






























STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA -- THE  RESOURCES  AGENCY  ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER,  Governor 

CALIFORNIA  COASTAL  COMMISSION 
SAN DIEGO AREA 
7575 METROPOLITAN DRIVE, SUITE 103 
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TH 8c 
        October 30, 2008 
 
 
 
 
TO: COMMISSIONERS AND INTERESTED PERSONS 
 
FROM: SHERILYN SARB, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 
 DEBORAH LEE, DISTRICT MANAGER, SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 
 DIANA LILLY, COASTAL PROGRAM ANALYST, SD COAST DISTRICT 
 
SUBJECT: STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON CITY OF SOLANA BEACH LCP LAND 

USE PLAN for Commission Meeting of November 12-14, 2008 
              
 

SYNOPSIS 
 
The subject LCP Land Use Plan (LUP) was submitted and filed as complete on July 22, 
2008.  A one-year time extension was granted on September 10, 2008.  As such, the last 
date for Commission action on this item is September 20, 2009.   
 
SUMMARY OF REQUEST 
 
The subject request is the first time the City of Solana Beach has submitted a Land Use 
Plan to the Commission.  The submittal consists of only the Land Use Plan portion of the 
City’s LCP at this time; future certification of an Implementation Plan will be required to 
fully certify the City’s LCP.  The LUP contains policies that have been developed to 
address coastal issues that have been identified by City staff, a citizen’s group studying 
shoreline issues, and other interested parties.  The LUP covers the entire city limits of 
Solana Beach, and, along with Implementation Ordinances to be developed in the future, 
is intended to function as a stand-alone document from the City’s General Plan and 
Zoning Ordinance. 
 
SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff is recommending denial of the LUP as submitted.  The City’s LUP addresses a wide 
range of issues and planning concerns relevant to Solana Beach.  It is clear the City and 
the various community groups that have been involved with the LUP have put a great 
deal of time and effort into developing the LUP.  However, it is critical that the LUP 
contain clear, specific, and detailed policy direction for each of the policy groups 
contained in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, to carry out the policies of the Coastal Act.  
 
Section 30108.5 of the Coastal Act defines “Land Use Plan” as those portions of a local 
government’s general plan “which are sufficiently detailed to indicate the kinds, location, 
and intensity of land uses, the applicable resource protection and development policies 



   Solana Beach LUP 
Page 2 

 
 
and, where necessary, a listing of implementing actions.”  The intent of the Coastal Act is 
that fundamental land use decisions be made early in the LCP process rather than leave 
such decisions until review of the zoning ordinances.   At this stage, the LUP is lacking 
both the detail and comprehensiveness required of an LUP.   
 
For example, the LUP does not include descriptions for the various land uses identified in 
the plan (residential, commercial, industrial, etc.)  There are no parking standards 
identified.  Specific land area for visitor-serving commercial and overnight 
accommodations have not been identified, quantified or protected.  The City has specific 
policies and regulations for the Highway 101 Corridor and Fletcher Cove, but these 
standards have not been included in the LUP, and it is unclear how these various 
documents would be integrated with the LUP. 
 
The City has included a vegetation map in the LUP, but no specific identification of 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) has been made.  There is no definition 
of ESHA, or specific policies requiring the identification of ESHA, or setbacks and 
buffers identified for biologically sensitive resources and wetlands.  There are no policies 
addressing the use of invasive species in landscaping, the protection of nesting birds, or 
the impacts of beach grooming or the protection of grunion and beach wrack.  Specific 
limits on development of wetlands consistent with Section 30233 of the Coastal Act have 
not been incorporated into the plan policies, and limitations on alterations of streams have 
not been limited consistent with Section 30236. 
 
There are policies identifying and protecting access to the shoreline, but none for San 
Elijo Lagoon.  Lower-cost recreational facilities are not prioritized or protected.  There 
are no visual protection policies addressing views from Interstate 5, or the potential 
impacts of signage and telecommunications facilities, or requiring landscape screening 
and color restrictions around scenic natural areas. 
 
The City is in the process of developing a City-wide fire protection and management 
map, but it is not available yet.  The LUP does not contain policies protecting sensitive 
habitat from brush management or requiring development to prepare brush management 
plans that incorporate setbacks and designs that avoid impacts to steep slopes and native 
vegetation.  Many of these issues may be able to be addressed through suggested 
modifications, and staff is continuing to work with the City to identify potential additions 
and revisions to the LUP.   
 
However, of more fundamental concern is the City’s approach to shoreline and bluff 
management.  The City has developed an ambitious program for regulating bluff top 
structures and shoreline protection with the commendable goal of removing all shoreline 
protection in the year 2081.  However, in return for this long-term benefit, development 
would be allowed to be sited and redeveloped in unsafe locations, and new shoreline 
protection would be allowed to protect backyards and homes that are not in imminent 
danger from erosion.  The plan does not ensure that adequate mitigation for impacts to 
sand supply and public access and recreation from shoreline protection would be required 
and does not take into account the impacts from sea level rise. 
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Furthermore, the effectiveness of the goal of removing shoreline protection in 75 years 
will not be known until the completion of several significant feasibility studies, including 
a Logistics Plan, a Long Term Cost Benefit Analysis, and a Financing Plan.  If any or all 
of these studies, estimated to take approximately 5 years to complete, determine that 
removal of shoreline protection is infeasible or undesirable, the shoreline protection 
would be allowed to remain.  Nevertheless, in the meantime, the impacts to coastal 
resources over the next 75 years resulting from improper siting of new development and 
the construction of shoreline protection, would be allowed to continue. 
 
Staff is also continuing to work on developing specific modifications to many of the 
beach, blufftop, and shoreline protection policies.  However, because many of the 
policies described above are so unsubstantiated at this point and are very problematic 
from a policy perspective, individual suggested modifications are not possible.  Thus, 
staff must recommend denial of the LUP, until significant elements are completed and 
substantive changes are made to the City's approach to shoreline management.   
 
The appropriate resolutions and motions begin on Page 5.  The findings for denial of the 
Land Use Plan as submitted begin on Page 6.   
 
 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
 
Further information on the Solana Beach LCP Land Use Plan may be obtained from 
Diana Lilly, Coastal Planner, at (619) 767-2370. 
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PART I. OVERVIEW
 
 A. LCP HISTORY
 
The City of Solana Beach is within the area that was covered by the County of San Diego 
Local Coastal Program, which covered the north central coast of San Diego County 
including the areas of Solana Beach, Leucadia, Encinitas, Cardiff, and other 
unincorporated communities. 
 
The County LCP Land Use Plan, which comprised approximately 11,000 acres, was 
approved by the San Diego Regional Coast Commission on March 13, 1981.  
Subsequently, on May 21, 1981, the State Commission certified the LUP with suggested 
modifications.  After three resubmittals, the Commission certified the LUP on August 23, 
1984.  On September 26, 1984, the Commission certified, with suggested modifications, 
the Implementation Plan portion of the County’s LCP.  Subsequently, the County 
resubmitted for Commission review the Implementation Plan incorporating the 
Commission’s previously suggested modifications, with the exception of that portion of 
the plan dealing with the coastal bluff areas.  On November 22, 1985, the Commission 
voted to certify the Implementation Plan for the County, except for coastal bluff lots 
affected by the Coastal Development Area Regulations, where certification was deferred. 
 
On July 1, 1986 and October 1, 1986, the Cities of Solana Beach and Encinitas 
incorporated, reducing the remaining incorporated area of the County within the coastal 
zone to less than 2,000 acres.  Because of these incorporations, the County has indicated 
that it does not plan to assume coastal permit-issuing authority for the remaining acreage, 
and the County LCP never became “effectively certified.” 
 
The subject request is the first time the City of Solana Beach Land Use Plan will be 
reviewed by the Commission.  The City of Solana Beach first submitted a Draft LCP 
(Land Use Plan and Implementing Ordinances) for Commission staff's informal review 
and comment in August 2000.  On April 9, 2001, staff provided the City with written 
comments, which advised the City that Commission staff felt the LUP lacked specificity 
and detail (see Exhibit #2—attachment to May 25, 2007 letter).  
 
On May 25, 2007, a revised Land Use Plan (LUP) was filed in the San Diego District 
office.  On January 5, 2008, Commission staff provided initial comments on the revised 
LUP.  At that time, staff indicated that the draft LUP provided a good starting point, but it 
did not contain policies and standards for many of the policy groups in Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act, and lacked the required specificity and detail to carry out the policies of the 
Coastal Act.   The draft LUP was focused mainly on shoreline issues, and lacked specific 
policies addressing other Coastal Act concerns (see Exhibit #2).  Commission staff 
identified specific policy groups and issues that would need to be addressed in the LUP. 
 
Staff also noted at that time that the proposed LUP allowed new development in areas 
specifically determined to be hazardous (i.e., seaward of the geologic setback line), 
allowed and even promoted expedited approval of such projects and new bluff retention 
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devices, and the only offsetting measures were an amortized mitigation fee that was 
difficult to quantify, could entirely be offset by “proving” a public benefit by means of a 
currently undetermined methodology, and a promise that the devices will be removed 
three generations from now, unless the City decided at that time it would be preferable 
not to remove them.  The LUP policies allowed more development in at-risk areas, which 
would result in greater armoring of the coast, with less mitigation for impacts to public 
access and recreation.  Staff concluded that there did not appear to be any overriding 
public benefit in this approach.  The City withdrew the LUP, and a revised LUP was filed 
complete on July 22, 2008.  However, the majority of the bluff top and shoreline policies 
are the same as in the 2007 LUP. 
 
 B. STANDARD OF REVIEW
 
The standard of review for land use plans, or their amendments, is found in Section 
30512 of the Coastal Act.  This section requires the Commission to certify an LUP or 
LUP amendment if it finds that it meets the requirements of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.  
Specifically, it states: 
 
 Section 30512
 

(c)  The Commission shall certify a land use plan, or any amendments thereto, 
if it finds that a land use plan meets the requirements of, and is in conformity 
with, the policies of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200).  Except as 
provided in paragraph (1) of subdivision (a), a decision to certify shall require a 
majority vote of the appointed membership of the Commission. 

 
 C. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
 
The City has held Planning Commission and City Council meetings with regard to the 
subject Land Use Plan request.  All of those local hearings were duly noticed to the 
public.  Notice of the subject Land Use Plan has been distributed to all known interested 
parties. 
 
PART II. LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM SUBMITTAL - RESOLUTION
 
Following a public hearing, staff recommends the Commission adopt the following 
resolution and findings.  The appropriate motion to introduce the resolution and a staff 
recommendation are provided. 
 
I. MOTION: I move that the Commission certify the Land Use Plan for the 

City of Solana Beach as submitted. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF DENIAL OF CERTIFICATION: 
 
Staff recommends a NO vote on the motion.  Failure of this motion will result in denial 
of the land use plan as resubmitted and adoption of the following resolution and findings.  
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The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the appointed 
Commissioners. 
 
RESOLUTION TO DENY CERTIFICATION OF LAND USE PLAN AS 
SUBMITTED: 
 
The Commission hereby denies certification of the Land Use Plan for the City of Solana 
Beach as submitted and finds for the reasons discussed below that the submitted Land 
Use Plan fails to meet the requirements of and does not conform to the policies of 
Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act.  Certification of the plan would not comply with 
the California Environmental Quality Act because there are feasible alternatives or 
mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any significant adverse impact which 
the Land Use Plan may have on the environment. 
 
PART II. FINDINGS FOR DENIAL OF CERTIFICATION OF THE SOLANA 

BEACH LAND USE PLAN, AS SUBMITTED
 
The Commission finds and declares as follows: 
 
 A. NONCONFORMITY OF THE SOLANA BEACH LUP WITH 
CHAPTER 3  
 
 1. Hazards/Shoreline Protection 
 
 a. Plan Summary.  The City of Solana Beach has approximately 1.4 miles of 
shoreline consisting of steep bluffs, and bluff stability is identified as a significant 
concern along the entire coastal bluff area.  The shoreline policies are intended to 
regulate the construction of shoreline protective devices and ensure that each bluff top 
property owner is able to enjoy reasonable use of his, her or its property as required by 
law.   
 
The LUP includes both long and short term policies addressing bluff top and shoreline 
development.  Long-term strategies include development of a Logistics Plan to address 
relocation or protection of bluff top development, a Long Term Cost Benefit Analysis, 
and removal of all Bluff Retention Devices after December 1, 2081.  Short-term 
strategies include developing incentives to remove shoreline protective devices, creating 
a Shoreline Planning Commission to process and streamline the permit review process for 
bluff top and shoreline structures, adopting a Financing Plan to implement a 75-year 
beach and bluff management program, requiring a sand mitigation and land lease fee for 
shoreline protection, and promoting sand replenishment projects.  Where setbacks cause 
reasonable use to be difficult to achieve, policies encourage acquisition of the bluff 
property by the City, if feasible.   
 
Other identified hazards are fire, flooding, runoff, and slope erosion.  The goals and 
policies in the LUP related to hazards focus on reducing the risk associated with such 
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hazards through development controls and regulations to reduce the damaging effects of 
natural and man-made hazards.  
 
 b. Applicable Coastal Act Policies  
 

Section 30235 
 
 Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff retaining 
walls, and other such construction that alters natural shoreline processes shall be 
permitted when required to serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing 
structures or public beaches in danger from erosion, and when designed to 
eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply.  Existing 
marine structures causing water stagnation contributing to pollution problems and 
fish kills should be phased out or upgraded where feasible. 
 
Section 30236 
 
 Channelizations, dams, or other substantial alterations of rivers and 
streams shall incorporate the best mitigation measures feasible, and be limited to 
(l) necessary water supply projects, (2) flood control projects where no other 
method for protecting existing structures in the floodplain is feasible and where 
such protection is necessary for public safety or to protect existing development, 
or (3) developments where the primary function is the improvement of fish and 
wildlife habitat. 
 
Section 30250  
 
 (a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as 
otherwise provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in 
close proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, where 
such areas are not able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public 
services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either individually 
or cumulatively, on coastal resources.  In addition, land divisions, other than 
leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed areas shall be permitted 
only where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have been developed and 
the created parcels would be no smaller than the average size of surrounding 
parcels. […] 
 
Section 30253 
 
 New development shall: 
 
 (1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, 
and fire hazard. 
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 (2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor 
contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site 
or surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective devices 
that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. 
 
 (3) Be consistent with requirements imposed by an air pollution control 
district or the State Air Resources Control Board as to each particular 
development. 
 
 (4) Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled. 
 
 (5) Where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods 
which, because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination 
points for recreational uses. 

 
 c. Conformity with Chapter 3 Policies. 
 
The above-cited policies are designed to minimize impacts on coastal resources by 
ensuring that development is sited in a manner that avoids or minimizes risks to life and 
property from such threats as erosion, fire, and flooding, and that development does not 
itself cause erosion, instability or require shoreline protection that alters natural 
landforms.   
 
However, while the City is in the process of developing a City-wide fire protection and 
management map, it is not available yet.  Section 30250 requires that new development 
be located where it will not have significant adverse effects, either individually or 
cumulatively, on coastal resources.  However, the LUP does not contain policies 
specifying brush clearance standards to reduce structural susceptibility and provide 
protection of structures from wildfires.  Nor do the City’s policies specifically prohibit or 
limit development within the floodway of any river or stream as required by Section 
30236.  The LUP does have policies relating to steep slopes, but the policies do not limit 
encroachment on these potentially hazardous areas. 
 
However, the most significant deviation from the above-cited Coastal Act policies are in 
the City’s proposed shoreline development policies.  Although the City has devised an 
innovative program to encourage the removal of all shoreline protection in the year 2081, 
the policies on siting of new bluff top development, and when and how new shoreline 
protection would be permitted, are not consistent with Coastal Act Chapter 3 policies.  
The Commission has a long history of dealing with the issue of coastal erosion and bluff 
top development along the Solana Beach shoreline.  This was an issue of great concern 
when the Commission reviewed the County of San Diego LCP in the early 1980’s.  In 
fact, due to differences between the Commission and the County regarding blufftop 
setbacks and other concerns relating to blufftop development, those properties located on 
the bluffs were subject to deferred certification.  Those same concerns remain today in 
the current submittal by the City. 
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Specific proposed policies that allow the most significant deviations from Coastal Act 
policies include the following: 
 
LUP Beach and Bluff Policies Inconsistent with Chapter 3: 
 
Policy E.1. states that the purpose of Bluff Retention Devices is to protect Bluff 
Properties, which includes the entire parcel.  Section 30235 permits the construction of 
shoreline protection only when required to protect existing structures.   
 
Policy E.1.2 states that Bluff Retention Devices must be preventative in nature; that is, 
that they can, or are to be constructed before there is a threat from erosion.  Section 
30235 states that seawalls shall be permitted when “required” to protect existing 
structures.   
 
Policy H.7, Policy I.1.10, Policy I.1.11:  and the definition and policies relating to an 
Extensive Remodel all affect when and where non-conforming structures are allowed to 
be repaired and remodeled.  These policies are inconsistent in several ways with how the 
Coastal Act requires evaluation of non-conforming structures.  For example, the City's 
LUP policies would only consider demolition of the portion of the structure within the 
Geologic Setback area when determining whether a remodel is actually demolition and 
new construction, and the LUP as proposed would allow reconstruction of a damaged 
residential structure that requires construction of a new bluff retention device. 
 
Policy I.1.11 allows additions to non-conforming structures as long as they do not 
encroach into a 25 foot Geologic Setback area.  However, Section 30235 does not permit 
any additions that would in any way require the construction of protective devices for 
shoreline protection, regardless of how far back from the bluff the addition was proposed.   
 
Policy I.1.14 would allow the construction of a Minimum Home, defined as a home of at 
least 1,600 sq.ft. plus a 400 sq.ft. garage in an area considered at risk of erosion, with a 
waiver of any rights to shoreline protection.  Section 30235 allows only the minimum 
reasonable use of the site (which may not necessarily be a new 2,000 sq.ft. foot home) if 
the structure would be at risk from erosion, in order to minimize risks to life and 
property, and avoid or minimize the need for shoreline protection.  
 
Policy K.1.3 would allow bluff top development to be sited based on a set erosion rate of 
four tenths of a foot per annum.  In order to ensure new development is located where it 
will not have significant adverse effects on coastal resources, as required by Section 
30250, and to ensure stability and structural integrity, bluff top development must be 
sited based on the most current known or estimated erosion rates, since these will change 
as sea level increases, and historic trends cannot adequately anticipate future hazards.  As 
a result, erosion rates must be reassessed at least every 5 years. 
 
Policy L.1 would allow seacaves and notch infills when not required to protect existing 
principal structures.  While in the past, the Commission did approve some seacave and 
notch fills as preventative measures with the goal of avoiding more significant shoreline 
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protection, experience has shown that seacaves and notch fills usually have the same 
adverse impacts on public access, public recreation, and sand supply as seawalls.  As 
such, the Commission now typically permits the filling of seacaves only when the same 
criteria is met as for seawalls, as set forth in Section 30235 and other cited Chapter 3 
sections. 
 
Policy L.2 would allow the construction of shoreline protective devices on the beach and 
bluff face if a slope stability analysis determines a bluff failure could occur on the site 
that "has the potential to cause damage to life, health or property, or which could cause a 
future emergency to occur."  This is an extremely broad standard that could most likely 
be met on any bluff top property at any point in time.  The Coastal Act standard 
contained in Section 30235 for the construction of a shoreline protective device is that an 
existing structure is threatened.  In addition, the Commission has consistently interpreted 
this to mean an existing “principal” structure—not an accessory building or hardscape.  
Thus, this policy is not consistent with the Coastal Act or Commission precedents.   
 
The City's proposed policy would also allow reconstruction of the bluff face to a location 
as far as 10 feet seaward of the bluff edge as it existed on January 3, 1991, and creation 
of a backyard area at the top of the bluff as large as it existed on January 3, 1991.  As 
noted, the Coastal Act policies cited above do not support the reclamation of backyards 
or bluff edges beyond that necessary to construct the measures needed to protect existing 
principal structures. 
 
Policy L.3 requires a mitigation fee for the sand supply and recreational impacts of 
shoreline protection.  The formula for determining the mitigation fee is located in the 
"Glossary and Definitions" section.  The City's formula is similar, but not identical, to the 
formula the Commission has used for many years, which has been peer reviewed and 
found consistent with the Coastal Act requirement of Section 30235 that shoreline 
protection be designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand 
supply.  However, no documentation has been provided on why the City's proposed 
formula has been revised from the Commission standard.  In addition, the fee includes 
"Offset Credits" for various perceived monetary public benefits resulting from the 
shoreline protection, which suggests the mitigation provided would be less than the fee 
typically imposed by the Commission.  Thus, it appears that insufficient mitigation to 
offset the adverse impacts of shoreline protection would be provided, inconsistent with 
Section 30235. 
 
Policy L.4 would allow the construction of upper bluff structures if an upper bluff failure 
is likely to fail within two to four years, and “the Bluff Home, or City Facility is more 
likely than not to be in danger within five years.”  No alternatives analysis is required.  
While not quite as broad as the criteria permitting construction of shore-level protection, 
this is still more permissive than allowed by the Coastal Act.  Section 30253 of the 
Coastal Act mandates that all new development must minimize risk and not create 
geologic hazards.  Section 30250 of the Act mandates that new development shall be 
sited as not to individually or cumulatively adversely affect coastal resources.   
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The Coastal Act requires the same criteria be met for the construction of upper bluff 
protection as for beach level protection; that is, a principal structure is actually threatened 
(not that might be threatened within five years), the protection is the least 
environmentally damaging feasible alternative, is the minimum size necessary, has been 
designed to minimize all environmental impacts, and provides mitigation for all coastal 
and environmental impacts.  There could be cases where, as an alternative, a City facility 
could feasibly be relocated (e.g., an overlook, or infrastructure, or recreational facility), 
and the City’s proposed policy would not require this option to be exercised before 
allowing the construction of bluff structures.  
 
Policy L.10.1 states that if bluff top property owners move all or significant portions of 
the Bluff Home at least twenty feet landward of the existing most seaward Floor Area of 
the Bluff Home, then the Bluff Property Owner shall not be obligated to pay permitting 
fees, Sand Mitigation Fees or Land Lease Fees, even if a Bluff Retention Device is 
ultimately constructed.  Section 30235 requires mitigation for all impacts, regardless of 
whether a property owner previously attempted to delay the need to construct shoreline 
protection. 
 
25-foot setback:  Several policies, exhibits, and definitions in the LUP establish a 25 foot 
setback for development.  This setback is not based on any geologic evidence that a 25 
foot setback is safe or would avoid the need for shoreline protective structures.  Only 
with site-specific geotechnical studies relying upon scientifically-based erosion rates, 
anticipation of sea level rise and other changing coastal conditions as well as site geology 
and local soil and stability conditions, can the City establish the appropriate distance to 
site new development to avoid significant adverse effects on coastal resources and assure 
stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, 
geologic instability, or in any way require the construction of protective devices, 
consistent with Sections 30250 and 30253.  
 
LUP Policies Supporting Removal of Shoreline Protection 
 
The City has proposed a tradeoff for allowing the sections outlined above that are 
inconsistent with the Coastal Act.  It proposes that the LUP require the removal of all 
shoreline protective devices in 2081.  This goal is fully consistent with Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act, and the Commission applauds the City's efforts to develop a program that 
would require the eventual removal of shoreline protection.  However, the programs that 
would ensure this long-term goal is feasible have not yet been developed, and the policies 
that are in the proposed LUP are amorphous and contain considerable exceptions and 
exemptions that make it unlikely the removal would ever occur.  Yet, in the meantime, 
impacts to public coastal resources inconsistent with the Coastal Act policies would be 
permitted to occur, without adequate mitigation or offsetting public benefits. 
 
Policy L.7 is the main LUP policy that requires the eventual removal of shoreline 
protection or the removal of blufftop structures.  This policy states that, in 2081, all 
existing Bluff Retention Device permits, regardless of when issued, shall come due and 
expire resulting in removal of all the Bluff Retention Devices, unless the City Council 
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finds there is no reasonably feasible alternative to protect the bluff top structures, and that 
“important matters will not be accommodated financially and/or logistically to provide 
for prudent removal of the Bluff Retention Device,” and there is not adequate money to 
pay for the removal, and all economic, safety and environmental consequences that might 
be associated with the removal. 
 
This policy provides such broad exceptions to the requirement that bluff retention devices 
be removed, that it does not provide any level of confidence that the removal would ever 
occur.  For example, a reasonably feasible alternative to protecting bluff top structures 
might be removal of the structures or portions of the structure.  But Policy L.2 suggests 
removal of all or portions of a threatened structure could be feasible only when taking 
into account “the cost to the Bluff Property Owner, the loss of value associated with 
diminishing the Floor Area of the Bluff Home, any reduced functionality of the Bluff 
Home, any other costs, hardship or consequences associated with demolishing and 
rebuilding the Bluff Home or portions thereof which are suffered by the applicant Bluff 
Property Owner and any other nearby public and private property owners.”  There would 
always be some loss of value associated with removing a structure.  It is unlikely that 
removal would ever be found feasible under this definition. 
 
It is impossible to say with any certainty that economic, financial, or logistical 
considerations in 2081 will support removal of the shoreline protection.  The LUP 
identifies a number of very important planning documents that are intended to support the 
goal of removing shoreline protection, and would lay out explicitly how it would be done, 
when, by whom, the costs involved, funding sources, etc.  Specifically, the Logistics 
Plan, required in Policy A.4.1 would address the costs and logistics associated with 
relocation or protection of bluff structures, Policy A.4.2 requires development of a Long 
Term Cost Benefit Analysis of removal of bluff retention devices, Policy A.4.3 requires 
incentives be developed for the early removal of shoreline protection.  Section 2.3.1.7 
requires adoption and implementation of a Financing Plan that “the success of many of 
the key programs” contained in the LUP depend on.   
 
The Commission is hopeful that these plans will lay out a realistic, achievable program 
for removing shoreline protection.  But none of these plans or incentives have been 
developed yet, and most are not expected to be completed until 2013.  There is no 
guarantee that the programs will be developed by the deadline, or that when developed, 
they will conclude that the goal of removing shoreline protection is attainable. 
 
The Commission is always interested in innovative ways of balancing the needs of 
private property owners to protect their existing structures, with the Coastal Act mandate 
to protect and preserve coastal resources for the public.  However, were the Commission 
to ever consider, as the City’s plan would allow, the construction of both blufftop 
development in hazardous locations and shoreline protection devices when not required 
to protect existing principal structure, the public benefit would have to be unequivocal, 
substantial, and irrevocable.  At this point, the LUP policies do not and cannot provide 
the Commission with that assurance. 
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As noted above, the proposed mitigation fees that would be provided for the impacts of 
bluff protective devices have not been not adequately defined at this time.  In addition to 
the Commission's detailed formula for estimating the impact of bluff protective devices 
on sand supply, the Commission has also recently been working on developing a formula 
or process to assign a monetary value to the public access and recreational impacts of 
shoreline protection.  Policy L.3 of the LUP indicates that a sand mitigation fee and 
land/lease recreation fee would be established, but exactly how the land lease fee rate 
would be determined has not yet been developed.   
 
Potentially, the exact formula for calculating the fee could be deferred to the LCP 
Implementing Ordinances, if the LUP contained very specific policies describing how the 
fee would mitigate impacts to various coastal resources.  However, the proposed 
mitigation fee includes a number of different offsetting “credits” that would significantly 
reduce the amount of any fee, unacceptably undermining the adequacy of the mitigation.  
The proposed mitigation fee would be “subject to any offset for the cost of the Coastal 
Structure.”  The purpose of the mitigation fee is to compensate for the impact to public 
resources caused by shoreline protection; the cost of the structure must be borne by the 
private property owner, not used to reduce the mitigation fee.  Nor can the fee be reduced 
“equal to the value of the amount of any quantifiable natural deposit of sand on the beach 
prior to or after the issuance of the permit from the bluff area landward of the Coastal 
Structure.”  The bluffs are publicly owned resources that naturally contribute sand to the 
littoral system.  The mitigation fee estimates the approximate amount of sand that will 
not reach the beach as a result of the shoreline structure; there is no “credit” given for 
sand that falls naturally to the beach prior to or after construction of the shoreline 
protection. 
 
The Mitigation Offset Credit (Policy L.3C and E.1.5) would allow both the sand 
mitigation fees and the land lease fees to be offset for any “proven quantified monetary 
public benefit flowing from the Coastal Structure or Seacave or Notch Infill (e.g., 
enhanced safety to beachgoers; protection of City Facilities, City Properties, City 
Infrastructure, greater property tax revenues, etc.) that exceeds the quantified monetary 
private benefit (e.g., the increase in the value of the Bluff Property).”  The methodology 
for determining these public benefits has not been established.  This policy appears likely 
to substantially undermine the purpose and intent of the mitigation fee. 
 
The Commission is unconvinced that there are or can be proven quantified monetary 
public benefits from shoreline protection, and without an explicit accounting of what the 
fee would cover and how it would be calculated, we are very concerned that the effective 
outcome of this process would be to eliminate the mitigation fee at the expense of the 
public.  This is not an item than can be deferred to the future outcome of a City public 
hearing process, and approval of the mitigation fee in concept. if it includes a mitigation 
offset credit, cannot be found consistent with the Coastal Act. 
 
Finally, the Commission finds that the policy language in the LUP that describes and 
promotes shoreline protection as beneficial to public safety is not consistent with the 
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.  The Commission’s geologist and engineer have 
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reviewed the proposed LUP and feel strongly that “enhanced safety to beachgoers” is a 
factually incorrect and misleading characterization of the result of shoreline protection.  
Seawalls do not and cannot render the inherently risky, changing natural shoreline 
environment “safe.”  Upper bluff failures can continue in the presence of shoreline 
stabilization measures.  Adjacent bluff failures can continue, and possibly even worsen as 
a result of activity associated with the construction of bluff retention devices and the 
changes in wave energy resulting from new structures on the beach.  Therefore, policies 
that suggest a public safety benefit results from the presence of a seawall, or that require 
this benefit be used to reduce the mitigation required to offset the adverse public impacts, 
are not consistent with the Coastal Act. 
 
In conclusion, the City’s policies addressing risks to property from fire, flooding, and 
erosion lack the detail and specificity to ensure consistency with Chapter 3 of the Coastal 
Act.  The City's beach and bluff policies would allow the siting of new development in 
hazardous locations likely to be at risk from erosion, and trigger the need for shoreline 
protection.  In addition, the policies would allow the construction of shoreline protective 
devices when not required to protect existing principal structures and that would result in 
alterations to natural landforms and have significant adverse effects, individually and 
cumulatively, on coastal resources.  The policies do not ensure that development would 
be the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative, or would provide adequate 
mitigation for impacts to sand supply and other coastal resources.  The benefits 
associated with the potential removal of all shoreline structures in 2081 cannot offset the 
allowed impacts to public resources.  Therefore, the LUP must be denied. 
 
 2. Public Access/Pubic Recreation 
 
 a. Plan Summary.  This policy group addresses the many forms of public access 
to the shoreline, including vertical and lateral access.  In addition, many of the beach and 
shoreline policies discussed in the above section are actually located in this section of the 
LUP.  The LUP contains policies prohibiting timeshare and condo-hotels. 
 
 b. Applicable Coastal Act Policies  
 

Section 30210  
 
 In carrying out the requirement 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 
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to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial 
vegetation. 
 
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) 
It is inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the protection of 
fragile coastal resources, (2) Adequate access exists nearby, or, (3) Agriculture 
would be adversely affected.  Dedicated accessway shall not be required to be 
opened to public use until a public agency or private association agrees to accept 
responsibility for maintenance and liability of the accessway. […] 
 
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 30220  
 
 Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that cannot 
readily be provided at inland water areas shall be protected for such uses. 
 
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 30222  
 
 The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial 
recreational facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal 
recreation shall have priority over private residential, general industrial, or general 
commercial development, but not over agriculture or coastal-dependent industry. 
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Section 30223  
 
 Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses shall be 
reserved for such uses, where feasible. 

 
 c. Conformity with Chapter 3 Policies. 
 
As cited above, the Coastal Act has numerous policies related to the provision and 
protection of public access and recreation opportunities.  As such, many categories of 
development are affected by and must ensure that public access and recreation are not 
adversely impacted.  Although the above discussion of the City’s beach and bluff policies 
concentrated on the inconsistencies with Sections 30235, 30250, and 30253, there are a 
number of adverse impacts to public access and recreation associated with the 
construction of shoreline protection.  The natural shoreline processes referenced in 
Section 30235, such as the formation and retention of sandy beaches, can be significantly 
altered by construction of a seawall, since bluff retreat is one of several ways that beach 
area and beach quality sand is added to the shoreline.  This retreat is a natural process 
resulting from many different factors such as erosion by wave action causing cave 
formation, enlargement and eventual collapse, saturation of the bluff soil from ground 
water causing the bluff to slough off and natural bluff deterioration.  When a seawall is 
constructed on the beach at the toe of the bluff, it directly impedes these natural 
processes, reducing the amount of sand available for access and recreation, inconsistent 
with the above-cited policies.  The physical encroachment of a protective structure on the 
beach also reduces the beach area available for public use and is therefore a significant 
adverse impact.  This is particularly true given the existing beach profiles and relatively 
narrow beach in Solana Beach.  
 
Other concerns about the City's public access and recreation policies are that the City 
does not have a visitor-serving or tourist-oriented land use category.  These types of uses 
are permitted in the various commercial categories, but have not been identified or 
specifically protected, or given priority over general commercial uses, as required by 
Section 30222.  Nor is any consideration given to prioritizing lower-cost overnight 
accommodations, or requiring mitigation fees or programs to ensure such facilities are 
developed, as the Commission has determined may be appropriate when only high-end 
accommodations are available in an area. 
 
The City does have policies that prohibit timeshares and condo-hotels, which will protect 
traditional, high-priority hotel uses.  But the City does not allow short-term vacation 
rental for periods of less than 7 days at time, which may eliminate a pool of available 
lower-cost transient stay opportunities for people who may want to rent for a weekend; a 
more affordable choice than a full week rental. 
 
The City has policies addressing access to the shoreline, but none identifying or 
protecting public access to the trails of San Elijo Lagoon Reserve, a recreational resource 
of regional significance (the Reserve itself is not within Solana Beach's city limits, but 
access to the lagoon trails is taken from Solana Beach).   
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The LUP does not have policies that address and regulate temporary events on public 
beaches, changes in parking fees or hours of operation for parking lots, or potential beach 
curfew, all of which can adversely impact public access and recreational opportunities, 
inconsistent with the above-cited Chapter 3 policies. 
 
Thus, as proposed, the LUP does not have the regulations and detailed guidelines to 
ensure consistency with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3, and 
the LUP must be denied. 
 
 3. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas 
 
 a. Plan Summary.  This section contains policies which are designed to protect 
and preserve the City’s natural resources.  The City of Solana Beach contains a number 
of important sensitive resources, including the natural vegetation in the canyons and 
slopes on the south side of San Elijo Lagoon, substantial patches of Southern Maritime 
Chaparral on undeveloped hillsides around the eastern portion of the City, Steven’s 
Creek, and the coastal area and its rich marine environment.  The LUP includes a map of 
vegetation communities (see page 2-49, Exhibit 6 of LUP), and a table quantifying the 
amounts of types of vegetation in each community (see page 2-48, Table 2 of LUP).  
Policies protecting water quality are also provided. 
 
 b. Applicable Coastal Act Policies  
 

Section 30230  
 
 Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible, 
restored.  Special protection shall be given to areas and species of special 
biological or economic significance.  Uses of the marine environment shall be 
carried out in a manner that will sustain the biological productivity of coastal 
waters and that will maintain healthy populations of all species of marine 
organisms adequate for long-term commercial, recreational, scientific, and 
educational purposes. 
 
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 entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing 
depletion of ground water supplies and substantial interference with surface water 
flow, encouraging waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer 
areas that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams. 
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Section 30232  
 
 Protection against the spillage of crude oil, gas, petroleum products, or 
hazardous substances shall be provided in relation to any development or 
transportation of such materials.  Effective containment and cleanup facilities and 
procedures shall be provided for accidental spills that do occur. 
 
Section 30233  
 
 (a) The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, 
estuaries, and lakes shall be permitted in accordance with other applicable 
provisions of this division, where there is no feasible less environmentally 
damaging alternative, and where feasible mitigation measures have been provided 
to minimize adverse environmental effects, and shall be limited to the following: 
 
 (l) New or expanded port, energy, and coastal-dependent industrial 
facilities, including commercial fishing facilities. 
 
 (2) Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, depths in 
existing navigational channels, turning basins, vessel berthing and mooring areas, 
and boat launching ramps. 
 
 (3) In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including streams, 
estuaries, and lakes, new or expanded boating facilities and the placement of 
structural pilings for public recreational piers that provide public access and 
recreational opportunities. 
 
 (4) Incidental public service purposes, including but not limited to, 
burying cables and pipes or inspection of piers and maintenance of existing intake 
and outfall lines. 
 
 (5) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except in 
environmentally sensitive areas. 
 
 (6) Restoration purposes. 
 
 (7) Nature study, aquaculture, or similar resource dependent activities. 
 
 (b) Dredging and spoils disposal shall be planned and carried out to avoid 
significant disruption to marine and wildlife habitats and water circulation.  
Dredge spoils suitable for beach replenishment should be transported for these 
purposes to appropriate beaches or into suitable longshore current systems. […] 
 
 (d) Erosion control and flood control facilities constructed on 
watercourses can impede the movement of sediment and nutrients that would 
otherwise be carried by storm runoff into coastal waters.  To facilitate the 
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continued delivery of these sediments to the littoral zone, whenever feasible, the 
material removed from these facilities may be placed at appropriate points on the 
shoreline in accordance with other applicable provisions of this division, where 
feasible mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse 
environmental effects.  Aspects that shall be considered before issuing a coastal 
development permit for these purposes are the method of placement, time of year 
of placement, and sensitivity of the placement area. 
 
Section 30240  
 
 (a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any 
significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those 
resources shall be allowed within those areas. 
 
 (b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas and parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent 
impacts which would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible 
with the continuance of those habitat and recreation areas. 

 
 c. Conformity with Chapter 3 Policies. 
 
The City’s LUP has a number of general policies that call for the protection of sensitive 
habitat.  However, the policies do not specifically regulate the siting of development in 
such a manner that the Commission can be assured that ESHA will be protected.  For 
example, the City has included a vegetation map in the LUP, but no specific 
identification of Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) has been made.  The 
LUP does not define ESHA, or include specific policies requiring development to 
identify, avoid, protect, or mitigate for the loss of sensitive biological resources.  The 
LUP does not include policies regulating development adjacent to environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas and parks and recreation, such as requiring setbacks and buffers.   
The LUP does not contain policies protecting sensitive habitat from brush management or 
requiring development to prepare brush management plans that incorporate setbacks and 
site designs that avoid impacts to steep slopes and native vegetation.   
 
The LUP does not clearly establish specific limits on development of wetlands, consistent 
with Section 30233 of the Coastal Act, and alteration of streams has not been limited 
consistent with Section 30236.  Steven’s Creek has not been identified as a stream or 
wetland requiring protection and preservation.  The LUP does not define how wetlands 
shall be identified or delineated.  There are no policies requiring the avoidance of 
invasive species in landscaping, or the protection of nesting birds.  Given the City’s 
extensive shoreline, the lack of LUP policies addressing the impacts of beach grooming 
and the protection of grunion and beach wrack, is a significant deficiency.   
 
The Commission’s water quality staff has reviewed the proposed LUP, and determined 
that while the City has several strong policies addressing the protection of coastal waters, 
more specific language requiring the minimization or elimination of polluted runoff is 
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required.  In summary, because the LUP does not adequately protect native upland 
vegetation, wetland resources, marine resources, and water quality, this policy group is 
not consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 
 
 4. Planning and Locating New Development 
 
 a. Plan Summary.  This policy group contains policies regulating new 
development throughout the City.  This section contains policies addressing and 
promoting mass transit and a pedestrian orientation for new development.  In addition, 
many of the policies described above under shoreline access and hazards are actually 
located in the Planning and Locating New Development section of the LUP. 
 
 b. Applicable Coastal Act Policies  
 

Section 30250  
 
 (a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as 
otherwise provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in 
close proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, where 
such areas are not able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public 
services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either individually 
or cumulatively, on coastal resources.  In addition, land divisions, other than 
leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed areas shall be permitted 
only where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have been developed and 
the created parcels would be no smaller than the average size of surrounding 
parcels. […] 

 
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 amount of development with local park 
acquisition and development plans with the provision of onsite recreational 
facilities to serve the new development.  
 
Section 30253 (cited above) 
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 c. Conformity with Chapter 3 Policies. 
 
Typically, this section of an LUP would outline the general characteristics of the planning 
area, and describe current and anticipated land uses and development.  The LUP does 
include a map of the City’s land use designations (e.g., commercial, residential, 
industrial, etc.); however, there are no descriptions of what development types are 
allowed in the various land use categories.  The LUP does not contain parking standards, 
density or height limitations for any permitted use.  Minimum requirements for parking 
(and/or alternative means of transportation) are not only required to enhance public 
access to the coast as required by Section 30252, but also are required and supported by 
the public access and recreation policies cited in a previous section of this staff report, 
particularly Sections 30212 and 30212.5.  When private development does not provide 
adequate parking, there can be "spill-over" effects onto surrounding public streets and 
parking lots that would otherwise be available for the beach-going general public. 
 
The LUP makes reference to the specific policies and regulations contained in the 
Highway 101 Corridor Specific Plan and the Fletcher Cove Master Plan, but these 
standards have not been included in the LUP, and it is unclear how these policies would 
be integrated with and be applied concurrently with the LUP. 
 
The plan contains policies promoting mass transit and a pedestrian orientation for new 
development.  However, the policies are general and do not specifically require new 
development to facilitate the provision of transit services and provide facilities for 
nonautomobile circulation, for example, by providing incentives for transit ridership and 
ride sharing, parking cash-out programs, parking fees, or subsidies for transit ridership 
and incorporating bus shelters, bus pullouts, secure bicycle storage into major new 
developments.   
 
Section 30253 also requires new development to minimize energy consumption and 
vehicle miles traveled.  The LUP does not contain any policies requiring development, 
for example, to be designed and oriented with the objective of maximizing the 
opportunities for solar energy use and energy conservation, or encouraging and 
promoting the use of alternate energy systems, (e.g., solar and architectural and 
mechanical systems).  Therefore, the proposed LUP cannot be found consistent with the 
Planning and Locating New Development policies of the Coastal Act. 
 
 5. Visual Resources 
 
 a. Plan Summary.  This policy group addresses preservation and enhancement of 
the aesthetic resources within the City.  This is partially accomplished by the 
establishment of scenic overlooks and street view corridors. 
 
 b. Applicable Coastal Act Policies  
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Section 30251 
 
 The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and 
protected as a resource of public importance.  Permitted development shall be 
sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal 
areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible 
with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and 
enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas.  New development in highly 
scenic areas such as those designated in the California Coastline Preservation and 
Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and Recreation and by local 
government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. 

 
Section 30253 (5) (cited above) 

 
 c. Conformity with Chapter 3 Policies. 
 
Section 30251 of the Coastal Act provides for the protection of scenic coastal areas and 
the enhancement of visual resources.  Section 30253(5) requires that popular visitor 
destination points for recreational uses be protected.  The City has a variety of scenic 
resources, including the hillsides overlooking San Elijo Lagoon, Interstate 5 (a major 
coastal access route), steep slopes, established residential neighborhoods and visitor-
serving commercial districts, and the beach and coastal bluffs.  However, as discussed in 
detail above, many of the City’s beach and bluff policies may have the effect of 
encouraging shoreline protection that visually degrades the bluffs and alters natural 
landforms.  The LUP does not have policies prohibiting or restricting development on 
steep slopes.  There are no visual protection policies addressing views from Interstate 5, 
or the potential impacts of signage and telecommunications facilities, or requiring 
landscape screening and color restrictions around scenic natural areas such as the San 
Elijo Lagoon Viewshed. 
 
Furthermore, the LUP lacks specific development standards for maximum building 
heights.  The Commission has found that regulation of both building and sign heights is 
appropriate in assuring that scenic resources within the Coastal Zone are protected, 
consistent with Section 30251.  Because the LUP lacks specificity and does not have 
policies protecting many of the City’s visual resources, the Commission finds the Visual 
Resources policy group inconsistent with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 
 
 6. Conclusion 
 
In summary, the LUP plan as proposed has general policies addressing all of the relevant 
policy groups in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, but fails to identify and provide guidelines 
and regulations to protect numerous valuable public resources, from sand supply to 
parking, recreational trails, wetlands, and ESHA.  In particular, the conflicts with specific 
policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act regarding the siting of blufftop development and 
the construction of shoreline protection affect the entire plan and the plan's adequacy to 
appropriately protect coastal resources.  Thus, the plan does not conform with the 
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Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act to the extent necessary to achieve the basic state 
goals specified in Section 30001.5.  Therefore, the Commission finds that the entire land 
use plan must be denied.   
 
PART V. CONSISTENCY WITH THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL 

QUALITY ACT (CEQA)
 
Section 21080.5 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) exempts local 
government from the requirement of preparing an environmental impact report (EIR) in 
connection with its local coastal program.  The Commission's LCP review and approval 
program has been found by the Resources Agency to be functionally equivalent to the 
EIR process.  Thus, under CEQA Section 21080.5, the Commission is relieved of the 
responsibility to prepare an EIR for each LCP. 
 
Nevertheless, the Commission is required in an LCP submittal to find that the LCP does 
conform with CEQA provisions.  As described above, the LUP does not conform to 
CEQA provisions, and would have adverse impacts on public access, public recreation, 
environmentally sensitive resources, and visual quality.  The Commission finds that there 
are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the LCP may have on the 
environment.  Therefore, in terms of CEQA review, the Commission finds that approval 
of the LCP amendment will result in significant adverse environmental impacts, and must 
be denied. 
 
 
 
(G:\San Diego\Reports\LCPs\Solana Beach\Solana Beach LUP stfrpt.doc) 




















































































































	Text2: Addendum


