected use
levels for Fletcher Cove (referred to as Solana Beach County Park) were developed
nearly 25 years ago and, it is reasonable to assume, demand for the City’s only
beachfront park and parking lot has increased over time. In addition, the proposed
passive blufftop recreational improvements and general population increase are reasons
to expect greater park attendance in the future.

Policy 24 suggests beach parks with high intensity use and including upland game courts,
picnic tables, restrooms and lifeguard service (such as exists at Fletcher Cove) should
have at least sixty (60) parking spaces. While it is true that the existing parking lot may,
at some times, be underutilized, there is no information to support this will always be the
case and once the parking is gone, it would be difficult to replace. In other areas in San
Diego County, there are examples where beachfront parking is non-existent or madequate
resulting in traffic and other spillover affects to surrounding areas.

In summary, Fletcher Cove Beach Park is a valuable coastal resource of local, regional
and statewide significance and a lower cost visitor and recreational facility protected by
Section 30213 of the Act. Section 30223 requires reservation of upland areas necessary
to support coastal recreational uses which would include public beach parking facilities.
The proposed project would result in the permanent elimination of 64 public parking
spaces without identifiable mitigation to adequately offset the potential adverse impact it
would have on public access especially during high use periods such as the summer
months. Therefore, the Commission finds the proposed development must be denied as

inconsistent with all the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act cited
above.

4. Local Coastal Planning. Section 30604 (a) also requires that a coastal
development permit shall be issued only if the Commission finds that the permitted
development will not prejudice the ability of the local government to prepare a Local

Coastal Program (LCP) in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal
Act. In this case, such a finding cannot be made.
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Based on the above discussion, the proposed removal of 64 public parking spaces in close
proximity to the shoreline without adequate mitigation has been found to be inconsistent
with the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. Removal of these
parking spaces will have significant adverse impacts on public access to the shoreline and
ocean. The Commission finds that approval of the proposed project will prejudice the
ability of the City of Solana Beach to prepare a Local Coastal Program that is in
conformity with Chapter 3 policies and, therefore, it must be denied.

5. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section 13096 of the
Commission's Code of Regulations requires Commission approval of coastal
development permits to be supported by a finding showing the permit to be consistent
with any applicable requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being
approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available,

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

As described above, the proposed project would have adverse environmental impacts.
There are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures available such as the no project
alternative that would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts that the
activity may have on the environment such as removing fewer parking spaces or
providing other replacement parking for any proposed loss of public parking. Therefore,
the proposed project is not consistent with CEQA or the policies of the Coastal Act
because there are feasible alternatives, which would lessen significant adverse impacts,

which the activity would have on the environment. Therefore, the project must be
denied.

(WTigershark1\Groups\San Diego\Reports\2004\6-04-039 Distillery, Fletcher Final stfrpt.doc)
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THIS PLAN WAS PREPARED WITH FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FRCM
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POLICY GROUP 20
RECREATION AND VISITOR-SERVING FACILITIES

poLICY 21} BEACH AREAS FOR VARYING RECREATIONAL USE INTENSITY
Because

(A) The California Coastal Act of 1976 requires that ''Wherever appro-
priate and feasible, public facilities...shall be distributed
throughout an area so as to mitigate against the impacts, social
and otherwise, of gvercrowding or overuse by the publié¢ of any
single area'' (C.A. 30212.5); and ’ T

(8) Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states that ''maximum shoreline
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all people con-
sistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public
rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource
areas from overuse.'';

THE COUNTY WILL DESIGNATE THE VAR10US BEACH AREAS FOR HIGH, MEDIUM, AND LOW
INTENSITY LEVELS OF USE BASED ON THE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE BEACH RESOURCE,
ACCESSIBILITY, SUPPORT FACILITIES, AND CHARACTER OF THE ADJACENT NEIGHBOR-
HOOD; AND WILL PROMOTE THOSE LEVELS OF USE THROUGH SIGNING, ACCESS AND
SUPPORT FACILITIES IMPROVEMENTS, AND OTHER APPROPRIATE MEANS.

POLICY 22 HIGH INTENSITY USE
Because

(A) Beach attendance has more than tripled in the past decade; ‘and will
more than double within the next 15-20 years; and

(B) The Moonlight, San Elijo, cardiff and South Carlsbad State Beach
areas are easily accessible, have beaches of good size and quality,
have ample parking and related facility potential to accommodate
higher useage levels, and adjacent land uses would not be adversely
affected by beach recreation;

THE AREAS OF SOUTH CARLSBAD STATE BEACH, MOONLIGHT BEACH STATE PARK, CARDIFF
BEACH STATE PARK AND SAN EL!JO BEACH STATE PARK SHALL BE DESIGNED AS HIGH
INTENSITY BEACH RECREATIONAL USE AREAS. (See Access Component Map)



¢

POLICY 23 MEDIUM AND LOW INTENSITY BEACH USE

Because

(A) Other beach areas within the San Dieguito Coastal Zone are capable
of handling only more limited intensity use levels due to a com-
bination of factors which include:

(1) varying width and quality of useable sandy beach areas;

(2) varying degrees and access difficulty due to steep adjacent
blgffs and the type of vertical access facility;

(3) limited capability for construction or temporary placement
of sanitary, lifeguard tower and other facilities, and
difficulty of access for trash removal;

(L) scarce present and future vehicle parking opportunities
within walking distance of beach areas, due to nearly
complete development of adjacent residential neighborhoods;

(5) the probability of conflicts with residential areas from
intense beach use and traffic on characteristically narrow
residential streets; and

(B) These beach areas are suitable for provision of a less intense type

of beach recreational experience ranging from moderately crowded to
uncrowded quiet solitude; and '

(C) The factors identified in (4) and (5), above, can be mitigated in
some instances by beach access transportation measures proposed in
the access component of this plan;

THE COUNTY WILL CLASSIFY THE BEACH AREAS RELATED TO THE FOLLOWING ACCESS POINTS
FOR A MEDIUM INTENSITY USE LEVEL:

LEUCAD!A BEACH STATE PARK
SEASIDE GARDENS COUNTY PARK
SEA CLIFF COUNTY PARK

TIDE BEACH COUNTY PARK
SOLANA BEACH COUNTY PARK
ENCINITAS COUNTY PARK

AND THE COUNTY WILL CLASSIFY THE BEACH AREAS RELATED TO THE FOLLOWING ACCESS
POINTS FOR A LOW INTENSITY USE LEVEL:

NORTH SEA BLUFF VILLAGE
SOUTH SEA BLUFF VILLAGE
" STREET VICINITY
SEASCAPE SURF

SEASCAPE SHORES

DEL MAR SHORES

VIA DE LA VALLE
(See Access Component Map)

..9..



POLICY 24 STANDARDS FOR BEACH FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS

Because

(A) The California Coastal Act of 1976 requires that '‘Lower cost visitor.

and recreational facilities...shall be protected, encouraged, and,
where feasible, provided''. (C.A. 30213); and '

(B) The Coastal Act requires that oceanfront land suitable for recrea-

tional use shall be protected for recreational use and development
...{(C.A. 30221); and

(C) The County has classified all State and County owned beach areas
within the San Dieguito Coastal Zone for varying intensities of
use;

THE COUNTY WILL ADOPT BEACH RECREATION FACILITY STANDARDS, AND WILL ENCOURAGE
THE STATE TO APPLY SIMILAR STANDARDS TO ITS BEACHES, AS FOLLOWS:

HIGH INTENSITY USE LEVEL BEACHES
1. LI FEGUARD TOWERS AND PERMANENT LIFEGUARD SERVICE.
2. NO FEE PUBLIC ACCESS AND USE.
3. PERMANENT RESTROOMS.
L. AT LEAST SIXTY (60) PARKING SPACES.
5. TRASH CONTAINERS AND REGULAR INTERVAL CLEANUP AND REMOVAL. -
6. REGULAR AND FREQUENT KELP PICK-UP SERVICES,

.7. RECREATIONAL FACILITIES TO INCLUDE VOLLEYBALL STANDARDS AND EQUIP-
MENT, AND WHERE FEASIBLE, HARD SURFACE GAME COURTS ON UPLAND AREAS.

8. SIGNING TO SEPARATE CONFLICTING BEACH USES, ({.E., SURFING AND
BATHING, AND TO REGULATE ANIMALS AND MOTOR VEHICLES ON THE BEACH.)

9. FOOD AND BEVERAGE CONCESSIONS.

10. SURFBOARD, BODY BOARD, AND OTHER BEACH EQUIPMENT RENTAL CONCESSIONS.

1. PICNIC TABLES.

12. SECURE BICYCLE STORAGE FACILITIES AND BICYCLE RENTAL CONCESSIONS.

MEDIUM INTENSITY USE LEVEL BEACHES

1. LIFEGUARD TOWERS AND TEMPORARY LIFEGUARD SERVICE AS USERSHIP
WARRANTS .

-10-




2. NO FEE PUBLIC ACCESS AND USE.
3.  PERMANENT OR PORTABLE RESTROOMS.
L. AT LEAST THIRTY (30) PARKING SPACES.
5. TRASH CONTAINERS AND REGULAR INTERVAL CLEANUP AND REMOVAL.

6. KELP PICK-UP SERVICES.

7. RECREATIONAL FACILITIES TO INCLUDE VOLLEYBALL STANDARDS, AT A
MINIMUM. -

8. SIGNING TO SEPARATE CONFLICTING BEACH USES, (1.E., SURFING AND
BATHING, AND TO REGULATE ANIMALS AND MOTOR VEHICLES ON THE BEACH.)

9. SECURE BICYCLE STORAGE FACILITIES.
LOW INTENSITY USE LEVEL BEACHES
1. NO FEE PUBL!C ACCESS AND USE.

2. PEAK PERIOD LIFEGUARD SERVICE AS USERSHIP WARRANTS.

PORTABLE RESTROCMS.

(8

‘ b, 0-30 PARKING SPACES.
5. TRASH CONTAINERS AND REGULAR INTERVAL CLEANUP AND REMOVAL.
6. OCCASIONAL KELP PICK-UP SERVICES.

7. SECURE BICYCLE STORAGE FACILITIES.

POLICY 25 ACOUISTTION AND DEVELOPMENT OF NEIGHBORHOOD PARK FACILITIES

Because the San Dieguito Coastal Zone:

(A) Has been found deficient in meeting the Parks and Recreation

Department criteria for the number and acreage of local resi-
dent-serving parks; and

(B) Has not produced sufficient park lands dedication ordinance
funds to purchase high-cost lands within the coastal zone for
future park sites, and the scarcity of developable lands in

13’ this area severely limits future revenues from this source
’ and limits the choices for future park sites;




540 Marvista Drive

Solana Beach, CA 92075-1330
(858) 755-6484
Jpeterchem(@aol.com

March 11, 2004

Mr. Gary Cannon

Coastal Commission

San Diego Coast District Office
7575 Metropolitan Drive Suite 103
San Diego, CA 92108

Re: Solana Beach Fletcher Cove Parking

Dear Mr. Cannon;

I am writing you about my concern with regards to the proposed Fletcher Cove Master
Plan for Solana Beach. Solana Beach is fortunate to have the parking at Fletcher Cove,
which allows such convenient access, especially for families, to the beach. It seems our
City Council is determined to make a park out of the parking lot. I believe their plan
would be to count parking spaces at the Distillery lot across from our Post Office and
new parking at the train station to fulfill the parking that the Coastal Commission would
require. [ feel that this is a huge mistake as the Distillery lot, which is the closer of the
two lots is usually full from the businesses in the area. On a cool day in May at 10:00
AM, 1 counted only nine available parking spaces. This is certainly not adequate for a
warm summer day for beach parking. Parking at the train station would certainly be
inconvenient, especially for families with small children, as one takes the various items
such as beach chairs, umbrella, ice chest, boogie boards, etc. In addition safety would be
a factor as there are several streets to be crossed. We do have two parks in the area and I
feel that most people go to Fletcher Cove to go to the beach. Additionally the top of the
cove is windy and cool most of the year not making it ideal for picnics or a tot lot. Parks
do require watering which probably lead to more bluff failures which is already a huge
problem. [ agree that the Marine Safety Headquarters and the bathrooms need to be
rebuilt but please consider the problem of access to the beach if the present parking is
eliminated as part of the Fletcher Cove Master Plan.

Thank you.
Sincerely,
Ann L. Peter
cc. Barry Johnson, City Manager EXHIBITNO. 5
Joe Kellejian. Mayor APPLICATION NO.
6-04-39
Letters of Opposition
Page 1 0of 3
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March 7, 20‘05 }‘%E@@EWJ§

Mr. Gary Cannon

3 . CALIFOR
Coastal Commission s COA&ALcodnﬁao
San Diego Coast District Office AN DIEGO COASTB,ST,Z‘CT

7575 Metropolitan Dr. Ste 103
San Diego, CA 92108

Re: Solana BeéCh Fletcher Cove Parking

Dear Mr. Cannon:

You probably have received manv opinions concerning the proposed
beach parking area of Solana Beach being made into a "beautiful"
park. In truth, there have to be many citizens who frequent
Fletcher Ccve who have never been approached as to whether or not
this plan is what they really want. 'In my view, most of the
citizens who have been listened to are people who only want
"beautyv," not thinking logically about practicality.

It is a fact, I think, that there is not nearly enough convenient
parking for the city of Solana Beach,and particularly near Fletcher

Cove. To remove parking space that is already in place verges on
being ridiculous.

All the other ideas and plans of parking garages are not only un-
affordable but a long time in the future, as projected, and in
some cases ({(as part of our train station, for instance), not only
too far away from the beach but also dangerous for younger folks

with beach paraphenalia to carry, as well as vounger children con-
cerning traffic woes.

Already in progress are the new restrooms, which will be nice. We
Aalso have a smallex vark (green grass, tables, etc.) that has been
in existence for many years and which I think is adequate.

Please consider these talking points as I feel I am very aware
of practical problems which will be magnified if the present
parking lot is either diminished or eventually done away with.
At least, 1f these parking structures are to be a reality, I

would suggest doing them prior to removing our present beach
parking.

Sincerely,
~~ 4 5 - .
7o) 7L" A
. 1!;-/5’/1‘1, /4/(,60’6“_/@»»1_,
Robert Wilkens

cc: Barry Johnson, City Manager
Tom Campbell, Mavyor



540 Marvista Drive
Solana Beach. CA 92075-1330
(858) 755-6484

March 4, 2005

Mr. Gary Cannon
Coastal Commission - e men
San Diego Coast Office 2/ é (Gl In Ll',
7575 Metropolitan Drive Suite 103 : . Py
San Diego, CA 92108 AR 57 2005

. CALECRMIA
RE: Solana Beach Fletcher Cove Parking “32878L COMMISSION

Dear Mr. Cannon:

I am writing you as a follow up to my letter of March 11, 2004 about my concern
regarding the proposed Fletcher Cove Master Plan for Solana Beach. It seems our City
Council is still determined to do away with convenient beach access parking. While
watching a recent council meeting, I learned that they want to reduce the parking spaces
from the current ninety-two (92) to twenty-seven (27). It is difficult to understand their
reasoning unless non of them actually use the beach at Fletcher Cove. Even if they
convert most of the parking into a park, I don’t believe that twenty-seven parking places
would be enough for a park, much less the beach. They apparently have applied to the
Coastal Commission to substitute parking in the Distillery lot across from the Post Office
for those sixty-five(65) that will be lost from the Fletcher Cove lot. Idon’t believe that
the council understands that the lot is often full or close to it. On a recent rainy day I
counted only ten (10) available parking spaces in mid morning in the Distillery lot which
is a lot less than sixty-five. I also believe that residents living on the adjacent streets will
be impacted with parking problems if the present ninety-two parking places are reduced.

Please consider the access issue for those people that actually use the Fletcher Cove
beach.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

(Goury & ot

Ann L. Peter

cc. Barry Johnson. City Manager




