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SYNOPSIS 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION/HISTORY 

The Torrey Pines segment of Major Amendment 2-95 was originally scheduled for 
public hearing at the Coastal Commission Hearing of May 9-12, 1995, as one 
segment of three separate land use plan amendments included in the City of San 
Diego's LCP amendment 2-95. The other two segments, La Jolla (2-95B) and 
Pacific Beach (2-95C) were heard and acted upon at the May meeting. The City 
of San Diego requested postponement of the Torrey Pines segment to the next 
available southern California Commission hearing. The project was heard at 
the Commission's July 11-14, 1995 meeting in Long Beach, where a number of 
issues centering on the necessity of several road improvements, the absence of 
specific project details and environmental impacts assessment, along with 
concerns about how density bonuses are accommodated within coastal resource 
constraints resulted in the amendment's continuance to the October 10-13, 1995 
hearing in San Diego. At the time of the October hearing, several 
environmental impact documents for projects contained in the updated Community 
Plan were underway, but had not yet been completed. Therefore, in order to 
allow the Commission and the public to review these documents, the hearing was 
postponed to the next meeting in San Diego. 

Staff is recommending denial, as submitted, of the Torrey Pines Community 
Plan, then approval with suggested modifications addressing increased 
protection for environmental resources, the need to address potential wetland 
impacts associated with specific road improvements, parking requirements, 
requirements for density bonus projects, protection of visual resources and 
water quality. Staff is recommending denial, as submitted, of associated 
rezonings of specific, environmentally constrained properties currently zoned 
agricultural, residential, and industrial to open space, in order to correct 
the proposed rezoning of a small, existing commercial recreation center to 
open space. In particular, Sug. Mod. #9 (the reconstruction of the North 
Torrey Pines Road Bridge); Sug. Mod. #12 (Sorrento Valley Road realignment); 
Sug. Mods. #15 and #16 (Density Bonus programs); and Sug. Mods. #20 and #32 
(redesignation of portions of Surf & Turf site to Commercial Recreation) will 
generate discussion. 
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At the June Commission hearing, several Commissioners asked whether the 
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCO) concurred with the 
Commission's harmonization of the density bonus provisions of Government Code 
Section 65915 with the Coastal Act. Several Commissioners also requested an 
explanation of the relationship between the Coastal Act's housing provisions 
and the density bonus statute at Government Code Section 65915. To address 
these concerns, the Commissions's legal division identified the legal basis 
for staff's suggested modifications in a letter to HCO dated September 1, 
1995. In a written response dated September 29, 1995, HCD indicated its 
desagreement with the Commission's analysis. Copies of these letters are 
attached to this staff report. On October 5, 1995, the legal division met 
with staff members of HCD. Commission staff subsequently revised the 
suggested modifications to address certain concerns identified by HCO. In 
addition, the legal division provided Commissioners with a memorandum, dated 
October 10, 1995, explaning the relationship between the Coastal Act's housing 
provisions and the density bounus statute, and describing how Coastal Act 
requirements must be harmonized with the density bonus requirements. A copy 
of this memorandum is attached to this report. It appears that HCO continues 
to maintain the position outlined it its September 29, 1995 letter. In brief, 
HCO disagrees with the Commissions' authority to: (1) limit the density bonus 
to the mandatory 251; (2) limit the granting of incentives to either those 
that have no adverse effect on coastal resources or to just one incentive in 
cases where incentives will have an adverse effect on coastal resources; (3) 
require that local coastal program development standards that limit density be 
factored into the calculation of the "maximum allowable density;" and (4) 
require that a project that includes a density bonus be consistent to the 
extent possible with coastal development standards. Thus, HCO takes the 
position that the Commission cannot impose limitations upon a local 
government•s exercise of the discretionary elements of the density bonus 
statute. Commission staff, however, have relied upon the legal principle that 
potentially conflicting statutes must be harmonized to give effect to the 
mandates of both statutes. Thus, the Commission has harmonized the density 
bonus statute with the Coastal Act by giving effect to the mandatory 
provisions of the density bonus statute while requiring that the discretionary 
provisions of the density bonus statute be implemented only in a manner that 

. also takes into account the policies of the Coastal Act. 

The appropriate resolutions and motions may be found on pages 5 through page 
7. The suggested modifications are on pages 7 through page 20. The findings 
for denial of the Torry Pines Community Plan begin on page 20. Findings for 
the approval of the plan. if modified. begin on page 36. The findings for 
denial of the various Torrey Pines rezones begin on page 48. and findings for 
approval. if modified. of the rezones begin on page 50. 
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The City of San Diego Local Coastal Program (LCP) was segmented into twelve 
geographic areas. corresponding to community plan boundaries. with separate 
land use plans submitted and certified (or certified with suggested 
modifications) for each segment except Mission Bay. The Implementing 
Ordinances were submitted and certified with suggested modifications. first in 
March of 1984, and again in January of 1988. Subsequent to the 1988 action on 
the implementation plan. the City of San Diego incorporated the suggested 
modifications and assumed permit authority for the majority of its coastal 
zone on October 17. 1988. Isolated areas of deferred certification remain. 
and will be submitted for Commission certification once local planning is 
complete. There have been several amendments processed to the certified LCP; 
these are discussed further under LCP History in the report. 

SUMMARY OF AMENDMENT REQUEST 

The City of San Diego's submittal for LCPA #2-95 consisted of three distinctly 
separate land use plan amendments, each with associated rezonings . .IIlll 
report addresses only the updated Torrey Pines Community Plan/LCP Land Use 
Plan and proposed rezonings in that community. The Torrey Pines Land Use Plan 
has been developed to address the coastal issues which have been identified by 
Commission and City staff, along with the citizens and property owners of 
Torrey Pines and other interested parties. The Torrey Pines Community 
Planning area comprises approximately 2,600 acres of land located in the 
northern coastal region of the City of San Diego. Almost the entire planning 
area is located within the Coastal Zone, with the exception of a small area at 
the southernmost portion. · 

The proposed submittal comprises an updated Torrey Pines Community Plan and 
Local Coastal Program land Use Plan. However, although the Community Plan 
itself is replaced by this amendment. two supplemental documents. the 1981 
North City Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan, (commonly known as the 
"Addendum") and the 1987 Revisions to the North City local Coastal Program 
Land Use Plan Segment are not proposed to be amended or rescinded through this 
LCP submittal, and remain in full force and effect as they pertain to the 
Torrey Pines Community Planning Area. However, should any conflicts between 
these documents and the current amendment arise. this amendment shall take 
precedence. 

Also proposed are associated rezonings of specific properties currently zoned 
A-1-10, A-1-1, Rl-40000, Rl-20000, Rl-10000, Rl-6000, Rl-5000, and M-lA to the 
OS-R and OS-OSP zones. The key issue raised in the plan is protection of 
biological resources, particularly in relation to pressures to expand and 
upgrade of the community's circulation system. Other issues include public 
access, visual quality. grading and water quality, and residential density. 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Further information on the City of San Diego LCP amendment may be obtained 
from Diana Lilly. Coastal Planner. at (619) 521-8036. 



PART I. Q¥ERVIEW 

A. LCP HISTORY 
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The City of San Diego has a long history of involvement with the community 
planning process; as a result, in 1977, the City requested that the Coastal 
Commission permit segmentation of its land Use Plan (LUP> into twelve (12) 
parts in order to have the LCP process conform, to the maximum extent. 
feasible, with the City's various community plan boundaries. In the · 
intervening years, the City has intermittently submitted all of its LUP 
segments; all of the segments are presently certified, in whole or in part. 
with the exception of Mission Bay. The earliest land use plan (LUP) approval 
occurred in May, 1979, with others only occurring in 1988, in concert with the 
implementation plan. 

When the Commission approved segmentation of the LUP, it found that the 
implementation phase of the City's LCP would represent a single unifying 
element. This was achieved in January, 1988, and the City of San Diego 
assumed permit authority on October 17, 1988 for the majority of its coastal. 
zone. Several isolated areas of deferred certification remain; these are 
completing planning at a local level and will be acted upon by the Coastal 
Commission in the future. 

Since effective certification of the City's LCP, there have been sixteen major· 
amendments and seven minor amendments processed for it. These have included 
everything from land use revisions in several segments, the rezoning of single 
properties to modifications of city-wide ordinances. While it is difficult to 
calculate the number of land use plan revisions or implementation plan 
modifications, because the amendments often involve multiple changes to a 
single land use plan segment or ordinance, the Commission has reviewed at 
least, 33 land use plan revisions and 87 ordinance amendments. Most amendment 
requests have been approved, some as submitted and some with suggested 
modifications; further details can be obtained from the previous staff reports 
and findings on specific amendment requests. 

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. 
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Pursuant to Section 30513 of the Coastal Act, the Commission may only reject 
zoning ordinances or other implementing actions. as well as their amendments. 
on the grounds that they do not conform with, or are inadequate to carry out, 
the provisions of the certified land use plan. The Commission shall take 
action by a majority vote of the Commissioners present. 

C. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

The City has held numerous local workshops. planning group. Planning 
Commission and City Council meetings with regard to the Torrey Pines Community 
Plan. All of these local hearings were duly noticed to the public~ Notice of 
the subject amendment has been distributed to all known interested parties. 

PART II. LOCAL QQASTAL PRQGRAM SUBMITTAL- RESOLUTIONS 

Following a public hearing. staff recommends the Commission adopt the 
following resolutions and findings. The appropriate motion to introduce the 
resolution and a staff recommendation are provided just prior to each 
resolution. 

A. RESOLUTION I (Resolution to deny certification of the Torry Pines 
Community Plan. as submitted) 

tmiON I 

I move that the Commission certify the Torrey Pines Community Plan Update. 
as submitted. 

Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends a BQ vote and the adoption of the following resolution 
and findings. An affirmative vote by a majority of the appointed 
Commissioners is needed to pass the motion. 

Resolution I 

The Commission hereby denies certification of the amendment request to the 
City of San Diego Land Use Plan. and adopts the findings stated below on 
the grounds that the amendment will not meet the requirements of and 
conform with the policies of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200) of 
the California Coastal Act to the extent necessary to achieve the basic 
state goals specified in Section 30001.5 of the Coastal Act; the land use 
plan, as amended, will not be consistent with applicable decisions of the 
Commission that shall guide local government actions pursuant to Section 
30625(c); and certification of the land use plan amendment does not meet 
the requirements of Section 21080.5(d)(2)(i) of the California 
Environmental Quality Act, as there would be feasible measures or feasible 
alternatives which would substantially lessen significant adverse impacts 
on the environment. 
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B. RESOLUTION II (Resolution to approve certification of the Torry Pines 
Community Plan, if modified) 

t«UION II 

I move that the Commission certify the Torry Pines Community Plan Update, 
if it is modified in conformance with the suggestions set forth in this 
staff report. 

Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends a YES vote and the adoption of the following resolution 
and findings. An affirmative vote by a majority of the appointed 
Commissioners is needed to pass the motion. 

Resolution II 

The Commission hereby certifies the amendment request to the City of San 
Diego Land Use Plan, if modified, and adopts the findings stated below on 
the grounds that the amendment will meet the requirements of and conform 
with the policies of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200) of the 
California Coastal Act to the extent necessary to achieve the basic state 
goals specified in Section 30001.5 of the Coastal Act; the land use plan, 
as amended, will contain a specific access component as required by 
Section 30500 of the Coastal Act; the land use plan, as amended, will be 
consistent with applicable decisions of the Commission that shall guide 
local government actions pursuant to Section 30625(c); and certification 
of the land use plan amendment does meet the requirements of Section 
21080.5(d)(2)(i) of the California Environmental Quality Act, as there 
would be no feasible measures or feasible alternatives which would 
substantially lessen significant adverse impacts on the environment. 

C. RESOLUTION III (Resolution to reject the City of San Diego LCP 
Implementation Plan Amendment 2-95A, as submitted) 

t«UION III 

I move that the Commission reject the City of San Diego Implementation 
Plan Amendment 2-95A regarding the OS-R/OS-OSP rezones. 

Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends a YES vote and the adoption of the following resolution 
and findings. An affirmative vote by a majority of the Commissioners 
present is needed to pass the motion. 

Resolution III 

The Commission bereby denies certification of the amendment to the City of 
San Diego's Local Coastal Program on the grounds that the amendment does 
not conform with, and is inadequate to carry out, the provisions of the 
certified land use plan. There are feasible alternatives or feasible 
mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any 
significant adverse impacts which the approval would have on the 
environment. 
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D. RESOLUTION IV (Resolution to approve certification of the City of San 
Diego LCP Implementation Plan Amendment 2-95, if modified) 

MOTION IV 

I move that the Commission approve the City of San Diego Implementation 
Plan Amendment 2-95A, as it pertains to the OS-R/OS-OSP rezones, if it is 
modified in conformity with the suggested modifications set forth in this 
report. 

Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends a YES vote and the adoption of the following resolution 
and findings. An affirmative vote by a majority of the Commissioners 
present is needed to pass the motion. 

Resolution IV 

The Commission hereby approves certification of the amendment to the City 
of San Diego's Local Coastal Program. if modified, on the grounds that, 
the amendment conforms with, and is adequate to carry out, the provisions 
of the certified land use plan. There are no feasible alternatives or 
feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen 
any significant adverse impacts which the approval would have on the 
environment. 

PART III. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 

Staff recommends the following suggested revisions to the Torrey Pines 
Community Plan and Implementation Plan be adopted. The underlined sections 
represent language that the Commission suggests be added, and the 
tt0gt,4t0it sections represent the language which the Commission suggests 
be deleted from the policy as originally submitted. 

A. Torrey Pines Community Plan 

1. On page 19, under PLANNING CONTEXT, the following sentence shall be added 
to the end of the first paragraph under LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM: 

The North City Local Coastal Program- Land Use Plan as amended remains in 
full force and effect. However. should any policies contained in this 
document conflict with the previously adopted LCP Land Use Plan. this 
document shall take precedence. 
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2. On page 19, under PLANNING CONTEXT, the last paragraph under LOCAL COASTAL 
PROGRAM shall be revised as follows: 

The recommendations and development criteria of the LCP have been 
incorporated into the individual elements of this community plan. Due to 
the standard of review established in the Coastal Act of 1976, an LCP land 
use plan must contain a great deal of specificity to direct the 
formulation of suitable implementing ordinances. Therefore, more specific 
and detailed supplemental coastal development policies not contained 
within the main body of this community plan can be found in the Appendix 
E. These policies apply to all development within the Coastal Zone. and 
take precedence over any policies contained elsewhere in the document 
which may conflict with the coastal development policies. 

3. On page 29 under RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT, Policy #10 
shall be revised as follows: 

10. Construction or improvements of roadways adjacent to f~ 
biologically sensitive areas or open space shall be designed to 
mf~fmft~/0flf~~~t414~tf0ttMm4~t ~impacts, especially in 
wetlands and wetland buffer areas. Protection of sensitive habitats 
through buffers, realignments and reduced development areas shall 
also be considered. 

4. On page 31, under SPECIFIC PROPOSALS, San Qieguito Lagoon and River 
Valley, Policy #5 shall be revised as follows: 

5. Within the 100-year floodplain fringe of the San Dieguito River, fill 
for roads and other public improvements and/or permanent structures 
will be allowed only if such development is consistent with uses 
allowed pursuant to the A-1-10 Zone and other existing zoning. is 
capable of withstanding periodic flooding. and does not require the 
construction of off-site flood protective works. The fo 11 owing 
requirements shall also be met: [ ... ] 

5. On page 36, under RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT, Policy #3 
shall be revised as follows: 

3. Any improvements to roadways adjacent to or bordering the lagoon 
<Carmel Valley Road, Sorrento Valley Road, North Torrey Pines Road) 
shall not encroach within the wetland area of the lagoon, unless 
specifically authorized herein t~~~~tt~lmftf.ttf0~/f~l-f0~f~4~/i~~ 
-t0~4tl~~tmfttltt~l,~ttf~4~. 

6. On page 37 under RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT, the following 
revisions shall be made to Policy #6: 

6. Within the 100-year floodplain fringe of Sorrento Valley, fill for 
roads, public improvements, or other permanent structures will only 
be allowed if it can be shown that all of the following will be met: 



~ 

a. 

b. 

c. 
d. 

e. 

f. 

~ 
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Existing environmentally sensitive habitat areas will not be 
significantly adversely affected ~~l~iila;;t0;ttit~l~ftf~itf0~/fi 
f~tl~tt~tt; 
Increased erodible flood flow velocities will not occur wffM0~f 
a;;t0;ttat~l~ttt~atl0~; 
Areas to be filled do not create unplanned detention/siltation; 
Any loss or significant degrading of existing wildlife habitat areas 
will be appropriately mitigated; 
Increases in post-construction runoff and sediment above the ten-year 
storm frequency preconstruction condition, will be mitigated; 
Appropriate upstream national pollution discharge elimination system 
criteria will be implemented to maintain the water quality of the 
downstream wetlands; and 
If existing sensitive environmental areas are affected. then suitable 
mitigation will be provided. 

7. On page 38, under IMPLEMENTATION, the following revisions shall be made 
after the first paragraph: 

[. .. ] 
1Me Appendix f of this plan contains additional tte~e10;~e~f 
fe~dlit10~i land use policies developed by the City of San Diego and 
approved fe~~~f~tt by the Coastal Commission that are incorporated into 
fitllltiteltMell~;le~e~titl0~10f this ele~e~t plan and which apply 
to all development located in the Coastal Zone. [ ... ] 

Several properties within the planning area are designated but not zoned 
open space. Most of these areas are privately owned, and contain some 
limited sensitive cultural or biologically sensitive resources. These 
areas and all areas covered by this plan should be allowed to develop in 
compliance with the underlying zone as well as all applicable resource 
protection regulations such as the Sensitive Coastal Resource Zone. 
Hillside Review, Coastal Regulations, Archaeology/Paleontology 
Regulations, Flood Plain and Floodway Ordinances, etc. 

8. On page 53, under Specific Road Improvements, North Torrey Pines Road, the 
following revisions shall be made: 

North Torrey Pines Road is a five-lane primary arterial which narrows to 
two lanes as it passes about half-way through the Torrey Pines Community 
Planning Area. In order to improve the level of service at the 
intersection of North Torrey Pines Road and Carmel Valley Road, an 
additional north bound lane will be provided from Torrey Pines Park Road 
to the boundary of the City•s jurisdiction. Although the extension of 
this additional northbound lane through the Carmel Valley Road 
intersection is recommended to improve traffic flow. improvements north of 
the City of San Diego•s boundary can only occur subsequent to approval by 
the City of Del Mar. 
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TMttltm;teweme~tl~tlllteqitteltMatlt~eltMi~ftelfzittenlttlan~tlle 
me~ttte~ltelalle*ltMeli~~~ttenallnettMMein~llineltellele~ten~e~ 
tMteiiM/tMe/[ifmeJ/Yillei/Rei~/fntetsettfenL In addition. the bridge 
over the railroad tracks just south of this intersection should be 
improved to allow a second northbound lane as well as bike lanes and a · 
sidewalk on the west side to the City's jurisdiction. Although bridge 
improvements are recommended for the entire length. bridge improvements 
north of the City's boundary can only occur subsequent to approval by the 
City of Del Mar. 

ztttMedl~llelnete~ltMitltMttltntettetttenlin~lil;etttenletltMeltiiJtei~ 
Mtt•felitelletite•twttMtnltMe/[tt;Jetlmel/Mitlin~l~eil~lteqitteltMett 
a;;teiilJIIAnliltetnittieltele~ten•tnfltMela•~tttenalllineltMteifM!tMe 
tntettetttenltntli•etletten•tnfltMellanelitlilttiMtltitnlenl;llinele~te 
fitmel!Yille;Jaet•J 

9. On page 54, under Specific Road Improvements. North Torrey Pines Road 
Bridge over Penasquitos Creek, the following revisions shall be made after the 
heading: 

North Torrey Pines Road Bridge over Penasquitos Creek 

The North Torrey Pines Road Bridge over Penasgujtos Creek will need to be 
reconstructed due to seismic and structural defjcjencjes. The 
reconstruction of this bridge includes the addition of a northbound lane, 
bike lanes on both sides, a sidewalk on the west side, and transition 
widening on both road approaches. Although the bridge should be widened 
in order to provide ultimately for three lanes, it should be striped for 
two lanes until the recommended northern road improvements are constructed. 

This project tMill include£ a special bridge design that will 
contribute to the restoration and enhancement of Los Penasquitos Lagoon. 
The ultimate design of this bridge tMilllilliilfif creates a wider 
lagoon mouth by approximately 40 feet. in order to increase the tidal 
prism, restore tidal action and improve circulation of lagoon waters. 
Design consideration include~ completely spanning the lagoon mouth by 
cutting back the road embankment and lengthening the bridge span, etc. 
The design of this bridge ~Miild shall include input from a qualified 
biologist or other lagoon expert familiar with the complex ecosystem found 
within Los Penasquitos Lagoon. No impacts to saltmarsh habitat shall 
occur. [ ... ] 

10. On page 54, under Specific Road Improvements, Carmel Valley Road, the 
following paragraph shall be added after the heading: 

Carmel Valley Road 

A variety of improvements to Carmel Valley Road are anticipated jn the 
future. and may include widening. intersection improvements. a parKing 
lane. and a bicycle/pedestrian pathway. At the time specific design 
proposals are determined and environmental impacts assessed. coastal 
development permits will be required to implement the project. A 
preliminary plan for the improvements js described below; however. in no 
case shall any improvement result in wetland fill. 
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11. On page 55, under Specific Road Improvements, Carmel Valley Road, 
Bicycle/Pedestrian Pathway, the following revisions shall be made: 

A bicycle/pedestrian pathway should be provided in the existing disturbed. 
upland area along the south side of Carmel Valley Road. A variety of 
design options should be consjdered: however. in no case shall the 
bicycle/pedestrian pathway involve wetland fill. An appropriate buffer 
between the bicycle/pedestrian pathway and the lagoon shall be established 
after full consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. the State 
Department of Fish and Game and the State Department of Parks and 
Recreation. The pathway should be wide enough to be shared by bicyclists 
and pedestrians. and should be physically separated from Carmel Valley 
Road (see Bicycle/Pedestrian Path Concept Sketch). The pathway should be 
constructed with a combination of concrete and wood. The concrete portion 
would be used for those previously disturbed areas where the path is 
located immediately adjacent to the road, the wooden or boardwalk portions 
would be constructed where the path meandered closer to ~fl~~ef 
sensitive resource areas. 1~/~f~eflt0/fe~~le10flelf~l~itelf~;itttlt~ 
tMe/7a;0~ft(/tMe/~~0de~/H0atd~aJK/~0~1~/~e/tig;e~~ed/a~0ie/aJJtte~tftfie 
ateatt~;J;tlt~;tl 

The path should meander along the lagoon, and in several places provide 
sitting areas and viewpoints into the lagoon. ~Meteta;~t0;tfife(/fMete 
ite~~0tntlateatttM0~ldte~te~dlt~itMI0~tl0ietltMetla;~0niii1Mete 
e~tentt0nlite~;0t~tlateatltM~8ldl~elt~t;endedta~~ieltMellat00ftiHI 
;tlfntt/f0/~f~f~fte/Jii0~n/f~;ilft/ Interpretive displays describing 
the marsh and lagoon ecosystem should be included at these viewpoint 
areas. Safe access to the pathway from the north should be provided at 
regular intervals. 

12. On page 56, under Specific Road Improvements. Sorrento Valley Road, the 
following revisions shall be made: 

Sorrento Valley Road 

Sorrento Valley Road. from Industrial Court to Carmel Valley Road, is a 
two lane major road that is scheduled for realignment improvements. 
1Metteart;~~entt;t01ettttfttl~~etlt0~ttt~ttt~nl0flat~e~l~ttd~el0vet 
[at~eJ/YaJleJ/[teeK(/[latttzztBfKe/la~egJ~n/~~tMttt~et(/a~dtat;edetttfa~ 
;atM/0~/tMe/eatt/stde///TMe/teaifift~ent/;t~Jett/~fJI/~fnf~fte 
e~tt0alM~entla~dl0tMettt~;attttt0/l0stPe~at~~~t0tt(ai00nl 

The existing road lies immediately adjacent to wetlands and other 
sensitive habitat areas at several points. Any improvements to Sorrento 
Valley Road shall regujre the jssuance of coastal development permits. and 
shall be permitted only if consistent with the specific development 
standards in the WETLANDS/ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE RESOURCES poljcies 
contained in Appendix E. Riparian impacts shall be mitigated at a ratio 
of 3:1 and salt marsh impacts shall be mitigated at a ratio of 4:1. 

[ ... ] 
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13. On page 56, under Specific Road Improvements, Vista Sorrento Parkway, the 
following revisions shall be made: 

Vista Sorrento Parkway 

The restriping of the northbound lanes of Vista Sorrento Parkway at 
Sorrento Valley Road is proposed to improve the poor Level of Service 
(LOS} projected at buildout. The restriping of the three northbound lanes 
from the existing left, through and right to two lefts and a through/right 
will improve the projected LOS from E to C. This minor modification 
should only be implemented when actual future traffic volumes warrant it. 

In conjunction with buildout of the Sorrento Hills Community Planning 
Area, Vista Sorrento Parkway shall be extended from its existing terminus 
<Sorrento Valley Court} northerly through Sorrento Hills until it 
intersects with Carmel Mountain Road. Construction of this extension. 
known as Street "A". will reguire some fill in existing wetlands at the 
western end of Los Penasguitos Canyon Preserve. Various project 
alternatives have been examined to determine that the proposed project js 
the least environmentally damaging one. There are currently two options 
which may be implemented to mitigate the environmental impact of the 
proposed project. 

OPTION A 

Any unavoidable permanent wetland fill associated with Street "A 11 shall be 
mitigated at a ratio of 4:1 for alkali marsh/meadow impacts and 1:1 for 
freshwater marsh (j.e. cattails> impacts. Shading impacts to cattails 
shall be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. Mitigation for freshwater marsh 
impacts shall be in kind and shall occur within the Los Penasguitos Lagoon 
watershed. Mitigation for alkali marsh/meadow impacts shall be in kind 
and in the immediate area of the alkali marsh/meadow or. if no appropriate 
site can be found for creation of alkali marsh/meadow. mitigation shall 
consist of newly created willow scrub habitat within the Los Penasgujtos 
Lagoon watershed. 

QR 

OPTION B 

Any unavoidable permanent wetland fill associated with Street "A 11 shall be 
mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. Mitigation for direct and shading impacts to 
freshwater marsh <i.e .. cattails> shall be in kind and shall occur within 
the los Penasguitos Lagoon watershed. Mitigation for alkali marsh/meadow 
impacts shall be in kind and in the immediate area of the alkali 
marsh/meadow or. if no appropriate site can be found. mitigation shall 
consist of newly created willow scrub habitat within the Los PenasQuitos 
Lagoon watershed. 

.. 
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The balance of the alkali marsh/meadow shall be designpted open sp9ce and 
perm2nently protected from development through dedic9tion of an open spgce 
easement. record9tion of 9 deed restriction. or some other appropri9te 
mech2nism. 

14. On page 66-67 under RESIDENTIAL ELEMENT, Medium Density (16-14 du's/acre), 
the following revisions shall be made: 

This density category is characterized by higher density condominium and 
apartment development, and is implemented through the existing R-1000 and 
RV Zone. 

There are~ te~~M medium density residential projects within the 
Torrey Pines Planning Area. fQur Vl~e of the projects are located in 
the Del Mar Heights Road/Mango Drive/I-5 area. [ ... ] 

On page 67, Table 2: Proposed Residentiil Development, shall be revised to 
exclude the approximately 4 acres of R-V zoned property at the southwest 
corner of Del Mar Heights and I-5 from the medium density figures. 

On page 67, Figure 13 shall be revised to remove this same 4 acre parcel from 
the medium density category. In addition, on page 3, Figure l. "Land Use 
~ ... shall be revised to include thisl same4-acre parcel in the Commercial 
Recreation designation. 

15. On page 68 under RESIDENTIAL ELEMENT, Density Bonus Program, the following 
revisions shall be made: 

This is an incentive program that allows developers of any one of the 
types of residentiil projects described in Ggvernment CQde SectiQn 
65915(b). and which complies with all stand9rds set forth in Ggvernment 
CQde Section 65915. to build nQ mgre than ~~/t0 25 percent more units 
than a property's zoning would ordinarily allow. In exchange for this 
density bonus, the owners must~ f~~t the units affQrdible t0/10w 
l~t0m~/M0~t!M0ldi for lQ 20 years if 90 incentive is utilized jn 
addition to a density bgnus specified in Ggvernment Cgde SectiQn 65915(b) 
or in 10 years if 2 secgnd incentive is nQt utilized. 

In pccordance with Ggyernment Code Section 65915(f). the density bgnus 
shill be calculpted bpsed Qn the Qtherwise m9ximum allowable resjdential 
density under the gpplicpble ZQning grdin9nce pod land use element Qf the 
general pl9n. In the CQastil ZQne. the otherwise maximum allQwable 
residential density shall mean the maximum density determined by applying 
all site-specific envjrgnmental develQpment cgnstraints iPPliCible under 
the CQpstal zgning Qrdinances 2nd land use element certified by the 
CQastil CQmmissiQn. The density bQnus Shill be applicable tQ hgusing 
deyelgpments consisting Qf five Qr mgre units. 

In the cgastpl zgne. any hgusing develgpment gpprgved pursuant to 
GQvernment CQde SectiQn 65915 shill be consistent. tQ the maximum extent 
feasible and in 9 manner most prgtective of coastal resources. with all 
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otherwise applicable certified local coastal program policies and 
development standards. Approval of development proposed under this 
Section shall require a finding that the development. if jt had been 
proposed without the 25 percent density increase. would have been fully 
consistent with the policies and development standards of the certified 
local coastal program. Before approving a 25 percent density increase. 
the City shall jdentjfy all potential means of accommodating the 25 
percent density increase and consider the effects of such means on coastal 
resources. If the City identifies means of accommodating the density 
increase that do not have an adverse effect on coastal resources. the City 
shall require that the density increase be accommodated by those means. 
If. however. all potential means for accommodating the density increase 
will have an adverse effect on coastal resources. the City shall require 
implementation of the means that are most protective of sjgnjficant 
coastal resources. 

The City may prepare an LCP amendment for certification by the Commission 
for specific areas or subregions within the planning area where density 
bonuses in excess of 25 percent may be permitted based on a finding that 
no adverse impacts on coastal resources would result. 

In addition to a 25 percent density bonus. a qualjfyjng housing 
development shall receive one of the incentives identified in Government 
Code Section 6591S<h>. unless it is found that the additional incentjve is 
not required in order to provjde for affordable housing costs or rents. 
Before granting an jncentjve for a project jn the coastal zone. the City 
shall identify all potential incentives and consider the effects of each 
incentive on coastal resources. The City may grant one or more of those 
incentives that do not have an adverse effect on coastal resources. If 
all potential incentives have an adverse effect coastal resources. the 
incentive granted to satisfy the requirement of Government Code Section 
65915 shall be the incentive that is most protective of significant 
coastal resources. and the City shall not grant more than one incentive. 

16. On page 69 under RESIDENTIAL ELEMENT, the section titled Senior CUP 
Program shall be revised as fallows: 

This conditional use permit program provides a density bonus of up to 50 
percent to developers who agree to rent all of the units in their project 
to senior citizens and physically impaired persons for the life of the 
project. 

In the coastal zone. any senior housjng approved pursuant to this program 
shall be consistent. to the maximum extent feasible and in a manner most 
protective of coastal resources. with all otherwise applicable certified 
Jocal coastal program policies and development standards. Senior housing 
developments in the coastal zone shall be implemented consistent with the 
Density Bonus Program. as stated above. In addition. the density bonus 
shall be no more than 25 percent. to be calculated based on the otherwise 
maximum allowable residential density under the applicable zoning 
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ordinance and land use element of the general plan. The otherwjse maximum 
allowable residential density shall mean the maximum density determined by 
applying all site-specific environmental development constraint~ 
applicable under the coastal zoning ordinances and land use element 
certified by the Coastal Commission. 

The City may prepare an LCP amendment for certification by the Commission 
for specific areas or subregions within the planning area where density 
bonuses in excess of 25 percent may be permitted based on a finding than 
no adverse impacts on coastal resources would result. 

17. On page 69 under RESIDENTIAL ELEMENT, the section titled Categorical 
Exclusion shall be revised as follows: 

Categorical Exclusion 

Single-family residential development within that area indicated in Figure 
28 'Milll~eltite§~ftttllt may be considered for categorical exclusion 
and thus be excluded from the requirement to process coastal development 
permits. Categorical exclusion would eliminate the requirement for 
single-family home construction to undergo discretionary review. However, 
all new development within this possible categorical exclusion area shall 
be responsible for providing, at the applicant's expense, a notice of 
application to all residents within 300 feet of the proposed project and 
to the Torrey Pines Community Planning Group. 

18. On page 74 and 77, under COMMERCIAL ELEMENT, SPECIFIC PROPOSALS, the 
following paragraph shall be inserted after the section titled, Shopping 
Center at I-S and Del Mar Heights Road: 

Commercial Area Southwest of Del Mar Heights Road/I-S Intersection 

This 4 acre area should be maintained for visitor-serving commercial 
recreation facilities (long and short-term rental facilities, accessory 
uses) consistent with the site's proximity to single-family development, 
visibility from I-5 and location at the entrance of the community. 

On page 77, figure 14. "Commercial Land Use Plan." shall be revised to include 
the approximately 4 acre parcel southwest of the Del Mar Heights Road/I-S 
intersection in the Commercial Recreation designation. 

19. On page 74-7S, under COMMERCIAL ELEMENT, SPECIFIC PROPOSALS, Commercial 
Area South of Via De La Valle, the following revisions shall be made: 

This 10-acre area. which includes a hotel. gas station. and restaurant. 
should be maintained for commercial recreational development. Because 
most of this area is within the 100-year floodplain, and adjacent to the 
San Dieguito River Valley and Lagoon, new development in this area shall 
not be allowed unless it can be showed that: [ ... ] 

I. The development meets the specific development standards included in 
Appendix E. 
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20. On page 75, under COMMERCIAL ELEMENT, SPECIFIC PROPOSALS, before the 
paragraph titled Carmel Valley Commercial Center, the following paragraph 
shall be inserted: 

In addition. there is a 14-acre parcel abutting this developed area to the 
south. which includes a small visitor-serving RV park and a recreational 
complex including tennis courts. miniature golf. a driving range pro-shop 
and clubhouse facilities and parking lots. This area should be maintained 
for these types of less-intensive commercial recreation uses and 
designated Commercial Recreation up to the payed sidewalk north of the 
driving range. Because this entire area is within the 100-year 
floodplain. and immediately adjacent to the San Dieguito River Valley and 
Lagoon. new development in this area shall be allowed only if such 
development is consistent with uses allowed pursuant to the A-1-10 Zone 
and other existing zoning. is capable of withstanding periodic flooding, 
and does not reguire the construction of off-sjte flood protective works. 
Any development of this parcel shall be consistent with the requirements 
for the San Diegujto Lagoon and River Valley stated in the Resource 
Management and Open Space Element of this document. 

21. On page 77, Figure 14, "Commercial Land Use Plan," shall be revised to 
include the existing 14-acre commercially developed parcel south of Via de la 
Valle in the Commercial Recreation designation. In addition, on page 3, 
Figure 1. "Land Use Plan," shall be revised to include this same parcel in the 
Commercial Recreation designation. 

22. On page 111, under LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM POLICIES, the following paragraph 
shall be added directly under the heading: 

The policies of this section shall apply to all development jn the Torrey 
Pines Community Planning area within the Coastal Zone. In the event these 
policies conflict with goals. policies. or proposals contained elsewhere 
in the Plan. the Local coastal Program Policies shall take precedence. 

23. On page 112, under HILLSIDES, the following paragraph shall be added 
immediately after TABLE 1: 25 Percent Slope Encroachment Allowance: 

For the purposes of this ordinance. encroachment shall be defined as any 
area of twenty-five percent (25%> or greater slope in which the natural 
landform is altered by grading. is rendered incapable of supporting 
vegetation due to the displacement required for the building. accessory 
structures or paving. or is cleared of vegetation, other than allowed 
below. 

24. On page 113, under GRADING/HATER QUALITY, the second paragraph shall be 
revised as follows: 

Sediment basins (debris basins, desilting basins, or silt traps) shall be 
installed in conjunction with the initial grading operation and maintained 
through the development process as necessary to remove sediment from 
runoff waters draining from the land undergoing development. Areas 

" 
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disturbed but not completed prior to November 15, including graded pads 
and stockpiles, shall be suitably prepared to prevent soil loss during the 
late fall and winter seasons. All graded slopes shall be stabilized prior 
to November 15 by means of native vegetation, if feasible, or by other 
suitable means. The use of vegetation as a means to control site erosion 
shall be accomplished pursuant to plans and specifications prepared by a 
licensed landscape architect or other qualified professional. Erosjon 
control utilizing mulching •. fertilization. and irrigation within 
sufficient time prior to November 15 to provide landscape coverage that is 
adequate to achieve the provisions of this policy. Temporary erosion 
control measures, shall include the use of berms, interceptor ditches, 
sandbagging, hay bales, filtered inlets, debris basins, silt traps, or 
other similar means of equal or greater effectiveness. From November 15 
to March 31. grading may be permitted provided the applicant conforms to 
the requirements listed below and submits monthly documentation within two 
weeks following the end of the preceding month to the City Engineer on the 
condition of the erosion control procedures for graded pads. slopes and 
stockpiles whenever precipitation during the month exceeds two <2> inches. 

25. On page 114, under GRADING/WATER QUALITY, Policy #4 shall be revised as 
follows: 

4. The applicant agrees to provide daily documentation to the City 
Engineer of the condition of the erosion control procedures for any 
24-hour period in which precipitation exceeds 0.25 inches. Failure 
to provide such documentation or occurrence of any significant 
discharge of sediments or silts in violation of this policy shall 
constitute automatic grounds for suspension of the applicant 1 S 
gradjng permit<s> during the period of November 15 to March 31. 

26. On page 114, under WETLANDS, the following revisions shall be made: 

WETLANDS/ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE RESOURCES 

The diking. filling. or dredging of open coastal waters. wetlands. 
estuaries. and lakes shall be permitted where there is no feasible Jess 
environmentally-damaging alternative. where feasible mitigation measures 
have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects. and shall be 
limited to the following newly permitted uses and activities: 

~ Incidental public service purposes. including. but not limited to. 
burying cables and pipes or inspection of pjers and maintenance of 
existing intake and outfall lines. 

~ Mineral extraction. including sand for restoring beaches. except in 
environmentally sensitive areas. 

~ Restoration purposes. 

~ Nature study. aguaculture or similar resource dependent activities. 
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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 such purposes to appropriate beaches or into suitable Joog 
shore current systems. 

Buffer zones sufficient to protect wetlands shall generally be 100 feet in 
width. unless the applicant demonstrates that a smaller buffer will 
protect the resources of the wetland based on site-specific information 
including but not limited to the type and size of the proposed development 
and/or proposed mitigation which will achieve the purposes of the buffer. 
The California Department of Fish and Game aod the U.S. Fish and Hjldlife 
Service shall be consulted in such buffer determinations and their 
comments shall be accorded great weight by tbe City of San Diego and by 
the California Coastal Commission. Development permitted in wetland 
buffer areas shall be limited to access paths, passive recreational areas. 
fences and similar improvements necessary to protect the wetland. and such 
improvements shall be restricted to the upper/inlaod half of tbe buffer 
~. Developments shall be located so as not to contribute to increased 
sediment loading of the wetland, cause disturbance to its fish and 
wildlife values, or otherwise impair the functional capacity of the 
wetland. 

Development in Floodplain Areas 

Hithin the 100-year floodplain fringe of the San Dieguito River. fill for 
roads and other public improvements and/or permaneot structures will be 
allowed only jf such development js consistent with uses allowed pursuant 
to tbe A-1-10 Zone and otber existing zoning, is capable of withstanding 
periodic flooding, and does not require the constructioo of off-site flood 
protective works. The following requirements shall also be met: 

Existing environmentally sensitive habitat areas will not be 
significantly affected and, that as a condition of development. 
significant new riparian corridors will be planted and maintained to 
function as enhanced wildlife corridors. Such revegetation program 
shall. to the maxjmum extent feasible, utilize natjye vegetation and 
shall be designed and implemented by a professional landscape 
architect. biologist. or other qualified professional in close 
consultation with the Department of Fish and Game and the U.S. fish 
and Wildlife Service. 

Ibe design of the development incorporates the findings and 
recommendations of both a site-specific and coastal watershed 
hydrologic study in order that the deve]opment either assures that 
there will be no increase in the peak runoff rate from the fully 
developed sit~ over the greatest discharge that would occur from the 
existing undeveloped site as a result of the intensity of rainfall 
expected during a six-hour period once every ten years. and neither 
significantly increases nor contributes to downstream bank erosion 
and sedimentation. including wetlands, lagoons. and other 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas. 
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Development in Areas of Sensitive Vegetation 

In addition. to the extent applicable. all new development within the 
coastal zone shall be designed to be consistent with multi-species and 
multi-habitat preservation goals and requirements as established in the 
statewide Natural Communities Conservation Planning <NCCP> Program. and 
shall comply with the Cjty of San Diego MSCP Interim Habitat Loss Permit 
Process. or shall obtain an incidental take permit under Section 4d. 
Section 7 or Section lOa of the Endangered Species Act related to the 
California Gnatcatcher. Compliance with these goals and requirements 
shall be implemented in consultation with the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Game. 

27. On page 114 under VISUAL RESOURCES, Policy #4 shall be revised as follows: 

4. Future development adjacent to the Torrey Pines Reserve Extension~ 
San Ojeguito Lagoon. and Crest Canyon area~ shall provide for 
adequate buffer areas. Development proposals shall provide adequate 
setbacks to avoid significant erosion, visual or sediment impacts 
from construction. Setbacks also shall be ~f0vf~e~ regujred to 
prevent fMe/~etetiffj/0f fire breaks frQm being constructed on 
reserve property or into off-sjte sensitive areas. No clear-cutting 
or removal of vegetation shall be allowed within the San Dieguito 
Lagoon Preserve. Crest Canyon or the Torrey Pines State Reserve 
Extension. 

28. On page 114 under VISUAL RESOURCES, Policy #6 shall be revised as follows: 

6. New residential development ft/tet0mme~~e~/f0 shall be compatible 
with the existing neighborhood, and designed to blend into adjacent 
natural open space areas. Only low-profile dwellings designed to fit 
with the natural terrain and not be visually prominent from the 
canyon floor shall be allowed. For development located in visually 
prominent areas adjacent to open space areas. building colors and 
materials shall be limited to earth tones and colors subordinate to 
the surrounding natural environment which mjnjmize the development's 
contrast with the surrounding hillsides and open space areas. 

29. On page 114 under VISUAL RESOURCES, Policy #11 shall be revised as follows: 

11. The plan recommends the preservation of Torrey Pines trees in private 
as well as public areas, and encourages the planting of Torrey Pines 
trees in roadways and other landscaped areas. Should Torrey Pines 
trees reguire removal. relocation or replacement of the trees shall 
occur whenever feasible. 

30. On page 115, under VISUAL RESOURCES, the following policy statement shall 
be added: 

12. New residential. commercial. and industrial development shall provide 
landscape buffers to screen views of the buildings from designated 
scenic roadways. 
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31. On page 115, the following policy shall be added after VISUAL RESOURCES: 

PARKING 

All commercial. industrial and residential uses shall be designed and 
constructed with sufficient off-street parking and loading facilities to 
assure adequate parking is provided wjth new development such that no 
adverse impacts on coastal access are documented. Parking ratios shall be 
utilized as specified and detailed in the City's Zoning Code to provide 
sufficient parking spaces so as not to require patrons/employees/residents 
to utilize parking which is necessary/regujred for other approved uses. or 
street and other public parking that would otberwise be available for 
public use. In addition. existing public parking facilities used for 
public beach access shall be maintained and no reduction in exjsting 
public parking sball be permitted. 

B. Implementation Plan 

32. On page 127, Figure 25 of Open Space Rezonings <North), {Sheet 1 of 
C-860), shall be revised to exclude the 14-acre existing commercial 
recreation developed parcel south of Via de la Valle from the proposed 
OS-R rezoning, and maintained as A-1-10 (see Exhibit A). 

PART IV. FINDINGS FOR DENIAL OF CERTIFICATION OF THE TORREY PINES LAND USE 
PLAN AS SUBMITTED 

A. AMENDMENT DESCRIPTION AND HISTORY 

Torrey Pines is one of the land use segments of the City of San Diego's Local 
Coastal Program. The community is located in the northern coastal region of 
the City of San Diego, extending to the northerly limits of the City, and 
bordered by Interstate 5 to the east, the southerly portion of the Sorrento 
Valley Industrial Park, the Pacific Ocean, and the City of Del Mar. The City 
of Solana Beach lies immediately to the north. Approximately 98t of the 
community lies within the coastal zone. The Torrey Pines Community Planning 
Area is characterized by an abundance of sensitive environmental resources and 
contains a number of major local and regional open space systems including the 
San Dieguito Lagoon and River Valley, Crest Canyon, the Torrey Pines State 
Reserve and Extension, Torrey Pines State Beach, the Los Penasquitos lagoon 
and associated uplands. and the Carroll Canyon wetlands/wildlife corridor. 

The current amendment request replaces the existing Community Plan document, 
which was first written in 1975. There have been several amendments since 
then. Most importantly, in 1981, the North City Local Coastal Program--Land 
Use Plan, commonly referred to as the 11 Addendum, 11 was adopted, and a major 
revision to the North City LCP {"Revisions to the North City Local Coastal 
Program Land Use Plan Segment") was adopted in 1985. The North City LCP Land 
Use Plan and subsequent amendments to that plan are not proposed for 
rescission through the adoption of this document, and remain in full force and 
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effect for the Torrey Pines Community Planning Area. However, should there be 
any conflicts between the previously adopted LCP Land Use Plan as amended and 
the current amendment. this amendment supercedes and takes precedence over the 
earlier documents. 

The plan is divided into six categories addressing Resource Management and 
Open Space, Transportation, Residential, Commercial. Industrial and Community 
Facilities. However, most of the policies specifically. addressing the 
protection of coastal resources are contained in Appendix E of the plan. The 
plan proposes several major transportation projects including the 
reconstruction of North Torrey Pines Bridge over Penasquitos Creek, widening 
and providing a bicycle/pedestrian pathway on Carmel Valley Road. and 
realignment of Sorrento Valley Road. Another major transportation project, 
the extension of Carroll Canyon Road is located outside the Coastal Zone. As 
proposed, most of these roadway improvements would result in impacts to 
wetlands. The type and extent of the impacts, and any proposed mitigation for 
the impacts, has not been determined at this time. 

Overall, the plan is generally supportive of Coastal Act policies regarding 
the preservation of visitor-serving and commercial recreation uses, public 
access, water quality, and visual resources. However. many of the policies 
fail to provide the specific level of detail required in a land use plan. 
Most of these concerns can be resolved with relatively minor revisions and 
additions to the policies strengthening the requirements and providing 
additional detail. The plan also provides a number of policies fairly 
consistent with Coastal Act policies concerning the protection of 
environmental resources. However, the plan would allow development in 
sensitive habitat areas without the strict level of analysis required under 
the Coastal Act. For instance, the plan would permit the construction of 
roadways in biologically sensitive areas as long as mitigation is provided. 
As noted above, the plan also proposed several specific transportation 
projects which would involve impacts to wetlands. 

B. SUMMARY FINPING/CONFORMANCE WITH SECTION 30001.5 OF THE COASTAL ACT 

The Commission finds, pursuant to Section 30512.2b of the Coastal Act, that 
portions of the Land Use Plan as set forth in the preceeding resolutions, are 
not in conformance with the policies and requirements of Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act to the extent necessary to achieve the basic state goals specified 
in Section 30001.5 of the Coastal Act which states: 

The Legislature further finds and declares that the basic goals of 
the state for the Coastal Zone are to: 

a) Protect, maintain and, where feasible, enhance and restore the 
overall quality of the coastal zone environment and its natural and 
manmade resources. 

b) Assure orderly, balanced utilization and conservation of coastal 
zone resources taking into account the social and economic needs of the 
people of the state. 
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c) Maximize public access to and along the coast and maximize public 
recreational opportunities in the coastal zone consistent with sound 
resource conservation principles and constitutionally protected rights of 
private property owners. 

d) Assure priority for coastal-dependent and coastal-related 
development over other developments on the coast. 

e) Encourage state and local initiatives and cooperation in 
preparing procedures to implement coordinated planning and development for 
mutually beneficial uses, including educational uses, in the coastal zone. 

The Commission therefore finds, for the specific reasons detailed below, that 
the land use plan does not conform with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act or the 
goals of the state for the coastal zone with regards to shoreline access, 
water and marine resources, environmentally sensitive habitat areas. locating 
and planning new development, coastal visual resources and special 
communities, and recreation and visitor-serving facilities. 

C. HONCONFORMITY OF THE TQRREY PINES COMMUNITY PLAN WITH CHAPTER 3 

Review of local coastal program submittals for findings of Chapter 3 
consistency are generally analyzed according to thirteen policy groups. In 
the Torrey Pines LCP segment, the following policy groups apply: Shoreline 
Access; Hater and Marine Resources; Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas; 
Locating and Planning New Development; Coastal Visual Resources and Special 
Communities; and Recreation and Visitor-Serving Facilities. The following 
resources/land uses are not present within the Torrey Pines Community Planning 
Area, so no findings are made relative to them, or pertinent issues have been 
reviewed under other policy group headings: Dredging, Filling, and Shoreline 
Structures; Commercial Fishing and Recreational Boating; Hazards; Agriculture; 
Forestry and Soils Resources; Public Works; and Industrial and Energy 
Development. 

1. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas. 

A number of Coastal Act policies address the protection and enhancement of 
sensitive habitat areas. Those most applicable to the Torrey Pines Planning 
Area state in part: 

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: [ ... ] 

(5) 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. 
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(6) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, 
except in environmentally sensitive areas. 

(7) Restoration purposes. 

(8) 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 such purposes to appropriate beaches or into suitable long 
shore current systems. 

(c) In addition to the other provisions of this section, diking, 
filling, or dredging in existing estuaries and wetlands shall maintain or 
enhance the functional capacity of the wetland or estuary .... 

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 o~ those habitat and recreation 
areas. 

The proposed Torrey Pines Community Plan includes a number of goals and 
policies protective of the native environment, including restrictions on 
development in lagoons and estuaries, preservation and enhancement of wildlife 
corridors. and maintenance of buffer areas next to wetlands. However, there 
are several deficiencies in these policy groups, and several proposed projects 
which cannot be found consistent with Coastal Act policies as currently 
proposed. 

There are several recommendations in the plan which as proposed would permit 
construction of roadways and other structures within wetlands and other 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas, as long as appropriate mitigation is 
included (p. 29 #10, p. 36 #3, p. 37 #6). However, Section 30233 of the Act, 
as cited above, allows only a very specific, limited range of project types 
within wetland areas, and those projects only when they are the least 
environmentally-damaging alternative. If those criteria are met, then 
mitigation measures must be provided. As proposed, the plan does not restrict 
the types of development permitted to impact wetland resources, and does not 
assure that all feasible less-damaging alternatives will be examined. 

Transportation projects proposed in the plan include the realignment of 
Sorrento Valley Road, the expansion of the North Torrey Pines Road bridge over 
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Penasquitos Creek, the expansion of North Torrey Pines Road, improvements to 
Carmel Valley Road including a bicycle/pedestrian pathway, and the extension 
of Vista Sorrento Parkway. Sorrento Valley Road begins at Carmel Valley Road 
and runs southward from there, entering the Sorrento Valley industrial 
community, then terminating in an underpass beneath I-805. There the road 
turns eastward and is renamed Mira Mesa Boulevard. The southern portion of 
Sorrento Valley Road, which runs through the developed industrial area, has 
been widened to a four-lane road; however, the northern part between Carmel 
Mountain Road and Carmel Valley Road remains a two-lane winding road, with no 
parking lanes, bicycle lanes, or sidewalks, wedged between the eastern 
perimeter of Los Penasquitos Lagoon and the western edge of the I-5 
right-of-way. The City proposes to upgrade the road to meet current 
engineering standards by removing the deep "S" curves of the existing Sorrento 
Valley Road, flattening the gradient, and widening the road to provide two 
12-foot wide travel lanes, one in each direction, 8-foot wide bike/emergency 

. parking lanes along both sides of the roadway, a 4-foot wide median and a 
5-foot wide sidewalk along the west side of the road. The proposed roadway 
would have a minimum design speed of 55 miles per hour. The City has 
indicated that the objectives of the road improvements are to meet the City 1 s 
minimum design standards for a two-lane major street, and to improve safety 
conditions on the roadway. 

The potential realignment of Sorrento Valley Road has been under study for 
many years. The North City LCP land Use Plan, which supplements the original 
1975 Torrey Pines Community Plan, was drafted in 1981, and subsequent 
modifications were approved by the Coastal Commission in 1985 and again in 
1987. Sorrento Valley Road is referred to in the 1981 plan (within the Torrey 
Pines subsection of that document) with the following language: 

11Hidening or relocation of roads on the Lagoon perimeter should not 
encroach into the Lagoon. Plans for improvement of Carmel Valley Road and 
relocation of Sorrento Valley Road should be carefully and selectively 
adjusted to prevent filling or disturbance of lagoon habitats." 

The 1985 revisions to that plan also address Sorrento Valley Road. The 
statements conflict somewhat with the preceeding language, but do not rescind 
or supercede it. The 1985 plan revisions state: 

"relocation of Sorrento Valley Road ... shall consider the use of piers or 
pilings for support in wetlands ... However. if ... demonstrated to be 
economically infeasible, then the minimum amount of earthen fill necessary 
for ... Sorrento Valley Road relocation may be placed in such areas 
provided the applicant has committed ... to the restoration and 
enhanc~ment program required [in previous sections and subsequent EIRsl 
... Any fill associated with the relocation of Sorrento Valley Road shall 
be consistent with the provisions of the Lagoon Restoration and 
Enhancement Plan required [in previous sections] and shall not involve 
significant unmitigated impacts upon the Lagoon." 

The current proposed Torrey Pines Community Plan states in part: 

"The realignment project will minimize encroachment and other impacts to 
Los Penasquitos Lagoon ... Mitigation for impacts to the lagoon must include 
restoration and enhancement of all areas previously disturbed by 
activities associated with the construction and operation of Sorrento 
Valley Road ..... 

li 
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Since the Lagoon is located to the immediate west of the existing Sorrento 
Valley Road alignment, and the I-5 right-of-way is very close along the 
eastern side of the road, the bulk of any realignment or additional travel 
lanes will encroach into Los Penasquitos Lagoon, which is one of the nineteen 
wetlands afforded special protection under the Coastal Act. Conceptual plans 
contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Sorrento Valley 
Road Realignment indicate the project would result in direct permanent lagoon 
impacts of at least 2.18 acres, affecting a number of existing forms of 
wetland and riparian plant communities including salt marsh, brackish marsh, 
freshwater marsh, willow woodland, and mulefat scrub. Approximately 2.39 
acres of existing coastal sage scrub community would be impacted by the 
project. Included in these impacts would be the habitat created for 
mitigation for the pump station located at the northern end of Sorrento Valley 
Road. Habitat which would be disturbed in this area includes willow woodland, 
mulefat scrub, brackish marsh, salt marsh and coastal sage scrub. 

In addition to the Coastal Act protections referenced previously, the Lagoon 
is further protected by the City•s own Sensitive Coastal Resource (SCR) 
Overlay Zone, which is part of the City•s certified LCP implementation 
package. This overlay maps all wetland areas within the City's coastal zone, 
and also provides for a 100-foot buffer around each wetland. In the case of 
Sorrento Valley Road, the SCR mapping indicates that either the wetland 
itself, or the buffer, extends right to the existing roadway along much of its 
distance between Carmel Valley Road and Carmel Mountain Road. In areas, the 
buffer actually extends across portions of the existing roadbed. Under the 
terms of the SCR Overlay Zone, no development is to occur within the wetland 
itself, with the exception of aquaculture, nature study, wetland restoration, 
similar resource-dependent uses, and incidental public service projects. In 
the case of these activities, these may occur only if they are shown to be the 
least environmentally-damaging alternative and adequate mitigation is 
proposed. Within the buffer area, only access paths, fences or other 
improvements necessary to protect wetlands may occur. 

The current design would result in considerably less habitat impact than 
previous plans had shown. It is possible that straightening the southern 
portion of the road (eliminating one curve of the "5-curve") could be found 
consistent with Section 30233 and other policies of the Coastal Act, as that 
would have little or no wetland impacts, and depending upon the approach to 
the mitigation of the coastal sage scrub impacts. At this point, the 
location, type, and amount of mitigation has not been approved by the resource 
agencies. However, it appears that, for the most part, the proposed 
mitigation ratios are comparable to those approved in the past. Nevertheless, 
the City of San Diego has not yet demonstrated conclusively that the widening 
and realignment of Sorrento Valley Road is absolutely necessary, from a 
traffic volume and safety perspective, when considered in conjunction with 
additional road improvements proposed in the Community Plan, potential further 
improvements of other roadways in the regional traffic system, and alternative 
designs. 

Before the Commission can accept any impact to significant biological 
resources, it must be clear that there are no feasible alternatives. Because 
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of the inevitability of significant lagoon impacts, the Coastal Commission 
staff has for many years given the City direction that all possible 
alternatives should be exhausted before any proposal to widen Sorrento Valley 
Road can be considered. It is anticipated that other proposed road 
improvements may alleviate the need to modify Sorrento Valley Road. The 
completion of Carmel Mountain Road under I-5 to tie in with a widened and 
extended El Camino Real should greatly relieve the current traffic situation 
on Sorrento Valley Road. along with some form of road widening project along 
the I-5/I-805 corridor, and road improvements in Carmel Valley. A number of 
proposals contained in the proposed Community Plan. once presented in an 
approvable form. could also reduce or eliminate the need for the widening and 
realignment of Sorrento Valley Road, including improving Carmel Mountain Road, 
extending Vista Sorrento Parkway, and installing the Carmel Mountain Road/I-S 
interchange. In addition to these, the recently implemented commuter rail 
along the I-5 corridor and future light rail north/south alignments. could 
improve traffic congestion. 

Commission staff had previously asked the City to examine the impact on 
traffic congestion on Sorrento Valley Road anticipated when these various road 
improvements are completed. The Draft EIR for the project contains a traffic 
study which projects the future traffic volumes expected on street segments 
and intersections in the Sorrento Valley Road area. The study makes several 
assumptions regarding future road conditions in the area, including the 
reconf1guration of and widening of El Camino Real, the extension of Carmel 
Valley Road as a six-lane arterial with a diamond interchange at I-5, and the 
extension of Carmel Creek Road to Carmel Mountain Road with a diamond 
interchange at I-5. 

The extension of Vista Sorrento Parkway <Street A> is not specifically 
mentioned in the Draft EIR as part of the traffic modeling assumptions, and it 
is unclear whether the completion of this road has been factored into the 
modeling data. This is an important point, as the extension of Vista Sorrento 
Parkway, combined with the improvements to El Camino Real, will provide a 
major alternative north/south link to Sorrento Valley Road. As recently as 
March, 1995, the Commission approved the extension of Vista Sorrento Parkway, 
finding that the extension would provide an alternative route for commuters in 
Sorrento Valley to make their way north without having to utilize Sorrento 
Valley Road, and thus significantly reduce the pressure to widen Sorrento 
Va 11 ey Road. 

In any case, the traffic study projected the future daily traffic volumes and 
street segment operations, and peak hour intersection operations for the year 
2010 both with the proposed improvements to Sorrento Valley Road and without 
them. The study determined that the Level of Service (LOS> on Sorrento Valley 
Road would be "011 with the improvements, and 11 fl' without them. With the 
proposed improvements, the intersection of Sorrento Valley Road and Carmel 
Valley Road would have a morning peak hour delay of approximately 31 seconds. 
and an evening peak hour delay of approximately 19 seconds. Without the 
proposed improvements, the study estimates the intersection will have a 
morning peak hour delay of approximately 54 seconds, and an evening peak hour 
delay of 34 seconds. In other words, in the year 2010, if the proposed 
improvements to Sorrento Valley Road are not constructed, morning commuters 
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will have to wait 23 seconds longer at the Sorrento Valley Road/Carmel Valley 
Road intersection, and evening commuters will have to wait an additional 15 
seconds. 

The additional traffic congestion which is projected to result if the the 
proposed improvements are not constructed does not appear to be significant. 
Yet even these slight decreases in the level of service are not necessarily 
inevitable. Computer modeling of traffic patterns is a useful planning tool; 
however. the numbers projected are only estimates. Completion of the Carmel 
Mountain Road interchange, the extension of Vista Sorrento Parkway and the 
improvements to El Camino Real will provide a meaningful alternate route to 
Sorrento Valley. Interstate 5 and State Route 56 are currently being widened, 
which should also reduce pressure on Sorrento Valley Road. Before the direct. 
permanent impacts to the sensitive resources of the lagoon are to be seriously 
considered, these adjacent road projects should be completed and studied to 
determine if in fact the improvements to Sorrento Valley Road are still 
warranted. Commuters may determine that El Camino Real is a preferable 
alternative. Even the abandonment of Sorrento Valley Road, which was rejected 
due to the impact expected to adjacent roadways, could become feasible after 
the completion of these and other alternative transportation links. In any 
case, re-phasing the order these road improvements are constructed to place 
the improvements to Sorrento Valley last. at the very least provides the 
opportunity to make a future determination that the improvements are still 
required. 

As far as safety concerns on the existing road, the City has provided accident 
statistics for a four-year period from 1989 to 1993 for the segment of 
Sorrento Valley Road from Carmel Valley Road to Carmel Mountain Road. During 
these four years, there were 26 accidents reported, 14 of which resulted in 
injuries, and one which resulted in a fatality. The top three most frequent 
accidents. comprising approximately 701 of the total, were: 1) head on/center 
line cross-over; 2) run-off road and 3) right-angle. The proposed realignment 
would not address the frequency of right-angle collisions, which occur 
exclusively within intersections. However, the improvements are expected to 
reduce the number of other types of accidents, as straightening the reversing 
curves would provide greater sight distances for drivers and the median would 
provide separation between the opposing traffic flows. The provision of 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities would separate vehicles, bicycles, and 
pedestrians, thus reducing the potential for conflicts between these modes of 
travel. 

The Commission is sensitive to the issue of road safety on Sorrento Valley 
Road. Although accident rates for the existing road are available, the City 
has not been able to provide accident statistics for a road segment without an 
"S 11-curve, with the same standards and improvements as proposed for Sorrento 
Valley Road. to determine if the rate of accidents on the existing road can be 
expected to decrease if the improvements are constructed. Staff had 
previously suggested that installation of a median and guard rails, without 
the proposed realignment, bike lanes and pedestrian path, would increase the 
level of safety on the road. The City examined a "Safety Features 11 

alternative in the Draft EIR, and rejected it because it would not address the 
reversing curves, it would not necessarily increase the factor of safety for 



City of San Diego LCPA 2-95A 
Page 28 

pedestrians, and would not address the traffic congestion concerns. However, 
the City did not look at the safety features alternative in the context of 
other safety improvements, such as a reduction in the posted traffic speed, 
which would likely reduce all types of accidents on the road. The proposed 
project does provide for a variety of safety improvements. But it also 
involves increasing the design speed of the road to a minimum of 55 miles per 
hour. Alternatively, installation of safety devices combined with a reduction 
in speeds on the road, would result in an increased factor of safety for cars, 
bicycles, and pedestrians, without impacting the adjacent wetlands. 

The City has examined a variety of design alternatives relating to various 
right-of-ways widths and realignments; however, in general, where these 
concepts are touched upon in the Draft EIR, they are rejected because they 
would not increase the level of Service on the existing Sorrento Valley Road 
alignment. Yet as noted above, even in the year 2010, the greatest delays to 
commuters resulting from abandonment of the proposed project is expected to be 
no more than 23 seconds. Thus, it is all the more critical that all other 
alternatives to the proposed realignment be examined. Other alternatives 
include increasing enforcement of appropriate speed limits for existing road 
conditions and/or safety conditions on the road; instituting building limits 
in Sorrento Valley tied to trip generation or potentially retiring development 
rights on the remaining vacant properties in the valley; and reconsidering and 
promoting an alternate package of road improvements to address peak hour 
congestion. 

A proposed Sorrento Valley Road improvement project that involved a 
combination of alternatives designed to meet the goals of increased public 
safety, avoiding impacts to sensitive habitat, and achieving improvements in 
traffic conditions could potentially be considered an incidential public 
service purpose under Section 30233, if the impacts were strictly limited, the 
project was the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative, and 
adequate mitigation were provided. However, as proposed in the plan, the 
benefits the proposed project would have on traffic congestion appear to be 
minimal, while the impacts to the lagoon remain substantial. The safety 
concerns associated with the road can be addressed through measures which will 
not result in impacts to the lagoon or upland sensitive habitat. Therefore, 
as it is not at all clear that the proposed realignment is an incidential 
public service purpose, or the least environmentally-damaging feasible 
alternative, the Commission finds that the plan cannot be found consistent 
with the resource protection policies of Chapter 3 of the Act. 

Another transportation project proposed is the addition of lanes to North 
Torrey Pines Road, and reconstruction of the North Torrey Pines Road bridge. 
It appears the lane addition would not impact any sensitive resources. 
However, the City of San Diego•s jurisdiction only extends to the middle of 
the railroad bridge south of the intersection of North Torrey Pines Road and 
Carmel Valley Road. Therefore, only the City of Del Mar has the ability to 
add another lane over the bridge, extending up to or through this 
intersection. Although it appears logical to support increased access and 
enhanced traffic circulation in and around the Torrey Pines State Beach 
facility, any improvements north of the City of San Diego•s jurisdiction is 
within the purview of another jurisdiction--the City of Del Mar. Therefore, 
subject to Del Mar•s decision, it is inappropriate to include plan policies 
for its planning area and city limits. 

i 
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The bridge project involves entirely replacing the existing North Torrey Pines 
Road bridge, which is structurally and seismically deficient. Construction of 
the bridge would result in approximately .03 acres of impacts to freshwater 
marsh vegetation located within Los Penasquitos Creek. However, design 
specifications had not yet been developed at the time the proposed plan was 
written; thus the amount of environmental impacts are not specified in the 
plan, nor is any mitigation included. 

Also proposed are improvements to Carmel Valley Road, including construction 
of a parking lane and a bicycle/pedestrian pathway along the south side of the 
road. The project is also in the earliest planning stages, and no specific 
details on the design or impact of the project is available. It appears that 
the road improvements can be constructed without requiring wetland fill. 
However, as currently proposed, the plan does not prohibit wetland fill from 
occurring. In addition, portions of the bicycle/pedestrian pathway as 
proposed are designed to extend over and into the lagoon, which would involve 
wetland fill. Hithout more specific data on impacts and alternatives, it is 
unclear whether or not the road improvements or the bicycle/pedestrian pathway 
projects could be permitted under the Coastal Act; if not, their inclusion in 
the master plan is inappropriate without the assurance that no impacts to 
wetlands will occur. In addition, the plan does not provide for any type of a 
buffer between the pathway and the lagoon. Although the Commission has 
supported reduced wetland buffers for such kinds of public access and nature 
study facilities, and it has even endorsed boardwalks within manmade wetlands, 
without an assurance that no direct fill will take place, and that some type 
of buffer will be provided, the Commission must find some of the preceeding 
proposals inconsistent with the various cited policies of the Act. 

The extension of Vista Sorrento Parkway, referred to as Street "A", raises 
concerns with all cited Coastal Act policies. First and foremost is the 
question of whether or not the proposed public street is an allowable use in 
wetlands, since the road's construction requires .2 acres (approximately 8,000 
sq.ft.) of fill in both alkali marsh and .1 acres (approximately 4,000 sq.ft.) 
of fill in freshwater marsh habitats. This street was recently reviewed and 
approved by the Commission <March, 1995) with suggested modifications 
regarding the required mitigation. The staff report and findings for this 
project, (SDLCPA 1-95) are hereby incorporated by reference. These 
modifications have not been included in the proposed plan, although the street 
is located within the Torrey Pines Community Planning Area. Without the 
mitigation plan, the extension of Street "A 11 cannot be found consistent with 
Section 30233 of the Coastal Act, as new roads which involve wetland impacts 
cannot be found an allowable use under the provisions of that section of the 
Act without sufficient mitigation and substantial off-setting public benefits. 

Other instances in which the proposed plan language is insufficiently specific 
to provide protection to environmentally sensitive habitat areas include the 
lack of criteria for development in the floodplain fringes of San Dieguito 
River and Sorrento Valley, requirements for·revegetation and erosion control 
programs, protection for sensitive local species such as Torrey Pine trees, 
and requirements that development take place consistent with the statewide 
Natural Communities Conservation Planning (NCCP) Program. The plan also does 
not clearly prohibit the removal of vegetation within sensitive resource 
areas. 
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2. Shoreline Areas/Public Access 

The following Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act addressing access to the 
coast are most applicable to the Torrey Pines Community Plan: 

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. 

Sectjon 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. 

Section 30212.5 

Wherever appropriate and feasible, public faciliti~s. 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 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 ... (3) providing nonautomobile circulation 
within the development, (4) providing adequate parking facilities or 
providing substitute means of serving the development with public · 
transportation ... 

Many of the policies proposed in the Torrey Pines Community Plan are 
consistent with these cited public access policies of the Coastal Act. Among 
them are the intent to provide pedestrian/bicycle linkages between open space 
areas, plans to improve rail and bus transit. and proposals to develop 
additional bikeways (although the Carmel Valley Road bikeway cannot be found 
consistent as proposed). 

However, the Community Plan fails to provide sufficient specificity with 
regard to the provision of adequate parking facilities. One method of 
ensuring public access opportunities to the coast is through the provision of 
adequate parking in conjunction with new development. Although the Plan 
contains policies that require the provision of off-street parking in 
conjunction with new development, it does not provide the assurance that 
parking ratios will be utilized such that no adverse impacts on public access 
would occur. The statement that all required parking shall be accommodated 
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on-site is not sufficient. The Commission has required in previous LCP 
actions that detailed criteria or even specific parking standards be included 
within the LUP to assure that not only parking be provided with new 
development, but that the amount of parking provided is sufficient to ensure 
no adverse impacts on public access would result (ref. City of Del Mar LUP). 
As such, without comparable specificity in the submitted LUP, the Commission 
cannot be assured that adequate on-site parking would be provided with new 
development, inconsistent with Section 30252 of the Coastal Act. 

3. Hater and Marine Resources 

A number of Coastal Act policies address the protection and enhancement of 
water quality and sensitive water habitats. Those most applicable to the 
Torrey Pines Planning Area state: 

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. 

One of the most common threats to marine resources in urban and developing 
areas is from increased sediments in the water from erosion, grading, and 
unstabilized fill sites. Grading on steep slopes presents several major 
concerns including the increased likelihood of onsite and offsite erosion. 
increased runoff, increased downstream sedimentation, and visual impacts. The 
proposed Torrey Pines Community Plan contains a number of policies relating to 
grading, erosion, and water quality. These policies require, among other 
things, that applicants prepare grading plans that incorporate runoff and 
erosion control. install sediment basins, and provide documentation of a 
site's erosion control procedures for heavy rains. Appendix E of the plan 
also sets forth specific encroachment allowances onto slopes 25 percent grade 
and over. 

However, the proposed Plan does not include a requirement for monthly 
documentation of erosion control procedures during the rainy season, nor does 
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it include the penalties for non-compliance with these requirements-
specifically, suspension of the permit during the rainy season. While these 
additional requirements still apply through the North City LCP and subsequent 
amendments, it cannot be assured that they will receive the same attention and 
priority that they will if specifically included in the Community Plan. In 
addition, with regard to steep slopes, "encroachment" is never defined. 
Without a specific definition, encroachment could potentially be defined too 
narrowly, and not include, for instance, the clearing of vegetation. Given 
the biological significance of Los Penasquitos and San Dieguito Lagoons, and 
the concern over the sediment impacts from development within their watershed, 
the Commission finds that including these strict grading requirements, with 
specific monitoring requirements and penalties associated with non-compliance, 
is necessary in order to adequately protect the lagoon waters consistent with 
Sections 30230 and 30231. 

4. Coastal Visual Resources and Soecial Communities 

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. [. .. ] 

Several of the policies in the proposed Community Plan address the protection 
of scenic coastal areas and the alteration of natural landforms. Significant 
scenic resource areas have been designated and rezoned to remain open space, 
visual buffers for development adjacent to the Torrey Pines Reserve Extension 
area are required, and residential development is recommended to be compatible 
with adjacent natural open space areas. However, the plan does not 
specifically require visual buffers adjacent to other significant scenic 
resource areas equally worthy of protection, including the San Dieguito Lagoon 
and Crest Canyon. In addition, the policies do not require new development to 
be visually compatible with adjacent open space, nor do they provide clear and 
objective criteria defining compatibility. Torrey Pine trees, an important 
aspect of the community's character, are recommended for preservation in 
public areas, but no protection is afforded trees on private land. Scenic 
routes are defined, but no additional protection, such as visual screening of 
new development adjacent to the routes, is provided. Therefore, the Plan as 
proposed cannot be found consistent with Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 

5. Locating and Planning New Development. 

Section 30250 

(a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as 
otherwise provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous 
wi.th, or in close proximity to, existing developed areas able to 
accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to accommodate it, in 
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other areas with adequate public services and where it will not have a 
significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on 
coastal resources ... 

Government Code §65915 requires local governments to provide residential 
density increases to developers who agree to develop low-income and senior 
housing. The statute requires that local governments grant a density bonus of 
"at least 25 percent" to developers who agree to make a specified percentage 
of new units affordable to low income or senior households. Government Code 
§65915(b) also requires local governments to grant at least one other 
incentive, in addition to the density bonus, unless the local government finds 
that the additional incentive is not necessary to allow for affordable housing. 

The Torrey Pines Community Plan addresses the requirements of Government Code 
§65915 by stating that a density increase of up to 25 percent is available to 
developers who agree to rent units to low income households for 20 years. The 
Plan also allows a density increase of 50 percent for developers who agree to 
rent all units to senior citizens or physically impaired persons for the life 
of the project. The Plan does not indicate how density increases will be 
applied consistent with policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. As a 
result, the Plan allows for application of density increases and incentives in 
a manner that does not conform with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal 
Act. For example, the density bonus policy of the Plan could be interpreted 
as allowing otherwise prohibited fill of a wetlands for purposes of 
accommodating a 25 percent increase in residential density. 

To conform with the Coastal Act, an LCP must contain provisions that harmonize 
the requirements of both Government Code §65915 and the Coastal Act. 
Harmonization of the two statutes is achieved by provisions that give effect 
to the mandatory provisions of Government Code §65915, while implementing all 
discretionary provisions of Government Code §65915 in a manner that also 
conforms with Chapter 3 policies. 

The mandatory provisions of Government Code §65915(b) are: (1) the 
requirement that local governments grant a density increase of 251 to 
developers who agree to make specified percentages of new units affordable to 
low income and/or senior households, and (2) the requirement that local 
governments grant an incentive in addition to the density increase unless the 
incentive is not necessary to make the housing affordable. Government Code 
§65915 mandates an increase in density of 251 but does not require a density 
increase beyond 251. Further, the Government Code does not specify how the 
251 density bonus is to be accommodated. Accordingly, how the increase is 
accommodated and whether to provide an increase beyond 251 are within local 
government's discretion. Therefore, under the Coastal Act, local coastal 
programs must insure that if there are means of accommodating the 251 density 
bonus without creating inconsistencies with the policies and development 
standards of the certified local coastal program, those means shall be used. 
Coastal resources can be adversely affected only when it is impossible to 
accommodate the density increase without such impacts. In those situations, 
the density increase must be accommodated by those means that are the most 
protective of significant coastal resources. For example, if the density bonus 
can be accommodated only by either increasing building heights thereby 
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reducing public views to the ocean, or filling wetlands, the increase must be 
accommodated by the height increase, since that will be most protective of 
significant coastal resources. If relief from more than one standard is 
necessary to accommodate the 25t density bonus, the LCP may provide for such 
relief. 

Similarly, LCPs must insure that density increases beyond 25t will not occur 
unless it can be demonstrated that the increase will not result in 
inconsistency (or inconsistency beyond that created by accommodation of a 251 
density bonus) with the policies and development standards of the certified 
local coastal program. Thus, a land use plan could specify subregions where 
there are means of accommodating a density increase beyond 251 that will not 
adversely affect coastal resourtes. A land use plan could provide that in 
those subregions, the discretion to provide a density bonus beyond 251 could 
be exercised without reducing protection of coastal resources. 

Government Code §65915(f) requires the increase in density granted to a 
developer be 251 over the "maximum allowable residential density under the 
applicable zoning ordinance and land use element of the general plan." Many 
local government general plans and ordinances address residential densities by 
identifying both a density range that indicates the approximate density for an 
area, as well as a list of the development standards and other factors (~. 
setbacks, heights, yard size, proximity to circulation element roads, etc.) 
that will be applied to determine the maximum density that will be allowed on 
any particular site within the area. The Government Code requires that the 
25~ density increase be applied to the density that will be the maximum 
allowed under the general plan and zoning ordinances. Therefore, the base 
density to which the density bonus will be applied is the density that would 
be identified after application of both the density range for an area and the 
factors applicable to the developer's particular site. 

Government Code §65915(b) requires local governments to provide not only a 
density bonus but also 11 at least one of the concessions or incentives 
identified in [§ 65915(h)l" unless the local government finds that the 
additional concession or incentive is not required to provide for affordable 
housing. Thus. the provision of at least one incentive is mandatory unless 
the local government finds that the additional incentive is unnecessary. 
However, Government Code §65915 does not require local governments to provide 
more than one incentive in addition to the density bonus. Further, it does 
not indicate how a local government is to choose which incentive to provide. 
Therefore, whether to award more than one incentive and which incentive to 
award are discretionary under the Government Code. 

Therefore, under the Coastal Act, LCPs may not provide for more than one 
incentive unless it can be demonstrated that the grant of additional 
incentives will not result in inconsistencies with the policies and 
development standards of the certified local coastal program. Similarly, in 
applying the one incentive, LCPs must insure that if there are incentives that 
will encourage development of low income or senior housing without adversely 
affecting coastal resources, those incentives will be used. If all possible 
incentives will have an adverse effect on coastal resources, the LCP must 
provide for use of the incentive that is the most protective of significant 
coastal resources. 
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For example, if the potential incentives are: (1) a reduction in parking 
standards that may impede coastal access, and (2) allowing otherwise 
impermissible fill of wetlands, the first incentive should be awarded, rather 
than the second, since the Coastal Act places greater restrictions upon the 
filling of wetlands. LCPs should either rank incentives in terms of impacts 
on coastal resources or identify criteria or a process for determining which 
incentives will be used. This will insure that incentives that impose either 
no burden or lesser burdens will be granted instead of incentives that impose 
a greater burden on coastal resources. 

Because the Torrey Pines Community Plan fails to include provisions that 
insure that density bonus requirements will be harmonized with requirements of 
the Coastal Act in the above-described manner, the Commission finds that this 
policy group does not conform with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal 
Act. A more detailed discussion of the relationship between the Coastal Act's 
housing provisions and Government Code §65915 is set forth in the memorandum 
to Coastal Commissioners from Ralph Faust, Chief Council, Dorothy Dickey and 
Amy Roach, dated October 10, 1995, which is hereby incorporated by reference. 
A copy of the memorandum is attached. 

6. Recreation and Visitor-Serving Commercial 

A number of Coastal Act policies address the provision of recreation and 
visitor-serving facilities. Some of the ones most applicable to the Torrey 
Pines Community Planning Area include: 

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 30223 

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

This policy group, as submitted, largely conforms with the applicable Chapter 
3 policies of the Coastal Act. As discussed above under Shoreline Access, the 
plan contains several policies addressing recreational facilities such as 
bicycle and pedestrian pathways. Only a limited amount of visitor-serving 
commercial exists in the Torrey Pines area. Policies addressing 
visitor-serving and commercial recreation in the existing plan include 
maintaining the commercial recreation development at the southwest corner of 
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I-5 at Via de la Valle as visitor-serving commercial recreation, and 
encouraging the development of more motels and restaurants in the Torrey Pines 
area, as long as conflicts between existing uses are avoided (policies located 
in existing North City LCP). Other demand for visitor-serving commercial is 
being provided by commercial centers to the east within Carmel Valley where 
new development has been occurring. 

The proposed plan redesignates a small, approximately 4-acre area south of Del 
Mar Heights from Visitor and Freeway Oriented to Medium Residential to reflect 
the actual development which has already occurred on the site. However, the 
multi-family residential development on the site has been used in the past and 
is currently used for short- and long-term rental facilities, in addition to 
typical residential uses. As there are few visitor-serving facilities in the 
planning area, this area should be specifically protected and maintained for 
visitor-serving commercial uses, by retaining a visitor-oriented designation. 

In addition, the plan maintains an approximately 14-acre portion of land, 
immediately adjacent to the designated commercial recreation area south of Via 
de la Valle, in an open space designation. This area is currently developed 
with relatively low-intensity commercial recreation facilities such as an RV 
park, tennis courts, a miniature golf course, a driving range pro-shop and a 
clubhouse. Given the lack of visitor-serving commercial facilities in the 
area, it would be inappropriate and inaccurate to maintain this existing, 
long-standing visitor-serving commercial use in an open space designation. 
Thus, the Community Plan policies do not adequately address the provisions of 
recreational and visitor-serving facilities, and the Commission finds the 
policy group inconsistent with the applicable portions of the Coastal Act. 

PART V. FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL OF THE TORREY PINES COMMUNITY PLAN. IF MODIFIED 

A. SUMMARY FINDING/QONFORMANCE HITH SECTION 30001.5 OF THE CQASTAL ACT 

The City has done a commendable job in preparing the update of the Torrey 
Pines Community Plan. The vast majority of the goals and policies contained 
in the document, in combination with the existing North City LCP <which is to 
remain in effect) are in conformance with the Coastal Act and provide a high 
level of protection for the coastal environment. However, as with all the 
City•s land use plans for coastal zone communities, the Coastal Act requires a 
far greater level of specificity then does general planning practice, since 
the land use plan is the standard by which implementation ordinances are 
judged. For instance, the Torrey Pines Community Plan contains no parking 
standards for development. Hhile the City would rely on the existing 
Off-Street Parking Ordinance to regulate this issue. should the City propose 
to modify the parking standards in the Off-Street Parking Ordinance, with no 
underlying requirements in the certified land use plans, the Commission would 
be obligated to approve such changes, even if parking were totally 
eliminated. This is because an ordinance with no specific parking requirement 
is "consistent with and adequate to carry out" a land use plan with no parking 
requirement. This is just one example of the concerns raised in the submitted 
Community Plan. Other concerns include a lack of strictly defined 
environmental and visual protection policies. 
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However, the Commission finds that the proposed LCP amendment for the Torrey 
Pines Community Plan is approvable, if modified in such a fashion as to 
include policies adequately protecting existing public access, water resources 
and quality, environmentally sensitive habitat. residential density, visual 
quality and recreational resources. The proposed suggested modifications to 
the LUP have been drafted with these purposes in mind. 

Suggested modifications provide additional protection for wetlands and other 
sensitive resource areas. In particular, several modifications require 
proposed transportation projects to undergo future review when design 
specifications and environmental impacts have been determined. Mitigation 
options for a previously approved road (the extension of Vista Sorrento 
Parkway) have been added. Allowable uses in wetland areas are also defined in 
the suggested modifications. Many of the policies in the plan relating to the 
protection of coastal resources are ·contained in Appendix E of the Plan, and a 
number of modifications involve directing the reader to those policies and 
emphasizing that they pertain to all development located within the Coastal 
Zone. As the North City LCP-Land Use Plan and subsequent amendments remain in 
full force and effort, suggested modifications have been added noting this 
fact. to ensure the policies contained in those documents continue to be 
enforced. However, the current amendment is the ruling document, should any 
conflicts between this amendment and the previously approved plans occur. 

Other suggested modifications address the provision of adequate on-site 
parking, provide additional protection for visual resources. eliminate a 
reference to proposed development outside the planning area, ensure the 
protection of existing commercial recreation facilities and provide parameters 
for the granting of density bonuses. These modifications are addressed in 
detail below. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed local coastal 
program amendment is, subject to the suggested modifications, consistent with 
all previously-cited sections of the Act. Furthermore, the Commission finds 
the amendment, as recommended for modification, would be consistent with 
applicable Chapter 3 policies to the extent necessary to achieve the statewide 
goals as set forth in Section 30001.5 of the Act. 

1. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas. 

As noted previously, the proposed Torrey Pines Community Plan includes a 
number of goals and policies protective of the native environment, including 
restrictions on development in lagoons and estuaries, preservation and 
enhancement of wildlife corridors, and maintenance of buffer areas next to 
wetlands. However, as currently proposed, the plan would allow the 
construction of roadways and other structures within wetlands and other 
existing environmentally sensitive habitat areas as long as mitigation is 
provided. This is inconsistent with Section 30233, which allows only certain 
types of very specific projects to impact wetlands, and then only when the 
projects are the least environmentally-damaging alternative. It is not 
sufficient to simply require mitigation; each project must undergo a specific 
analysis to determine if it is a permitted use, all alternatives have been 
examined, and, if impacts are unavoidable, that sufficient mitigation will be 
provided. 
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Until this analysis has been performed, all projects, public and private, must 
be designed to avoid impacts to wetlands and wetlands buffers. Suggested 
modifications require that the construction of or improvements to roadways or 
other permanent structures avoid biologically sensitive areas, and not 
encroach within the wetland area of the lagoons. Suggested modifications were 
specifically not made to Policy #1, page 35, under Los Penasquitos Lagoon, 
which states that "the development of new public facilities and utility 
projects that traverse or impact Los Penasquitos Lagoon should ... be designed 
to minimize or eliminate impacts to the lagoon. Mitigation for these projects 
should include restoration and enhancement to the lagoon ... It is assumed that 
this policy refers to projects such as the pump station, and does not include 
road projects, which must each individually undergo the above described 
analysis and were separately addressed by another policy and specific 
proposals. 

Related to these modifications. a number of policies in the plan addressing 
resource protection lack the specificity and level of detail required in a 
Land Use Plan. Thus, specific language has been added to Appendix E of the 
plan outlining exactly what uses are permitted within a wetland, the need to 
consult with resource agencies, and the requirement for consistency with 
multi-species plan efforts. In this way, the plan clearly permits only that 
development consistent with Section 30233. Other modifications address 
precise development standards for development in the floodplain fringe of 
Sorrento Valley and the San Dieguito River, and adjacent to designated 
environmentally sensitive open space areas such as San Dieguito Lagoon, Crest 
Canyon, the Carroll Canyon Wetlands/Hildlife Corridor. and the Torrey Pines 
State Reserve Extension. Only through including these explicit development 
standards can the policies of the plan be found consistent with the sensitive 
resource policies of the Coastal Act. 

Suggested modifications have also been made to the City's proposals to 
construct several specific road improvements including the widening of North 
Torrey Pines Road, Carmel Valley Road, Sorrento Valley Road and Vista Sorrento 
Parkway. As proposed, the Sorrento Valley Road realignment and the extension 
of Vista Sorrento Parkway would involve impacts to wetlands. Unless those 
developments can show that they are a permitted use in a wetland, that the 
project is necessary, that all alternatives have been examined and sufficient 
mitigation for any unavoidable impacts will be provided, impacts to wetlands 
cannot be be found consistent with the Coastal Act. Some of the the Carmel 
Valley Road improvements, could involve wetland fill. Therefore, suggested 
modifications have been added requiring that no wetland fill or significant 
resource damage result from the North Torrey Pines Road expansion and the 
Carmel Valley improvements. In this context, wetland fill refers not only to 
direct placement of structures within the wetland area, but shading impacts. 
or alterations of drainage patterns, or any direct impact to wetlands 
resulting from the construction of boardwalks or other cantilevered structures. 

In addition, language has been added requiring that a buffer be provided 
between the lagoon and the proposed bicycle/pedestrian pathway along Carmel 
Valley Road. There is currently little public access to and around the lagoon 
in this area, and construction of a bicycle/pedestrian pathway could provide 
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enhanced viewing and recreational opportunities, as long as the pathway does 
not involve wetland fill, and a buffer between the path and lagoon is 
provided. Given the need for access opportunities and the presence of an 
existing developed roadway adjacent to the lagoon, a reduced buffer between 
the pathway and the wetlands may be appropriate in this particular case. 
However, although the buffer might be minimal in some places, suggested 
modifications require that the width of the buffer be determined through 
consultation with the resource agencies, to ensure that in no case will the 
pathway have a significant adverse impact on lagoon resources. 

Hith regard to the Sorrento Valley Road realignment, conceptual plans indicate 
that the project would result in direct permanent lagoon impacts of at least 
2.18 acres, including recently restored habitat created as mitigation for the 
previously approved pump station located at the northern end of Sorrento 
Valley Road. The impacts would affect a number of existing forms of wetland 
and riparian plant communities including salt marsh, freshwater marsh, willow 
woodland, mulefat scrub, bracKish marsh, salt marsh and coastal sage scrub. 
Approximately 2.39 acres of existing coastal sage scrub community would be 
impacted by the project. Since the lagoon is located to the immediate west of 
much of the existing Sorrento Valley Road alignment, and the I-5 right-of-way 
is very close along the eastern side of the road, essentially any attempts to 
straighten the alignment and/or add travel lanes will encroach into Los 
Penasquitos Lagoon, which is one of the nineteen wetlands afforded special 
protection under the Coastal Act. Although the Draft EIR has been released, 
the Final EIR and responses to comments are not yet complete; therefore. the 
resource agencies' evaluations of the location, type, and amount of mitigation 
are not available. However, the Draft EIR appears to provide for mitigation 
ratios roughly comparable to those approved in the past. 

However, aside from the evaluation of the mitigation program and the EIR, the 
City of San Diego has not yet demonstrated conclusively that the widening and 
realignment of Sorrento Valley Road is even necessary, from a traffic volume 
and safety perspective, when considered in conjunction with additional road 
improvements proposed in the Community Plan, and potential further 
improvements of other roadways in the regional traffic system. Because of the 
inevitability of significant lagoon impacts, the Coastal Commission staff has 
for many years given the City direction that all possible alternatives should 
be exhausted before any proposal to widen Sorrento Valley Road can be 
considered. A number of proposals contained in the proposed Community Plan, 
once presented in an approvable form, could reduce or eliminate the need for 
the widening and realignment of Sorrento Valley Road, including improving 
Carmel Mountain Road, extending Vista Sorrento ParKway, widening State Route 
56 and Interstate 5 and installing the Carmel Mountain Road/I-5 interchange. 
As recently as March, 1995, the Commission approved the extension of Vista 
Sorrento ParKway finding that the extension would provide an alternative route 
for commuters in Sorrento Valley to maKe their way north without having to 
utilize Sorrento Valley Road, and thus significantly reduce the pressure to 
widen Sorrento Valley Road. 

The Draft EIR does include a traffic analysis predicting future conditions in 
the Sorrento Valley area based on the assumption that all or most of these 
improvements have been constructed. However, the study concluded that the 
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time delay to commuters at the Sorrento Valley Road/Carmel Valley Road which 
would result from non-implementation of the project is only 23 seconds longer 
than the wait commuters would experience if the proposed improvements are 
constructed. Yet this minimal improvement in traffic conditions is used as a 
justification to reject other alternatives which would increase the factor of 
safety on Sorrento Valley Road, but would not provide this improvement in 
traffic circulation. In particular, installation of a median, guard rails, 
intersection improvements, and a reduction in the posted speed on Sorrento 
Valley would appea~ to have the potential of reducing the accident rate on 
Sorrento Valley road nearly as much as the proposed project, but would have 
little or no impact on the sensitive lagoon resources. In addition, it may be 
possible to shift the road improvements to the east, and construct a 
bicycle/pedestrian path only on the west side of the road. This alternative, 
combined with the additional safety improvements, would have a positive impact 
on the safety of bicyclists, pedestrians, and vehicles. Yet this alternative 
has not been vigorously examined, because it would not meet the City's goal of 
improving traffic flows on Sorrento Valley Road. 

In addition, there are still a number of potentially effective alternatives 
and combinations of alternatives which have not been examined, including 
phasing construction of nearby road improvements to occur before the 
improvements on the Sorrento Valley Road, then monitoring the impact they have 
on Sorrento Valley Road. Other alternatives include increasing enforcement of 
appropriate speed limits for existing road conditions and/or safety conditions 
on the road; instituting building limits in Sorrento Valley tied to trip 
generation or potentially retiring development rights on the remaining vacant 
properties in the valley; and reconsidering and promoting an alternate package 
of road improvements to address peak hour congestion. A broad range of 
alternatives have been identified herein and they must be rigorously reviewed 
and rejected before there is justification for this road improvement. 

As proposed, the Commission cannot be assured that the road widening, 
realignment, installation of medians, guardrails, and bicycle/pedestrian paths 
can be found to be for incidential public purposes, that the proposed design 
is the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative, or that adequate 
mitigation would be provided. Therefore, suggested modifications have been 
made which specifically require that any improvements to Sorrento Valley 
conform to the requirements of Section 30233, as stated in Appendix E, as 
herein modified. The specifics of the road alignment project have been 
deleted, as the project design could change pending finalization of all 
environmental documents. These modifications will assure that whatever the 
final design of the project, any impacts to wetlands will be associated with 
public service purposes, and will be the least environmentally-damanging 
alternative. Specific mitigation ratios have been included to ensure that 
adequate mitigation will be provided. Only with the suggested modifications 
can this element of the plan be found consistent with the resource protection 
policies of Chapter 3 of the Act. 

The reconstruction of the North Torrey Pines Road bridge involves entirely 
replacing the existing bridge, which is structurally and seismica11y 
deficient. The new bridge would have only eight support columns, compared to 
the 72 existing columns; thus, the project would increase the amount of open 
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water habitat under the bridge. However, the staging area and grading 
associated with construction of the bridge would result in approximately .03 
acres of temporary impacts to freshwater wetland vegetation located within Los 
Penasquitos Creek. Approximately .88 acres of sage scrub and .52 acres 
southern coastal bluff scrub habitat would also be impacted. 

The City examined the alternative of constructing a bridge which would 
completely span the lagoon, thus presumably reducing the impacts to the 
wetlands. However, this alternative was determined to be infeasible as the 
soft soils at the project site lack the capacity to resist the foundation 
loads that an arch bridge spanning the lagoon would require. An arch-style 
bridge would also not allow adequate vertical clearance under the bridge at 
the banks of the channel to accommodate earth moving equipment used to remove 
the buildup of sand at the mouth of the lagoon. 

The loss of the 0.88 acres of coastal sage scrub habitat is being addressed as 
part of the evolving Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP> planning 
process. This program was established by a state law titled the 11 Natural 
Communities Conservation Planning Act of 1991. 11 The NCCP will create a 
long-term conservation plan for coastal sage scrub upon which the coastal 
California gnatcatcher relies almost exclusively. This plan will satisfy the 
requirements of section 4(d) of the federal Endangered Species Act, which 
allows for incidental "take 11 of the gnatcatcher. Because the NCCP program 
includes goals for protection of significant environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas, the goals of the NCCP and the Coastal Act <Section 30240) are 
compatible. 

The 4(d) rule establishes a program to allow a limited 11 interim" take of 
coastal sage scrub until the NCCP is formally adopted. The interim take 
provision allows the loss of no more than 5% of the coastal sage scrub within 
a defined subregion with the issuance of an interim habitat loss permit. The 
subarea within which the project is located has approximately 1,186 acres of 
coastal sage scrub in its five percent allocation. As of September 1995, 
approximately 52 acres of this allotment have been taken and an additional 602 
acres have been approved but have not been taken, leaving 1,134 acres for 
further loss. The loss of 0.88 acres of coastal sage scrub which would occur 
with the proposed project would be well within the limit of the remaining 
allotment. 

As mitigation for the proposed loss, the City has proposed restoring and 
revegetating all proposed fill slopes. construction zone and staging areas, 
with a combination of Diegan coastal sage scrub, at a ratio of 2:1 restored to 
disturbed habitat, and southern coastal bluff scrub, at a ratio of 1:1. 
Alternatively, the City may contribute monetary funds to the City of San 
Diego•s habitat acquisition fund. A cash contribution would be based on the 
current value of Diegan coastal sage scrub occupied land in the same 
geographic area multiplied by the mitigation ratio. 

As cited above. Section 30240 of the Coastal Act requires that environmentally 
·sensitive habitat areas be protected and that only those uses dependent on 
those resources shall be allowed within those areas. Based on this Coastal 
Act policy, because the replacement of the bridge will directly impact 
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sensitive resources and the bridge is not a use that is dependent on the 
habitat, this bridge replacement should not be permitted. However, in this 
particular case, the habitat impacted (Oiegan coastal sage scrub and southern 
coastal bluff scrub) is included as habitat in the NCCP planning process to 
preserve varied habitats used by multiple species. As such, it has been found 
that when taken in the context of planning for an entire region, the loss of 
the approximately .88 acres of coastal sage scrub is not considered 
significant, provided the above described mitigation is completed. Therefore, 
the bridge replacement, in the context of compliance with the NCCP planning 
process, the mitigation program, and as approved by the applicable resources 
agencies, would not involve a significant disruption of habitat, consistent 
with Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. 

Given the inadequacy of the existing bridge, the lack of less 
environmentally-damaging feasible alternatives, and the overall positive 
impact to the lagoon which will result from the increased tidal exchange, the 
minor freshwater habitat impacts for the road expansion/bridge replacement can 
be found consistent with Section 30233 of the Act. Thus, language has been 
added further specifying the proposed design, and prohibiting any saltmarsh 
impacts. Suggested modification #26 requires that all new development within 
the coastal zone be consistent with the NCCP program or obtain an incidental 
take permit. Thus, with the suggested modifications. this plan element can be 
found consistent with the applicable provisions of the Coastal Act. 

Another transportation project proposed is the addition of lanes to North 
Torrey Pines Road from Torrey Pines Park Road to Carmel Valley Road. However, 
the City of San Otego's jurisdiction only extends to the middle of the 
railroad bridge south of the intersection of North Torrey Pines Road and 
Carmel Valley Road. Only the City of Del Mar has the ability to add another 
lane over the bridge, extending to this intersection. It is inappropriate for 
the City to include areas outside its jurisdiction in its land use plan; 
therefore. such language has been removed from the plan and additional 
language has been added clearly indicating that no improvements outside of the 
City of San Diego can occur without the approval of the City of Del Mar. In 
no way does the Commission's approval of the proposed Community Plan 
constitute approval of any improvements outside of San Diego's jurisdiction. 

The proposed Vista Sorrento Parkway extension has been previously reviewed and 
approved with suggested modifications by the Commission through an L~P 
Amendment to the Sorrento Hills segment of the City of San Diego LCP (March, 
1995). However, the extension (known as Street "A") technically falls within 
the Torrey Pines Community Planning Area. Therefore, suggested modifications 
regarding the approved mitigation options associated with construction of the 
road have been added to the proposed plan. As modified, the proposed Street 
"A" is consistent with the Act. As modified by the revisions proposed herein. 
the Commission can find the updated community plan will afford the necessary 
resource protection policies as required by the cited Chapter 3 provisions 
above. 

• 
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2. Shoreline Areas/Public Access. 

As indicated previously, many of the land uses and improvements proposed in 
the Torrey Pines Community Plan are consistent with some or all of the 
previously cited public access policies of the Coastal Act. Unlike most 
coastal communities, only a small portion of the Torrey Pines Planning Area 
directly abuts the coast; direct shoreline access is not an issue for the 
majority of the community. Access to the lagoon and open space areas is 
addressed in several plan policies, including policies to provide 
pedestrian/bicycle linkages between open space areas and proposals to develop 
additional bikeways (although the Carmel Valley Road bikeway cannot be found 
consistent as proposed). However, even in inland areas, access to the 
shoreline and open space areas can be adversely impacted if parking and 
transit plans are not implemented concurrently with new development. The 
document contains plans to improve rail and bus transit; however, no specific 
parking requirements are included in the plan. 

Therefore, a suggested modification has been added that provides additional 
detail p~rtaining to the provision of adequate parking with new development. 
The proposed language not only specifies that parking be provided in. 
conjunction with new development, but that the amount of required parking be 
sufficient so as not adversely impact coastal access. This suggested 
modification further details that parking ratios be utilized in the Zoning 
Code which would assure that adequate parking is provided so as not to require 
patrons/employees to utilize parking spaces that should otherwise be available 
for use by the visiting public. The suggested modification also requires that 
public beach parking facilities for public access points be maintained and 
that existing parking reservoirs not be reduced. In this way, the Commission 
can be assured that existing public parking for designated public beach access 
points cannot be removed or reduced to accommodate new development. Hith 
these suggested modifications, the Commission finds the Shoreline 
Access/Public Access policy group consistent with Section 30252 of the Coastal 
Act. 

3. Hater and Marine Resources 

One of the most common threats to marine resources in urban and developing 
areas is from increased sediments in the water from erosion, grading, and 
unstabilized fill sites. Grading on steep slopes presents several major 
concerns including the increased likelihood of onsite and offsite erosion, 
increased runoff, increased downstream sedimentation, and visual impacts. The 
proposed Torrey Pines Community Plan contains a number of policies relating to 
grading, erosion, and water quality. These policies require, among other 
things, that applicants prepare grading plans that incorporate runoff and 
erosion control, install sediment basins, and provide documentation of a 
site's erosion control procedures for heavy rains. In general, these policies 
provide a high level of protection to downstream marine resources. 

However, the plan as proposed omits a number of key requirements, including 
the requirement for monthly documentation of erosion control procedures during 
the rainy season, and the penalty of suspension of the permit during the rainy 
season for non-compliance. As noted in the findings for denial of this policy 
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group, these requirements are still included in the North City LCP, which 
remains in effect. But the Community Plan, as the most recently adopted set 
of policies and guidelines, can be considered the document most applicants 
will refer to first and foremost. As such, it is important to restate in the 
Community Plan many of the most protective policies in whole. Hithout the 
inclusion of these requirements, the Commission cannot be assured that the 
required level of protection will be afforded to the lagoon waters of the 
area. Thus, the suggested modifications explicitly restate the requirements 
for regular monitoring of erosion control programs, and note the penalty for 
non-compliance. Thus, water quality and the protection of marine resources 
can be assured consistent with Sections 30230 and 30231 of the Act. 

4. Coastal Visual Resources and Special Communities 

The proposed Torrey Pines Community Plan, and the previously approved North 
City LCP (which will remain in effect) contains a variety of policies relating 
the protection of visual resources. These include the requirement that 
residential development blend into adjacent natural open space, provisions for 
landscaped medians, setbacks and buffers from the Torrey Pines Reserve 
Extension. Other elements in the existing plan include policies calling for 
the dwellings near the canyons to be low-profile and blend with the natural 
terrain. and consideration of views from the lagoon and the freeway corridor 
in landscape and structure design (contained in the existing North City LCP). 

The deficiencies in this section of the plan lie mainly in the policies' lack 
of specific, objective standards. Suggested modifications include specific 
language requiring that earthern tones and colors be used for visually 
prominent development adjacent to natural open lpace areas. The plan does 
designate several scenic routes, including North Torrey Pines Road, Carmel 
Valley Road, and Sorrento Valley Road. However, these routes require a 
heightened degree of protection if they are to remain visually appealing in 
the face of encroaching development and redevelopment. Thus, other 
modifications require new development adjacent to scenic roadways to provide 
landscape buffers to screen views of the buildings from the road. Further 
suggested modifications recommend the preservation of all Torrey Pine trees, 
on both public and private land, with the suggestion that trees which must be 
removed, be relocated or replaced. This will provide an additional level of 
protection to a landscaping element which literally defines the Torrey Pines 
community. Therefore, the Commission finds that the Visual Resources policy 
group, subject to the suggested modifications, is consistent with Section 
30251 of the Coastal Act. 

5. Locating and Planning New Development 

Hithout provisions for harmonizing the requirements of the density bonus 
statute and the Coastal Act, the density bonus provisions of the Plan do not 
conform with policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The Commission has 
suggested modifications to the Plan that will conform the Plan with the 
Coastal Act. These suggested modifications harmonize the requirements of the 
density bonus statute with the Coastal Act. The legal basis supporting these 
suggested modifications is set forth in the memorandum to Coastal 
Commissioners from Ralph Faust, Chief Council, Dorothy Dickey and Amy Roach, 
dated October 10, 1995, which is hereby incorporated by reference. 

• 
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First, the suggested modifications limit the density bonus for both low income 
and senior housing to the mandatory 25% density increase. This limit is 
necessary to insure that only the mandatory provisions of Government Code § 
65915 are automatically implemented, while the discretionary provisions of 
Government Code §65915 are implemented only after taking into account the 
protection of coastal resources. The modifications indicate that if the City 
can demonstrate that there are areas that can accommodate density increases 
beyond 25%, the City may amend the Torrey Pines Community Plan in the future 
to allow for density increases beyond 25t in those areas. The suggested 
modifications also·revise the Plan•s provision regarding the number of years 
that density bonus projects must be made affordable. The City requested that 
the Commission make this modification. Since the modification accurately 
reflects the Government Code Section 65915 requirements (and deletes an 
inaccurate statement regarding this Section), the Commission is suggesting 
this modification. 

Second, the suggested modifications indicate that the base density upon which 
the 25% density increase is to be calculated is the maximum allowable density 
for a particular site under the certified local coastal program policies and 
ordinances. This modification reflects the requirement of Government Code 
§65915(f) that the density bonus be applied to the otherwise maximum allowable 
density under the applicable zoning ordinances and land use element. The 
Torrey Pines Community Plan in combination with the City of San Diego 
ordinances set forth various provisions that are applied to determine the 
maximum allowable density on a particular site. These provisions include the 
density ranges for various areas of the community, which are identified in the 
Plan. The provisions also include the development standards set forth in the 
zoning ordinances. The maximum allowable density of a particular development 
project is determined by application of all of these provisions. not just the 
density range specified in the land use plan. Thus. under Government Code 
§65915(f), the 110therwise maximum allowable residential density under the 
applicable zoning ordinance and the land use element of the general plan 11 is 
the maximum density determined after application of both the density range and 
the development standards set forth in the zoning ordinance. The suggested 
modifications are intended to insure that the base density to which the 
density increase is applied is the maximum allowable under both the land use 
plan and the zoning ordinances. 

Third, the suggested modifications provide that development projects that 
benefit from the density bonus and incentive requirements are consistent with 
the applicable policy and development standards to the maximum extent 
possible. This modification insures both that relief from development 
standards is granted only as allowed under Government Code §65915 and that the 
relief granted is that which is most protective of coastal resources. The 
suggested modifications also require a finding that the development would have 
been fully consistent with policies and developments standards of the LCP if 
the development had been proposed without the density bonus. This 
modification insures that proper base density and the applicable development 
standards are identified. This enables an understanding of how the density 
increase was accommodated and how incentives were applied. This modification 
is consistent with the legal requirement that local governments adopt findings 
to explain their decisions, and is not intended to require developers to 
submit two separate plans for a project, one with the density bonus and one 
without. 
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Fourth, the suggested modifications provide that the 25~ density increase will 
be accommodated using those means that do not adversely effect coastal 
resources. If the only means of accommodating the density increase are means 
that will adversely effect coastal resources, then those means that are the 
most protective of significant coastal resources will be used to accommodate 
the density increase. This modification insures that the City will exercise 
its discretion to determine how to accommodate the 25 percent density increase 
in a manner that conforms with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 

Fifth, the suggested modifications provide that if an incentive is offered in 
addition to the density increase, that incentive will not have an adverse 
effect on coastal resources. If the City determines that there is no 
feasible, available incentive that will not have an adverse effect on coastal 
resources but an incentive is necessary to make housing affordable, the City 
will offer the incentive that is the most protective of significant coastal 
resources. This modification also indicates that more than one incentive may 
be granted if there are additional incentives that will not have an adverse 
effect on coastal resources. The determination of which incentive to grant 
and whether to grant more than one incentive are within the City's 
discretion. Thus, these modifications insure that the City will exercise its 
discretion in a manner that conforms w1th the policies of Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act. With these modifications, the land use plan harmonizes the 
requirements of the density bonus statute and complies with requirements of 
the Coastal Act. Accordingly, if the modifications are adopted the land use 
plan will conform with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 

In addition. as no categorical exclusion for single-family residences has been 
adopted by the Commission at this time, an additional suggested modification 
clarifies that issue. Approval of any proposed categorical exclusion will 
require separate action on the part of the Commission, as well as independent 
environmental review. However, as modified above, the Commission finds the 
Locating and Planning New Development policy group conforms with the Coastal 
Act. 

6. Recreation and Visitor-Serving Commercial 

A number of Coastal Act policies address the provision of recreation and 
visitor-serving facilities. Some of the ones most applicable to the Torrey 
Pines Community Planning Area include: 

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

As discussed previously, the plan as submitted contains several policies 
addressing recreational facilities such as bicycle and pedestrian pathways. 
Only a limited amount of visitor-serving commercial exists in the Torrey Pines 
area. Policies addressing visitor-serving and commercial recreation in the 
existing plan include maintaining the commercial recreation development at the 
southwest corner of I-5 at Via de la Valle as visitor-serving commercial 
recreation, and encouraging the development of more motels and restaurants in 
the Torrey Pines area, as long as conflicts between existing uses are avoided 
(policies located in existing North City LCP). 

Existing commercial recreation-designated uses on the 10-acre Via de la Valle 
site include a restaurant, gas station. and hotel. Immediately south of this 
parcel is a 48-acre parcel, approximately 14 acres of which are currently 
developed with less-intensive active commercial recreation facilities such as 
an RV park, tennis courts. a miniature golf course. a driving range pro-shop 
and a clubhouse. The remaining 34 acres of this 48 acre parcel are 
undeveloped and used for the field of the driving range and parking during the 
summer season at the Del Mar Fair and Racetrack. The entire 48-acre parcel, 
including the commercial facilities. is currently designated for open space, 
and the proposed plan would maintain this designation. (The proposed plan 
amendment would rezone the entire parcel from Agriculture (A-1-10) to Open 
Space--see Implementation, below). Given the lack of visitor-serving 
commercial facilities in the area, it is inappropriate and inaccurate to 
designate existing. long-standing visitor-serving commercial uses as open 
space. The redesignation would result in the existing uses becoming 
non-conforming uses, making even minor expansions to the existing commercial 
recreation uses difficult or impossible. Thus, suggested modifications have 
been added that specifically exclude the currently developed portion of the 
site, up to the existing sidewalk just north of the driving range. from the 
open space designation, and include those 14 acres in the commercial 
recreation designation. The modifications require that the land use plan and 
commercial use diagrams contained in the plan reflect this modification. 

However, the existing commercial uses on the site, such as the driving range, 
miniature golf course, and RV park are relatively low-intensity uses compared 
to the more substantial development on the commercial parcel to the north. 
Since this area is within the 100-year floodplain of the San Dieguito River, 
and directly adjacent to the open space area of the lagoon, maintaining this 
low-intensity quality of development is appropriate. Thus, the suggested 
modifications specifically require that development in this area must be 
consistent with the existing A-1-10 zoning, and be capable of withstanding 
periodic flooding. Proposals for new development on the site will still be 
required to undergo the same review process and requirements at the City 
level, (e.g .• a Conditional Use Permit), as under the current Open Space 
designation. The suggested modifications do not involve rezoning the area to 
Commercial Recreation. However, if in the future, the City should propose 
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rezoning the area, it should be noted that the suggested modifications require 
that any development in this area be consistent with uses allowed to the 
A-1-10 zone, and with the site's proximity to the San Dieguito River Valley 
and Lagoon. Any change to this requirement or the underlying zone would 
require an amendment to this plan. 

In addition, the plan redesignates a 4-acre area at the southwest corner of 
Del Mar Heights and Via de la Valle from Visitor-Serving Commercial to Medium 
Density Residential, to reflect the existing multi-family uses on the site. 
However, the area has traditionally been used for both short- and long-term 
rental facilities for visitors and tourists. Redesignating the site Medium 
Residential would not prohibit the renting out of apartment or condominium 
units, but it could suggest that protection of the visitor-serving commercial 
facilities are not a high priority in this location. Therefore, suggested 
modifications require that this area be designated Commercial Recreation, to 
maintaining the site for visitor-serving commercial uses consistent with the 
site's proximity to single-family development and visibility from I-5. With 
these suggested modifications, the Community Plan policies adequately address 
the provision of recreational and visitor-serving facilities, and the 
Commission finds the policy group consistent with the applicable portions of 
the Coastal Act. 

PART VI. FINDINGS FOR REJECTION OF THE TORREY PINES LAND USE PLAN 
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN AMENDMENT. AS SUBMITTED 

A. AMENDMENT DESCRIPTION 

The amendment request addresses various rezones in the Torrey Pines Community 
Planning Area. Included are rezonings of specific properties currently zoned 
A-1-10, A-1-1, Rl-40000, Rl-20000, Rl-10000, Rl-6000, Rl-SOOO·, and M-lA to the 
OS-R and OS-OSP zones. 

B. GEOGRAPHIC ABEAS HHEBE CERTIFICATION HILL CONTINUE TO BE DEFERRED 

There are two areas where deferred certification will continue to be 
recommended within the Torrey Pines Community Plan boundaries. These areas 
are "white-holes" or areas of deferred certification at present. First is any 
property which falls within the study area of the Los Penasquitos Regional 
Park. This deferred certification area was created on August 21, 1981 and 
includes about 600 acres in Los Penasquitos and Lopez Canyons, at the easterly 
end of Sorrento Valley Boulevard inland of Interstate 5/805. The main reason 
for its deferred status is the lack of a master plan for this nature preserve 
and regional park. A draft master plan is undergoing local review but absent 
its availability at this time, the planning for this unique resource and 
sensitive parklands is unresolved and the area, or any affected properties, 
may not be certified. 

The second area of deferred certification is the Cal Sorrento Property. It 
was created on August 27, 1985 and includes about 25 acres located just east 
of Interstate 5/805 and north of Los Penasquitos Creek. The main issues are 
protection of a remnant marsh and sensitive hillside areas which comprise 

• 
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virtually the entire property. Until land use policies are drafted which 
comply with all the applicable mandates and can be agreed upon by the various 
resource agencies. local government and property owner, this property may not 
be fully certified. The previously-certified plan and the current resubmittal 
do contain a provision addressing the site. However, as alluded to above. the 
policy fails to comply with Sections 30233 and 30240 of the Coastal Act 
because it inadequately addresses the preservation of the wetlands and 
sensitive vegetation on the property. As drafted, the provision only states 
that any wetland values occurring on the site shall be fully mitigated but it 
does not identify or justify how any prospective use would conform with the 
Coastal Act. Therefore, additional work and consultation is needed for this 
property. 

The western edge of the site will be the location for the extension of Vista 
Sorrento Parkway (also referred to as 11 Street A11

) and this road improvement 
has been site-specifically addressed in the community plan. The Commission 
has also already endorsed this road extension in a previous action on the 
Sorrento Hills Community Plan, as it was development from that planning area 
which necessitated the road improvements. In part, this action will hopefully 
resolve the wetlands protection issue on the site as the previous Commission 
action and proposal by the property owner was to convey all of the remaining 
undisturbed wetlands to public open space. 

In summary, there are two areas of the community plan which should remain as 
areas of deferred certification. They are any affected properties within the 
Los Penasquitos Regional ParK study area and the Cal Sorrento property. 
Recognizing the need for detailed plans to address the unique resource values 
on both areas, these properties should remain under Coastal Commission review. 

C. FINDINGS FOR REJECTION 

Torrey Pines Rezone/OS-R and OS-OSP 

The standard of review for LCP implementation submittals or amendments is 
their consistency with and ability to carry out the provisions of the 
certified LUP. The purpose of the proposed amendment is to rezone a site to 
allow a different kind of use than that previously certified. It is a 
companion revision to the Torrey Pines Community Plan update. which assigns a 
open space land use to a site previously designated for agriculture. 

a) Purpose and Intent of the Ordinance. The purpose and intent of the 
zone is to protect open space for the preservation of natural resources, the 
managed production of the resources, outdoor recreation and education, public 
health and safety, controlling urban form and design, and scenic and visual 
enjoyment. 

b) Major Provisions of the Ordinance. The proposed zones are two of 
three major open space zone classifications used by the City of San Diego. 
They include provisions for limiting development in areas that have physical 
features that provide valuable and functional open space, such as parks. 
historic and cultural resources, and natural resources. The zones are 
primarily applied to public land indicated for open space and park purposes. 
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The OS-R zone is applied to all resource-based parks such as sites of 
distinctive scenic, natural, or cultural features intended for City-wide use. 
The OS-OSP zone is applied to all City-owned open space parks acquired for the 
purpose of providing such benefits as scenic vistas, preservation of natural 
resources, and outdoor recreation potential. Overlay zones including Hillside 
Review and Floodplain Fringe also apply to a number of the rezones. 

c) Adeguacy of the Ordinance to Implement the Certified LUP Segment. 
The proposed ordinance amendment does not modify the ordinance itself in any 
way. but only applies the zoning to additional areas of the Torrey Pines 
community. Approximately 500 acres of environmentally sensitive property will 
be rezoned from agriculture, residential and industrial to OS-R (Open 
Space-Resource) and OS-OSP (Open Space-Open Space Park) including the western 
portion of the San Dieguito River Regional Park, Crest Canyon. Torrey Pines 
State Reserve Extension, and los Penasquitos lagoon. The majority of these 
areas are currently highly constrained by steep slopes or are in the 
floodplain fringe. These areas also possess environmentally sensitive areas 
(i.e., biological and wildlife). The LUP contains specific recommendations 
for the preservation of these parks and open space areas within the 
community. Therefore, in order to permanently preserve and maintain the 
community's natural resources and open space areas, they are proposed to be 
rezoned as cited. 

However, as previously noted in the LUP portion of the amendment, a portion of 
the Open Space rezoning has been applied to an area south of Via de la Valle 
which contains long-standing, existing commercial recreational uses. This map 
does not conform with the land use portion of this amendment, as herein 
modified to designated this area for Commercial Recreation uses. As a result, 
the proposed rezoning to OS-R, as delineated on Figure 25, is inconsistent 
with and inadequate to carry out the policies of the certified LUP. as 
modified. 

PART VII. FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL OF THE TORREY PINES IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
AMENDMENT. IE MODIFIED 

As stated above, the proposed LUP amendment designates a 14-acre area with 
existing commercial recreation uses as open space, and the implementation plan 
rezones the area from agriculture (A-1-10) to open space. Suggested 
Modification #20 brings the proposed open space designation boundary into 
consistency with the existing land uses on the site, by designating the area 
as Commercial Recreation. Therefore. Open Space zoning on this site would not 
be appropriate. However, the existing commercial development is relatively 
low-intensive in nature, which is appropriate in a floodplain area adjacent to 
a lagoon. Thus, the zoning on the area should remain A-1-10, which is 
consistent with an area designated for low-intensity commercial uses capable 
of withstanding periodic flooding. Therefore, Suggested Modification #32 
provides for a revised zoning map to reflect this change. It is possible that 
in the future. as the City proceeds with its zoning code update, this site 
could be targeted for rezoning to Commercial Recreation to match the land use 
designation. Or, the A-1-10 zone may be eliminated for all areas except those 
specifically designated for agriculture uses. However, the land use 
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designation specifically allows commercial recreation uses only when 
appropriate in a floodplain and adjacent to a lagoon area. In addition, these 
changes would require an amendment to the Implementation Plan. Thus. the 
Commission finds that the subject amendment to the Implementation Plan. as 
modified, is both consistent with and adequate to carry out the provisions of 
the certified LUP, as amended. 

PART VIII. CONSISTENCY HITH 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. Instead, the CEQA 
responsibilities are assigned to the Coastal Commission and 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 or, as in this 
case, an LCP amendment submittal. to find that the LCP, or LCP, as amended, 
does conform with CEQA provisions. In the case of the subject LCP amendment 
request, the Commission finds that approval of the Torrey Pines Community 
Plan, as proposed, would result in significant impacts under the meaning of 
the California Environmental Quality Act. Portions of the plan are 
inconsistent with the Coastal Act. and could have adverse impacts in the areas 
of biology, public access. water quality, visual resources and density. 
Several suggested modifications are included to reduce the potential impacts 
to below a level of significance. As modified herein, there are no feasible, 
less environmentally-damaging alternatives and no significant environmental 
impacts would occur if the modifications are accepted by the City of San 
Diego. 

In the case of the implementation plan amendment, the Commission finds that 
with one exception, approval of the various proposed rezonings, in and of 
themselves would not result in significant impacts under the meaning of the 
California Environmental Quality Act. One proposed rezoning would have an 
adverse impact on existing recreational facilities, and a suggested 
modification is included to reduce that potential impact to below of level of 
significance. Therefore, this modified LCP amendment can be found consistent 
with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act. 

(0824A) 
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STATE Of CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, Gowmot 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
SAN DIEGO COAST AREA 
3111 CAMINO DEL RIO NORTH, SUITE 200 
SAN DIEGO, CA 921()8.1725 

(619) 521-8036 

MEMORANDUM 

October 10, 1995 

TO: Coastal Commissioners 

FROM: Ralph Faust, Chief Counset 
Dorothy Dickey, Deputy S~~f Counsel 
Amy Roach, Staff Counsel)_) 

RE: Relationship Between Housing Density Bonus Statute 
and Coastal Act 

I. Introduction 

During the Coastal Commission's July hearing, some Commissioners requested 
additi~nal information concerning the relationship between the housing provisions of the 
Coastal Act and those provisions of the Government Code that provide for increases in 
residential densities beyond otherwise maximum allowable densities ~. the "density 
bonus" provisions). These requests followed a discussion of the density bonus policy 
contained in the City of San Diego's proposed amendment to its land use plan for the 
Torrey Pines Community.• The City had objected to the suggested modifications 
recommended by Commission staff, arguing, without elaboration, that the modifications 
were inconsistent with requirements of the Government Code. 

This memorandum explains both the relationship between the housing provisions 
of the Coastal Act and the density bonus provisions of the Government Code, and the 
effect which the density bonus provisions have on local government implementation of 
the Coastal Act. In brief; the Coastal Act requires that local coastal programs ( .. LCPsu) 
include plans and ordinances concerning residential densities, and that those plans and 
ordinances conform with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Government Code 
§ 65915 requires local governments to encourage development of low income housing by 
granting a 25% increase in the density otherwise allowed under a land use plan and 
zoning ordinances, as well as by granting one other type of incentive, such as relief from 

1 The Commission postponed a voce on the land use plan amendment, which is now agendized for the October 
hearing. 



applicable development standards. The Coastal Act does not provide for local 
government housing policies to be included in LCPs. However. the requirements of 
Government Code§ 6.5915 affect a local government's plans and ordinances concerning 
residential density. These plans and ordinances are required components of an LCP and 
therefore; must be included in an LCP and must conform with the policies of the Coastal 
Act. 

Government Code § 6.5915 potentially conflicts with the Coastal Act by requiring 
increases in .residential density beyond the· densities certified as conforming with Chapter 
3 policies of the Coastal Act The general legal principle adopted by courts is that · 

. potentially conflicting statutes must be reconciled in a manner that gives effect to both 
statutes. A later-enacted statute takes precedence over an earlier-enacted statute only to 
the extent the two statutes cannot be reconciled. In light of these principles. the Coastal 
Act and Government Code § 65915 must be harmonized without ignoring either statute. 
Su<;h harmonization· is accomplished by recognizing that the mandatory provisions of 
(jovemment Code§ 65915 must be given effect. but that the discretionary provisions of 
Government Code § 65915 must be implemented only in a manner that also takes into 
account the ·policies of the Coastal Act. Therefore, the Commission may fmd that an 
LCP confonns with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act even if the LCP provides 
for compliance with the mandatory provisions of Government Code § 65915, !.&.:.. the 
grant of a 25% density increase and one other incentive. However. the Commission 
cannot fmd that an LCP conforms with Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act unless it 
finds that the LC~ implements all discretionary provisions of Government Code§ 65915, 
w,.. how to accommodate the density increase and which incentive to grant. in a manner 
that conforms with Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 

U. Relationship Between Coastal Act Housing Provisions and Government Code 

The Coastal Act precludes the Commission from requiring or reviewing local 
government policies concerning how to accommodate housing needs. However. these 
provisions do Jl2t preclude the Commission from requiring and reviewing policies 
concerning the location and density of residential development. Both the Government 
Code and the Coastal Act treat the planning for location and density of residential' 
development as distinct from planning for the accommodation of housing needs. Local 
government policies and ordinances relating to location and density of residential 
development must be included in a local government's LCP and, in order for a local 
government to issue coastal development permits for development within its jurisdiction. 
must be in conf()nnance with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Plans and 
ordinances for residential densities are not exempt from inclusion in an LCP and from 
confonnance with the Coastal Act simply because they have been influenced by housing 
requirements. 

A. Local Coastal Programs Must Include Plans and Ordinances 
Concerning Residential Densities 

The Government Code requires local governments to develop general plans for 
the area within their jurisdiction. Local governments are authorized to issue zoning 
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ordinances that are consistent with a general plan. Govt. Code §§ 65800, 65860. A 
general plan must contain a variety of elements, including a land use element and a 
housing element. Govt. Code §§ 65300, 65302. The land use element must indicate the 
location and density of commercial, industrial, and residential development. Govt. Code 
§ 65302(a). Thus, the land use element of a general plan must plan for the location and 
density of residential development. Local governments must correlate the land use 
element with the circulation element so that the location and density of different types of 
development is correlated with the location of highways and streets. Govt. Code § 
65302(b). 

The housing element of a general plan must contain information identifying the 
local government's housing needs and specifying how those needs will be met. Govt. 
Code §§ 65583, 65302(c). Although the housing element and land use element are 
related, they are distinct components of the general plan and are based upon different 
analyses and planning efforts. 

The Coastal Act provides for a delegation to local government of the authority to 
issue coastal development permits. The delegation may occur only after a local 
government has submitted an LCP that conforms with the policies of Chapter 3 of the . 
Coastal Act.<i.e., the policies for protection of coastal access, coastal recreational 
opportunities, wetlands, environmentally sensitive habitat areas, etc.). Pub. Res. Code §§ 
30500, 30519. The LCP must consist of a land use plan ("LUP'') and zoning ordinances 
that implement the LUP. Pub. Res. Code§ 30108.6. The LUP must include those 
portions of the local government's general plan that indicate the "kinds, location, and 
intensity of land uses." Pub. Res. Code§ 30108.5. Thus, the Coastal Act requires that an 
LCP consist of all portions of the local government's general plan and zoning ordinances 
that relate to the "kinds, location, and intensity of land uses" in the coastal zone. 
Accordingly, the Coastal Act requires that an LCP contain plans and ordinances relating 
to the location and density of residential development. 

Until1982, one of the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act provided for the 
protection and encouragement of low and moderate income housing. Prior to that year, in 
order for the Commission to find that an LCP conformed with Chapter 3 policies, the 
Commission was required to evaluate policies and ordinances relating to how the local 
government intended to provide for low and moderate income housing. Thus, local 
governments were required to submit as part of their LCPs not only the land use -element 
of their general plan, but also the housing element. In 1981, the California legislature 
amended the Coastal Act to delete the Chapter 3 policy that required the Commission to 
protect and encourage low and moderate income housing. The legislature also added 
Coastal Act § 30500.1. which states that the Commission shall not require local 
governments to submit housing policies. 2 See Senate Bill 626, Chapter 1007, adopted 
1981. At the same time, the legislature amended the Government Code by adding 
section 65590, which requires local governments to adopt certain policies relating to the 
protection of affordable housing in the coastal zone. Shortly thereafter, the legislature 

2 Section 30500.1 atalei: "No local coastal program shall be required to include housina policies and programs ... 
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adopted Coastal Act § 30011, which precludes the Commission from evaluating how a 
lQCal government has applied Government Code § 65590 to a particular development. 

These amendments did not change the Coastal Act requirement that local 
governments develop policies and plans that insure development in the coastal zone 
conforms with Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Rather, the amendments shifted the 
responsibility for protecting and encouraging affordable housing away from the Coastal 
Commission to local governments. These amendments did not modify the requirement 
that local governments include in their LCPs plans and ordinances for the location and 
density of residential development, and that those plans and ordinances conform with 
Chapter 3 policies. Thus, LCPs submitted to the Commission must include plans and 
ordinances relating to the location and density of residential development. In order for 
the delegation of coastal development permit issuing authority to occur, the Commission 
must cenify that those plans conform with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 

The Coastal Act also states it does not exempt local governments from 
requirements of housing laws. 3 Pub. Res. Code § 30007. Therefore, to the extent the 
Government Code imposes housing related requirements on local governments, the 
Coastal Act cannot be a means for the local government to avoid those requirements. In 
some cases, Government Code housing requirements will be strictly related to the 
housing element of the local government• s general plan and will not be submitted to the 
Commission as part of the LCP. However, if Government Code housing requirements 
affect the residential density provisions of the land use element of a general plan, local 
government's implementation of those requirements must be included in an LCP and 
must conform with the Coastal Act. 

B. Local Coastal Programs Must Provide For Compliance With 
Nondiscretionary Requirements of the Density Bonus Law 

To encourage the development of low income housing, Government Code 
§. 65915 requires 19Cal governments to provide two types of incentives to developers who 
agree to make a specified percentage of new housing affordable to low income and senior 
households. The incentives are: 

(1) a density increase of2S%. and 

(2) one other incentive in the form of a fmancial incentive, reduction in 
development standards. mixed zoning, or other incentive that will reduce 
housing costs~ the local government determines that this additional 
incentive is not necessary to make the low income housing affordable. 

3 Section 30007 slaW: 

Nothina in &his division shall exempt local pvcnunents fiom mcetina the rcquiremenu or ~~ate and foderal 
law with respect &o providinalow- and modcralc-in.come bousina. replaecmcnt bouaina, relocation 
benefits, or any othct obligation rclaled to housing imposed by wslin& law or any law hereafter cmactcd. 

One other provision of the Coastal Act addresses housing: section 30600.1 relalcs to coastal development pennia 
that were issued with conditions rclllins &o lhc provision of low and modcra&c iac:omc housinJ. 
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This section also authorizes, but does not require, local governments to grant increases in 
density beyond 25% and to grant additional incentives for purposes of encouraging the 
development of low income housing. Local governments must establish ordinances to 
implement the density bonus and incentive requirements. Govt. Code § 65915(a). 

. Accordingly. to comply with Government Code§ 65915, local governments must 
amend their zoning ordinances to allow the granting of density bonuses and incentives. 
Because zoning ordinances must be consistent with the general plan, an amendment to 
zoning ordinances to accommodate the density bonus requirements will likely trigger the 
need to amend the residential density provisions of the general plan. For local 
governments with Commission-certified LCPs. these changes to the general plan and 
zoning ordinance will require amendment of the LCP, which is required to contain the 
residential density provisions of the general plan and zoning ordinances. Of course, local 
governments that have not submitted an LCP to the Commission for certification will not 
bave.an LCP to amend. When these local governments submit an LCP for certification. it 
will be required to contain residential density provisions and accordingly. must include 
density bonus provisions that the local government has incorporated into its general plan 
and zoning ordinance. 

Local governments that must both comply with Government Code § 65915 and 
develoR LCPs that confonn with Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act are faced with 
potentially conflicting requirements. Courts have held that potentially conflicting 
statutes must be harmonized to avoid ignoring one statute. See£:&:. Fuentes v. Workers' 
Compensation Ap.peals Board. 16 Cal. 3d 1, 128 Cal. Rptr. 673 (1976}, Larson v. State 
Personnel Board, 28 Cal. App. 4th 265,33 Cal. Rptr. 412 (1994). If two statutes cannot 
be harmonized the later-enacted statute is given effect. but only to the extent the statutes 
cannot be harmonized. .hL. 

Thus the requirements of Government Code § 65915 must be harmonized with 
Coastal Act requirements, without ignoring either statute. Since§ 65915 was enacted 
after the Coastal Act, it must be given effect to the extent it cannot be reconciled with the 
Coastal Act. Government COde § 65915 cannot be reconciled with the Coastal Act to the 
extent that it imposes mandates that require local government to allow development that 
is inconsistent with a certified LCP. However, to the extent Government Code§ 65915 
authorizes discretionary actions, it must be reconciled with the Coastal Act by requiring 
that local government exercise its discretion in a manner that takes into account the 
statutory obligations of the Coastal Act. Thus, although local governments must comply 
with mandatory provisions of Government Code § 65915, discretionary provisions of 
§ 65915 must be implemented in a manner that also complies with Coastal Act 
requirements. 

Section m of this memorandum explains which provisions of the density bonus 
law are mandatory and which are discretionary. and illustrates how these provisions must 
be implemented in LCPs. · 
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m. Conformance of Density Bonus Requirements with the Coastal Act 

A. 25 Percent Density Increase 

Government Code § 6591S(b) mandates that local governments grant a density 
bonus to developers who agree to make specified percentages of new units affordable to 
low income or senior households.4 Government Code §·65915(t) defines the tenn 
.. density bonus" as: 

a density increase of at least 25 percent over the otherwise maximum 
allowable residential density under the applicable zoning ordinance and 
land use element of the general plan as of the date of application by the 
developer .••• 

Under this defmition, the Government Code requires an increase in density of at least 
259& but does n2t require a density increase beyond 25%. Further, the Government Code 
does not specify how the 25% density bonus is to be accommodated. Accordingly, bow 
the increase is accommodated and whether to provide an increase beyond 25% are within 
local government's discretion. 

Because local government has the discretion to decide bow the 25% density 
increase may be achieved, LCPs must insure that if there are means of accommodating 
the 25% density bonus that will not create inconsistencies with Chapter 3 policies, those 
means will be used. For example, if a 25% increase in density can be accommodated by 
either decreasing yard sizes or filling wetlands, the increase must be accommodated by 
decreasing yard sizes, which will not adversely affect coastal resources. Coastal 
resources can be adversely affected only when it is impossible to grant the density 
increase without such adverse impacts. In those situations, the density increase must be 
implemented in the manner that is the most protective of significant coastal resources. 
For example, if the density bonus can be accommodated only by either increasing 
building heights thereby reducing public views to the ocean, or filling wetlands, the 
density increase must be accommodated bf the height increase, since that will be most 
protective of significant coastal resources. If relief from more than one development 
standard is necessary to accommodate the 25% density bonus, the LCP may provide for 
such relief. 

4 Oovemmem Code §6591.5(b) stares: 

Wben a developer of housinJ •areoa or ptopOIII to construct It leaat (1) 20 pelCODt of the total units ora 
, boulin& development for lower income households, • , • or (2) 10 pelCODt of lhc total units of a boulin8 
development for very low income households, ••• or (3) 50 percent or t.he total dwellina units of a 
housing development. for [senior rcsiden&s], a city, county, or city and county shaH either (I) grant a 
density bonus and It least one of t.he concessions or inc:clllives identified in subdivision (h) unleu t.he city, 
county, or city and county makes a written finding that the additional coneeuion or incelllive is not 
required in order to provide for affordable housings coau ••• or (2) provide other incentives of equivalent 
financial value based upon the land cost per dwelling unit. 

s In many cases, the issue of which method of accommodating a density inmase wiU be mosl proteCtive of sipificanl 
c:oas&al resources will be a policy issue. Therefore. LCPs should identify how lhc local pvemmcnt intends to make 
choices about methods of accommodating density increases. 
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Similarly, LCPs must insure that density increases beyond 25% will not occur 
unless it can be demonstrated that the increase will not result in inconsistency (or 
inconsistency beyond that created by accommodation of a 25% density bonus) with the 
policies and development standards of the certified LCP. For example, a local 
government might amend its LCP to identify subregions where density increases beyond 
25% can be accommodated without adversely affecting coastal resources. The LCP could 
provide that in those subregions, the local government could exercise its discretion to 
provide a density bonus beyond 25% without creating inconsistencies with the certified 
LCP. 

Government Code§ 65915(t) requires that the increase in density granted to a 
developer be 25% over the "maximum allowable residential density under the applicable 
zoning ordinance and land use element of the general plan. •• Many local government 
general plans and ordinances establish residential densities by identifying both a density 
range that indicates an approximate density for an area. and a series of development 
standards and other factors <st&,, setbacks, heights, yard size. proximity to circulation 
element roads, etc.) that will be applied to determine the maximum density that will be 
allowed on any particular site within the district or area. The Government Code requires 
dlat the 25% density increase be applied to the density that will be the maximum allowed 
under both the general plan and zoning ordinances. Therefore, the base density to which 
the density bonus will be applied will be the density that would be identified after 
application of both the density range for an area and the factors applicable to the 
developer's particular site. 

B. Application of Incentives 

Government Code§ 65915(b) requires local governments to provide not only a 
density bonus but also "at least one of the concessions or incentives identified in [§ 
65915(h)]" unless the local government finds that the additional concession or 
incentive is not required to provide for affordable housing. Government Code§ 65915(h) 
identifies a concession or incentive as: 

(1) A reduction in site development standards or a modification of 
zoning code requirements or architectural design requirements which 
exceed the minimum building standards ...• including, but not liin.ited to, 
a reduction in setback and square footage requirements and in the ratio of 
vehicular parking spaces that would otherwise be required. 

(2) Approval of mixed use zoning in conjunction with the housing 
project if commercial, office, industrial, or other land uses will reduce the 
cost of the housing development and if the commercial, office, industrial, 
or other land uses are compatible with the housing project and the existing 
or planned development in the area where the proposed housing project 

. will be located. 
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(3) Other regulatory incentives or concessions proposed by the 
developer or the city. county. or city and county which result in 
identifiable cost reductions. 6 

Thus, the provision of at least one incentive is mandatory unless the local 
government fmds that the additional incentive is unnecessary. However,§ 65915 does 
not require local governments to provide more than one incentive in addition to the 
density bonus. Further, it does not indicate how a local government is to choose which 
incentive to provide. Therefore, whether to award more than one incentive and which 
incentive to award are discretionary. 

Accordingly, LCPs may provide for the grant of one incentive, in addition to a 
density bonus, if necessary. 7 However, LCPs may not provide for more than one 
incentive unless it can be demonstrated that the grant of additional incentives will not 
result in inconsistencies with the certified local coastal program. Similarly, in applying 
the one incentive, LCPs must insure that if there are incentives that will encourage 
development of low income housing without adversely affecting coastal resources, those 
incentives will ~ used. If all PQSSible incentives will have an adverse effect on coastal 
resources, the LCP must provide for use of the incentive that is most protective of 
significant coastal resources. 

For example, if the potential incentives are: ( 1) a reduction in parking standards 
that may impede coastal access, and (2) allowing otherwise prohibited fill of wetlands, 
the flCSt incentive should be awarded, rather than the second, since the Coastal Act places 
greater restrictions upon the filling of wetlands. LCPs should rank incentives in terms of 
impacts on coastal resources to insure that the incentive chosen is the incentive that is the 
most protective of significant coastal resources. 

IV. Conclusion 

Local coastal programs must harmonize requirements of the Coastal Act and the 
mandates of the density bonus statute by providing for compliance with mandates of 
Government Code§ 65915, .i&:.. a 25% density bonus, and one incentive if necessary. 
Discretionary aspects of Government Code § 65915, ~. how to accommodate a density 
increase, whether to grant a density increase beyond 25%, which incentive to grant, and 
whether to grant more than one incentive, must be implemented in a manner that is fully 
consistent with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. LCPs that achieve these 
goals will satisfy both the Coastal Act and Government Code§ 65915. 

' Section 6S9U(h) concludes with the following provision: 

This subdivision docs not limit or require the provision of direct financial incentives for the housing 
development, including the provision of publicly owned land, by the city, county, or city and county, or 
the waiver of fees or dedication requirements. 

1 Govcmrncnt Code § 6591 S seems to presume that a density bonus can be accommodated without relief from 
development atandards because it treats density bonuses as distinct from incentives, which by definition incllado 
rcUef from dovelopmenta&andards. Howevcr,t65915(d) atalca Chat local pvemmenta must adopt procedures for 
waiving or modifying development s~dards that would inhibit application of density bonuses to particular si&cs. 
Tbcrcforc, it appears that at leu& one incentive must be provided. if ncc:csaary, even if a developer has already 
obtained relief from development llandards to accommoda&c a 25% increase in density. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA·· THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAl COMMISSION 
'45 FREMOHT STREET, SUITE 20<10 

&AN FRANCISCO, CA 14106-22111 

VOICE AND TOO (416) 104-6200 

PETE WILSOH, Oowmor 

September 1, 1995 

Ms. Lita G. Flores, Chief Deputy Director 
Division of Housing Policy Development 
Department of Housing and Community Development 
1800 Third Street, Room 450 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

.sr P - 7 1395 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

:iAN DltGO COAST DISTRICT 

Re: Density Bogus Policies apd Ordjnapces jn Los;al Coastal Pro~:rams 

Dear Ms. Flores: 

In a November 16, 1994letter to Carolyn Badenhausen, then Acting Deputy 
Director for the Division of Housing Policy Development, we described the basis for our 
position regarding how local coastal programs ("LCPs") developed pursuant to the 
Coastal Act can comply with both the Coastal Act and the density bonus requirements of 
Goverru:nent Code§ 65915. Our letter responded to Ms. Badenhausen's November 2, 
1994 letter outlining several concerns with the Coastal Commission's suggested 
modifications to the density bonus ordinances contained in the City of Encinitas LCP. 
We have not received a response from the Department of Housing and Community 
Development ("HCD") to our November 16, 1994 letter, and have assumed our letter 
addressed HCD's concerns. 

The City of San Diego recently submitted a proposed LCP amendment that 
includes policies concerning density bonus requirements. We expect the Coastal 
Commission to decide whether the LCP conforms with Coastal Act policies at its October 
10-13, 1995 hearing. We are writing to ascertain whether you have any additional 
comments concerning the position we expressed in our November 16, 1994 letter in 
relation to this upcoming hearing. 

Briefly, we have determined that local governments can implement the 
requirements of the density bonus provisions of the Government Code and the Coastal 
Act in a manner that achieves compliance with both statutes. Harmonization of the 
requirements of both statutes is accomplished by accomodating the 25 percent density 
increase and an additional incentive as required by Government Code § 65915 using 
means that conform with the policies of the Coastal Act to the greatest extent possible. 
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The three key points of our position are: (1) the Government Code requires a 
density bonus of25 percent but does not require density increases beyond 25 percent, and 
therefore, an LCP can provide for density increases beyond 25 percent only if such 
increases can be accommodated in confonnance with policies of the Coastal Act, (2) the 
base density to which the 25 percent density bonus is applied is the maximum allowable 
density under the land use plans and ordinances applicable to the particular property for· 
which a density bonus is sought, and (3) the additional incentive required under 
Government Code§ 6591? must be the incentive that will achieve the greatest 
consistency with policies of the Coastal Act. Set forth below is a more detailed 

. discussion of these three key points. 

Application of the 25 Percent Density Increas-e 

Government Code § 6591 S(b) requires that local governments grant a density 
bonus to developers who agree to make specified percentages of new units affordable to 
low income households.' Government Code§ 6591S(f) defines the term "density bonus" 
as: 

a density increase of at least 25 percent over the otherwise maximum 
allowable residential density under the applicable zoning ordinance 
and land use element of the general plan as of the date of application 
by the developer ... 

Under this definition, the Government Code mandates an increase in density of 25 
percent but does not require a density increase beyond 25 percent. Further, the 
Government Code does not specify how the 25 percent density bonus is to be 
accommodated. Accordingly, how the increase is accommodated and whether to provide 
an increase beyond 25 percent are within local government's discretion. 

1 Government Code§ 6S9JS(b) states: 

When a developer of housing agrees or proposes to (:onstruct at least ( 1) 20 percent of the total units of a 
housing development for lower income households. .•. or (2) I 0 percent of the total units of a housina 
development for very low income households, .... or (3) SO percent of the total dwelling units of a 
housina development for (senior residents], a city, county, or city and county shall either (1) arant a 
density bonus and at least one of the· concessions or incentives identiflcd in subdivision (h) unless the (:lty, 
county, or city and county makes a written finding that the additional concession or incentive is not 
required in order to provide for affordable housings costs ... or (2) provide other incentives of equivalent 
financial value based upon the land cost per dwelling unit. 
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Section 30007 of the Coastal Act states that the Coastal Act does not exempt local 
governments from compliance with housing law requirements. Therefore, the Coastal 
Act does not exempt local governments from compliance with the mandatory provisions 
of the density bonus statute. However, the discretionary provisions of the density bonus 
statute are not a •'requirement" of housing law. Accordingly, LCPs must include 
provisions for the granting of a 25 percent increase in residential densities. However, 
since the determination of how to accommodate the 25 percent density bonus is 
discretionary, under the Coastal Act an LCP must insure that if there are means of 
accommodating the 25 percent density bonus without creating inconsistency with Chapter 
3 policies, those means shall be uSed. 

For example, if a 25 percent increase in density can be accommodated by either 
decreasing yard sizes or filling wetlands, the increase must be accommodated by 
decreasing yard sizes, which will not impact coastal resources. Coastal resources can be 
adversely affected only when it is impossible to accommodate the density increase 
without such impacts. In those situations, the impacts that impose the least burden on 
coastal resources must be implemented. For example, if the density bonus can be 
accommodated only by increasing building heights thereby reducing public views to the 
ocean, or filling wetlands, the increase must be accommodated by the height increase, 
since that will impose the lesser burden on coastal resources. If relief from more than one 
standard is necessary to accommodate the 25 percent density bonus, the LCP may provide 
for such relief. 

Similarly, LCPs must insure that density increases beyond 25 percent will not 
occur unless it can be demonstrated that the increase will not result in inconsistency (or 
inconsistency beyond that created by accommodation of a 25 percent density bonus) with 
Chapter 3 policies. For example, a local government might amend its LCP to identify 
subregions where there are means of accommodating a density increase beyond 25 
percent that will not adversely affect coastal resources. The LCP could provide that in 
those subregions, the local governments could exercise its discretion to provide a density 
bonus beyond 25 percent without reducing protection of coastal resources. 

Base Density Is The Maximum Allowable On Any Particular Site 

Government Code§ 65915(1) requires the increase in density granted to a 
developer be 25 percent over the "maximum allowable residential density under the 
applicable zoning ordinance and land use element of the general plan., Many local 
government general plans and ordinances address residential densities by identifying both 
a density range that indicates the approximate density for an area, as well as a list of the 
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development standards and other factors (fW:,.., setbacks, heights, yard size, proximity to 
circulation element roads, etc.) that will be applied to determine the maximum density 
that will be allowed on any particular site within the area. The Government Code 
requires that the 25 percent density increase be applied to the density that will be the 
maximum allowed under the general plan and zoning ordinances. Therefore, the base 
density to which the density bonus will be applied is the density that would be identified 
after application of both the density range for an area and the factors applicable to the 
developer's particular site. 

Additional Incentive Requirement Must Be Accommodated In The Manner That 
Achieyes The Greatest Consistency With The Coastal Ad 

Government Code§ 6S915(b) requires local governments to provide not only a 
density bonus but also "at least one of the concessions or incentives identified in [§ 
6S91S(h)]" unless the local government finds that the additional concession or 
incentive is not required to provide for affordable housing. Thus, the provision of at least 
one incentive is mandatory unless the local government fmds that the additional incentive 
is unnecessary. However, Government Code§ 65915 does not require local 
governments to provide more than one incentive in addition to the density bonus. 
Further, it does not indicate how a local government is to choose which incentive to 
provide. Therefore, whether to award more than one incentive and which incentive to 
award are discretionary under the Government Code. 

Since Coastal Act § 30007 states that local governments are not exempt from 
requirements of housing laws, local governments must comply with the requirement to 
provide for the grant of one incentive, in addition to a density bonus, if necessary to 
provide for affordable housing. However, discretionary provisions of the density bonus 
law are not required to be implemented. Therefore, under the Coastal Act, LCPs may not 
provide for more than one incentive unless it can be demonstrated that the grant of 
additional incentives will not result in inconsistencies with Chapter 3 policies. Similarly, 
in applying the one incentive, LCPs must insure that if there are incentives that will 
encourage development of low income housing without adversely affecting coastal 
resources, those incentives will be used. If all possible incentives will have an adverse 
effect on coastal resources, the LCP must provide for use of the incentive that will impose 
the least burden on coastal resources. 

For example, if the potential incentives are: (1) a reduction in parking standards 
that may impede coastal access, and (2) allowing otherwise impermissible fill of 
wetlands, the first incentive should be awarded, rather than the second, since the Coastal 

· .. i 
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Act places greater restrictions upon the filling of wetlands. LCPs should either rank 
incentives in tenns of impacts on coastal resources or identify criteria for determining 
which incentives will be used. This will insure that incentives that impose either no 
burden or lesser burdens will be granted instead of incentives that impose a greater 
burden on coastal resources. 

If you have any questions or comments concerning our position regarding the 
incorporation of density bonus requirements in LCPs, please let us know. Since the 
Commission will be considering the City of San Diego's density bonus policies at the 
October hearing, we would appreciate receiving your questions or comments prior to the 
October hearing. 

Sincerely, 

~F.Dt~/-
DOROTHY F. DICKEY a 
Deputy Chief Counsel 

a:\admin\denbon3.doc 
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Ms. DOrothy Dickey 
Deputy· Chief Counsel 
Ca.Utomia Coastal Commission 
48 FttmOQt Sttect, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, california 94105-5200 

Dear MJ. Dickey: 

September 29, 1995 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSl(')N 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

I am writirt~ in response to your letter of September 1, 1995, to Ms. Lita Flores. 
Chief Deputy Director. regarding certain provisions proposed by the California Coastal 
Co~ion u a condition of i.U approval or the Local Coastal Plan (• LCP•) amendment for 
the Toney Pine.s Community Plart of the City of San Diego. 'Ibe proposed provisions 
modify and limit the City•s attempt to implement state density bonus Jaw as part or the 
housing element of its &tneral plan. The Department of Ho\&Sing Wl Community 
O.Velopment (the 1departruent•) continue$ to have serious concttl\s with both \he ~1 
impact and the teaality of me rcq\Lired provisions.· We appreciate this opportunity to tenew 
the discussion a1 'his time. A brief revi~w of the relevant correcpond~nr;e may be useful in 
placing this matter in pcrapective. 

* By letter to you dated Au&USt 31, 1994, Tom Cook, then this department's 
Deputy Director for Housin' Polley Development. set. forth a detailed interpretation of th' 
11\Calli.n& and application of the term •otherwise maximurn allowable (tensity• as \lsed in 
Oovenunent Codo section 6S91S. 1 

• lly letter io you dated November 2. 1994. Carol)']\ Badenhausen. then Act .n& 
Deputy Director for Ho\&Sing Policy. Development, detBlled the objections of this departm~t • 
to certAin density bonus provlslons required by the Commission to be included in the LCP of 
the City .. or Encinitas. 

• In your lcuer of No,ember 16, 1994 to Ms. Badenhausen, you rc$p0nded to 
certain of our objoctions, modified some of the required provisions and provided the 
Commission's rationale for continuing to require the remaining provisions. 

-- • • .. 
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* By letter to Timothy Coyle. Director, dated Au111-u 11, 1995, Ernest 
Freeman, Planning Diredor for the City Of San Diogo r~queated the assistance of this 
departmmt in respondi.l\g to density bonus provisions ptoposed by Cocnmi$$ion st.aff in 
connection with the approval of the LCP for the Torrey Pines Community Plan. The 
l)toposed provisions closely parallel those required by the Commi»Sion for tbe Bn<:lniw 
LCP, 

• Your recent letter of September 1. 1995, to Ms. Plore.s cites tb.ree uy poir.ts 
of the COmmission's position on this matter and provides the Commission'$ justification 
therefor. The arguments supporting the proposed provisions in this letter roiterata and, in 
some ca.w, ~pand upon the explanations contained in your November 16, 1994 letter. 

The letter from Mr. Freeman or August 11, U95, included the text proposed by tl.e 
Commission's staff t'or the 1~oney Pines LCP. The propostd provisions and their rational: 
appear to be based on a view of the imperatives of the Coastal Act applicable to all LCPss 
talbet than any particular facts or circum~fa!\Ceg arlsl.ng from the Commission's review of the 
proposed LCPt for Encinitas or 'tottey Pines. The actions of the Coa.stal.Commission on 
this i.uu• will th"s bave a substantial impact on the implementation of density bonus law as 
loealitles throughout the (X)aSW zone vndertako their periodic housit&& cle.mont \lpdates. n e 
experience of this department in reviewing housing ele-ment revisions is that an dfective leal 
density bonus ordinan~ often plays an imporbnt role in the community's efforts to addreu 
its housina needs. PQr this reason we feel it is vitally important that every effort be made to 
reconcile the concerns of the Commission with the letter and intent of the density bonus h.w 
and related statutes. 

The required provisions which arc the nlost troubling to this department were 
discussed in Ms. Badenhauscn•s Novetnber 2, 1994 letter. They may be summariud as 
follo~: ' 

• Restricting the density bonus to no more tban 25% and the 
additional incentives to only one; 

• IJm.iting the buis for c:aleulating the density bonus by including 
aU site specific tnvlrol\mental constrainti in dettrminin& lhe 
•otherwise maximum allowable density•; 

• Requiring that any inc-entives be consiSICnt to dle maximum 
extent feasible atld in a manner most prott.<:tive of coastal 
resources; and 

... . 
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• RequirinJ a specific finding that the project without the density 
bonus wollld comply with the certified LCP. 

.., ..... .::.~,~;;.~ ~.(;':)4 t 

Bmadly Sla~. our overall .concern is that the provisions imposed by the Commb&ion 
place aa UMUtboriz.ed ud ~ .burden on· the efCecti~e utiliution of lhe density 
bont.d mocbanbm lD the a1eu sovcmed by tho LCP. ·The tcgls1atu.re bas Jona toc.ognlz.ed 
t11.a.t affordable housina is a sca.rco and rapidly dwindJJ.n& raourcc IWCW'idc and pardcuJM ~y 
in tba coastal zone. It b the view of this depar:tment that the JUtri.ctions propo$!1d for the 
Tortcy Pinos ordinance llOt only unduly erode the right of a quallfylfta developer to the 
higher ~sity gmnted by the law, but alao unjustifiably limit tbe discretion gr.mtcd to 
loealities by tho $ta.tuco to allow effective implementation of tho density bonus on a project· 
by-project \Jasis.: · 

The first three requlromcnts listed above are based 011 the thtce key points of the 
Commission's positions aa ad<lrmed in your September 1, 19!}5 letter. The last 
rcqui.&emeat-fot a findin& of compliance for the project without the 1S' density bonus-i!; 
not directly discussed in that lol1or, but is included in the proposed requirements !or Torr'y 
Pines. Aft« a brief background discussion of the evolution of housing issues and tho Coutal 
Act, I wUl address these four isaut$ st riarlm. and fina11y discuss tho leaaJ. basis for the . 
Commission's attempts-as mptesented by the proposed provisions-to Limit the odluwlse 
lawful ~isc of discretion by local jurisdictions. 

Bs>using a tb' ,egpw Act 

When flf$t enacted in 1976, the Coastal Act included an explicit policy to promote 
affordable houaing in me coastal zone. Public Resources Code JCCtioa 30'213 originally · 
included the mandate that " ••• housing opponunities for persons of low· and moderate-inccme 
sbal1. be prot~~eted, encoura'cd a.nd, where feasible, provided, • The Coasbl Commission 
3Ctively pursued this pollcy by, among other things, imposins inclusionary requircmcniS br a 
certain poroentage of affordable, low· and moderate-income units on pennits for new houai.ng 
dcvdopmcnts in tho.coastal zone. The Legislature in 1981 enacted SB 626 (Stats. 1981, 
ch. 1007) whlch aroended Publi<; Resources Code acction 30213 to delete the provi&ion 
quoted above. SB 626 in effect eliminated the Commission's broad. bousinJ policy role a1cJ 
enacted in lts place the provisiona of sectlon ~590, wilh its specU5.c mquircments for tMi 
development and repla.G4Nntnt in the coutal zone of low- and moderalo--incomc bousi..nJ l.lilits 
clcsnolisht!d or convettcd to anOther usc. Tho requirements of accmon 63390 arc to be 
lmplemeotocl and enforced by loeal jurisdictions. 

'lbo Loaislatuxe in 1982, with the adoption of Statutes 1982, chapter 1173, clhninnted 
regioaal comm.issions and ~ 1he aulhority of local pemmcnl$ rquJ. 

. '0~. ~ II()) ~fCII- f:b . 
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lands use decisions thi'ough their adoption of LCPs. The transfer of coastal zone housing 
policy from the Commission to local governments was completed in 1982. with the adoptit)n 

. of S&atu~ 1982, chapter 43, This bill amended houW\g element law to require localities ·n 
consider housing provided or required un4et ~tion 6!'590 in their housing element revie\I'S. 
Chapcer 43 also added Public Resources Code scc:tion 30011. which specifically eliminated 
any authority in the Comrtli.ssion to review local application of section 65S90 requirements. 

~1)' Bonus Law 

M stated in our August 31, 1994 letter. the primary purpose of the Density Bonus 
Law is to offer development irtcentives to inc~ housing supply, iJ\cludlng the supply of 
at(otdablo housing in panicul.v. The statute mandates that locallties provide specified 
incet\tlves or regulatory concessions to housing developers willlng to agree to restrict 
occupancy of a certain percentage of the newly developed units to either lower·lncome 
households (20%), very low-income households (10%) or senior citiz.ens (SO")· Income 
re£tricted units arc further limited to affordable rents based on income group for not less t~ 
thirty years. Foremost among the required incentives is the gnnt of a density bonus. Th•: 
ability to build residential units at a greater density than would otherwise be pennincd is a 
fundamental.c:oncept of the Stat\ltory framework. The locality must offer either a derlS;ity 
bonus and one additional ineentive or conc.cssion as described in subdivision (h) of s.ection 
6S91S or •ome.r J.ncentive& or equiv~nt financial value. • Thus, tho cal~ulation of the 
density bonus is ctUcial, either to detennine tho total number of uniu to be permittt4 on the 
project site (or sites, as a qualifying development may encompass multiple sites) or as a basis 
to establish, in the alternative, a f1:11ancially equivalent incentive. 

In effect, the statute imposes an overlay granting a right to the increased density to 
develope.n of qualified projects throughout the state. The statu~ is mandatory with no 
exceptions or special treatment specified for the coastal tOne. ' 

LlmhJ,n~ the Density Bonus and Otber Incentixes to th= Statutocy Minimum 

'Ibe proposed ptOvlsions would limit the density bonus granted by the locality to •.:10 

more lhan• or •up to• 25 ~ and the additional incentives to only one. The stat\ltc on the 
other hand provides fot a density bonus of •at least• 259' and •at least" one of the addidunal 
concessions or incentiyea identified in section 65915(h).2 1he lssue of the: Commission's 
•uthority to convert by fiat a statutory floor into an administrative g:ilin& 14 dlscuucd bcl•)W, 

2 Wo first obj~~ IQ tbe •zaoc moro tb&D' "*""'oo i.o out l.u.r ofNonrnbct ~ !H4. Yc. ,,,... 
ill tbe leuat or Nonmbor 16. 1994, to dele~~ &bt quoted pb.nse fot 1be E.Dciniw LCP. ID To11111 Pinu, bo\\cYar, 
abc limi&arioA ncuru ill U.. pbrue •up eo• 25 st. 

-. 
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Tho teq~ ~ltation frliStrates the abili~ of loc:all1ie.s to comply with several statutory 
manda.les to Wt.st tbo ~elopment of affordable housing. 

GiVIIl the very high COSt$ associated with developable land in the coastal zone, it .U: 
quite l.ikely that projeets meedn& 1he density bonus atfordabili&y requirements in the ZODC 

. may well bo able:. to dtmonsttata a need for a arearer bonus and more incentives in ordct 10 
ensue project fc:.L'\ibiUey, In aQ.'tion 65917, the Legillanare sota fonh iC$ inceat that tho bcnus 
Mel incentives offered by loca11tles under density bonus law 11 sbal1 contribute si&nificantly to 
the econo~ fo.asibility of lower-income housing in proposed housing developments. • The 
Legislature ipcclt\cally l"'CC&nized the n~ for dcvelopmeat incentives in tho ooastal zone 
whoa, under seoti0116SS90(d), it required loca.lltie& to offer incentives to assist in provid.irg 
ll4W housing units pursuant to section 6SS90. In high eos1 areas, the. minimum bon\11 IDCI 
on1)r a alnjlo i.ncentivo simPly may not be sufficient. Under tbc UmiJationa proposed by tl.e 
Commission, developers mat wtll bo diseouxaged from even proposing density boaus 
projecta in the coastal zone. 

The j~ lot this requirement as set fonh in your letter of September 1, 1!1.9.5, 
Is that in excrdsm& their 1\lthorlty to gtant a dtnslty bonus p-eater than 255-or more tlum 
ou a44it1ona1lnoentiv ... a local jurisdiction mia:ht act contrarY to tho policies of tho Coaral 
Act. Por example, ln otfcritlt an additional (i.e., more than one) incentive, a lOcality could 
a\llhorizo dcvdoplllQlt in a prutected wctlan.U whleb would, at least~ the Commission's 
•w, vlola!e a poUcy ot tbe Couw A.ct. Presumably, it would violate such polley whether 
it was th• fi.nt or the tbird Incentive offered by the loc:ality. Jn 'any case, there must be LJU 
cl.tacotUan mcthocls of ensurina thU 1aeal jurisdictions exerclsc ihelr lawful cllscretion in 
compltanco wbh &pplicablo ~w-ahort of cUmillatins local authority altogether'. 

Your September 1. 1995 letter~ suggests that localities may offer additional 
developmont incentives above the &tatutory minimum by amendment to tbe LCP. As you 
knOW, a.meodinc the LCP is a lc&lllhY. expensive and uncertain process. Such a course i:a 
already available to ~ developer seeking to enhance ~ feasibility of a coastal project, :let 
ia JlQl RQ\Iirc4 for che incentlv• offered under density bonus law. This method of 
barmonlzina dCl\sity bonus law with the Coastal Act is. u a practical matter, more 
W.\llionaly than real. 

Qtlcylatin& the "Othpi• Maximum Allasblc ~tial DcnJilY! 

The proposed langu&J• for Torrey Pines would require che 4oatllty bonus to be based · · 
04 tbe .. maximum po1e11tlal density modified by appl)'inc all sit6-spec:ific onvlron~tal 
dovelopmcnt constraiats idcnlifled within the coastal zoni.J\& ordinance~ and land use clen' •t 
cartitied by the Coastal Commission. • The overall justi.fieation for this provision appear.; to 

-o-.;.. .f. ~1) <r&\CfOOSG ~ Sf-o.~ . .. 
• 
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focus 04 lbe word .,allowmto• as used in the 'tatute. The Commission's reformulation of the 
statutory phrase reqvi:ea cbal. in caloulacmg tho bonus. tho loQality must detAnnln.4, for ca.~h 
projeet applic:ation, a base dcn.slty incorpOrating all environmental constraints which could 
r~ the density for the proposed site. 

As was set tortlT in Mr. Cook's !otter of August 31. 1994, density bonus law requires 
that a developer bo able to ascerca.in the allowable bonus prior to d.ta!ting and submitting a 
project application for local approval. Wbi1e we acknowledae that certain lite-specific 
critAU'ia 11\A)' bo applied to determine a net acreage aV3.ilabla to the project, such standard$ 
should be objcotivc and quanti.flable as applied to the site prior to submittal of tho project 
appl~on. ~ins thesa critc.ria might well be part of the local implc:mcnr.atlon 
pro:edu.res. adopled under section 65595(d). Such pn:x:echns should also provide that when 
pormiu.t densities are expressed as a rang•. tht hi;hest density within the range must be 
applied to the calculation under the $tatutary mancbtc to utilize the nuzxlmwn density which 
me locality could allow. 

Contzvy to tho intent of the density bonus law, the Commission'slanguage requiru 
the appllcatlon or all paui.ble environmental limitations so an imaginary project, i.e •• one 
planned and ensineered without the bonw. Not only ~ $uch a pr~ .subject tO unnecessary 
ul\Cettainty. expense and delay, it seems oriented toward minimiz.irii;· rather thai& maximizing 
me density which a. locality could approve. 

1bc Commiaslon's proposed language would turthet require the one incend.ve it 
would pcnnit to meet tho following test: it must be consistent .. to t~ mtlXimum ftasible. and 
hl a manner Tlk>R prottctivt of coas~al resources, with all certified Local Coastal Program 
policies ancl standards oLherwi.se applicable to the development not subject ta section 6591:1. • 
(Empha.sis added.) The September 1, 19951ettcr states, thalloc::alitiC$ ~ubi possibly ranlc 
.l.n.eenuvea and chooM the least harmful from the lirt. The test quoted above, of course, will 
not abido rola.Uve deta'l'llinationa, but instead rw:quires absolute m.axlmum comptiar..:e. Su.~ 
absolute standard1 pose an un.n:asonablo constraint on land usc ded.sions. Approvals of 
density bonus projecta undt.r thialanguage will bo subject to attack on grounds limited only 
by one's ability to ima,ine an incentive thaJ. could be more consl.stcnt with &he; ~p or mere 
protoctlve ot ~tal ~urces. . Nowhere do you cite a basis in statUte for such a hip 
standard to be imposed on, and only on, density bonus projects. The.mtanc:ed &oal of 
enaurina compUance with appUcable land use restrictions (to the extent tha.t·a violation of law · 
cannot be enforeed in its own ri&hO can. be achieved in a much less oncro\11 tna.nn&r. 

--
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n. Commission's 1aftslll8t for both LCPs requires a spoci{JC finding that the proje:ct 
•it it had bela JUOPOI¢4 without 'the twenty-five percent density increase• would havt bc:cu 
fUlly CODiislent with tho~ and standards of the LCP. To comply wilh this pmvis.iot •• a 
develop!r must draft a dovdopmonl plan meeting all ll)pUcablo roqu.i.ram&o.ta-Wld reoeivinl 
alllooal apptoYals-wblclt it may. never use. A deVelo.P« dooa not typically dclign a hous:ng 
project at t.hc base demlty and then tack on the permitted lncreuo wheft:ve.r it may fit in dlC 
ex.ildn& plan. Rather 11 Is botter business and better planning to intearatc lhe allowable 
de.nsity into the ftnal project plan. 

nis QIC!u.iromcnt is tlOt mentloned in tbe Septe.W. 1, 1995 Jettm, 8.1\d it is ow hc)pO 
that it il dmpped. If it is not, we: wish t.o rcitcr•te our earlitr objections. 

Conflict! wid- S.ific Statutg ' ~ 

As you have noted, under 1'\ablic P.csoutces Code section 30007 nothing in the 
Coastal Aot aha11 be constn.ted to: 

• ••• exempt local aovcrnmcnts from meetinJ the requirements of state and 
federal law with telpCCt t.o providing low· and JIIOdarate-income housing, 
roplace01Cnt bousinc, relocation benefits, or ll1rY tK'Mr obltgtJlion raleu.I ro 
housing Imposed by t.risllng law or ony law hetqfttr cnt~Citd. • (Emphasi& 
added.) 

Dapitc this swocpina lan&uap, ·the Conimlssion'l ~ulicroo4ti collectively inhibb: 
the \lSC by devetopers and localities or rhe 4ensity bonus law' 1'rustJ:a1;iq ·not. only eompnaoce 
with the spegtf\Q pruvisions.of section 65915. but also the l~lative intent ~pressed ia 
scatioR 6S9l7.1hat tho'local_incentives con¢butc_ $~~tly to tho project's economic 
feasibllitY. Localities arc t~quired to encol11'111e complian.co with the replacement hou~g 
requirements of~-- ~590 by. allowing detulty bon~ ~ otb~ incentives. Added 
bunlcn• en densll)' bonus project~ further ob$truQt local1mplomentati0n of lhls statute . 

. 
Also, the req\Urcd provb.lons, to the extent that they lmpoc a burden on density 

bo11111 ;Ptvjcct$ pcater tll&n that imposed on other coasw n:aidenlial dcvdopme.nta, compel 
~cles lD v1oWo Che pn~vlstoas at HCdon 65008. That awu&a banslocalit*, i.n tho 
exerclsc of their plannin1 and toning powen. from discrimi.narin1 ap.ins~ a ruidential 
development because of its irltended ~cupaney by persons of low· and m~i.ncomG 
houcbolds.. The entire purpose of the density bonus law is ~ pr.oyldc bo"'$Ul' for auch 
Jroups. The .'tlilber ~4Jlmposc:d ·Oft d~ty bonus projects by tho .. Commlssion are 

'Oe.,'\. J.. \\~~ ~&~Otf,t. o\o ~ ..:-
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&ood examples 'of the kind of di~mil1alOrY treatment 5eetion 65008 seeks to ban. 

Authmit)' of tbe C~!W Cammbsion to Im"'se the Required Proyj.sions 

By. imposing the proposed provisions, du~ Coastal Coritmbslon ~s to assume w.t it 
tw the powor to do what 1\tblic .. ~urqe,s Code. section 300(J1 de::irly states it cannOt do: 
exempt J.ncalitic:s from the obligations of state law: specif'J.Cally the density bonus law and. 
incidently • sections 6S008 and 65590. : Nothing in the Coastal Act, including any power·. 
snuned to Chc Commission; allows for such exemption whalsoever, cweu in .M'therance of the 
poUclu or the Act. · The houdna staNtes impose certain obllgationa on lcw:allties and to some 
ex11:nt provides l«alltlts with the specific authority to effectively mc:ct those obllpuons. 
Thu.t, lDcQl soverlJIMms 5haU establish procedures for implemcntlna 4ensity \lonus 
requirements and for modlfytng development stand.ards which inhibit the use of the density 
boll\lS (I 65915, subd. (d)) and loco./ gowrtJI'IJlntS shall utilize density bonuses to assist in the 
development of new and replaQOment hou'in& in the coastal zone (f 65590, subd. (d)). In 
fact, the Com.ml.ssion is expressly prohibited by Public R.esources Code section 30C.H 1 fror n 
revitwing the actiona taken..by localities under section 65$90, No similar bat is needed 
undc-J density bonus law in that the Commission has no speclflc authority to cxer:cise under 
that staNte. ~ 

The general justifications offered for the imposition of the Jequired provisions are 
1) to en.aure compllanee with eoa.stal zone orclinances and LCP development restrictions, t.nd 
2) pro&ec;tion of coasW resau.rces. The broad goals and polioiea set. fonh in me Coastal Ac:t 
and implom.imted througti tho LCP process eannot, however, sezve as o. .erounds to over.rkc 
cho ~pCQ11ic, ma.ndato.ry provisions of the density bonus law and related statutes. Wbil.8 a.uy, 
increuci in development d~t.y in the eoutal mno may potentially conftict with ona or more 
of.~ sta&ed aoaJs or policies"or the Coastal Act. deaislty bonus law mandatea incrcucct 
~ty throuJhout the state. with no exception provided for the eoutal zone, ·· 

Under Public Re50\ltces Code section 30512.2, the Commission's review o£ an LCP 
Is limited to its administndvo detcnninition that the LCP does, or does not, COZifonn to the 
te4ultemoots or chapter 3, which sets forth a nl.lmber of mostly broad coastal policies. 
hbUQ Roaou:ces Code section 30S12.2 further specifu:ally provides that the Commission has 
no autbori.ty: 

• ••• to diminish or abrldac the authorit)' of a local aovcmmc.nt to adopt and 
CJtabllah, by ordinance, the p~ content of its land use plan. • 

.. • 

.. 
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' . 
Tho P-toY:..sions· prQpc,~ for the Torrey l1nes LCP not only contravene. ma.ndatoey 

hoU&inE s~tcs, but also appear to bo: in conflict with specific Umlts otl ·the Commission's 
authority.· 

We would be iutppy to discus this w.a.trer with you further and tJ work with the 
Commi.saion \o develop a pollcy which recognbes the need for local discretion to impleme 1t 
tM density bonus suture eonsht.ent with eoa..<1al zone poll~es and the pro~tion of coastal 
resou.n:cs. Please feel frtt4! to contz.ct either me or l\fark R. Lovington, Senior Staff Couruel, 

- at 916-323-7277. 

cc: Etne&t Freeman, City of Sa.n Dioco 
Myles Pomeroy. City of San Dieeo 

'" ..... --. •• Acoata 
ounsel\Ocpvty Director 

Cathy Creswell. Housini &: Policy Development, HCD 
Mark R. Lovington, Senior Staff Counsel 
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Mr. Tim Coyle 
Director, Department of Housinq and 

co.aunity Development 
1800 Third str•at Room 435 
Saoramonto, CA. t5814 

Dear Mr. Coyle: 

August 11, 1995 

The City of san Dieqo Planninq Department ia requeatinq the 
assistance of the Department of Housing and Community Development 
in respondi~g to language which the coastal couission is proposinq 
to add to the City ot San Diego's Torrey Pines CoDunity Plan 
reqardinq the State Aftordable Housinq Density Bonus program. (The 
Coastal Commission's proposed language is attached with this 
letter). 

The Torrey Pines community Plan was considerect by the Coastal 
commission at ita July meeting in Long Beach, but vas continued to 
the October meetinq in san Dieqo, due to a number ot unresolved 
i&&Uaa, including tha density bonus program. 

Briefly, the Coaatal Commission aaams to be asking for lan9uago 
which aa laulata& ma~i•um t aaaibla dansi ty to take into 
consideration environmental constraints that have the ettect of 
reducing th• aaxiaum number of dwelling units which can be 
accommodated on-site. This langua9e is inconsistent not only with 
the City of San Oieqo's local ordinance regarding the methodology 
for calculatinq maximum allowable density, but also appears to be 
inconsi•tent with the state Density Bonus statute, as amended. 

We have received from Linda Wheaton of your office a copy of a 
latter from HCD to the Coastal Commission dated August 31 1 1994 
(attached) which appears to support the City's position. 

we would appreciate it if the Department ot Housing and Community 
Development could. review the languaqe prol)osed by the coastal 
Commis&ion and provide ua in writing with your department's 
interpretation of the Coastal commission language and the 
conaiat•ncy with the state D•n•ity Bonu• •tatut•. 

It poaaible, it would also be beneficial it a member ot the HCD. .. 
leqal statt knowlad;eable about this issue could testify at t.~ ~
Coastal commission hearinq in October. Althouqh the actual da 

C.i~v'S lETTE.Q. -lb ~;t. o-f JfC.'l) · • 
DIVERSITY 
~ US AU. TOOETlfi 
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ha• not been scheduled yat, it will ooour between October 10-13 •• 
We recognize that bud9et and other work priorities could make 
attendance at the meeting difficult, but it would be helpful in 
landing added weiqht to the City's position. 

Plea•• teal tree to contact Myles Pomeroy or the Planninq 
Oepart.ent at (619) 235-5219, it you have any quaations regarding 
thia reqUest or if you wi•h to discuss this matter over the phone. 

Sincerely, 

Ernest Freaan 
Planning Director 
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(R-95-708) 

RESOLUTION NUMBER R- 285183 
J. '"'l ADOPTED ON . .~-"{\ 1 0 l~:J 

WHEREAS, on September 8, 1994, the Planning Commission of 

The City of San Diego held public hearings for the purpose of 

considering a comprehensive update to the Torrey Pines Community 

Plan and associated amendments to the Progress Guide and General 

Plan and North City Loca~ Coastal Program and adoption o~~~ne 

Torrey Pines Public Facilities Financing Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the Torrey Pines Community Plan is a comprehensive 

revision of the 1975 Torrey Pines Community Plan; and 

WHER~S, the Torrey Pines Community Plan Update includes 

application of rezgnes and categorical exclusion, which a~e 

indicated on Zone Maps C-860 and C-866 to implement the goals and 

objectives of the plan; and 

WHEREAS, Council Policy 600-7 provides that public hearings 

to consider revisions to the. Progress Guide and General Plan for 

the City of San Diego may be scheduled concurrently with public 

hearings on proposed community plans in order to retain 

consistency between said plans and the Planning Commission has 

held such concurrent public hearings; and · 

WHEREAS, the Council of The City of san Diego has considered 

all maps, exhibits and written documents contained in the file 

for this project on record in The City of San Diego, and has 

-PAGE 1 OF 3-
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considered the oral presentations given at the public hearing; 

and 

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Council of The City of San Diego, 

that it hereby adopts the comprehensive update of the Torrey 

P~nes Community Plan and associated amendments to the North City 

Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan, and recision of the 1975 

Torrey Pines community Plan. 

'BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Council hereby adopts an 

amendment to the Progress Guide and General Plan for The City of 

San Diego to incorporate the above updated plan. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Council hereby adopts the 

Torrey Pines Public Facilities Financing Plan. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Council hereby adopts the 

associated open space rezonings and categorical exclusion as 

shown on Zone Maps C-860 and C-866, respectively~~ 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Council of The City of San 

Diego finds that this comprehensive update of the plan is 

consistent with the City adopted Regional Growth Management 

strategy, and directs the City Clerk to transmit a copy of this 

resoiution to SANDAG in its capacity as the Regional Planning and 

Growth Management Review Board. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the comprehensive update of the 

plan, including the associated amendment to the Progress Guide 

and General Plan and rezonings, will become effective upon 

-PAGE 2 OF 3-
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California coastal Commission certification of the amendments, as 

submitted, to the Local coastal Program. 

APPROVED: JOHN W. WITT, City Attorney 

By 
Harold o. v~l 
Chief Deputy City Attorney 

HOV:ps 
10/28/94 
or.Dept:Plan. 
R-95-708 
Form=r-t 

C. \T'{ o? ~AU '"b\ EG-e:> L-C.? A **' :2.. -CiS A 
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FEB a 9 1S9S 

COfdMUNITY PLA!'fNJHG 

1Pi:;:') 
ORDINANCE NUMBER 0-____ ~ __ v_~ __ v_-____ _ 

(0-95-62) 

(NEW SERIES) 

ADOPTED ON 
. ,. •\· ·) ,-1 

I. . •• :) 1,.._1 :· ... .... . '"" ..... ... 
t ..... · ... .,. 

AN ORDINANCE INCORPORATING VARIOUS OPEN SPACE 
PROPERTIES WITHIN THE TORREY PINES COMMUNITY 
PLANNING AREA, IN THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO, 
CALIFORNIA, INTO THE OS-R AND OS-OSP ZONES, 
AS DEFINED BY SAN DIEGO MUNICIPAL CODE 
SECTION 101.0405, AND REPEALING THE PRIOR 
ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO INSOFAR 
AS THE SAME CONFLICT HEREWITH 

. 
BE IT ORDAINED, by the Council of The City of San Diego, as 

follows: 

Section 1. That various open space properties and portions 

of properties described as San Dieguito River Regional Park, 

Crest Canyon, Torrey Pines State Reserve Extension, and Los 
--

Penasquitos Lagoon in the Torrey Pines Community Planning Area, 

in the City of San Diego, California, within the boundary of the 

district designated "A-l-10", "A-l-l", "R1-40000", "Rl-20000", 

"R1-lOOOO", "R1-6000", "R1-5000", or "M-lA" on Zone Map Drawing 

No. C-860, filed in the office of the City Clerk as Document No. 

oo- 1 B 15 ~~ , be, and they are hereby incorporated into the OS-R 

and OS-OSP zones, as such zones are described and defined by San 

Dieqo Municipal Code section 101.0405. 

Section 2. That the following ordinances of The City of 

San Diego be and they are hereby repealed insofar as the same 

conflict herewith. 
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Ordinance Number 

13455 
8341 
8485 
9026 

'10936 
11088 
12158 

(New Series) 
(New Series) 
(New Series) 
(New Series) 
(New Series) 
(New Series) 

Adoption Date 

February 15, 1932 
August 26, 1960 
June 26, 1961 
May 29, 1964 
September 5, 1972 
June 21, 1973 
October 5, 1977 

Section J. This ordinance shall take effect and be in 

force on the thirtieth day from and after its passage, and no 

building permits for development inconsistent with the provisions 

of this ordinance shall be issued unless application therefor was 

made prior to the date of adoption of this ordinance. 

Section 4. The provisions of this ordinance shall not be 

applicable within the Coastal Zone until the thirtieth day 

following the date the California Coastal Commission 

unconditionally certifies this ordinance as a Local Coastal 
·-· .. 

Program amendment. If this ordinance is not certified, or is 

certified with suggested modifications by the California Coastal 

Commission, the provisions of this ordinance shall be null and 

void for the area within the coastal Zone . 

. 
APPROVED: JOHN W. WITT, City Attorney _.,... 

By 
Harold o. Valderhau 
Chief Deputy City Attorney 

HOV:ps 
10/31/94 
Or.Dept:Plan. 
0-95-62 
Form=o+t 

C.\\\( OF 'SA~ b\E.Go L.C.~A ~~-Cf5A 
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9:42 SCORE BILL TRVEBLOOD 

January 19. 199~ 

Cba.innnn Cat'l L. Williams rutd Coastm Comm!aeion('!rn 
Cslifomia Coastal Co~nm~ssioa 
4.5 Fremont Strec~ Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94!05-2219 

1481892~ 

i 

I 
1 
I 

, I 
' ' 
I 
I 
l 
I 

i 
I 

Re: Torrey Pines Corrull ,:tity Plan, 14 l.!.f;f~ Zonin£l Chn:n,c_;~ proposed
1
by 7.1.nd District Ap,-icuJturl'\1 AR&o.::i:Ji0 . 

' De1!r dtainntm V/iniams ami (\nnm.isdon~rB: 
I 

This letter is to oppo~•ttllie proposal oftb.~ 22nrl Disl.rict ~·lc~~ttlrtJ'Aasociation tQ rt'zone 14 at:rt.'!l in tht> 
floodplait:! .-,ftll~ San Di~~guiJ:o '"''f' Va.H~y t·om O!J~n Spac~/ R·~l;r~t~tion to Commercia! Rocr1HUivn. Th\: 
Torre(! Pin~s Corr.mw,~~Y· .?Ian n-:mroved b"l t.'lc Sno D£e'Jo Ci!<, Cr-)w.1di! des!~!lal:er. t'le :>.tea ru; Open ~oac~·; 

.} '• 4 .., ._. J ~ *.M A .. 

R~~.:..rcati on. 
l 

In addition, the fo '\~win.:,:: org::..n.V.ation.s stuclit!cl !!1e re:~·1Ht propos~! n~fthe 22nd District J\cricultun:J 
.Aailocia.tion ~'l'lC vo·:eJ t,) !\fl.~~~~ the :::ouiu;~ ch?nge ~'' Con'~r. ·""i.'lal R4<'rentiotL: 
!. The Tom"v Pines C'om;m.mitv :"1w .. d~ 1~il9.rd ! 
2. T'ile Citizens Advisory Cotr:rh':tee oft!Jt'! -s.~n Dir.."g~·ito RiY""' v~uJ), Re~ionnl Opim Spru:e Pm-k 
3. Th1) Joint Powers Auth.orHv .,~~th~> Sa.IU D~t.·guito Riv~·r Vg!! . .;o~,· R~gi,onnl Op~n SnllC0 Pnrl· 

c • ... • \ . .. ·-

Since llie- ru-ea.:iuvo~vt~d !s whllin the Fo·:u .. 'leC ?lawting h.ceu of the S;m !.)~l.'guito River Vif!Iey Re.~im1...: Op~n 
Spaco .Park it wou~d b~ consttl;i•nt •Ari.ch ih' o0Je:ct.iv~.•.a und -..·:t;io;-r i0.~·~.,1Lth~;uv:e¥J !n..V~N.~!!r •. :?:t.c:tl~.,;. 
!''-.lt!f..D.D~~-L~;:.l.f!!.jtr.ti:!6ti~-r..~'f-:.t n1t..•· ·.~.:.:JJ£ .. ~~.r..n.t.i..o!t...j¥-~~~t>::.:-.. t~:i:'tJ}JJ.•Ji~!"'3~md..v.Z~If'--'.:~: .. rt 
!!f...t.hi:..I-ti.\'.m:' :P ;~rk_ ~.tl.:;.:.l,~ .. ·~m.:~L·-lt.O,!t1:.•:;~:.r.l: .. : f}.~:=-t~.:·~h"n:'tt:·J:!.. l 

l 

l 

C t·-'C ... <:<t~T·' • l h . 1C '·'R ' ·• '. 0119 .w omm.~t~:i!Ofi .:~&I .. ~1L• oci:n pro:)o9:!},S to c tt~18e tl: e zon:r.;; to, ommerrtP..t ecreahon w:tn reHI. Ldl .Jn. 
that only_t.hC\r.;e usca cons;.:1te:nt w:•'. /ifif.{;.,.!-tun;J Zon:~~ ~·\·1 vc j'fmtl.itt~d. E.owe-v;:·r~ the new zonij~r~ ~ock: up J.., .. 
is changing zone c!t:.futit;ons, HO l!Uc'l'. ;~ zcu;: l.VO!.!~d no :t•r::s•:r e.v,;::Jt by;:n::- time the le~Bt"S forth~ pTl.·s~·nt \)LlcovJ 

r ~"e hQn1•t 1 t::,.., ·fg H' -!,..!,.~. "'""''1 P ~ ,.,:,,"' ,. .• ,, ,;,.. "" :,.,,' p ... > ...4o k..- ~!1 ~ • ,...... ~~··l~' C· ,.. ..,. ..... · ,. , t .... a... . .L ... o .. C\ "~.-: ... .. If:, .. . g .. , ,e-r,.l" ,..(, ... ~, ~ ..... ~···"'P~ .. 111 ••• ~;:,ne.i',· :,.uec ... l(1UI" yer, ... n t . t1 ·J,;11.,~;,, '"· 

.RecreationrJ Zon·.:!"'•: a.·h ~.,-.:J could <.1'·1v :.,~!! m~~t" ~h:·ough nhote! "·~ ~i.m~ s :!!re with nceens to ~l~,;,h u:K::J 1 1:\J 
• .. "' • , ' ..... .. ... flO"¥ • .. J • J ' • , ... 1 

restr'C'·nt> •b"'lr'"'"' fo •·..:. ,...!, .... 1,, O' r!-o.:. ,,.,,.,.! ' ... ., "···uJd •••J·1· V·' '"'s••r··s ··· ,. "'-'1'r •n<·· ···· "CC""" (<- •· • \.~_.~ • 6\,: 4 \.,: •• _\,..· • ;,"l,_.l,;. •J4 .. D 4 ""'4"" .;..,;oy-~\f'~• ---.t.O lll"'"t'V , i- vt· ... } ... .., "f4 y.-.~L ill.,\\.0• • 1.·~!"•\.' ...,+JJ ~ .. · •• ~ .... t:.>..;a, ....; 1•• .. 

rer•,:rem"n'·•· u.r:.h,, <":·.;-· n;el.!'' \-·.,.,.,.; ... · .. ~ r"·1 ~· "'tac~l~d) -.,t...... _, v .. ...., ... .. ·-· ....... ..., -. Pv - "''-· .. •""'· •· ._ ........ -·· . • .\ 

The-ref'Jre, \t ia irnpc:r :. ·1t ~"ru t'te desi;;r..~·~ I)U of Opt"n Spa.ct:/Rt":~·rePJ<>::-t be ~:runtruned :-.. ? ori::,i.n.?!ly doJi;~.J.li.·,. 
in the up6!1.e ofth:.~ Torrl:'y !· ~.-. •!J C'oir'~'.'-'~ity :P:.....:.. ·' ':u:·.!d by 1:.rJ ~~·~-.Diego · ... ":J Cot·:uci!. 

Letter& o~ 
Oppo,.i -fi OY"\ 
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Save Evetyone's Access 

P.O. Box 620 
La Jolla, CA 92038-0620 

Received at Co . . 
Meet· '""Hs.'Sion . '"e 

Chairman Carl L. Williams and Commissioners 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

10 October 1995 

Subject: CORRECTION to SEA 9 October Letter re San Diego Local 
Coastal Program Amendment No. 2-95-A (Torrey Pines), Staff 
Report of 28 Sep 95. Agenda Item 12c, Commission Hearing of 10 
Oct95 

Dear Chairman Williams and Commissioners: 

As SEA's spokesman said at subject hearing, please correct for the record SEA's 9 
October letter on the Torrey Pines LCP as follows: 

Page 2, Recommendation 14 (5th paragraph): Recommend deleting the word 
"height" from last sentence, inasmuch as the 30-foot height limit was imposed by 
an Initiative (Propositionf ID and cannot be changed without a vote of the 
people. 

Sincerely ~~~ 
Richard Smith 
Secretary 
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Save Evayone's Access ~:,. ......... ~-----

P.O. Box 620 9 October 1995 
La Jolla. CA 92038-0620 

Chairman Carl L. Williams and Commissioners 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Subject: San Diego Local Coastal Program Amendment No. 2-95-A (Torrey 
Pines), staff report of 28 Sep 95, Agenda Item llc, Commission 
Hearing of 10 Oct 95 

Dear Chairman Williams and Commissioners: 

SEA strongly supports Commission staff recommendations against widening of 
roads abutting Los Penasquitos Lagoon, for reasons given in our 10 Jul 95 letter. 

SEA congratulates the staff on their comprehensive staff report of 28 September. 
We support all staff recommendations, pages 7-19 of th~ report, with four 
exceptions: 
• Recommendation 8: Delete the following sentence: IB et=Eier te impfeve die 

le·!el of serviee at die iflterseelios of NeRh ToffE!Y Piftes Roae aBEl CB:ABel 
Vall~' R~ael, aB: aelelitiosal BOrth aol:Hlel lime will ae PfO'AEleEi from Ton=ey 
Pises Park Road te die l>olHldan' of the Ctty's jllrisEiietioB." Reasons: 
widening North Torrey Pines Road at this location would adversely impact 
Del Mar (which opposes the widening and owns most of the bridge over the 
RR as well as the North Torrey Pines Road/Carmel Valley Road intersection.) 
It would also severely impact beach access and jam Carmel Valley Road and 
Sorrento Valley Road, which cannot be widened without adverse impacts on 
wetlands. Finally, it is premature to consider this road-widening because the 
City of San Diego has not completed the environmental review (public 
comment on the proposed Negative Declaration isn't due until 6 November. 

• Recommendation 9: The bridge over Penasquitos Creek likewise should not 
be widened, for reasons given above and because of potential impacts to the 
lagoon. Instead, distances between the new bridge support spans should be 
increased to lessen impacts on the lagoon. 
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• Recommendation 14 (5th paragraph): Recommend deleting the word 
"height" from last sentence, inasmuch as the 30-foot height limit was imposed 
by an Initiative (Proposition A) and cannot be changed without a vote of the 
people. 

• Recommendation 18: We oppose rezoning of the 14-acre Via de la Valle/I-
5 site to commercial/recreational, for reasons stated in the 8 Sep 95 letter from 
the Friends of the San Dieguito River Valley. We support rezoning this 
property to open space/recreational. 

Sincerely 

Richard Smith 
Secretary 



STATE OfW CAUFORNA • RESOURC:I!S AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
San Diego Coast District 
9609 Waples Street, Suite 200 
san Diego, California 92121 
(619)642-4200 FAJ<(619)642-4222 

Ms. Diana Lilly, Coastal Planner 
California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

October 6, 1995 

P!T1! WII.SON, G<M!mot" 

cALIFORNIA 
·c·AST.Al CO~I'.MISSION 

SA~ uiEGO .COAST DISTRICT 

Subject: San Diego LCP Amendment No. 2-95-A (Torrey Pines) 

Dear Ms. Lilly: 

The California Department ofParks Recreation owns significant portions ofPenasquitos 
Lagoon. This ownership is mco~:porated into Torrey Pines State Reserve. 

· · · The propoSed Local Coastal Program Amendment No. 2-96-A includes proposals for-lliree 
road widenings which have the potential for impacts to the wetlands resources in State Park 
ownership. These roads proposed for widening are North Torrey Pines Road, Carmel Valley Road 
and Sorrento Valley Road. 

While the Department ofParks and Recreation does not have any objection to the widening 
of these roads, we are concerned that the proposed improvements could require fill of wetlands 
contained within the preserve. Filling wetlands for the widening of roadways would not ordinarily be 
consistent with State Park policies. Therefore, we feel that the Commission's approval of policies 
that would allow the widening of these roadways should also discourage fill of wetlands, particularly 
wetlands in State Park ownership. 

EFN:cb 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

?-:J II rtJ.A-J_ 
Jid:illNavarro 
District Superintendent 
San Diego Coast District 



October 6, 1995 

22ND DISTRICT AGRICULTURAL ASSOCIATION 
SlitU.' of California 

Chairman CarlL. Williams and Honorable Commissioners 
California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIF.(;~ I=:C'IA~T DISTRICT 

SUBJECT: MAJOR AMENDMENT 2-95A/TORREY PINES COMMUNITY 
PLAN LCP AMENDMENT, CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

Dear Chairman Williams and Honorable Commissioners: 

·-The 22nd District Agricultural Association respectfully requests that the 
Commission DEFER CERTIFICATION of the portion of the proposed 
amendment to the Torrey Pines Community segment of the City of San Diego 
Local Coastal Program (LCP) that affects the 22nd District's property, known as 
the "Surf & Turf", for the following reasons: 

1. As a state owned facility of regional importance in the coastal zone, the 
Del Mar Fairgrounds and Racetrack present important land use, conservation 
and development issues that become severely complicated by multiple local 
jurisdictions. The Coastal Act recognizes this jurisdictional complication by 
providing for the preparation of Public Works Plans for state-owned property 
in the coastal zone. The 22nd District submitted a draft Public Works Plan to 
the Commission in 1990, which upon certification, would have served as the 
"LCP" for the 22nd District's property. 

The Commission staff indicated that the District's unique situation as a state 
agency with its property located entirely within an area of the Commission's 
original jurisdiction, raises important policy and procedural issues that are 
apparently not addressed in the regulations enacted for administration of the 
Coastal Act. Consequently, Commission staff asked the District to hold its 
processing of the Public Works Plan in abeyance until these issues are 

:!::!t-~1 lim my Dur;!llll.' 1\,'ttk\ arJ • [ld ~tar. (alilc,miJ 92014· 2:! ll' 
TELH'lk'~l. t'l9i7S5·lll'l.29t'·l441 + f.\X 619· 755-78::!0 
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October 6,1995 
Chairman Carl L. Williams 
Page Two 

resolved, and/ or we jointly develop an alternative policy vehicle for the 22nd 
District's long range coastal planning. 

As a result, the District feels particularly "at risk", and that the City of San 
Diego's certified Land Use Plan should properly reflect the District's separate 
jurisdictional status, which is statutory in nature, and be responsive to the 
land use, development, and resource policy issues that affect the District. 

2. The City of San Diego has not addressed these jurisdictional issues in 
the proposed LCP Amendment, and the currently recommended 
modifications do not address the 22nd District's concerns. 

3. Ultimately, permit authority rests with the California Coastal 
Commission, because the property is located within an area designated as the 
Commission's original jurisdiction. The Commission has previously 
recognized that the District's unique situation as a state agency with its 
property located entirely within an area of the Commission's original 
jurisdiction, raises important:_policy and procedural issues with respect. to 
implementation of the Coastal Act. 

Conclusion 

The 22nd District therefore respectfully requests that the Commission DEFER 
CERTIFICATION of the portion of the proposed amendment to the Torrey 
Pines Community segment of the City of San Diego Local Coastal Program 
{LCP) that affects the 22nd District's property, known as the "Surf & Turf", 
until such time as the 22nd District, the City of San Diego, and the 
Commission's staff have adequate opportunity to resolve these important 
development, resource conservation and jurisdictional issues. 

Thank you· for your positive consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 

22ND DISTRICT AGRICULTURAL ASSOCIATION 

/~~ 
t/!:~~cia A. Butler 

District Planner 
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October 4, 1995 

Honorable Chairman CarlL. Wtlliams and Commissioners 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105·2219 

Ro: San Diogo LCP ~ ~-95-A (ToiTCY Pines) Item 12c, Agenda Oc+..ober 10, 1995 

Honorable Chairman Williams and Commissioners: 

Since I may be unable to attend tho aoaion doa1iog with tho above project, I am writing again in relation 
to tho designation of tho fourtoen acres belonging to tho 22nd district Agricultural Association. 

If tho designation is chan,ged to Comrnercial/R.ecreation as staff supports, the present visitor-serving recreation 
would·bouuablo to continuo, since that zono does not pormit such uses unless they ue an accossory to a hotel 
or motel aod ~ntored fhmugb their space. (See San Diego Mlmicipal Code No. 101.0421.1,. ~d). 

Organizatioa& which have voted to support a designation of Open Space/ Rec.reatiomd, ra!her t!:um 
Comlll='cialJRecmstional include tho CitizoDS Advisory Commjttco oftbc San Dieguito Rogioual Open 
Space Park, tho Tor:roy Pinos Cormmm~ Pbmning Board, Friends of the San Dieguito River Valley, 
Sa.vo Ever;yono's Access(SEA), aod tho Water Resources Committee ofthe Sierra Club. 

... ·~ 

It is uudCistood by those orgaDizatioDs that tho prosoni visitor-serving uses would b.e:able to contimo Ul'lder 
the Open Spaoe/Rcc:reati.onal designation and would preclude the use of tho property for hotels or gambling 
casinos when the pRSCDt leases ruu. out in 1999. 

My second concom deals with the widening of the North Torrey Pines Road (Old 101) Bridge over Los 
Pe!IBSqUitos Lagoon. It is agreed that the length of tho opening of the Los Penasquitos Lagoon must bo 
increased by wider spacing oftb.e support pillars for the new bridge. However, this does not mean that .,.;,.dtlt 
in hmes is:D~CSS&l'Y· Coastal Commissioo staff is not beiDg consistem in saying no encroachment into tho 
lagoon, and now supportiDg widonillg of1ho bridge lanes. A widened bridge requires more supports,. closer 
totp6or, to support tho incn'tased to~ and also enoroadune.ot into the ·beach area or tho lagoon. Tho new 
bridge should have wider spacing of supports to enlmp the mouth of the Penasquitos Lagoon, but the 
incroaso in lanes and width will serve only to draw more drive-tbt·ough traffic md impedo beach access. 

'1bank you for your attention to these mattors. 

Sinc""'lyyonrs~ 1 C 
//7 ----· /. ~ '-....._ ) 
(1:/~!/~-v~~ 
opal Trueblood 
13014 Caminito dol Rocio 
Dol Mar, CA 92014-3606 



§101..0421.1 SAN DmGO MUNICIPAL CODE 

.- ;7101-0421.1 CR Zone (CommEtrclal Rec· the grou.n--d-floo-r.~=======--_--
teaticm) 3. Private clubs, lodges and fraternal organiza. 

A. PURPOSE AND INTENT tiona. 
The CR Zone ia primarily intended to provide 4. Restaurants and bars with incidental enter. 

for establishments catering to the lodging, dining t~;nmtont and dancinll. 
and recreational needs of tourists Wld others. 5. Theaters (indoor only). 

• '1'hezefore, the CR Zone will1.18'Willy be placed acija- 6. Any other uae which the Planning Commis. 
cent to main tourist routes, interstate highways, sion determines, in accordance with· "Process 
~or recreational areas, and important tourist Four", to be similar in character to the uses 
attractions. including accessory uses, enumerated in this sec: 

·· Tbis zone seeks to encourage development tion and consistent with the purpose and intent or 
characterized by a diversity of rec:National facili. this zone. The Planning Commission's date:rmina-
ties, spaciousness, attractive landscaping and tion shall be 51ed. with the office of the City Clerk. 
ample oft'-street parking areas. 7. Accessory uses for a:ny of the foregoing per-

. B. PERMl'Tl'ED USES m.itted uses, including but not limited to the fol-
In the CR Zone, no building or improvement, or lowing: 

portion thereof shall be erected. constructed, con· a. Business aervieee customarily catering to 
verted, estabHsheci. altered or eulargod, nor shall hotel and motel guests and apartment occupants. 
any premisee be used except for one or more of' the These may include sales of newspapers and maga.· 
following purposes: zines, tobacco and packaged liquor; barber and 

1. Hotela, motels and time-share projects. beauty shops; florists and gift shops; agencies for 
2.Apartm.ents, provided they are not located on laundering, dry cluning and pressb:lg; agencies 

for tickets, travel and car rentals. 
MC lo-65 b. Swimming pools, gymnasiums and health 

centers and tenDia, badminton, volleyball and aim· 
ilar courts only when accessory to hotels and 
mtJrela. 

c. On-premises signs Ccmstru.cted., fabricated, 
erected, installed, attached, fastened, placed. posi· 
tioned, operated and abated in accordance with . 
the regulations as set forth in Chapter X. Article l, 
Division ll, and Chapter IX, Article 5, Division 1 
of this Code. 

C. SPECIAL REGtll.ATIONS 
1. All accessory uses shall be located in the 

same building as the permitted use or uses which 
they serve. There shall be no entranee to ~ sach 
acceaaor,y ua.- except through a foyer, coart, lobby, 
patio or other aimila:r area. However, Deitber of the 
foregoing regulations shall be applicable to aigDs 
or accessory uses exclusively serving outdoor rec
reational activities. The eombined gross fioor area 
of all accessory uses on any premiaes shall not 
exceed. 25 percent of the gross ftoor area ofthe per
mitted uses. 

2. No mec:b.a.mcal equipment, tank, duct, eleva
tor enclosure, cooling tower or mechanical ventila
tor shall be erected, ·conatructed, maintained or 
altered anywhere on the premises unless all such 
equipment and appurtenances are contained 
within a completely enclosed penthoase or other 
portion of a builamg having walla and roof'a with 
construction and appearance similar to the mam 
building. - ------- / 



Ms. Diana Lilly 

TORREY PINES COMMUNITY PLANNING GROUP 
PROJECT REVIEW COMMITTEE 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

Re: Proposed zoning change for the parcel known as "Surf &Turf" 

Dear Ms. Lilly; 

~ 
OCT 0 3 189S 

CAUFORI-.iiA 
._:oASTA~ COMMISSION 

:3M~ Oii::GO COA~T DiSTRICT 

The Torrey Pines Community Planning Group Project Review Committee met on 
September 28, 1995 and discussed the proposed zoning change of the "Surf &Turf" 14 
acre parcel to Commercial/Recreational . By unanimous vote the committee opposed this 
change of zoning. All members felt strongly that the Community Plan was correct in 
recommending the zoning change to Open Space/Recreational ifthere were to be a change 
at all. This designation allows the current use without allowing other uses which all felt 
were contrary to the premises of the Community Plan and detrimental to the area. The 
zoning designation _gf Commercial/Recreational would allow development of large 
commercial projects~ to an already impacted area. Basic to the goals of The Torrey Pines 
Community Planning Group Plan is the preservation of the natural resources and 
enhancement of the environmentally sensitive areas. When our Plan was revised, the San 
Diego City Staff recommended the Open Space/Recreational zoning to be the most 
appropriate to maintain the existing uses without further impacting a sensitive river mouth. 

We urge you to consider the detrimental effect more development and traffic would have 
in this unique, sensitive area. Thank you for your attention. 

Yours very truly, 
(} '\ ' 
eit(_~ !. ;l~c/...( 

Ellen E. Diehl 
Chairman, Project Review Committee 



c.~. ~i ;~ ~;~~ ;~<;, •. 
22ND DISTRICT AGRICULTURAL ASSOCIATION 

State of California 
COASTAL C0Miv11S-::'·'"'~' 

SAN DIEGO COAST ols'~~;CT 

September 22, 1995 

Ms. Diana Lilly 
California Coastal Commission 
San Diego Coast Distric.i: Office 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

SUBJECT: TORREY PINES COMMUNITY PLAN LCP AMENDMENT, 
CITY OF SAN DffiGO 

Dear Ms. Lilly: 

With reference to the 22nd District Agricultural Association's previous 
request for modification of the portion of the proposed amendment to the 
Torrey Pines Community segment of the City of San Diego Local Coastal 
Program (LCP) that affects the 22nd District's property, I would like to clarify 
several points: 

1. The 22nd District concurs with the Staff recommendation that the Land 
Use Plan should be modified to designate the 14 acres currently developed 
with active commercial recreation f"cilities, as "Commercial Recreation", as 
requested in our April 19, 1995 letter and indicated your June 28, 1995 Staff 
Report. 

2. Our original request did not specifically address zoning; we assumed 
the City would apply an appropriate zone in the subsequent implementing 
ordinances which would allow the commercial recreation use. 

3. The 22nd District hereby requests that Staff consider an additional 
modicifcatoin that should be made to the Torrey Pines LCP, as follows: 

2~60Jimmy Durante B~.,ule\·ard • Del.\\ar. Calif.:>rn!a 9~014-~~16 
TELEPHO\E. 619 755-1161. 296-1441•F.~X. 6!9 755-7820 

THE SOL"THER\ C.\Lif('R\1.', E\rc'SiTiO\ 

-



September 22, 1995 
Ms. Diana Lilly 
Page Two 

• Any text and/ or maps in the Land Use Plan that refer to the 
District's property should clearly indicate that permit authority rests with the 
California Coastal Commission, because the property is located within the 
area desigated as the Commission's original jurisdiction. 

Thank you for your assistance. 

Yours truly, 

22ND DISTRICT AGRICULTURAL ASSOCIATION 

%~(~ 
tli:!rict Planner 

enclosure 

cc: Mike Westlake, City of San Diego 
Bill Blair, 22nd DAA 



Friends of the 

San Dieguito River v.al~ey 

Deborah Lee, Assistant District Director 

P.O. Box gn • Del Mar. CA 92014·0973 
FAX: 61Q·259·0759 

September 8, 1995 

California Coastal Commission, San Diego Coast Office 
3111 Camino del Rio Nonh #200 

· · San Diego, CA 92108-1725 

Re: Torrey Pines Community Plan Amendment 
(City of San Diego) 

Dear Ms. Lee: 

CAUfi)RNIA 
COA r; l'llt CUt.~M; :iS ION 

SAN i.>ltG0 C0A~T DISIRICT 

We wish to state our objections to the modification to San Diego's LCP requested by the 
22nd District Agricultural Association. 

As others have pointed out, the uses pennitted by right under the requested zone change 
to "Commercial Recreation, would change the nature of the existing uses to much more 
urban, intense indoor uses (adult entertainment, hotels, apartments, bars, liquor shops, 
etc). We assume also that it would permit by right their desired gambling casino. These 
uses might be toleratlld in another area, but not in the floodplain next to the lagoon. -
Intense uses such as the above are incompatible with the floodplain site, and detrimental to 
the river and wedands, to the Edison restoration project, and and to character of the 
region. They would worsen the already difficult time people have of accessing the coast, 
by drastically increasing ttaftic congestion. Cumulative impacts would be severe. 

On behalf of the 400 Friends of SDRV members who care about the visual and biological 
resources of the San Dieguito River Valley and of the coasdine, we ask you to oppose this 
change. 

~erel~, 1 f' . 
~(C_~· ;{;-.~/c.,_. A_ A~ce G · nd, President 

~) 
Lorraine Rouse, Treasurer 

For the Board of DirectOrs 
· Friends of the San Dieguito River Valley 

cc Mike Westlake 
Mayor Abarbanel, Del Mar 



Aue-t 17, 1905 

Ms. Deborah Lee, Assistant District Director 
California Coastal Commission, San Diego Coast Office 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICi 

Re: Ton-ey Pines COIDIIDlllly Plan: 22nd District Agricultural Association Proposed Zoning Chan8e 

Dear Ms. Lee: 

This letter is to voice concerDB regardiog the fourteen acre zoni.ns change which waB discuned in the staff rej,ort of 
June 28, l99S for the above project 

Although the 22nd district Agricultural Association owns the 14 acres which they wish to have rezoned, the zoning for 
the area is within the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego. The Community Plan for each city area sets the basic 
policies for tbat area, since each coiDIDJmity plan is part of the basic General Plan. 

When cotDIDimity residents and the Torrey Pines Community Planning Board reviewed and updated the present 
cOIDIDJmity plan, they voted to change the zoni.ns :&-om Agricultural (since no agriculture had been caried on there for 
many years) to Recreational Open Space, which San Diego Planning staff indicated best fits the current uses of the 
area. ·The outdoor businesses which now are there were permitted long ago under Conditional Use Permits, because 
the area is located ia the flood plain of the San Dieguto River. 

To change the designation !tom Recreational Open Space to Commercial Recreation would mean tbat many new 
indoor uses could be placed on the property by ript, The uses include adult entedajmnent. hotels. motels and 
time shares. apartments, private clubs, lodps and ftatemal mpni;,ations. eutedajnment gd danciua bars, packa&ed 
liquor shgps, deY cleaners. cbjld care centm, etc. Moreover, 1Dlder Commercial Recreation zoning the existing 
tennis, badminton, and volleyball courts would be permitted only when an agcessory to hotels and motelsl 

n seems evident that to change zoning to CoJIDilercial Recreation to permit such new indoor uses is not in the best 
enviromnental interests of the Coastal Area. To remove existing outdoor recreational uses long enjoyed by coastal 
visitors and residents in order to put hotels or huge gambliiug casinos in a flood plain is not preserving our coastal 
resources in the best possible wayl Other areas are better suited to BUCh pursuits. 

Since the area iuvolved is within the foeused planning area of the San Dieguito River Valley Regional Open Space 
Park, it would be consistent with ita objectives and vision to keep this area in visitor serving outoor recreational 
adivities cousistent with its location within the flood plain and the view shed of the River Park. Large buildings 
within this area is neither in the best interests of the Coastal Area nor the taxpayers who would have to pay for 
flood damap to large buildings plaged there ''by right''. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
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§lOl.OCLl SAN DIEGO MUNICIPAL CODE 

JlOl.0-4.2!.1 en. Zone (CommE,rcial Ree- the gro-u-nd_fl_oo_r._. ~=======~---
feation) 3. Private clubs, lodges and fraternal organiza-

A. PURPOSE AND INTENT · ~ tiona. 
The CR Zone is primarily intended to provide .1·, " 4. Restaurants and bars with incidental enter-

for establishments catering to the lodging, dining t.ai:r'l'ment and danciniZ'. 
and recreational needs of tourists und others. 5. Theaters (indoor onlY). 

• Therefore, the CR Zone will uau.aily be placed acija- 6. Any other use whieh the Plamung Com:mi&- -
cent to main tourist routes, interstate highways, sion determines, in accordance with· •Process 
major recreational areas, and important tourist Four". to be similar in character to the uses, . ·' · 
attractions. including accessory uses, entlmetated in this sec-

This zone seeks to encourage development tion and co:asistent with the purpose and intent of 
c:haracterized by a diversity of recreational facili· this zone. The Planning Commission's determina-
ties, spaciousness, attractive landscaping and tion shall be filed with the office of the City Clerk. 
ample off'-6treet parking areas. 7. Accessory uses for any of the foregoing per-

B. PERMlTTED USES mitted uses, including but not limited to the fol-
. In the CR Zone, no building or impTOTement, or lowing: 
portion thereof shall be erected, constracted, con- a. Business services customarily catering to 
verted, established, altered or enlargcd, nor shall hotel and motel guests and apartment occupants. 
any premises be used except for one or more of the These may include sales of newspapers and mags-
following purposes: zines, tobacco and packaged liquor; barber and 

1. Hotels, motels and tim8-6hare projects. beauty shops; fiorists and gi:fl; shops; agencies for 
2.Apartments, provided they are not located on laundering, dry cleaning and p:ressi.ng; agencies 

MC10-05 
for tickets, travel and ear rentals. 

b. Swimmjng pools, gym.naaium.s and health 
centers and tennis, badminton, volleyball and sim
ilar courts only when ~esaory to hotels and 
motelS. . . 

c.. On-premises signs Constructed, fabricated, 
erected, iusta11ed, attached, fastened, placed, posi
tioned, operated and abated in accordance with . 
the regulations as set f'orth in Chapter X. Article 1. 
Division ll, and Chapter IX. Article 5, Divisicm l 
of this Code. 

C. SPECIAL REGUI..AT!ONS 
l. All accessory uses shall be located in the 

same building as the permitted use or uses which 
they serve. There shall be no entrance to any such 
aceessory ~ ezeept through a foyer, court, lobby, 
patio or other similar area. However, neither of' the 
foregoing regulations shall be applicable to signs 
or aeeessory uses exclusively serving outdoor rec
reational activities. The combined gross floor area 
of all accessory uses on any premises shall not 
exceed 25 percent of the gross floor area of the :ler-
mitted uses. · 

2. No mechanical equipment, tank, duct, el !Ya· 
tor enclosure, c:ooling tower or mechanical ven Jla. 
tor shall be erected, constructed, maintaine l or 
altered anywhere on the premises unless all f uch 
equipment and·appurtenances are eontai 1ed 
within a completely enclosed penthouse or o~ her 
portion of a building having walls and roof.s with 
construction and appearance similar to the main 
building. . - - -----·- .. ·····- / -



City of Del Mar 

Honorable Chairperson and Commissioners 
California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego~ CA 92108 

;,~eceived at Commisdo~ 
Me~tin"' 

JUL 1 2 1995 

RE: San Diego LCP Amendment No. 2-9SA (Torrey Pines Update) 

Honorable Chairperson and Commissioners: 

The City of Del Mar has been concerned with the City of San Diego's proposed amendment · 
to its Local Coastal Program (LCP) for the Torrey Pines Community Plan. Three areas have 
been identified as major issues associated with the proposed amendment. Each of these 
involves a number of related concerns, but generally falls into one of three following 
categories: 

1. The City of San Diego~s proposal to regulate land use within the 
'I jurisdictional boundaries of the City of Del Ms. 

2. Impacts to regionally significant environmental resources including, but not 
limited to, wetlands~ water quality, and visual resources. 

3. Proposed land use change to the area south of Via de la Valle. 

Our concern has involved the City of San Diego's proposal to regulate land use within the 
jurisdictional boundaries of Del Mar. As has been stated in previous correspondence to the 
Coastal Commission (letter dated May 5, 1995) and the City of San Diego, (letters dated 
July 30, 1992, May 10, 1993, May 26, 1993, September 13, 1993, December 6, 1993, May 
17, 1994, May 27, 1994, and November 16, 1994), the primary concern of the City of Del 
Mar is the proposed improvements to North Torrey Pines Road/Camino del Mar and the 
Camino del Mar/Carmel Valley Road intersection. 

As correctly noted in the draft Torrey Pines Community Plan and the EI~ this intersection 
and a portion of North Torrey Pines Road are within the jurisdictional boundaries of the City 
of Del Mar and would require approval from the City of Del Mar. However, the proposed 
improvements, as described in the draft Torrey Pines Community Plan, are in direct conflict 
with the City of Del Mar Community Plan. Specifically, the Del Mar Community Plan 
recommends that Camino del Mar ultimatdy consist of one lane of traffic in each direction 
south of 9th Street, with the remaining right-of-way utilized for landscaping, parking, and 
bicycle lanes. 

r. Telephone (619) 755-9313 • Fax (619) 755-2794 ~.-

... 
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Honorable Chairperson and Commissioners 
California Coastal Commission 
San Diego LCP Amendment No. 2-95A (Torrey Pines Update) 
July 12, 1995 

To further emphasize the importance of this issue, on November 7, 1994, the Del Mar City 
Council unanimously adopted Resolution No. 94-52. This resolution opposes the Torrey 
Pines Community Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report as they relate to North 
Torrey Pines Road, Camino del Mar and the intersection of Camino del Mar, and Carmel 
Valley Road. 

Our concerns have stemmed from our City's position that it is inappropriate for the Coastal 
Commission to even consider approval of the City of San Diego's proposal to widen Del 
Mar's roadway system to accommodate the growth within the City of San Diego. We have 
questioned the Commission's legal authority to grant approval of a project without consent 
from the affected property owner, in this case the City of Del Mar. 

However, the proposed changes to Suggested Modification #8 as outlined in the July 11, 
1995 memorandum from Coastal Staff to the Commission, appear to satisfy our concerns 
with the provision that the references to the two channelized islands within our City's 
jurisdiction are removed. Therefore, we recommend deleting the first sentence of the 
second paragraph of the staff recommended change to Suggested Modification #8. 

Our concerns ~ociated with regional impacts to significant environmental resources, 
including wetlands, \\·ater quality, and visual resources remain. The City. of Del Mar -
concurs with Commission staff that the proposed Torrey Pines Community Plan is 
inconsistent with Section 30233 of the Coastal Act. As proposed, the plan would allow for 
the construction of roadways and other structures within wetlands and other existing 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas. The City of Del Mar supports the Coastal staffs 
proposed modifications which address precise development standards for development in the 
floodplain fringe of Sorrento Valley and the San Dieguito River, and adjacent to designated 
environmentally sensitive open space areas such as the San Dieguito Lagoon, Crest Canyon, 
the Carroll Canyon Wetlands/Wildlife Corridor, and the Torrey Pines State Reserve 
Extension. 

We recently became aware of the proposed land use change for the commercial area south of 
Via de la Valle referenced to on page 74 of the Update. The proposed land use change has 
not been reviewed by the Torrey Pines Community Planning Group and should also be 
evaluated in conjunction with plans forth~ San Dieguito Lagoon restoration project, which 
is currently underway. Therefore, the City of Del Mar recommends delaying a decision on 
the area south of Via ck Ia Valle until further review and evaluation is completed by all 
appropriate agencies. 



-

Honorable Chairperson and Commissioners 
California Coastal Commission 
San Diego LCP Amendment No. 2-95A (Torrey Pines Update) 
July 12, 1995 

In closing, the City of Del Mar supports the Commission staffs recommendation of denial 
of the Torrey Pines Community Plan as submitted. Should the Commission approve the 
Plan, the City of Del Mar supports the suggested staff modifications as outlined on pages six 
through eighteen except that the City requests the Commission to delete the first sentence of 
the second paragraph of the staff recommended change to Suggested Modification #8 and 
continue a decision on the commercial area south of Via de IaValle until further review and 
evaluation is completed. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Del Mar City Councilmembers 



July 10, 1995 

California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 95105-2219 

omc~e (619)299·1743 
Conservat ton (619) 299-17 41 

Fax (619) 299-1742 
Voice Mail (619) 299·1 7 44 

EBBS (6191 299·4018 

Subject: July 12, 1995 Coastal Commission Item 15. a., San Diego LCP Amendment 
No. 2~95- A (Torrev Pines) 

Dear Members of the California Coastal Commission: 

The Executive Committee of the San Diego Chapter of the Sierra Club has adopted 
the following resolution relating to the plans to further intrude into Los 
Penasquitos Lagoon: 

The Sierra Club opposes the loss of wetlands due to planned road expansion 
and associated construction within the Los Penasquitos Lagoon. 

We request that the Coastal Commission take these views of the Sierra Oub into 
account when it considers .the proposed changes to the Torrey Pines Community 
Plan. 

/Res;pectfully submi:te'fl/./ . . . ' 

{/ld- (<A /~v.;.t 4'1~ 
Craig A{a_-::t 
Conservation Coordinator 
619/299~1741 

-



lpUGAI 
il 
l•tn 

01 
y!jyyyyyy 
I 
Yl 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

JUL 1 0 1995 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
SAN DIEGO .COAST DISTRICT 

1 tlllla·oJ• 
BIB I 
I 

Chairaan Carl L. Villia.s and Coa.issioners 
California Coastal co .. ission. 
4S Freaont Street, Suite ·2111 
~ francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Dear Chair WilliaM and CoMissioners. 

I 

The Los Penasquitos Lagoon Foundation welcomes the opportunity to com.ent on the c 
ity of San Diego•s major amendment to the Torrey Pines Community Plan. The Los Pe 
nasquitos Lagoon Foundation was formed in 1983 by the State Coastal Conseruancy to 
prepare the Los Penasquitos Lagoon Enhancement Plan and Program and to implement t 
he Plan. The Plan was published in October 1985 and the Foundation has been respo 
nsible for a continuing program of biological monitoring as well as maintaining th 
e aouth of the lagoon to assure tidal flushing. The program the foundation has fo 
llowed is one that is unique. and low cost. The success of this llltthod has been p 
rouen by the greatly illlproued water quality and the health of the habitat. 

The proposed aiQindments to the Torrey Pines co.-unity Plan proposed by the City 
of San Diego include expansion of Harth Torrey Pines Road, and' changes to both C 
armel Ualley Road and Sorrento Ualley Road that would adversely iPipact the lagoon 
and under•ine this work of ten years. The Foundation believes that there are other 
, less environmentally damaging lllethods of ac~ieuing the city's goals. We believe 
it appropriate that the Commission to encourage the city to find new, less harlllful 
solutions. 

The Foundation urges to Commission to support -the Staff recommendation and deny th 
e proposed amendments to the Torrey Pine Community Plan. The foundation believes 
that the city's proposal is not in colllpliance with policies found in Chapter 3 of 
the Coastal Ret that address the protection and enhancement of sensitiue habitat a 
reas. (Sections 30233, 30223 and 30240). 

Sincerely, 

Joan Jackson 

... 
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Save Everyone's Access 

P.O. Box 620 
La Jolla., CA 92038-0620 

p~ 
JUL 1 0 199G 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

Chairman Carl L. Williams and Commissioners 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

10 July 1995 

Subject: Major Amendment 2-95A!forrey Pines Community Plan to City of 
San Diego Local Coastal Program (staff report 28 June 1995-Item 15a, 12 July 
1995) 

Dear Chairman Williams and Commissioners: 

SEA strongly supports most of the subject staff report but must emphasize the 
following points: 

1. SEA questions the wisdom of widening roads proposed by San Diego, because 
of potential impacts on the wetlands, the Pena.s§Pitos Lagoon and Del Mar. 

2. SEA also questions the advisability of rezoning the 14-acre parcel used by the 
22d Agricultural District, from agricultural to recreational/ commercial, instead of 
to recreational/open space as recommended in the community plan update. 

3. The staff report was released to the public after cutoff for written comment 
included in the original packet sent to Commissioners (standard operating 
procedure). 

Rationale for SEA's concerns: 

1. SEA recommends that the Commission heed Del Mar's concerns about 
proposed road-widening and the impacts on their community. SEA feels that 
widening the roads will force traffic onto Cannel Valley Road beyond its 
maximum carrying capacity; will clog neighboring streets with traffic and parking; 
and may impact the wetlands if no preferable, feasible alternative can be found 
The net result may be damage to the wetlands and adverse impacts on public 
access to and from the coast San Diego's road-widening proposals rely on Section 



2 

30233 of the Coastal Act, which permits wetlands intrusion for public service 
purposes (but not for public works). Nothing in that Section permits road .. 
widening or bicycle path intrusion into wetlands. In any event (Section 30007.5), 
the Legislature declares that in carrying out the provisions of the Act, conflicts are 
to be resolved in a manner which on balance is the most protective of significant 
coastal resources (in this case, the wetlands and the lagoon). 

2. Re£ page 14, items 17 and 18 of subject staff report (14-acre "Surf & Turf' 
parcel south of Villa de la Valle, west ofi .. S): As stated in item 17, this parcel lies 
in the 1 OO..year floodplain and is adjacent to the San Dieguito River Valley and 
Lagoon. It is now zoned as A .. 1 .. 10 (agricultural). The community plan update 
proposes rezoning to recreational/open space. Staff recommends that it be 
rezoned to recreational/commerciaL. Because of potential adverse commercial 
impacts on the floodplain, lagoon and wetland area, SEA urges the Commission to 
approve the open spaav'recreational zoning recommended by the C01D1Dllnity 
plan update. 

3. The Coastal Act says (Section 30006) that a primary objective is to provide for 
the widest opportunity for public participation in coastal planning and 
implementation. The cmient staff practice of publishing staff reports after cutoff 
for initial packets going to Commissioners forces the public to comment in the . 
Addenda (reaching Commissioners at hearings, too late to be read) or to make oral 
comments at the hearings (with short time limits). Most of the public cannot 
attend Commission hearings at distant cities. The solution: SEA urges you to 
direct staff to adjust production schedules so that reports come out a week earlier, 
permitting public written comments to reach Commissioners prior to hearings. 

Thank you for the (belated) opportunity to comment 

Sincerely 

Carole Havlat 
President 

.. 
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Chairman Carl L Williams and Commissioners 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco. CA 94105-2219 

Dear Chair Williams and Commissioners, 

Los Penasquftos Lagoon Foundation 
P.O. Box 866 Cardiff, CA 92007 

7/9/95 

The Los Penasquitos Lagoon Foundation welcomes the opportunity to comment on the 
City of San Diego's major amendment co the Torrey Pines Community Plan. The Los 
Penasquicos Lagoon Foundation was formed in 1983 by the State Coastal Conservancy 
to prepare the Los Penasquitos Lagoon Enhancement Plan and Program and to 
implement the Plan. The Plan was published in October 1985 and the Foundation has 
been responsible for a continuing program of biological monitoring as we~as 

<-,<:.·· _,.'_ ~ 

.l;":!t''1aintaining the mouth of the lagoon to assure tidal·flusfling. The program che 
Foundation has followed is one that is unique. and low cost. The success of th•s 
method has been proven by che greatly improved water quality and the health of the 
habitat. 

The proposed amendments to the Torrey Pines Community Plan proposed by the City 
of San Diego include expansion of North T on·ey Pines Road, and changes to both 
Carmel Valley Road and Sorrento Valley Road thac would adversely impact the lagoon 
and undermine this work of ten years. The Foundation believes that there are other. 
less environmentally damaging methods of achieving the city's goals. We believe it 
appropriate that the Commission co encourage the city to find new, less ha•·mful 
solutions. 

The Foundation urges to Commission to support the Staff recommendation and deny 
the proposed amendments to the Torrey Pine Community Plan. The Foundation 
believes that the city's p•·oposal is not in compliance with policies found in Chapter 3 of 
the Coastal Act that address the protection and enhancement of sensitive habitat areas. 
(Sections 30233, 30223 and 30240). 

Sincerely, 

,-- ~~~ 
~f.on -



TORREY PINES ASSOCIATION 

July7, 199S 

Torrey Pines State Reserve 
P.O. Box 345 

La Jolla, CA 92038 

Honorable CJairmm CarlL Wllliams and Commissioners 
Califomia Collltal Commission 
4S Premont Street. Suite 2000 
Saa Fhmcizco, CA 94105-2219 

CAi.JFORN!A 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

R.o: San Diego LCP Jl..meD.dm.eat No. 2-95-A (Torrey Pines) Item lS. Agenda. July 12, 1995 

'Ib.e To.mry PiDoa Aasociatioa ia cCIDCel'llOd p1imarily with abo protoc:ti011 ofTo.mry Pinos State R.osorvo and 
the Los Peaasquitos Marsb.Nalural R.onrve since they.-. both part of the same eco&yBtem. Lade of 

.. speci:ticd¥ in the Toaey Pines Comnvrity Plan .,.-opond by tbe Cit¥ ofSan Diego endaDpnr the protecgQn 
ofboth resorves which were cnatod to guard these exii'Oll'lltly valuable and tbmltened coasiallWOurcos. 

'Ihoreforo, at their last regular meot.iD& the Board of tho Torrey Pines Association voted rmanimoosty to 
endorse in general the changes to tile Torrey Pines Couawwitr PIBD proposed by the Co3Si2! Commission stzff 
as outlined in their report We 1IJdendaBd the need to include increased protoc:tion of~ enviromnenenl 
re~ to eliminate potential wetland impacta associated with spocffic road improvemoutB, and to protect 
visual resoerces mel water quality in the community plaa. 

We wish to admowledgo the e.trorts oftho Coastal Commission staff'. aad we urge you to support thoir 
nCODJIIlOD.dati0111 to preserve aad protect thole valued coaallWOUI'COL · 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
· Jobn Flemin& Presi~ 



California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 

Dear Commissioners: 

Torrey Pines Docent Society 
P. 0. !Bol(2414 
'DefMar, ~ 92014 

July 7, 1995 

The Torrey Pines Docent Society is a group of volunteers working to protect, preserve, 
and help maintain Torrey Pines State Reserve. We want to support the recommendations 
of the San Diego staff of the Coastal Commission on LCP 2-95 as it affects the areas 
adjacent to Torrey Pines State Reserve. In particular, we are concerned about the impact 
of construction of any kind that could intrude into the wetlands ofLos Penasquitos 
Lagoon. 

We want engineering studies and Environmental Impact Statements prior to projects on 
the ~dgesofthe La~on wetlands that are part ofTorrey Pines State Reserve. Furthe~, ,. 
webelieve that sucttprojects should be submitted to the. Torrey Pines Coir.un.fuiity -~ 
Planning Group for consideration as amendments to the Torrey Pines Community Plan. 
An example of our concern is the widening of roads adjacent to the Lagoon that could 
have serious negative impact on the Lagoon ecosystem 

The Docent Society appreciates the past support of the Coastal Commission for the local 
wetlands and sensitive areas; we hope you will continue to view the protection and 
preservation of these areas as having the highest priority. 

R .. · ·; . 
t .... >le • . ·· .. %/~ . ' 

D.R. Grine 
Vice President, Torrey Pines Docent Society 



TORREY PINES 
COMMUNITY PLANNING GROUP 

Honorable Chairperson and Commissioners 
California Coastal Conunission 
3111 Camino Del Rio North Suite #200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

July 7,1995 

RE: San Diego LCD Amendment No. 2-95 (Torrey Pines Plan) 

Honorable Chairperson and Commissioners: 

The ';forrey Pines Community Planning Board supports the modifications to the Torrey 
Pines Plan as suggested by Coastal Conunission staff as it relates to the potential impacts 

. on Los Penasquitos Lagoon . It appears quite reasonable to not approve projects until 
• design specifications and potential envirDOAlentaUmpactWilve been determined. 

. The Torrey Pines Community Plan Draft ( January 1995) does not contain the 
preferred language of the Torrey Pines Planning Board as it relates to projects that impact 
the tos Penasquitos Lagoon. San Diego City staff refused to put this preferred language 
in the plan. The modifications suggested by Coastal Conunission staff reflects the preferred 
language of the Torrey Pines Board as well as the San Diego Planning Conunission (see 
attachment). 

Our community and our region has a history of fighting for the protection of our 
valuable and beautiful limited coastal resources. We ask for your help by approving the 
modification as recommended by your staff. 

~~·~ 
JUL 0 71995 

CALlfORI'liA 
COASTAL COMM!SS!ON 

iAN DIE00 COAST DISTI?iC" 

~iiieerely' 
I . 

I I ';-..;..';~-· -rc;;;.. 

(_ e-/(_,. 
Robert L . s, Chair 
Torrey Pines Community 
Planning Board 
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City of San Diego 

ATTENTION: 

SUBJECT: 

ACTION: 

ISSUES: 

Planning Commission 
Report to City Council 

Honorable Mayor and City Councilmembers. 

TORREY PINES COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE. 

On September 8, 1994, the Planning Commission voted (6-0) 
on a motion by Commissioner Quinn to approve the Torrey 
Pines Community Plan Update (including all associated actions) 
with several exceptions. These exceptions are discussed in the 
ISSUES section of this report. 

Several issues regarding the Torrey Ph1es Community Plan Update were of primary 
concern to the Commission. Most of the discussion dt.17tng the hearing focused on 
these issues, and the motion to approve the Plan Update included specific 
reference to these issues. 

1. Editorial Comments Suggested by the California Department of Parks and 
Recreation - During the hearing, a representative from the California 
Department of Parks and Recreation submitted a letter containing several 
suggested modifications to the Draft Torrey Pines Community Plan. After 
reviewing this letter, and listening to public testimony from the Parks 
representative, the Planning Commission voted to approve the following 
editorial changes to the Draft Community Plan: 

A. Page 29, Policy 3: The words "without approved mitigation plans" 
should be eliminated. 

B. Page 36, Number 3: Delete the words "unless adequate mitigation is 
·provided and proper permits are obtained". 

C. Page 37, Number 6: The references to mitigation in parts a, b, and d 
should be deleted. 

D. Page 54, North Torrey Pines Road Bridge over Penasquitos Creek: In 
the last sentence the work "should" should be changed to "shall". 

2. Categorical E,?(clusion - The Planning Commission voted to deny Categorical 
Exclusion in order to preserve the Torrey Pines Community Planning Group's 
opportunity to review all single-family home development, including new 
construction, remodels, demolitions and rebuilds. 

3. Stoo Signs on Carmel Valley Road - The Planning Commission voted to 
approve the installation of stop signs on Carmel Valley Road at the 
intersections of Via Aprilia and Via Grimaldi. The Planning Commission's 
recommendation to install stop signs was based on the desire to reduce 
speeds and increase safety on Carmel Valley Road. 



California Coastal Commission 

San Diego Coast Area 

3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 

San Diego, CA 92108-1725 

Attn: Diana Lilly 

Re: Torrey Pines Community Planning 

6 July 1995 

CALifORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

~AN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

Coastal Commission hearing , 12 July 1995 Long Beach 

The recommendations by your staff to require plan amendments for road improvement 

projects that are as yet not designed and environmental impacts not determined is eminently 

reasonable. 

A Community Plan is a broad policy document rarely written at the specific project level. 

However when specific projects have been written into these documents, in the past. 

consistency with the policy document is used inappropriately to justify the project. Design and 

mitigation are often not given the wetght they would carry if a plan amendment were required for 

approval. 

Penasquitos Lagoon is a Preserve (the highest classification for protection the State 

assigns its property). The beach is filled with locals and visitors and the park is one of the most 

visited in the State. 

I hope you will agree that the importance of this coastal resource warrants attention to 

design and mitigation of impacts to a level that will insure the continued health and beauty of the 

lagoon. 

Thank you. 

:./ 
? '~It~-1--" 

IJ 

Lynn Benn 

c.c. Senator Lucy Killea 
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July 7, 1995 ::- COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN u1EG.O COAST DISTRICT 
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Diane Lilly -Coastal Program Analyst 
San Diego Area Office, 3111 
San Diego, Ca 92108-3315 

Camino Del Rio ~ 

Dear Ms. Lilly, 

Concerning the Carmel Valley Road plans 
in the City of San Diego, please upHold 

=== the Community Plan. I was on the original = 
Executive Board of the Planning Group (Torrey 
Pmmas), and we worked so hard night and day§ 
to come up with this plan: meetings, hearings, 
etc. 

The encroachment into the fragile lagoon is 
against the local and State Park goals. Yo~ 
know yourself what happens when construction~ 
intrudes into lagoons (Batiquitos, etc.), § 
these are fish nurseries and a necessary and 
relaxing and necessary passi~e recreation. 

Think.of the years to come, stand up for yaBr ·-

:. .... 
~··---

principals; I am so tired of political ex- :: 
pediency taking over. I hope we can count = 
on you to support our thinking. -. , ,..... 

s~ncere~y; - -~ 

. \.,.~ J ~~~.lu..t_~ ~ ' 
"'~ell. . Margaltet (Peggy} Whi tehea( 

0 
~ ,~ 2569 Via Pisa _ 

~ Del Mar, Ca. 92014-38~ 
(619) 755-0826 

"5: 

IIIII 1111111\lll/11 IIIII 1111111111//11 IIIII tUI!!lllll/lt 

\ 

.. .. .. -).' ,,. ., 

' 



Senator Lucy Killea 

2550 5th Ave, #152 

San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Senator Killea, 

July 6, 1995 

C:ALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

As chairperson of the Torrey Pines Community Planning Board and on 

behalf of the Board I am writing this letter to voice concern regarding the 

California Coastal Commission hearing on July 12, 1995 in Long Beach. 

The Torrey Pines Planning Board supports the Coastal Commission Staff's 

recommendation to modify language in the Torrey Pines Plan .. The Board feels 

the modifications will help protect accessibility to the Torrey Pines State Beach 

area and will help protect Los Penasqu·itos Lagoon and the recreational and 

residential value of our area. 

It is not our intent to stop improvements to Carmel Valley Road, North 
" ···-. -.... _,_,_ + ~ 

Torrey Pines Road, and Sorrento Valley Road. However, we feel that the 

Coastal Commission Staff is correct in requiring that the Torrey Pines Community 

Plan as a policy document does not embrace projects until design specifications 

and potential environmental impacts have been determined. 

We are looking forward to working with your office to assure that the 

proposed road and bridge projects do not unnecessarily degrade our sensitive 

and limited coastal resources. 

Torrey Pines Community Planning Board 

Phone (619-481-1331) 

c.c. Diana Lilly, Coastal Commission 

.. 

.. 



STATE OF CAUFORNIA- RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, GovMnor 

~ DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
San Diego Coast District 
9609 Waples Street, Suite 200 
San Diego, California 92121 

July 6, 1995 

Ms. Diana Lilly 
California Coastal Commission 
San Diego Coast Area ~ 

JUL 0 G 1995 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, California 92108-1725 CALIFORNIA 

COASTAl COMMISSION 
SAN DIEGO -COAST DISTRICT 

Dear Commission Staff; 

The California Department of Parks and Recreation is extremely 
concerned in regards to the Staff Recommendation on Major Amendment 2-
95AITorrey Pines Community Plan to the City of San Diego. We strongly agree 
that language in the proposed plan would allow unacceptable encroachments 
into the wetlands of Los Penasquitos lagoon. The language in the community 
plan requiring that adequate mitigation be performed is no guarantee that 

' damage will not be dol'f&. Mitigation usually consists either of buying areas of 
similar ecological value to those being impacted, or in restoring areas whose 
ecology has been compromised. In Los Penasquitos Lagoon there are no 
additional wetland areas available for purchase. The property available for 
purchase, to mitigate for development impacts, has already been acquired. If 
land acquisition is pursued as an option for mitigation it will be done off-site, in 
some other wetland. The alternative mitigation strategy, of restoring impacted 
areas, is almost never successful in re-creating natural ecosystems. 
Qualitatively then, mitigation projects never fully compensate for the loss of 
pristine habitat. Following either strategy is likely to result in deterioration in the 
ecological quality of Los Penasquitos Lagoon. Rather than rely on mitigation we 
feel it would be a preferable strategy to avoid impacts to sensitive resources. 

-



Page2 
D. lilly 
July 6,1995 

These issues were raised when the community plan was brought before 
the City Planning Commission in February 1995. At that time the planning 
commission agreed with the changes suggested in the attached letter to delete 
permissive language and substituted the language suggested by State Parks. It 
is distressing to see that City planning staff has reinserted the original, 
objectionable language into the proposed community plan. This is clearly 
counter to the wishes of the Community Planning Group, the City Planning 
Commission and the Califomia Department of Parks and Recreation. We 
strongly support the inclusion of the alternative language suggested by the 
Coastal Commission staff. 

-" ... -

Sincerely, 

~~~h-
Edward Navarro, Superintendent 
San Diego Coast Di-strid ~ 



STATE OF CAUFORNIA RESOURCES AGENCY 

• DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
San Diego Coast District 
3990 Old Town Ave. Suite 300-C 
San Diego, California 92101 

Mike Westlake, Senior Planner 
City of San Diego, Department of Planning 
202 C St. 4th Floor 
Mail Station 4A 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Mr. Westlake; 

September 6, 1994 · 

The Torrey Pines Community planning district is adjacent to lands under 
the management of the California Department of Parks and Recreation. 
Activities permitted by the Community Development Plan (COP) can have 
significant impacts on State Park lands. In general we support the intent of the 
COP and are sympathetic with most of the environmentally sensitive provisions 
included in it. However, we are concernec1!that permissive language included in 
the COP will allow certain activities if "adequate" mitigation is performed. 
Mitigation usually consists either of buying areas of similar ecological value to 
those being impacted, or in restoring areas whose ecology has been 
compromised. Specifically we are concerned about the wetlands within Los 
Penasquitos Lagoon. In Los Penasquitos Lagoon there are no additional 
wetland areas available for purchase. The property available for purchase, to 
mitigate for development impacts, has already been acquired. If land acquisition 
is pursued as an option for mitigation it will be done off-site, in some other 
wetland. The alternative mitigation strategy, of restoring impacted areas, is 
almost never successful in re-creating natural ecosystems. Qualitatively then, 
mitigation projects never fully compensate for the loss of pristine habitat. 
Following either strategy is likely to result in deterioration in the ecological 
quality of Los Penasquitos Lagoon. Rather than rely on mitigation we feel it 
would be a preferable strategy to avoid impacts to sensitive resources. 

In particular we are concerned about the language in the following 
sections of the May 1994 draft of the Torrey Pines community Development Plan 
(COP}: 

Page 5. paragraph 2. Eliminate the words "More importantly and" at the 
beginning of the third sentence. This phrase implies that that the function of this 
area as one of thousands of similar southern Californian bedroom communities 



Page2 
September 6, 1994 
Westlake 

is more important than the unique natural features that distinguish it. It is 
precisely these elements that make "the unique living and working environmenr 
described in the remainder of the sentence. 

Page 29. Policy 3. The \NOrds "without approved mitigation plans• should be 
eliminated for the reasons discussed above. Mitigation plans are already 
required by the Coastal Commission and the provisions of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), thus this section adds no additional 
protection to biologically sensitive habitats. 

Page 29. Policy 7. A sentence to the effect that new vegetation clearing should 
be done only to protect existing development, should be added. 

Page 29. Policy 10. No encroachment into biologically sensitive lands shall be 
aiiO¥Jed. Buffers and corridors designed into development plans should be 
placed on the lands controlled by the developer and not on adjacent public 
lands. 

Page 30. Policy 14. Torrey pine trees on public property are already protected. 
It is the trees located on private lands which require protection. Many of the 
Torrey pine trees on private property were originally protected through the 
permitting process as a condition of project approval. The continued existence 
of these trees as a part of permit compliance should be tracked. 

Page 36. Number 3. Delete the words "unless adequate mitigation is provided 
and proper permits are obtained." This phrase adds no protection to the wetland 
as mitigation and permits are already required by the Coastal Commission and 
CEQA. CDPR will strongly oppose any attempt to encroach into the wetlands of 
Los Penasquitos Lagoon. If the road is to be widened it should be widened to 
the north or east away from the sensitive wetlands. 

Page 37. Number 6. The references to mitigation in parts a, b, and d should be 
deleted. Mitigation is already required by other permitting agencies. It is difficult 
to determine what the intent of part cis. This should be rewritten so that it is 
more clear. Parte is a commendable sentiment however, currently there are no 
adequate mitigations for the addition of freshwater runoff to coastal salt 
marshes. 

-.. -
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Page3 
September 6, 1994 
Westlake 

Page 38. IMPLEMENTATION, paragraph 4. Properties that are designated as 
open space, but not currently zoned that way, should be rezoned as open space. 
Why bother to designate these areas open space if they are to be allowed to be 
developed. Allowing them to be developed is counter to the intent of the COP. 

Page 39. Action Plan, Item 6. The entry under "Implementation Measures" 
should be altered to read "Preserve significant Torrey pine trees on public 
property and on private land where their protection was a condition of project 
approval." 

Page 54. North Torrey Pines Road Bridge over Penasquitos Creek. In the last 
sentence the word "should" should be changed to "shall". It is vitally important 
that the hydrology and ecology of the lagoon be considered in the design of the 
bridge. 

Page 54. Carmel Valley Road. In the second sentence the word "should" should 
be changed to "shall". -
Page 68. Residential Development Design Guidelines . Mention should be made 
in this section of two additional issues: First, that homes adjacent to or visible 
from public parklands should be designed to be visually unobtrusive. Second, 
that landscaping in this area should not include exotic plants that are capable of 
aggressively invading natural landscapes. 

We greatly appreciate this opportunity to comment on the Torrey Pines 
Community Development plan. 

Sincerely, 

Edward Navarro, Superintendent 
San Diego Coast District 



SAN DIEGO AUDUBON SOCIETY 
2321 Morena Boulevard, SuiteD • San Diego CA 92110 • 619/27.5-0557 

California C oastaJ. Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio 
SanDiegoCA 92108 

A T1N: Diana Lilly 

Re: Torrey Pines C ommmity. Plan 

July6, 1995 

. C\~ifUKNIA 

COASTAl COMMISSION 
SAN DIEGO COAST DIS'J:RICT 

We urge you to support your staff recommendation, to mquim an amendment to the 
Tozrey Pines Community Plan,. this amendment to address <ill projects not yet 
designed and for vhich envilonmental impacts bave not been assessed. . 

Tbls armndment vould mquire scientific analysis of all impacts, environmental and 
othsrvise, to ~ plan, this information not nov available, and, .thus, decisions could 
be made in the dm, vithoutadequate information. 

. .. 
The st!kes are high. Penesquitos l.ageml is a State Preserw, given tbe higheSt 
classification for protection by the State. ~. 

. 
The Lagoon nllSt not be jeopatdized. Please support the staff recommendation. 

Sincerely, 

·~~ ~llt;~ 
Norma Sullivan, Conservation Chair 

r/or~na ~vall 
5858 Scrip!" St. 

s.. ::bl.,., Ca. 92122 

t.t5'?.w-o1 87 

.. 

. 
;. 
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CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 
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Ms. Diana Lilly 
Coastal Program Ana11a t 

Sa.o. Diago Area Ottice 

2502 Via Pisa 
Del .iviar, Ca. 92014 

.Tune 24,1995 

Coastal Commission, San Diego Coastal Area 
3lllCam1no del Rio North, SUite 200 · 

San Diego, Ca. 92108-1725 

Dear lis. Diana Lilly, 

~ 
' ' ... 

lrdl::,. I(;'•"' 
JUN ~ 7 1995 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COM~l~SION 

SAN DIEGO COASl IJISTRICT 

I liTe about 250' north of the Lagoon in Del Mar Terrace and I 

wish to stronsJ.l' endorse the Coastal Commissions' position 1n minimizing the 

planned re-construction ot roads and bridges around and over the lagoon, i.e. 

aq changes that result 1n encroachment of the wetlands. 

Del Mar Terrace is a small Caostal Co.mmunity with one main two 

lane road which serves as a feeder to Interstate ~· llow that n Camino Real 
(-

has been widened to a multi lane highway, it serves as an alternate route 

when 5 cannot be used. lilu.ch ot Carmel Valley road is also on the tlood plain. 

Since this is an old road ,homes built along Ce.J~~Dl Valley will lose some of 

the pleasure in living in a coastal coiiltl1\llli ty. 

So we disagree with the city's (San Diege) position and feel 

there should be minimum widening , it a.q, on Sorrento Valley, Carmel Valley, 

and North Torrey Pines Roads. All plans are made years ahead and sometimes 

changes are un-needed when the time has come to implement them. In this case 
• ; 11a.r ustd. 

the coaster and bus transportation should alleviate the need tor~traffic 

that is currently being projected by' the city. 

Thank you tor holding to your position on widening the roads and 

the bridge and hope that the need tor mitigation will not be present. 

Sincerely, 

~JV ~ 7/ve-(h-7/~~LJ 
Kathleen M. McCormick 

-~ - :. . 



:Ms. Diana Lilly 
Coastal Program Analyst, San Diego Area Office 
California Coastal Commission 
San Diego Coast Area 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 

To the staff and members of the California Coastal Commission: 

June 23, 1995 

JUN 2 8 1995 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

I chair the Transportation Committee of the Torrey Pines Community Planning Group, and 
at our recent meeting on Thursday, June 22, 1995 we discussed extensively your Staff 
Recommendation on Major Amendm.ent 2-95A I Torrey Pines Community' Plan to the Gtv 
of San Diego Local Coastal PrQ&ram· At the unanimous request of the four Planning Group 
members and four community members in attendance I write to convey our concerns 
regarding the transportation and environmental issues raised in the Recommendation. 

Our primary concern matches the objection repeatedly noted in the Recommendation, that 
the language in our proposed Community Plan could have the effect of permitting a variety 
of encroachments on Penasquitos Lagoon in pursuit of efficient solutions to transportation 
problems. The lagoon is bounded on three sides by old, degraded and overused roadways, 
and the Gty of San Diego's transportation plans include major upgrades to all three roadways. 
Each of these aepears likely to. significantly impact the lagoon and wetlands. The language 
of our proposed Community Pi.iD. accepts such impacts and requires mitigation for them. 
Because these three projects are not yet planned in detail, and the scope of such impacts is 
unknown, we are "buying a pig in a poke." 

We agree with the Recommendation that it is inappropriate that our Plan accept unknown 
impacts, and we strongly support the alternative language of the Recommendation. We 
recognize that our Plan will then have to be specifically amended in each case, and we 
regret the additional imposition on the Gty Planning staff that this will entail; however, we 
welcome the continuing opportunity and obligation to participate in the planning and 
preservation of our unique area. We are concerned that the existing plans for roadway 
improvement appear to be designed to enhance the flow of through traffic and will have 
the effect of reducing the accessibility of Torrey Pines beach and will degrade the recreational 
and residential value of our area. 

We are grateful that your review has pointed out this unintended consequence of our 
Community Plan, and we support the inclusion of your alternative language. 

Thank you for your attention. 

Roy Riblet \?t 
Roy Riblet 

13746 Mira Montana Drive 
Del Mar, CA 92014-3420 



SEf\' ·« ... ·d"t ... 
Save Everyone's Access 
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rtAY idl1995 -rh b c:.('!) • 

P.O. Box620 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION . 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

La Jolla. CA 9203s.o620 
Chairman Carl L. Williams and Commissioners 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Dear Chairman Williams and Commissioners: 

7 May 1995 

SEA supports the Commission staff's reports on Mission Bay (24 April 95), 
Torrey Pines (27 April 95) and Pacific Beach (18 April 95), especially staff 
recommendations respecting coastal resource protection and public access. 

SEA especially supports staff Mission Bay recommendation #4 to retain all public 
~ng, including existing spaces at the Bahia Ho.tel, the requite'lent for a 
continuous ten-foot-wide pedestrian and bicycle path around Bahia Point, and staff. 
recommendations #6, #8 and #9 regarding natural resources protection. 

SEA strongly supports staff Torrey Pines proposals on natural resources protection 
in the wetlands, Sorrento Valley floodplain and Los Peilasquitos Lagoon area. 

SEA recommends against Pacific Beach upzoning, especially at Riviera 
Drive/Moorland Avenue, for all the reasons given by the Commission when it 
downzoned the area in 1991. 

Otherwise, SEA urges the Commission to approve the Commission staff reports 
but add enforcement language like that in the Southeast San Diego Planned 

~District Ordinance: that permits shall not be granted to applicants or sites with 
prior violations until those violations are resolved. ~ 

Sincerely =~~ 
President 

Ldftt' tf ~mrr?£/Jf
&6LC PA yr;z-9.5-c. 
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pt&7 rtrt.F v ivae t I cr 1 '·'7 April 25, 1995 

TO: CALIFORNIA 
FROM: LA JOLLA 

· ~C&v'ld cr_·Ff;J-.chrnent-; 
COASTAL COMMISSION AND INTERESTED PARTIES 
COALITION OF COMMUNITY GROUPS <LJCCGJ 

SUBJECT: LA JOLLA COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE HEARING, 5-11-95 

Honorable Commissioners: 

The LJCCG is a confederation of every major community and 
neighborhood group in La Jolla except the La Jolla Community 
Planning Ass'n. The Coalition was formed in January, 1994 
because of serious irregularities in the public's ability 
to secure input to the Community Plan Update process.Our 
current membership totals approximately 2800 persons, and 
consists of: 

La Jolla Town Council 
La Jolla Shores Ass'n. 
Muirl.:mds Neighborhood Ass'n. 
Barber Tract Homeowners Ass'n. 
Scripps Estates Assoc. 
La Jolla Farms Property Owners Ass'n. 
Muirlands Panorama Homeowners Ass'n. 
Save Everyone's Ace-ess 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1500 members 
600 members 
150 members 
110 members 

80 members 
90 members 

120 members 
150 members 

1. Withold approval of the La Jolla Community Plan Update 
pending compliance by the City through a Supplemental EIR 
with the letter and intent of the California Environmental 
Quality Act and the California Coastal Act. <See Best, Best. 
& Krieger letter of Jan. 12, 1995, and appended legal review 
submitted by the LJCCG, Pacific Beach Planners, and the Del 
Mar Terrace Conservancy). 

2. Based on the Oct. 12, 1994 submittal from the LJCCG and 
the November 23, 1994 submittal from the La Jolla Town 
Council. withold Plan approval subject to: 

a. Greater specificity in language and implementation 
measures, particularly in regard to community char
acter elements; re-zoning to bring all La Jolla 
hillsides under Coastal regulations; and assurance of 
physical and visual access protection. 

--I· 



b. Inclusion of important sections of the existing La 
Jolla Plan omitted by the City during the Update. CSee 
Gap" document in November 23 Town Council letter). 

c. Elimination of density increase; areas proposed for 
upzoning to 43 DU in this update were downzoned to 29 
DU by City in 1988 because of traffic and infrastruc
ture problems. 

d. Elimination of ambiguous language in Appendices I&J 
regarding zonins changes and land use plan amendments. 
Need clear statement that future zoning changes will 
trigger concurrent LUP/LCP amendments. 

RATIONALE: The City's actions violate Coastal mandates for 
1> full public participation; 2> specificity; 3> confor
mance; and 4) compliance with adopted laws. The La Jolla 
Plan was completed BEFORE the City proposed Categorical 
Exclusion in October, '94, and BEFORE the City stated that 
the La Jolla Plan would be implemented by yet-to-be 
developed citywide provisions of the San Diego Zoning Code 
UpdateCZCUl. Based on communications from staff and 
preliminary Council ZCU approvals,Csee attached letters and 
Jan. 4 Agenda responses>, we believe this piecemeal handling 
of coastal Community Plan Updates will operate to bypass 
state planning law and Ca. Coastal Act mandates supporting 
the precedence and binding nature of the general plan/ 
community plan/ land use plan element. <See May 11, 1993 
letter from Laurinda Owens to Brian Clater, p. 11>. 

~:- -~ ~· -e: 
The La Jolla Coalition has long supported procedural 
streamlining. As a viable method of carrying out the needed 
streamlining without losing the value inherent in Coastal 
resources, we urge the Commission to consider our October 12 
proposal for an Administrative Permit. Based on very clear, 
objective Coastal Development Permit criteria, this method 
could be developed to closely approximate the Coastal 
Commission's handline of project review before jurisdiction 
was turned over to the City of San Diego in the '80's. We 
urge your earnest consideration of this proposal. 

Very truly yoursY1 

~,V/4t..~ 
<roa~:e-H~ Pearson 

President, La Jolla Town Council for 
La Jolla Coalition of Community Groups 



Pacific Beach Pla1111ers 
3;;9 Jewd1 Street 
Sa11 Dieso CA 92109-6723 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Deborah Lee 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego CA 92108-1725 

619/274-2362 

In 1993, the San Diego Planning Commission specifically requested us to make detailed comments on the 
Pacific Beach Community Plan. We spent many hours analyzing and commenting upon that plan, particularly 
in regard to the dramatic increase in density that would take place were the original plan approved. 

We wish to express our deep disappointment that except for correcting grammatical and spelling errors, the 
City Council completely ignored our su~aestions and criticisms, accepting instead, with scant deliberation, the 
local planning committee's recommendations. The Pacific Beach Community Planning Committee is domi
nated by members who have a pecuniary interest in intensifying d~velopment of the Pacific Beach community. 
They have little regard tbr issues such as Sl.'ale, neighborhood character, historic preservation, traffic, parking, 
runoff or other issues which impact heavily on the livability of our neighborhoods. Our suggestions were not 
draconian. We did not call for making all streets one-way ~t. We did not call for a moratorium on building. 
Our criticisms were reasonable and sensible. Yet NONE of them was even so much as conunented upon by 
decision makers. 

'P"js l~ommunity is a haven for beach:-goers f~q~ souther.n Calit~a and, indeed, from the whole world. It 
· is a finite resource, fadng infinite pressures. To allow venal, graspmg entrepreneurs permission to overbuild 
our neighborhoc.ds \\ithout allowing breathing room will inevitably lead to deterioration of life style and even
tually to the collapse of what is now a fairly comtbrtable community. 

We believe the Coastal Commission has a respo.nsibilit'f to preserv~ the coastline, not allowing it to deteriorate 
until it reaches the subterranean level of some beaches to our north. People should be allowed access to the 
beach and to the coastal zone in general. We have the best beaches and one of the finest commu.."'li.ties in San 
Diego--don't ki!l it. 

The Pacific Beach Planners also wholeheartedly endorse the attached legal review of the Local Coastal 
Program submitted by the LA JOLLA COALITION OF COMMUNITY GROUPS. 

CATHERINE A. STROHLEIN 
For the Pacific Beach Planners 



California Coastal Commission 
San Diego Coast Area 
3111 Camino DelRio North, Ste. 200 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 

RE: La Jolla, Pacific Beach, and Torrey Pines Community Plans and Local Coastal Plans. 

Honorable Commissioners: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the La Jolla, Pacific Beach, and 
Torrey Pines Community Plans and Local Coastal Plans (LCP). Our careful review of the 
relevant documents leads us to believe that the updates to the La Jolla Community Plans 
and Local Coastal Programs should not be approved. As detailed below, approval of the 
CPJLCPs would violate both the Coastal Act and the California Environmental Quality 
Act (''CEQAu). . 

I. LA JOLLA COJ.\tll\'IUNITY PLAN UPDATE 

1. The LCP does not conform to tbe Coastal Act's requirement of f.:1cilitating public 
access to the coast. 

a. The LCP does not comply with the public access policy of the Coastal Act 

... 

~ .. ~ . --s. ~ .-t;· "! 

The land u.=.e portion of a local coastal program is reviewed for its consi:,tency \Vith 
the policies co.atained in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act (Pub. Res. Code § 30512). These 
policies are provided for in Pub. Res. Code§ 30200-30265.5: 

1. availability of public access to the shoreline 
2. protection of water-oriented recreational activities; 
3. maintenance or enhancement of marine resources; 
4. protection ofland resources, including environmentally sensitive areas, prime 
agricultural land, soils and timberlands, and archeological or paleontological 
resources; 
5. balancing property development with co3:stal resource protection. 

i. Existing public easements will be cut offby the adoption of the land use plan. 

Public access would be curtailed if the Coastal Commission approves ~e La Jolla 
land use plan. In pertinent part, the plan states, "Dedicated access easements are not 
required to be opened for public use unless the City or some other entity agrees to accept 
responsibility for maintenance and liability of that accessvvay." (p.23). 

( 1 ) 



Ms. Laurinda Owens of the Coastal Commission, in a 9/24/93 letter to the Citv 
Planning Department, noted that this language was problematic because tlieresult is t~ 
limit public access in two situations. The first situation is where a vertical easement has 
been obtained as a result of potential prescriptive use. In those cases, it is improper to 
interfere with established rights of public access on the property. 

The second area which would be negatively impacted is lateral public access 
easements, where there is evidence of potential prescriptive rights and historic use. These 
rights should not be closed off regardless. 

As pointed out by the Coastal Commission stat:I: the language contained in the plan 
will restrict public access to the coast. Established easements must remain as such. 
Restriction of vertical and lateral access rights flies in the face of a major goal of the 
Coastal Act: "[m]ax:imize public access to and along the coast and maximize public 
recreational opportunities in the coastal zone." (Pub. Res. Code§ 30001.5). 
Accordingly, the land use plan must be revised. 

However, despite the concern expressed by the sta~ this language remains 
virtually unchanged in the land use plan certified by the City. The only change has been to 
add " ... or some other entity". This alteration does not remove the fundamental problem: 
public access may be restricted. Easements which have been established due to historic 
use should remain open to preserve public access to the coast. Gion v. Citv of Santa Cruz, 
(1970) 2 CaL3d 29 

Any proposed aspects of the land use plan which.restrictthis a~s are patently 
inconsistent with the mandate of Pub. Res. Code § 30512(3 )(c). This section dictates that 
a land use plan, or any amendments thereto, shall be certified if said plan meets the 
requirements of, and is in conformity with, the polices of chapter 3. Clearly, the langu.age 
of page 23 does not meet this criteria. 

ii. Increased traffic as a result of the CP/LCP will restrict public access to the 
coast. 

Another factor which will have an adverse effect on public access to the coast is 
transportation. The forecast of traffic congestion in La Jolla is bound to have an adverse 
impact on public access to the coast. 

The EIR for this project (No. 92-0 199) identified major increases in traffic in La 
Jolla upon implementation of the updates. Currently, eight roadway segments operate in 
excess of their design capacity in La Jolla. Upon community buildout, that number \Vill 

almost double: fourteen roadways will operate in excess of design capability. The EIR 
found that the impact ofthe Plan update on traffic would be significant. Furthermore, the 
mitigation measures detailed in the Plan update do not mitigate the increase in congestion 
and traffic to the point of insignificance. Because of this, it is likely that coastal access will 
be restricted. 

( 2 ) 



b. The land use plan lacks the specificity required by the Coastal 
Commission. 

The policy of the Coastal Commission is that "the land use plan is the controlling 
document and therefore must incorporate polices specific enough to guide development" 
( 5/11/93 letter from Ms. L. Owens, Coastal Planner, to :Mr. B. Clater, City of San Diego 
Planning Department). This statement makes clear that policy decisions need to be 
clarlfi.ed in the land use portion of the local coastal program. The rationale behind this 
policy becomes clear when recognizing that only the land use plan is reviewed for 
consistency with the Coastal Act; the zoning code updates are only reviewed for 
consistency with the land use plan (Pub. Res. Code§ 30513). Therefore, the land use plan, 
not the zoning code, is the relevant policy document: 

i. The transportation element of the plan contains general recommendations, and is 
therefore not specific enough. 

As detailed above, the EIR. (No. 92~0199) indicates that severe traffic congestion 
will occur upon community buildout. The remedies provided for in the La Jolla CP update 
are generalized goals and policies, and therefore do not meet the specificity requirement 
mandated by the Coastal Act. For example, one plan recommendation (#16), would, 
"implement a comprehensive coastal access parking plan for the village area that will 
relieve the impacts of office parking ·within residential blocks and encourage use of 
existing parking structures and surface lots within the commercial area." This language is 
lacking in specificity: there is no indication of haw. the proposed parking plan \viii operate, 
what areas would be affected, or when the plan vvi1l be implemented. Decisions of this 
magnitude should be made in the land use plan, not in the zoning ordinance. Because the 
function of the zoning ordinance is merely to implement the land use plan, it should be a 
technical document only. 

ii. The historic designation process does not give clear guidance in designating 
historic sites as such. 

The plan recommends (#2) to pursue preservation oflocal historic resources as 
recommended in Figure 19, through preliminary historic surveys. This recommendation is 
flawed for two reasons. First, figure 19 does not contain a plan to designate historic 
resources. Figure 19 states: 

"Inclusion in this list does not, by itself;. establish a .historic 
site designation, nor does it othenvise restrict use or 
development of a site. A historic site designation may be 
applied only following a separate review process, 
independent of this plan." 

( 3 ) 
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2. Passage of the CP/LCP would violate CEQA 

As a major agency action which may have a signi£.cant environmental effect, the 
Coastal Commission's approval process must conform with the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). The Coastal Commission should not approve the La Jolla CPiLCP 
because the City has not complied with the requirements of CEQA EIR No. 92-0 199 was 
prepared in reference to the La Jolla and Pacific Beach Community Plan and Local Coastal 
Program Land Use Plan Updates. This EIR is defective in several aspects, as detailed 
below. 

a. The fmdings in the transportation/circulation section are not supported by 
substantial evidence. 

An EIR must be supported by substantial evidence in the record. Laurel Heisilits 
Improvement Assn; v. Re2ents ofthe University of California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376, 392-
393, Modified 48 Cal. 3d 982a. The EIR's findings in this section are not supported by 

. substantial evidence. 

The EIR references a 1983 Transportation study, prepared by the City's 
Transportation Planning Division, Engineering and Development Department (E&D). In 
relevant portions, the study predicts the traffic forecast in the Pacific Beach/La Jolla area 
upon community buildout. 

The study finds that upon community buildout, fourteen roadway segments in La 
-" Jolla will be operating in excess of design capacity. Although the study-assumes build out

of surrounding communities, there is no evidence supporting the statement that, "(t]he 
forecasted increases in traffic volumes and levels of services for community road\vays, for 
the large part, are att1ibuted to overall regional growth and increased tourism" (p.23 
EIR). 

Furthermore, the EIR states that the Plan updates "would create less of an overall 
impact to traffic circulation than the previously adopted Community Plans for La Jolla and 
Pacific Beach." Again, this is merely a blanket statement, which is not supported by any 
evidence whatsoever. The requirement that an EIR must be supported by substantial 
evidence is clear and unequivocal. Courts have consistently conditioned approval of 
challenged EIRS on a finding of substantial evidence. See, Topan2a Assn. for a Scenic 
Communitv v. Countv of Los Anszeles (1990) 113 CaL Rptr. 836. 

b. The statement of overriding concerns is not supported by substantial 
evidence. 

Despite mitigation measure, the proposed EIR fo1.md that significant environmental 
impacts may occur upon implementation of the La Jolla CP/LCP. When faced approving 
a project with unavoidable significant environmental effects, an agency must prepare a 
written Statement of Overriding Considerations explaining why it is will to accept those 
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impacts. (CEQA Guidelines § 15093(a)). The agency's findings of a project's benefits 
must be based on substantial evidence in the record (Sierra C1ub v. Contra Costa 
County~ (1992) 10 Cal App.4th 1212, Pub. Res. Code§ 21081.5). 

The issued statement of overriding concerns identifies four benefits: 1) a greater 
mix of: and increase in residential density along La Jolla Boulevard; 2) incorporation of 
hillside and coastal bluff development guidelines that will protect slopes from excessive 
development; 3) preservation of existing community facilities; 4) limiting circulation 
improvements to those uwhich would facilitate traffic circulation 'Mthin the community". 

These benefits are not supported by substantial evidence. For example, the greater 
mix of residential density anticipated above is necessary to promoted "the concept of a 
balanced comnnmity within La Jolla." This appears to refer to the potential of greater 
affordability in the La Jolla Boulevard area. However, this conclusion is not supported by 
the record. 

Furthermore, hillside and coastal bluff development guidelines exist within the 
Coastal Act. Existing protection the City is currently required to observe should not be 
considered an additional benefit. Because the findings are not supported by substantial 
evidence, reliance.on the EIR violates CEQA A supplemental EIR should be required to 
reconsider the findings. 

3. A supplemental Em should have been nrepared instead of an Addendum 
because the categorical exemptions would have significant environmental impacts. 

-· -
Although the Coastal Commission is not currently comtidering categorical 

exclusions, we would like to brietly comment on the Addendum to the EIR which \vas 
prepared as a result of the City's attempt to categorically exclude portions ofLa Jolla from 
the Coastal Act. Because we believe a supplemental EIR should have been prepared, the 
Coastal Commission should reject the categorical exemption when it is considered. 

An agency may prepare an EIR addendum when minor technical changes or 
additions are necessary to make the EIR adequate (CEQA Guidelines§ 15 164). The 
rationale behind this is to not require an agency to prepare a subsequent or supplemental 
EIR when the new information does not result in any signi:ficant impacts. Generally, use of 
an addendum is permitted when a factor was inadvertendy omitted from the :initial EIR 
(CEQA Guidelines§ 15164). This, then, would truly be a minor, technical change. 

It: however, there is even a minor addition or change which results in significant 
impacts, a supplemental EIR must be prepared (CEQA Guidelines § 15163). Categorically 
exempting La Jolla from the Coastal Act's permit requirements can hardly be characterized 
as a "minor technical'' change. 

Removing Coastal Act protection from portions of La Jolla is a substantial 
change, thus triggering the need for a supplemental EIR. The Coastal Commission is 

( 5 } 
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charged to "[p ]rot~ct, maintain, and where feasible, enhance and restore the overall quality 
of the coastal zone environment and its natural and artificial resources.u (Public Resources 
Code§ 30001.5(a)). Coastal Commission review ensures that a project1S impact on 
community character, public views and historical resources will be considered. The fact 
that the exempted area will no longer be subject to this type of review will certainly have a 
significant impact. 

This project chooses to eliminate the Coastal Commission from its jurisdiction 
over the coastal area with respect to land development and zoning changes, leaving the 
coastal area subject to a 11bare bonesu review by the city- a much lower threshold of 
review. However, the EIR is not able to take this into account because the La Jolla 
categorical exclusion was proposed after the EIR was completed. This elimination of an 
additional level of review is a change that may have a significant impact on the 
environment, and as such, would require consideration in a supplement to the EIR. (No 
Oil Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal. 3d 68, 75, 84; Laurel Hei!Zhts 
I:m,provement Assn. v. Reeents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376 
(Holding that an EIR that failed to take into account new .findings or future uses and 
effects was inadequate as a matter oflaw)). 

The current EIR addendum (No. 94-0625) is insufficient as a matter oflaw, in its 
analysis of the effect the categorical exclusion would have on the coastal area. The 
addendum merely states that the exclusion and the elimination of an entire level of 
environmental review would have no potentially sigui.ficant environmental effects. 
Conspicuously absent from such a conclusion is any analysis and examination leading to 
this conclusion. The· addenatim. skirts any in-depth analysis and points to a number of 
local laws which might serve as some type of review. This reference to local laws is also 
inadequate as a matter oflaw since CEQA requires an examination of what the effects of 
the project would be with or without. California Coastal Commission review, (See, Oro 
Fino Gold M.inine Corporation v. County ofEl Dorado (1990) 225 Cal. App 3d 872, 881-
882, rejecting the notion that a project•s mere conformance to general plan noise limits 
meant impacts would be insignificant). Unlike Coastal Commission review, these local 
laws are entirely silent in regards to important impacts of the project such as on 
community character, public views or historical resources. 

The conclusion reached in the EIR Addendum is also woefully insufficient because 
it is not adequately supported by the findings. California case law requires substantial 
evidence to support the findings of such a conclusion. (Topanea Assn. fQr a Scenic 
Community v. Countv of Los Aneeles (1990) 113 Cal.Rptr. 836 (holding that a reviewing 
board must render :findings to support their rulings both for the parties involved and for 
the reviewing eourts)). Because the addendum has such inadequate findings it is 
insufficient as a matter oflaw and thus susceptible to legal challenge. 
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TI. PACIFIC BEACH COl'U1~IUNITY PLAN UPDATE 

The proposed Local Coastal Program amendments are not specific enough to be 
certified because the land use phase of the Local Coastal Program must be very 
specific so that later zoning changes do not have to be specific but merely consistent 
with the Local Coastal Program. 

The city of San Diego has sought to amend its Local Coastal Program (LCP) and 
seeks Coastal Commission approval for its final product submitted here. While the La 
Jolla Coalition of Community Groups applauds the city's attempt to bring its general plan 
into a better functioning planning mechanism, the Coalition feels that the proposed 
amendments do not adequately protect several areas of concern. for the residents of these 
areas. The city's interest as to amending its LCP does not seem to be for the purpose of 
updating or improving the land use element of its general plan. On the contrary, the city 
appears to be eliminating all specificity in its LCP through a variety of amendments which 
have the cumulative effect of severely weakening the overall LCP. The city appears to 
have taken the strategy of weakening its general plan so that it can make zoning changes 
with no basis for opposition. We at the La Jolla Coalition of Community Groups are 
concerned with this general weakening of the LCP. We believe that the amendments 
under review reduce_citizen participation in the legislative process and do not adequately 
address the needs of the community. Therefore, \Ve ask the Coastal Commission to reject 
the amendments under review so that the city will be forced to redraft the amendments in 
a way more suited to the needs of the community . 

.;;:.;...; According to the Coastal Act, a land use plan like the LCP at-issue l:lmet be 
· · · sufficiently detail~ to indicate the kinds, lo&;atio~ and intensity of land uses, the 

applicable resource protection and developmental policies, and where necessary, a listing 
.. of implementing actions. (PR 30105.5). The legislative history _of the Coastal Act of 1976 

demonstrates that a policy of maximum specificity was suggested for the land use stage of 
a Local Coastal Program. Later zoning ordinances could be generalized but it was 
important to keep the land use plan as specific as possible so that fundamental land use 
decisions would be made early in the amending process. 

A land use plan should be sufficiently detailed as to leave no major questions to be 
answered by the zoning phase. Section 30513 of the Coastal Act illustrates thls point by 
requiring subsequent zoning to meet the more exacting standard of conforn,ing with a land 
use plan rather than the more frequently used standard of consistencv with a land use plan. 
Section 30603(a)(4) ofthe Coastal Act further magnifies this point by requiring well
defined land use designations at the land use phase of a general plan instead of at the 
zoning phase. 

The Pacific Beach amendments to the LCP are insufficient as a matter oflaw 
because this lack of specificity violates the foregoing cited sections. The amendments 
provide for a widening of Gamet Avenue but do not mention any protection for Rose 
Creek, an important environmental area which would be affected by this widening, or 
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another important area, the marshland on the Frost property. The designation for the 
recently acquired Frost property is also insufficiently specific as no standards are set for 
the buffer width between marshland and new development. Also, public trails and 
viewpoints are mentioned but not mapped out or provided for. Both Rose Creek and the 
marshland on the Frost property are important biological resources which should be 
subject to maximum environmental protection. However, the citYs current LCP 
amendments do not specifically protect these, resources thus leaving them open to 
exploitation. This lack of protection violates the specificity provisions of the Coastal Act. 

The "intent" section of the LCP amendments are insufficiently specific and 
inconsistent with the actual amendments submitted 

a. The "intent" section is too general 

The "intent" section of a Local Coastal Program must be specific in regards to its 
overall goals regarding land use and environmental protection. (P.R 30105.5). This is so 
because under any judicial review of specific land use plans, the court will often look to 
the "intent" of the plans for guidance. (Gherini v. Cal. Coastal Commisgon, 204 Cal. 
App. 3d 699, 702 1988). The "intent" section should provide objective standards by 
which a zomng ordnance can be measured against for its consistency and conformity under 
the LCP. Absent such standards, inconsistent zoning ordinances and plan amendments 
might be passed, leading to deteriorating environmental protection. 

In the case ofthe Pacific Beach LCP amendments, the stated goals are too general 
to be of any use as objective standards. Lo~atements such as "enhancing public 
access" or "ensuring scale and character of a neighborhood" are admirable but 
dysfunctional when it comes to everyday usefulness. Furthermore, some of the proposed 
amendments are inconsistent with even these general statements. 

b. The proposed amendments are inconsistent with the "intent" section 

First, while the amendments list "enhancing public access" and "not affecting the 
community in terms of traffic or parking" as important goals to be followed, one provision 
of the LCP fails to conform with these goals. (Pacific Community Plan Draft pages 6 and 
7). Wbile the city proposes parking standards in Appendix I of the updated LCP, its 
method of calculation of available parking is inaccurate and misleading. By not including 
any outdoor dining areas in their calculation of gross floor area, the city is grossly 
underestimating parking need since many Pacific Beach restaurants more than double their 
occupancy by outdoor inclusion. (6/3/93 Coastal Commission letter to city). Such 
parking need is not taken into account thereby creating congestion problems because of 
poor planning. Misleading planning such as this violates the goals of enhancing public 
access and maintaining community levels in traffic and parking which are listed in the 
amendments. 
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A second example is the proposed amendment changing the zoning of a large 
section of Pacific Beach from its current R-3000 to R-1500. This particular community 
has a strong recent history of downzoning as evidenced by a R-400 to R-1 000 in the 
1970's and an R-1000 to R-1500 in the 1980's. In 1990 as part of the city's Single Family 
Protection Program the area was .further downsized from R-1500 to R-3000. (Ordnance 
17377). The city's reason for doing. this was "to reduce the overall densities of the 
community". ( 4/24/91 Coastal Commission Staff recommendation). The Coastal 
Commission at this time endorsed the downzoning on 517/91 because of the "community 

'concerns at the local level about neighborhood protection and the changing nature of 
Pacific Beach's character". The community is geared towards the lower level R-3000 use 
with only several exceptions at a higher level use from previous zoning. Also, most 
community residents feel the R-1500 zoning would be inconsistent with this community's 
character because of the existence ofbuildout and the inappropriate traffic pattern that 
would result from a higher zoning classification. (Pacific Beach Town Council 
representative). 

The city now proposes to revise these recent down-zoning trends by rezoning to 
R-1500. Denying recent zoning history as well as community character, thecitYs 
justification is to increase densities along transit corridors and to reflect existing 
development. These goals are inappropriate for this community as the vast majority of the 
community is at the R-3000 occupancy level. Also, such a re-zone would violate the city's 
stated goal of"ensuring that residential properties reflect the scale and character of the 
neighborhood". 

rne· LCP ::nnendments violate the Coastal Act of 1976 because they are-inconsistent 
with sections addressing Biological Resources and Traffic Circulation and Parking 

The amendments to the Pacific Beach LCP violate Section 30512.2(b) of the 
Coastal Act because t.hey are inconsistent with the policies and requirements of Chapter 3 
of the Coastal Act to the extent necessary to achieve the basic stated goals outlined in 
Section 30001.5. As such, the Coastal Commission cannot certify these amendments to 
the LCP. 

The amendments are inconsistent with Section 30240 of the Coastal Act 
addressing Biological Resources. This section requires environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas to be protected against significant disruption ofhabitat values. Developments near 
such environmentally sensitive areas must be companble with, and designed not to 
interfere with such areas. Two amendments to the Pacific Beach LCP are of concern. 
The widening; of Gamet Avenue could effect Rose Creek in a detrimental manner but the 
amendments .. don't specifically address this issue. Also, new development on the recently 
acquired Frost property could affect the fragile marshlands there, but no standard for a 
buffer zone has been set. Also, the marshlands are not mentioned in respect to the 
widening of Garnet Avenue and public trails or viewpoints have been planned but not 
specifically placed. Because the LCP amendments are too general to provide protection 
under Section 30240 they cannot be certified. 

( 9 ) 



The amendments are also inconsistent with Section 30252 of the Coastal Act 
addressing Traffic Circulation and Parking in the beach area. This section requires that 
public access and parking should be taken into account in the location and amount of new 
development. Appendix I of the LCP dealing with parking standards, has been found to 
inadequately assess the need for parking by the public. The city is not taking into account 
the outside floor area in establishments when determining parking need. This 'Will lead to 
gross underestimation of parking need because many restaurants on the beach in Pacific 
Beach more than double their gross occupancy when including outdoor area. (6/3/93 
Coastal Commission letter to city). A failure to take this into account will lead to a 
parking "crunch" and increased congesti.on. Because this would violate the parking access 
in Section 3025 2, the amendments cannot be certified. 

The Commission would violate CEQA by certifying the proposed amendments 
because several amendments would have unmitigated detrimental impacts on the 
environment 

If the Commission finds that potential environmental impacts could occur from the 
LCP amendments, the amendments could only be certified if mitigation measures 
offsetting these effects were enacted by the city. As previously pointed out the proposed 
amendments could have several detrimental impacts on the environment in general Rose 
Creek and the frost property marshland are currently unprotected from new development 
and C'.n1rnet Avenue widening measures. Public access to the parking at the beaches has 
been calcuia~ed using mis.taken figures Ieacting to gross underestimation of parking need. 
A1so, the re-zoning of a large portion of the commtanit)' from. R-3000'-to R-1500 has been 
predicted to increase residences by over 1800 units. (EIR No. 92-0199 pages 8 and 9). 
Significant traffic congestion and an increase in air pollution are destined to follow soon 
after .. Because of these. impacts, mitigation measures must. be enacted by the city before 
the Commission can certifY the Pacific Beach LCP amendments. 
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Ill. Torrey Pines Community Plan Update 

1. The Local Coastal Program amendments are not specific enough to be certified by 
the Coastal Commission since the Coastal Act requires the land use plan to be 
sufficiently detailed so that no major questions are left unresolved for the zoning 
phase 

As stated above, the Coastal Act requires a land use plan to be sufficiently detailed 
to indicate the kinds, location, and intensity ofland uses, the applicable resource 
protection and development policies, and where necessary, a listing of implementing 
actions. (Public Resources Code § 30 105.5). The legislative history of the Coastal Act of 
1976 shows that major land use decisions are to be made at the land use plan stage of the 
LCP process rather than deferring such decisions to the zoning ordinance review stage. A 
land use plan must be sufficiently detailed as to leave no major questions unresolved for 
the zoning phase. The Act states that zoning ordinances must conform with the land use 
plan. (Public Resources Code§ 30513). 

The LCP lists as a goal to "conserve, restore, and enhance plant communities and 
wildlife habitat, especially habitat for rare, threatened, and endangered species." (Torrey 
Pines Community Plan Draft p.26). However, this statement does not meet the specificity 
required by the Coastal Act. In addition to the goal being too general, one provision of 
the LCP does not meet this goal. The city proposes that all Torrey Pine trees on public 
property should be preserved and protected. (Torrey Pines Community Plan Draft p.27). 
This language does not pro~de protection of the pine tree on private property within the 
community. The Torrey Pine tree is a Federal Category 2 candidate species for listing as 
endangered or threatened. TI1e limited protection afforded by the plan could potentially 
result in significant loss of this highly sensitive species on private land. (EIR p.45). The 
EIR recommended as a mitigation measure that for development projects on private land 
requiring discretionary permits, and which involve the removal ofT arrey Pine trees, the 
project applicant shall be required to replace the pine trees on the project site at a suitable 
ratio. (EJR p.47). This provision, which would have helped to meet the goal of 
conservation of rare species, was not placed in the community plan. The only 
conservation method the city mentions is in Appendix E where it states that the plan 
encourages the planting of Torrey Pine trees in roadways and other landscaped areas. 
(EIR p.ll5). 

2. The Commission would violate CEQA by certifying the proposed amendments 
because several amendments would bave unmitigated detrimental impacts on the 
environment 

The Coastal Commission should not approve the Torrey Pines update because the 
update violates the California Environmental Quality Act C'CEQA"). The City prepared 
EIR No. 92-0126 for the Torrey Pines Community Plan and Local Coastal Program Land 
Use Plan Updates. The EIR is deficient for several reasons: 
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l. Traffic and Circulation 

The EIR's findings in this section are not supported by substantial evidence. An 
EIR's findings must be supported by substantial evidence in the record. Top amra Assn. for 
a Scenic Communitv v. County ofLos Angeles (1990) 113 Cal.Rptr. 836. 

The EIR references a June 1992 travel forecast study prepared by the 
Transportation Planning Division of the City's Engineering and Development Department. 
The study analyzed existing transportation conditions and predicts traffic and circulation in 
Torrey Pines upon community buildout. 

The study's projected traffic volumes assumed the buildout of the Torrey Pines 
Community Plan, buildout of the surrounding communities and jurisdictions, buildout of 
all surrounding planned circulation improvements, and a 40 percent drive alone rate (a 
regional goal). (EIR p.46). 

The problem \Vith the study is the assumption of a 40 percent drive alone rate in 
the traffic forecasts. First, the 40 percent rate is a goal and there is no mention of any 
evidence about how likely it is that this will ever be attained. Even with the planned bike 
paths~ buses, commuter trains, and light rail, there will still be a lot of people driving and 
many of these \\dll drive alone. Second, current drive alone rates are much higher than 40 
percent and it is hard to believe that the rate will drop to 40 percent \Vithin 15 to 20 years 
especially since Californian's tend to shun public transportation. 

~'"Thus, we feel that the 40 percent drive alone rate is too low an estimate aii.d that 
the drive alone rate will be higher. Since the drive alone rate will be higher, there will be 
higher average daily traffic volumes (ADT). The higher ADT could lead to lower levels of 
sen·ice (LOS) at certain key intersections (Carmel Valley Road/Sorrento Valley Road, 
Sorrento Valley Boulevard/Vista Sorrento Parkway, and Carmel Valley Road/North 
Torrey Pines Road). The level of service (LOS) is measured on a scale ranging from LOS 
A to LOS F (with LOS A rated as the best, and LOS F rated as the worst). (EIR p.l7). 
Even with the improvements to be made to these intersections (restriping or adding lanes), 
using the lower ADT ofthe traffic study, two intersections would operate at a LOS C and 
one (North Torrey Pines Road/Carmel Valley Road) would operate at a LOS DIE. The 
recommended improvement at the North Torrey Pines Road/Carmel Valley Road 
intersection is located within the City of Del Mar and would require their approval. The 
City of Del Mar objected to the proposed improvements to the intersection in the EIR 
(EIR p.25). Accordingly, the LOS at this intersection might decrease below the DIE level. 
At intersections operating at a LOS lower than D, vehicles would idle for prolonged 
periods of time; a condition which would result in moderate to severe traffic congestion 
and associated impacts to air quality. (EIR p.l7). 

2. Air Quality 
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The EIR's section on air quality is closely related to the section on traffic and circulation. The 
majority of the section on air quality deals with carbon monoxide emissions from cars. 

The EIR states that concentrations of CO (Carbon Monoxide) occur in areas with high traffic 
volumes and where vehicles idle for prolonged periods, such as congested intersections. Areas of 
CO build-up are referred to as CO "hotspots." High CO concentrations and hotspots would be 
expected at intersections operating at LOS E or worse. (EIR p.28). According to the EIR after 
the recommended traffic improvements are made, only one intersection would be operating at 
LOS DIE. Again, this data was based on the traffic study that used the 40 percent drive alone 
rate. The drive alone rate is a regional goal and there is no evidence in the EIR about the 
likelihood of achieving this rate. Since the drive alone rate is too low, the ADT will increase and it 
is likely that the LOS at the three key intersections would go down. Thus, all three key 
intersections could have problems with CO hotspots. 

In conclusion, we respectfully request that the Coastal Commission reject the updates to the La 
Jolla, Pacific Beach, and Torrey Pines Community Plans and Local Coastal Programs. 

Sincerely, 

_.:'. ,_/' /? ~ I c. a ... ,r.::t Clh 4 Art. e I / 'lf'rt.lL.· 
..> ......... ) 

for the Pacific Beach Planners 
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~ SEA 
seC « « tC 
Save Everyone's Access 

P.O. Box 620 
La Jolla, CA 92038-0620 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DiSTRICT 

7 May 1995 
Chairman Carl L. Williams and Commissioners 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Subject: San Diego Local Coastal Program Amendment No. 1-95 Mission Bay 
and Amendment No. 2-95. Torrey Pines and Pacific Beach: 11 May 95 
Commission Agenda Items 6b, 6c(l) and 6c(2), respectively. 

Dear Chairman Williams and Commissioners: 

SEA supports the Commission staffs reports on :Mission Bay (24 April 95), 
Tmrey Pines (27 April 95) and Pacific Beach (18 April 95), especially staff 
recom..."llendations respecting coastal resource protection and public access. 

SEA especially supports staff Mission Bay recommendation #4 to retain all public 
parking, including existing spaces at the Bahia Hotel, the requirement for a 
'continuous ten-foot-wide pedestrian and bicycle path around Bahia Point, and staff"'"· 
recommendations #6, #8 and #9 regarding natural resources protection. 

SEA strongly supports staff Torrey Pines proposals on natural resources protection 
in the wetlands, Sorrento Valley floodplain and Los Penasquitos Lagoon area. 

SEA recommends against Pacific Beach upzoning, especially at Riviera 
Drive/Moorland Avenue, for all the reasons given by the Commission when it 
downzoned the area in 1991. 

Otherwise, SEA urges the Commission to approve the Commission staff reports 
but add enforcement language like that in the Southeast San Diego Planned 

~-·District Ordinance: that pennits shall not be granted to applicants or sites \\ith 
- prior violations until those violations are resolved 

Sincerely {l;_M.q ?imh2,; r--
Carole Hkfat.,-~ 

President 



CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO .COAST DISTRICT 
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December 15, 1993 

Lawrence c. Monserrate, Principal Planner 
City of San Diego Planning Department 
Development & Environmental Planning Division 
202 •c• street, M.S. 4C · 
san Diego, CA 92101 

Re: Torrey Pines community Plan Update Amendment, DEP 192-0126, dEIR 

Dear Mr. Monserrate: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the adequacy, completeness, 
and objectivity of the draft Environmental Impact Report {dEIR) for the above 
project. 

First, there is a typographical error on Page 1, I. Introduction, paragraph 2, line 
6, which should read "accordance with the requirements". 

Also, I wish to emphasize that the Los Penasqultos Lagoon Foundation and the Del Mar 
Terrace Conservancy should have been included on your mailing list. Will you please 
furnish them with the final EIR? 

My major concerns lie with the Transportation Element. on pages 25 and 27, the 
intersection of North Torrey Pines Road and Carmel Valley Road i~ discussed. Why is 
this intersection included in the dEIR since it is located outside of our Community 
.Plan area ln ehe City of Del Mar? The traffic along North Torrey Pines Road is not 
generated by our community nor by revision of our community plan. The traffic is 
generated by the industries on Torrey Pines Mesa. Only a very tiny section of North 
Torrey Pines Road lies within the confines of the Torrey Pines Community Plan and 
the intersection discussed most certainly does not. Isn't it true that North Torrey 
Pines Road and carmel Valley Road will operate in excess of their capacities in the 
future, but that those excesses are due to other causes than revision of the 
community plan? Concerning the traffic problems discussed on page 24, I contend 
that the City of San Diego has no authority to tell the sovereign City of Del Mar 
how to "improve• its intersection at North Torrey Pines/Carmel Valley Road. The 
intersection of Qel Mar Heights Road and camino Del Mar listed on page 24 is also 
located in the City of Del Mar. Why are these intersections included in Torrey 
Pines Community Plan? 

The Del Mar Heights Road/Mango Drive intersection, which was omitted from the dEIR, 
operates with a low LOS due to the widening of Del Mar Heights Road across I-5 into 
the carmel Valley community. This necessitated the blocking of left turns onto Del 
Mar Heights Road at Portofino Drive and put additional traffic onto Mango Drive. 
Could not the Mango Drive LOS be alleviated by installing left turn signals on Mango 
Drive which would sort out the traffic and allow straight ahead traffic to proceed 
safely? This revised signal has been requested many times over a long period, since 
here again the traffic problems are due to congestion from outside of our planning 
area. Should not this intersection be discussed in the dEIR? 

The carmel Valley Road/Sorrento Valley Road intersection does not. need additional 
lanes. Would not the building of the carmel Mountain Road/I-S interchange so that 
persons entering and leaving sor:ento Valley have a direct access to I-5 north of 
Mira Mesa Boulevard be preferable? Thete then would be no need for traffic on 
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Page 2 

Sorrento Valley Road north of the proposed Pump Station 65 location. Should not 
the straightening of Sorrento Valley Road be eliminated and the Carmel Mountain 
Road/I-S alignment be accelerated in order to save the City of San Diego taxpayers 
almost fourteen million dollars and avoid further encroachment into the Los 
Penasquitos Lagoon? Would this not be a significantly preferable environmental 
alternative? Most of the day, Sorrento Valley Road is practically deserted, and 
traffic impairment only occurs briefly during peak hours. With the widening of I-5 
to 16 lanes already begun, where is the need to realign Sorrento Valley Road? 
Adding additional lanes at the north end of Sorrento Valley Road woulld only 
encourage more people to use it and bring more cars to the dead end intersection, 
only to sit waiting for lights to change and increasing the air pollution in a 
single family residential area. Should not the elimination of the realignment of 
Sorrento Valley Road be part of the mitigation? Also, should not the traffic 
signals at all the indicated intersections be coordinated to reduce air pollution 
from stop-and-go traffic and prolonged idling time? 

·Why is it necessary to construct a new bridge over carmel Valley Creek? Could not 
the existing culverts be cleaned out and maintained, and improved sedimentation 
basins placed upstream as was mandated in previous EIRs, thus saving taxpayers the 
cost of a new bridge? 

Also, shouldn't carmel Valley Road left turn pockets be coordinated with the paving 
of Del Mar Terrace streets? 

On page 28 the extension of carroll canyon Road is listed. This extension was not 
presented to the Torrey Pines Community Planning Group in the initial Transportation 
Study made of our planning area. The proposed extension purportedly will benefit 
the Mira Mesa Community, and serve as mitigation for some of their traffic problems, 
but is of little benefit to the Torrey Pines Community. Will not such an extension 
cause biological impacts to the area and increase the traffic on Sorrento Valley 
Road in our community? Why is Torrey Pines being impacted in order to accomodate 
Mira Mesa traffic? Since carroll canyon Road does have access to Mira Mesa 
Boulevard, why is it necessary to connect 1! to Sorrento Valley Road? Is not the 
deletion of the carroll Canyon Road extension to Sorrento Valley Road, as indicated 
on page 2 of the Summary, a preferable environmentallly sensitive alternative to the 
inclusion of the extension indicated on the last line of page 14? 

In relation to North Torrey Pines Road Bridge over Los Penasquitos Creek, would it 
not behoove the city to move on this immediately since the existing bridge has 
structural damage? Also why should the bridge be four lanes when North Torrey Pines 
road is only two lanes? A road with adequate bike lanes and pedestrian walkways on 
each side of the bridge is needed in this sensitive location along the ocea. Isn't 
a graceful improved bridge vhich will open the mouth of the Los Penasquitos Lagoon 
preferable to a massive structure which will be a visual and hydrological 
impediment? Also, should air pollution in this area be measured on the basis of 
ADTs, since the road is adjacent to the Pacific Ocean and the sea breezes generally 
dissipate harmful-emissions? 

In terms of community plan bikeways, would not a class 3 bikeway, leading from 
Roselle Street southwest following the existing utility easement up toward Eastgate 
Mall, help to mitigate traffic impacts in this area? A raised wooden bike path 
along the Los Penasquitos Lagoon on the south side of carmel Valley Road also was 
studied previously, why isn't it discussed in the dEIR? 



Page 3 

It is indicated on page 17 that an additional 12,000 Average Daily Trips could be 
added to the community's roadway system through industrial development within the 
Sorrento Valley area, most of which would be in close proximity to the Los 
Penasquitos Lagoon and the Torrey Pines Reserve. As indicated on p. 20, North 

·Torrey Pines Road also already exceeds its design capacity. Therefore, it seems 
imperative to support the development alternative to reduce development intensity in 
the Sorrento Valley area by rezoning industrial property zoned M-lA to M-lB or MLl 
and reducing floor area ratios to below .5 or .4 by including it as a part of the ' 
Plan itself. This mitigation would reduce both the traffic impacts and air 
pollution impacts in the area, and would be an environmentally preferred 
alternative, as indicated on pages 1 & 2 of the dEIR summary. Should not this 
alternative be included in the revised community plan? 

On page 60, under Planned Development Permit conditions, why doesn't the dEIR spell 
out in detail how trip generation can be limited so that such mitigation can be 
incorporated into the Plan? · 

..9 
If the above transportation elements are followed asAind!cated, would there not be 
greatly reduced impacts to the biology, hydrology and visual enjoyment of the area 
as well as reduced roadway congestion and air pollution? The community plan has 
been designed to preserve and protect environmental resources as stringently as 
possible. However, if we are forced to undergo all the suggested transportation 
projects indic~ted in the dEIR, how can we preserve the city's sensitive resources 
in this area?(Incidentally, the Torrey Pines Association's "Green Book" is 
suggested as another source for .endangered plants listed between paqes 35 and _47 .j 
On page 50, under Mitigation Measures, should not carmel Valley Road, Via Latina and 
Racetrack View Drive be added to Torrey Pines Reserve Extension as areas indicated 
for special requirements since they also contain areas for development adjacent to 
sensitive coastal resources? No protection is given against residential development 
impacts upon Los Penasquitos Lagoon, San Deguito Lagoon, Crest canyon, and the 
Torrey Pines Reserve Extension, located in the middle of the Torrey Pines area. 
Traditionally, before the Local Coastal Program was approved, the Coastal Commission· 
limited the heights of houses on property adjoining all laqoons and parks within the 
Coastal area. Why does not the new community plan contain such protection? Why are 
not houses which are located adjacent to the two lagoons, Crest Canyon, and the 
Torrey Pines Reserve still limited to twenty-five feet in height and required to 
register open space buffers and non-building easements in order to protect public 
treasures? OWners of such property have had the value of their property enhanced 
aany times over by its location adjacent to parks and preserves. Do they then not 
have the responsibility also to reduce impacts o.f their development of that property 
on the general populace? Should not design guidelines be established in the 
community plan for such houses, consistent with the proposed requirements for houses 
in the San Deguito River Valley Regional Open Space Park? (See attachment A). What 
environmental protection is available for such sensitive areas if the basic zone 
guidelines are the only requirements? 

Should not Mitigation Measures discussed on page 45 for contaminated runoff from 
impervious surfaces also include detailed plans for catchment basins and monitoring 
of toxins? Should not the mitigation measures on page 50 include public as well as 
private projects? 
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Paqe 4 

on page 53, mitigation measures for coastal development include the underqroun~ 
relocation of power lines along Sorrento Valley Road. In accordance with previous 
requests of the Torrey Pines Community Planning Group, should not the words "and 
across Los Penasquitos Lagoon" be added after the word "Road"? 

Thank you for the other creative mitigation measures which you have suggested in the 
dEIR. Shouldn't they be incorporated into the wording of the community plan? 

Please do not construe these concerns to indicate a recommendation either for 
approval or denial of the plan or the dEIR. 

Thank you for your attention to these matters. 

sincerely you~, J ., 

~ G'utJt{J_&~ 
opal Trueblood 
13014 caminito del Rocio 
Del Mar, CA 92014 

c: Ann Lowry 
Mike Westlake 
Harry Ms~his 



November 11, 1993 

Lawrence c. Honserrate, Principal Planner 
City of San Diego Planning Department 
Development & Environmental Planning Division 
202 "C" street, M.s. 4C 
san Diego, CA 92101 

Re: Torrey Pines Community Plan Update Amendment, DIP 192-0126, dEIR 

Dear Mr. Monserrate: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the adequacy, completeness, 
and objectivity of the draft Environmental Impact Report (dEIR) for the above 
project. 

~We have four main concerns generated by the dEIR. First, it is indicated on p. 17 
that an additional 12,000 Average Dally Trips could be added to the community's 
roadway system through industrial development within the Sorrento Valley area, most 
of which would be in close proximity to the Los Penasquitos Lagoon and the Torrey 
Pines Reserve. As indicated on p. 20, North Torrey Pines Road also already exceeds 
its design capacity. Therefore, it seems imperative to support the development 
alternative to reduce development intensity in the Sorrento Valley area by rezoning 
industrial property zoned M-11 to H-lB or MLl, and reducing floor area ratios to 
below .5 or .4 by including it as a part of the Plan itself. This mitigation would 
reduce both the traffic impacts and air pollution impacts in the area, and would be 
an environmentally preferred alternative, as indicated on pages 1 & 2 of the EIR 
SUIUilary. 

i- Second, no protection is given against residential development impacts upon Los 
~ Penasquitos Lagoon, and the Torrey Pines Reserve Extension which is located in the 

middle of the Torrey Pines area. Traditionally, before the Local Coastal Program 
vas approved, the coastal Commission limited the heights of houses on property 
adjoining all lagoons and parks within the Coastal area. Why does not the new plan 
contain such protection? Why are not houses which are located adjacent to the two 
lagoons, crest canyon, and the Torrey Pines Reserve still limited to twenty-five 
feet in heiqht and required to register open space buffers and-non-building 
easements in order to protect public treasures? Owners of such property have had 
the value of their property enhanced many times over by its location adjacent to 
parks and preserves. Do they then not have the responsibility also to reduce 
impacts of their development of that property on the populace? Should not design 
guidelines be established in the community plan for such houses, consistent with 
those required for houses in the San Dieguito River Valley Regional Open Space Park? 
(See attachment A). What environmental protection is available for such sensitive 
areas if the basic zone guidelines are the only requirements? 

Third, it is stated on page 46,- in paragraph 4 from the bottom, that "Where 
feasible, all Torrey Pine trees should be preserved and protected". Previous 
versions of the community plan contained the following: 



. ...;.··· 

1. A coastal Development Permit shall be required for removal of two or more Torrey 
Pine trees. If Torrey Pine trees must be removed during the development process, 
they shall be replaced on the project site at a 2:1 ratio. 

2. Torrey Pine trees shall be removed from private land in existing residential 
neighborhoods only when they threaten the health or safety of residents, and then 
replaced at a 2:1 ratio. 

3. Torrey Pine trees shall not be removed from public lands at any time, unless 
they threaten the health of the environment ·(i.e. from disease) or visitors to 
parkland areas. If Torrey Pine trees must be removed from public lands, they shall 
be replaced at a 3:1 ratio. · 

Why were the above requirements removed? 

Fourth, it is stated on p. 47 that "Applicants for coastal development permits for 
projects located in the watershed of the Los Penasquitos Lagoon shall enter into an 
agreement with the City and the State coastal Conservancy as a condition of 
development approval to pay a Los Penasquitos watershed restoration and enhancement 
fee to the Los Penasquitos Lagoon Fund for the lagoon's restoration." Why was a 
contribution decided upon in lieu of an appropriate restoration site, as indicated 
on page 57 of the Los Penasquitos Lagoon Enhancement Plan? Would not dedication of 
land be more environmentally feasible than paying funds to the california Coastal 
Conservancy? If all mitigation is made through payments of "contribUtions", in time 
there will be no Los Penasquito~ Lagoon left to mitigate. The fee program did not 
work in relation to vernal pools, what guarantee is there that it will work in 
relation to the Lagoon? 

Thank you for your attention to these matters. 

Sincerely yours, 



March 3, 1995 

Scott H. Bernet and Planning Commissioners 
City of San Diego, City Administration Building 
202 "C" Street 
San Diego, CA 92014 

Re: San Pasqua! Valley Plan Update, I 95-009 

Dear Chairman Bernet and Planning co .. issloners: 

!his letter is in answer to your request to write concerning issues which I vas unable 
to address in my allotted speaking time at the vorkshop of Thursday, March 2, 1995. 

It vas evident from the testimony of various staff officials at the workshop that, 
although the MSCP staff has been working with staff engaged in the plan update, the 
staffs conducting various other studies have not been doing so and that their 
conclusions will have an inpact on future activities in the San Pasqua! Valley. 
The types 2f ~ ultimately permitted in the §Ia Pasggal Valley IYlt ~ consistent 
!1th IWt plan's overall goals such as 

preserving an adequate supply of useable ground and surface water, 
maintaining the Valley as an agricultural preserve, and 
preserving, restoring and managing biologically sensitive habitats. 

Therefore, it is imperative that the many issues occasioned by current studies be 
addressed before the ~ 1l finalized. 

~. ~~ 

Although only ten percent of the area is designated for coamercial ventures, thAt 
amognt ~ change the whole character 21 ~ valley. Such conversion conflicts with 
the goals stated above. It is my understanding that transcripts of the testimony of 
the public review of North County Fair project show that promises were made to the 
citizens that no further commercial growth would be permitted across from that 
development. Residents of that general area have indicated to me that they nov feel 
betrayed. 

What is driving such conversion is the promise of increased revenue to the city. But 
where is analysis of increased income versus increased costs to the city? Mev 
commercial areas will bring costs of additional widening of roads including mitigation 
costs (which are often omitted), additional parking problems, increased air pollution, 
increased water usage, and increased police and fire protection. Are these additional 
costs beinq balanced agalLst the increased revenue? Since overriding considerations 
must be made to approve the plan because of unmitigatable environmental iapacts, such 
considerations aust be stated in detail, not just mentioned as a factor. Residents of 
the city have a right to know the costs of what they are qiving up in order for the 
city to have an unknown quantity of •increased revenue•. 

Since there are no funds to pay completely for the videninq of the roads, why should 
they be widened if the residents of the area do not want thea vldened? Cloverdale · 
Road and Highland Valley Road can be removed from the status of aajor roads, and given 
the designation of collector streets. Thus they could remain as ~lane roads. This 
has just been done by City Council in the Torrey Pines Comaunlty Plan, approved 
January, 1995. Sorrento Valley Road, with an existing AD! of 10.8 thousand and Ca~mel 
Valley Road with an existing ADT of 16.5 thousand, far greater than the two roads in 
question, were designated collector streets and limited to tJsl. lanes. Why can this 
not be done in the new plan for the roads proposed for widening in San Pasqua! Valley? 

• 
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Any permitted commercial development within the valley should be addressed 
specifically in the plan as to overall design, type and intensity. Plan language 
should limit it to lov profile, low intensity, visitor-serving uses with specific 
enforceable design standards limiting building height, bulk and scale, and building 
designs that reflect the rural and historic character of the area. Unless such 
guidelines are stated, totally inappropriate projects will be built. 

No commercial development should be permitted vest of the drainage area that separates 
Sikes adobe from the Pinery Farm Stand parcel, and the impacts to Sikes adobe as a 
result of any adjacent commercial use must be prohibited for the reasons explained by 
Victoria Touchstone at the workshop yesterday. 

Also, I oppose the conversion of Pinery Tree Farm acreage to a golf driving range due 
to the visual and biological impacts, and the impact to the character of the area, 
particularly at night due to night lighting. Although such development may be 
considered economically desirable by some leaseholders who contracted for agricultural 
use of the land, other residents of the area do not find such conversion either 
consistent or attractive. 

The rural character of the area would be altered significantly by converting the 
Coverdale canyon agricultural area to commercial use. This is contrary to the stated 
goals of the plan. 

It is my understanding that a cultural resources survey is necessary to protect 
remaining resources, and to stop the ongoing loss of cultural data due to both 
inadvertent and deliberate destruction of cultural resources by lessees and the 
general public. The plan should identify fundinq sources for completing a survey, 
setting a timetable for its completion, and identify specific, implementable measures 
for ensuring long-term protection of important resources identified during the survey. 

This letter borrows heavily from Diane B. Coombs' letter dated January 20, 1995, to 
Charles Studen of the City of San Diego Planning Department. Since I did not know if 
you had been given her letter, I selected those parts which I heartily endorse to 
.bring to your attention. My copy of her letter has been underlined and notes made on 
it, so I could not submit lt for your use. However, if you have not seen it, I am 
sure that the Joint Powers Authority of the San Dieguito River Valley Regional Open 
Space Park or Mr. Studen would be happy to furnish copies to you. 

Thank you for your attention to these matters. You have a formidable task, but I am 
confident of your usual informed common sense solutions. 

Sincerely yours, 

(~f~ 
~J/1 Trueblood 
13014 caainito del Rocio 
Del Mar, CA 92014-3606 
Phone: 481-0763 Fax: 481-8925 
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. CALIFORNIA 
CO.O.STAl COMMI:)SIQN 

5AN DIEGO CC'~AST DISfRICT 

June 15, 1995 

Lilly Diana 
California Coastal Commission 
311 Camino del Rio North 
San Diego, CA 92108-1725 

Re: Coastal Commission Report 

Dear Lilly: 

This letter is in reference to the compromise 
language propose by the City about the 
Coastal Commission Plan. I am opposed to 
any changes in the language in the Plan. 

I support the current language for the Torrey 
Pines Community Planning Board and believe 
this plan should remain in tack. I would 
greatly urge that we maintain this plan to 
provide protection against encroachment until 
the City states exactly and clearly what 
intentions they see for this undeveloped land in 
the future. 

12941 Caminito del Canto, Del Mar, CA. 92014 619-259-9103 1-800-4 SINGIN 
Producing quality children's video 



DEL MAR TERBRCE CONSEBIJANCY 
.P. o. Box 2632 ~ ... 

Del Mar, Ca 92014 

April 26, 1995 

California Coastal Commission 
-San Diego Coast Area 
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92106-1725 

Re: Torrey Pines Community Plan 

Dear Coastal Commissioners: 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSIO:"J 

~AN DIEGO COAST OISU!CT 

Since I must be in Washington, D.C. at the date of the May Coastal Commission 
hearings, I am writing to you to implore you NOT to approve the Torrey Pines 
Community Plan w:ithout major revisions, as follows. . .. 

The California Coastal Act and the Cqlifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
were designed to preserve coastal resources and access to the ocean. This can be 
done in San Diego only through specificity in the community plans, J>"hich implement 
the General Plan. The San Diego Resource Protection Ordinance specifically excludes 
any coastal resources, and City Planning interprets Hillside Review Ordinances dif
fP.rently than the Coastal Commission. In the Torrey Pines area we have no Coastal 
Resource Pro~ection be.cause "Old 101" runs right alon~ the Ocean. 

• 

When the Torrey Pines Community Plan was being updated, Planning Department staff 
members told members of this community that they should not make the community plan 
specific because it would be too difficult to enforce. Therefore, there is little or 
no prptection of what little sensitive resources are left, and present attempts of the 
planning department to incease density and decrease citizen participation in the coasta 
area are leading to higher transportationdensity, more air pollution and less access 

.. for the rest of the city to Torrey Pines State Beach and Torrey Pines State Preserve. 

lVhat is vitally needed in this area, which also includes San Dieguito River Valley, 
Los Penasquicos Lagoon, and Crest Canyon, a city preserve, as well as the state parks 
mentioned above, are specific design guidelines to protect natural resources, mainly 
in those areas which abut the parks and wetlands mentioned above. 

The San Dieguito River Valley Regional Open Space Park staff formulated some design 
guidelines to protect such areas. These guidelines have been adopted by Escondido a~d 
are being considered by other municipalities who formed the Joint Powers Authority 
to administer the river park. However, San Diego .took no action on thesepasign guideli 

-'{ o~ AtJ 
:.c..o l...CPA 
?..-C15A 

Torrey Pines community has no protection against remodeling without coastal per
mits and "blockbuster houses" which\'hsregard preservation and protection 
of the Coastal zone. 

I am enclosing a copy of these design guidelines, and urge you to in
corporate them into the coastal cocmunity plans which you are reviewing, 
so that increased density will not rob the rest of San Diego of access 

to the coast. \o~~E.'{ ? 1 t-..)E.S Cot-A.tl\.\)t\.1\N \t.AN 

Le\\u-s o~ o~?os\~o" 



Partll 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTR!Ci 

APPEl'! DICES 

Design And Development Standards Recommended For Private And Other Public 

Proposals Within The FP A 

Qrading 

Grading within the FPA should be limited to the extent possible and where grading is 

proposed it should be designed so as to retain the natural shape of the landform and 

reflect the topographic constraints of the terrain. In all cases mass grading shall be 

avoided. 

Depending on the scale of the project, grading should be phased to allow prompt 

revegetation to control erosion and visual impacts. 

Building pads should be designed to conform to the site topography, including the 

creation of smaller terraced pads rather than large graded pad areas. 1'1 addition, building 

pads should not be created on the most visible portions of both the ridgelines and the 

valley floor. The e~~ironmental documents prepared for all proposals within the FP A 

should include a visual impact analysis to determine the most suitable location(s) for 

buildings on a lot. 

\Vhere feasible, no structures or construction activity should occur within the 1 00-year 

floodplain. 

Where grading within the FP A can not be avoided, creative grading techniques using 

contour grading and incorporating existing significant natural features should be utilized. 

Additional techniques should be implemented including those outlined below. 

• Use variable slope gradients with ·smooth, rounded cuts 

• Round off toe and crest of slopes 

• Blend graded slope contours with the natural topography 

• Utilize native vegetation to alleviate sharp, angular slopes 

• Preserve natural and significant geologic features 
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• 
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Design drainage courses to blend with the environment 

Use serrated grading techniques to help guarantee successful revegetation of 
manufactured slopes 

Although the use of retaining walls within view of the park is highly discouraged, there 

may be an instance in which no alternative is available. In this case, the retaining wall 

should not exceed six feet in height and should cc;>nform to the natural contour of the 

topography and be screened with indigenous landscaping. Earthtone colors· and 

decorative natural materials such as stone construction should be used to blend with the 

natural landscape. 

Roadways should be designed to minimize grading and visual impacts. The use of 

non-typical standards for roadway design should be required as necessary to accomplish 

this. Roadways and driveways should be located in areas with the least visual and 

environmental impacts on the Park. Landscaping should be provided to buffer roadways 

and driveways as viewed from the FP A. This landscaping shall be indigenous to the 

maximum extent possible. 

-· lw.y parcels that have been disturbed by illegal grading should be restored through 

coiTecrive grading techniques and/or revegetation of the native habitat. 

Snyctural Design 

'Within the FP A, the form, mass and profile of the individual structures and archite(.."tllral 

features should be designed to blend with the natural terrain. 

Structures should be set back from ridges and bluffs throughout the FP A to reduce their 

visual impact. Vlhere development on hillsides cannot be avoided due to existing 

ownership patterns, the proposed design should preserve the character and profile of the 

natural slope. 

Materials, fmishes, and colors for all buildings, accessory structures, ·walls and fences 

should be compatible with the intent of minimizing the visual impact on the FP A. Colors 

should be limited to subtle earthtone hues, with style and texture that reflects the 

traditionaVrural character of the FP A. Colors should not be bright, reflective, metallic or 

otherwise visually out of character with the natural setting. In addition, colors such as 

white or pink that contrast wit.~ the landscape should be avoided. The use of natural 
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materials is encouraged. The use of red tile roofs along ridgelines should also be 

discouraged. 

The visible area of the buildings and uses should be minimized through a combined use 

of regrading and landscaping techniques. 

Structures located within the view of the FPA should be generally low in profile and 

utilize upper story setbacks so as not to be visually prominent as viewed from within the 

valley floor. In highly visible areas, the building height should not exceed a basic limit 

of 15 feet above the finished grade, except for an area limited to 20 percent of the total 

floor area which may exceed the basic height limit of 15 feet up to a maximum of 30 

feet. Under no circumstances shall structures be greater than 30 feet in height at any 

point of the structure measured from natural existing grade. 

The use of stem walls should be avoided. 

The facades of structures should be angled at va.t-ying degrees as required to follow the 

natural topography of the site. 

Rooflines of structures should vary in angle and height to provide a changing proflle. · -· 

Rcoflines shall emphasize the natural land forms and help. blend the structures into the 

natural open space environment. 

Commercial uses should be designed to complement the traditional/rural character of the 

FP A. A design theme should be utilized which relates most closely to the Old California 

farmhouse or ranch style. 

Accessory uses such as tennis courts, gazeboes, and swimming pools that would require 

retaining walls and/or extensive structural supports visible from the FPA should be 

avoided. Accessory uses should be set back from the ridgeline and properly screened 

with landscaping to be unobtrusive. In deck construction, . large distances between 

structures and grade shall be avoided. 

The use of exterior lighting should be limited to that needed for security purposes. If 

proposed, lighting should be a low-sodium type with horizontal cut-off and shall be 

shielded downward such that the light would not be visible to adjacent properties. A site 
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lighting footcandle diagram may be required to demonstrate conformance with this 
guideline. 

Subdivision Design 

Subdivisio!llot lines for new subdivisions should be designed to minimize intrusion into 
the FP A. Where a portion of a subdivision is included within the FP A, all development 
should be clustered outside of the viewshed of the FPA to the extent possible. Properties 
located entirely within the FP A should be designed to maximize the preservation of an 
interconnected open space corridor. 

Subdivisions should be designed to minimize encroachment into the FP A. If a major 
portion or all of the project is within the FP A, subdivision design should be required to 
protect the existing significant environmental/cultural resources by minimizing grading, 
drainage, and overall impacts in the FP A. Areas remaining in open space should be 
protected by open space or conservation easements. 

Open space linkages should be required for pedestrian/bike traffic and equestrian trails 
linking the· project w:itl:i. the park's proposed trail system, consistent with the. adopted 
regional corridor trail standards. · 

Development should also be clustered to ma.xi.m.ize the amount of open space Vvithin the 
FPA. 

Projects should be designed to provide appropriately sized open space linkages where 
deemed necessary to allow for wildlife movement and trail linkages. 

All projects should protect significant view corridors to the river valley and open space 
areas. 

Hillside development should blend rooflines with the profile of the land. Retain as much 
existing vegetation as possible. Upon completion of gracing, impacted areas shall be 
replanted. Native plant species should be used to the extent feasible and should consider 
brush management and the interface with the natural environment 

Roadway crossings of the open space corridor should only be permitted if designated in 
the transportation element of the general plan or applicable community plan. 
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Fencing 

In an effort to reduce the need for property line fencing on major slopes, subdivisions 

should be designed to place major slopes adjacent to proposed building pads in separate 

open space lots. Where property lines do transverse major slopes fencing on slopes 

should be discouraged, however, where such fencing is required the fencing should be 

visually unobtrusive in color and materiaL 

Fencing should be unobtrusive, typically open and non-opaque when viewed from public 

areas of the FP A, and use natural colors to blend with landscape. 

Landscaping 

Drought tolerant and native species should be used wherever possible to minimize water 

usage and maintain the natural shape and rural character of the environment. 

Landscapi."lg should make a gradual transition from ornamental to native vegetation. 

Existing mature, native trees and shrubs, natural rock outcroppings and riparian areas 

should be preserved and special ~easures should be taken during any grading and . -.. ~ 

construction activity to ensure that no unanticipated impacts will occur. 

Structures and improvements should be located so as to minirnize removal of trees and 

existing vegetation. 

Planting along the slope side of development should be designed to allow controlled 

views out, yet partially screen and soften the architecture. Tree species selection and 

placeme~t should be designed to be capable of exceeding the height of the top of the 

slope. 

Clearing for firebreaks and planting of non-native, fire retardant vegetation shouid occur 

so that the area is not within the viewshed of the FP A. Sensitive fire suppression 

landscape designs to provide necessary protection while striving to maintain the visual 

and biological integrity of the native plant communities should be utilized in accordance 

with the following: 

• Maintain adequate building setback 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Locate irrigation at top of slope 

Thin out high and moderately flammable species 

Remove dead branches, foliage and other debris 

Remove limbs touching the ground 

Separate plant groupings and avoid dense plantings of tall species, maintain 
existing plants in random 

Prune selectively to maintain natural appearance 

Hydroseed ~th native, low growing plants and grasses 

Landscaping should make a gradual transition from private yard to native 
vegetation. 

• Landscaped areas within the viewshed of the FPA should use vegetation native 
to the San Dieguito River Park FP ~ in the landscape design. 

Drainage And Erosion <;ontrol 

A nmoff control plan which would minimize runoff from the site s.hculd be submitted as 

part of the site plan. 

Natural and historic runoff patterns and water velocities into the river valley should be 

maintained where feasible. 

Runoff velocity should be non-scouring, non-erosive, and of a degree such that no 

armoring (e.g. rip-rap or concrete) of a channel is required. 

To minimize erosion and siltation, areas of distUrbance during construction should be 

stabilized as rapidly as possible with non-invasive vegetation. Temporary and permanent 

erosion and siltation control measures as necessary should be installed to mm1m1ze 

construction and development impacts. 

All run-off control structures and devices, including detention/retention basins, siltation 

traps, catch basins, energy dissipaters and outfalls should be shown on the site plan and 

should conform to all other design regulations herein. 
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The peak rate of runoff from the site in post-development conditions should match the 

peak rate of runoff from the site in pre-development conditions for all design storms. 

Detailed drainage calculations should be provided as necessary to insure compliance with 

this requirement. 

Runoff and erosion control techniques should be based on techniques outlined in the 

Erosion and Sediment Control Handbook, California Department of Conservation in the 

National Engineering Handbook, United States Agriculture Soils Conservation Service. 

Resource Management 

Buffers adequate to meet the requirements of state and federal resources agencies should 

be provided between proposed development areas and wetlands. 

Adequate wildlife corridors and linkages should be preserved within all projects in order 

to permit wildlife movement between major open space areas. 

Recommended Findimzs Of Aporov~ 

In conjunction with the adoption of design and development stan<.i'ards for proposals 

\Vi thin the San Dieguito River Park FP A, the member agencies are encouraged to 

establish Findings for Approval of such proposals. These Findings for Approval inciude 

the following: 

1. The development or use is found to be in conformance with the goals and 
objectives outlined in the San Dieguito River Park Concept 'Plan; 

2. The intensity and character of the proposed development or use lS 

compatible with the natural, cultural, scenic and open space resources of 
the site; 

3. All grading associated with the proposal bas been kept to a minimum and 
the location and design of the proposed development respects and 
preserves the natural landform, geologic features, existing streambeds, 
vegetation, significant tree cover and wildlife areas; and 

4. The development is located and designed in a manner that will maL."ltain 

the existing character of the area as viewed from the FP A. 

113 



April 19, 1995 

Ms. Diana Lilly 

22NO DISTRICT AGRICULTURAL ASSOCIATION 
State of Calirornia 

California Coastal Commission 
San Diego Coast District Office 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

SUBJECT: TORREY PINES COMMUNrtY PLAN LCP AMENDMENT, 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

Dear Ms. Lilly: 

The 22nd District Agricultural ~Associa.tion respectfully requests your 
consideration of the following issue and requested modification of the 
currently proposed amendment for the Torrey Pines Community segment of 
the City of San Diego Local Coastal Progrm (LCP). 

The 22nd District owns and operates the Del Mar Fairgrounds and Racetrack. 
A portion of the 22nd District's property is located within the Torrey Pines 
Community Plan area of the City of San Diego. This 48 acre parcel is located 
between Jimmy Durante Boulevard on the west, Interstate 5 on the east, and 
immediately south of the Del 1v1ar Hilton Hotel. The 22nd District refers to 
this parcel as the "Surf & Turf" parcel. The majority of this parcel is 
undeveloped (i.e., approximately 34 acres) and is used for the field of the 
driving range, and parking during the summer season at the Del Mar 
Fairgrounds and Racetrack. In following the City's progress with the Torrey 
Pines Community Plan Update, the 22nd District had, and has, no objection to 
the Community Plan designation of recreational open space for the 
undeveloped portions of the Surf & Turf parcel. 

However, approximately 14 acres of this parcel are developed with active 
commercial recreation uses, including a small visitor-serving RV park and 
the Surf & Turf recreational complex, which includes tennis courts, 
miniature golf, the driving range pro-shop and clubhouse facilities, and 

:!:!60 limmy Duri.lnte 6-.mJ.:\·ard • Del .\\Jr. Ci.llif .. ,nua 9:!014 -:!::!I c 
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April 19, 1995 
Ms. Diana Lilly 
Page Two 

paved driveways and parking lots. This area is shown with a hatched line 
pattern on the enclosed map. We had assumed that the developed 
commercial recreation facilities portion of the Surf & Turf parcel was 
included within the commercial recreation designation used by the 
Community Plan in its reference to the existing commercial recreation uses 
south of Via de la Valle. However, in reviewing the maps in the final 
adopted version of the Torrey Pines Community Plan Update, which we 
understand is the basis for the City's current application for certification of the 
corresponding LCP amendment, it appears the developed commercial 
recreation facilities on the 22nd District's property are shown for recreational 
open space, rather than commercial recreation . 

. ~ ....... ~ 

The 22nd District feels the proposed open space designation for this existing, 
longstanding commercial recreation use area is inappropriate, and would be 
inconsistent with the Coastal Act policies that address preservation of low
cost visitor serving facilities in the Coastal Zone. These existing facilities are 
an adjunct to the active commercial recreation uses at the Del Mar 
Fairgrounds and Racetrack Furthermore, the 22nd District's Master Plan, 
adopted in 1987, shows the developed portion of the Surf & Turf parcel for 
continued commercial recreation use. 

The 22nd District requests that you consider recommending a modification to 
the proposed Torrey Pines LCP amendment, which would essentially correct 
the land use plan, to show the approximately 14 acres of existing, developed 
commercial recreation area on the Surf & Turf parcel as "commercial 
recreation", consistent with the commercial recreation designation for the 
immediately adjacent Del Mar Hilton Hotel property. The enclosed map 
shows the correct configuration and area of this approximately 14 acre 
commercial recreation area. 

With this requested modification, the 22nd District feels the Torrey Pines 
Community Plan designations for its property would be consistent with the 
Coastal Act and the 22nd District's adopted Master Plan. I have discussed this 

- -
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issue with Mr. Mike Westlake of the City of San Diego Planning Department, 
and informed him of the District's need to request this modification. 

Thank you for your assistance. 

Yours truly, 

22ND DISTRICT AGRICULTURAL ASSOCIATION 

~~ 
·t~~±~a A. Butler · 

D1strict Planner 

enclosure 

cc: Mike Westlake, City of San Diego 
Andrew Mauro, 22nd DAA 

• 



SOURCE: The Butler Roach 
Group, Inc., 1995. 
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Honorable Chairperson and Commissioners 
California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

city of del mar 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

RE: San Diego LCP Amendment No. 2-95 (Torrey Pines Update) 

Honorable Chairperson and Commissioners: 

The City ofDel Mar is very concerned with the City of San Diego's proposed amendment 
to its Local Coastal Program (LCP) for the Torrey Pines Community Plan. Two areas have 
been identified as major issues associated with the proposed amendment. Each of these 
involves a number of related concerns, but generally fall into the following two categories: 

1. The City of San Diego's proposal to regulate land use within the 
jurisdictional boundaries of the City of Del Mar. 

2. Impacts to regionally significant environmental resources including, but not 
limited to, wetlands, water quality, and visual resources. 

Our concern first involves the City of San Diego's proposal to regulate land use within the 
jurisdictional boundaries of Del Mar. As has been stated in previous correspondence to the 
City of San Diego, (letters dated July 30, 1992, May 10, 1993, May 26,1993, September 13, 
1993, December 6, 1993, May 17, 1994, May 27, 1994, and November 16, 1994), the 
primary concerns of the City of Del Mar are the proposed improvements to North Torrey 
Pines Road/Camino del Mar and the Camino del Mar/Carmel Valley Road intersection. 

As correctly noted in the draft Torrey Pines Com.-nunity Plan and the EIR, this intersection 
and a portion of North Torrey Pines Road are within the jurisdictional boundaries of the City 
of Del Mar and would require approval from the City of Del Mar. However, the proposed 
improvements, as described in the draft Torrey Pines Community Plan, are in direct conflict 
with the City of Del Mar Community Plan. Specifically, the Del Mar Community Plan 
recommends that Camino del Mar ultimately consist of one lane of traffic in each direction 
south of 9th Street, yvith the remaining right-of-way utilized for landscaping, parking, and 
bicycle lanes. 

To further emphasize the importance of this issue, on November 7, 1994, the Del Mar City 
Council unanimously adopted Resolution No. 94-52 (enclosed). This resolution opposes 
the Torrey Pines Community Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report as they relate 

.. .. ::.. 



> Honorable Chairperson and Commissioners 
" California Coastal Commission 

San Diego LCP Amendment No. 2-95 (Torrey Pines Update) 
May 5, 1995 

to North Torrey Pines Road, Camino del Mar and the intersection of Camino del Mar, and 
Carmel Valley Road. 

We believe it is inappropriate for the Coastal Commission to even consider approval of the 
City of San Diego's proposal to widen our roadway system to accommodate the growth 
within the City of San Diego. Further, we question the Commission's legal authority to 
grant approval of a project without consent from the affected property owner, in this case the 
City of Del Mar. 

Our second concern involves regional impacts to significant environmental resources 
including wetlands, water quality, and visual resources. The City of Del Mar concurs with 
Commission staff that the proposed Torrey Pines Community Plan is inconsistent with 
Section 30233 of the Coastal Act. As proposed, the plan would allow for the construction of 
roadways and other structures within wetlands and other existing environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas. The City of Del Mar supports the staff report with regard to other proposed 
modifications which address precise development standards for development in the 
floodplain fringe of Sorrento Valley and the San Dieguito River, and adjacent to designated 
environmentally sensitive open space areas such as the San Dieguito Lagoon, Crest Canyon, 
the Carroll Canyon Wetlands/Wildlife Corridor, and the Torrey Pines State Reserve 
Extension. . .. ~ .. ,;. 

In closing, the City of Del Mar supports the Commission staff's recommendation of denial 
of the Torrey Pines Community Plan. Should the Commission approve the Torrey Pines 
Community Plan, the City of Del Mar requests the Commission to delete from the draft 
Torrey Pines Community Plan all proposed improvements located within the jurisdictional 
boundaries of the City of Del Mar located on North Torrey Pines Road/Camino del 
Mar/Carmel Valley Road. The City of Del Mar also supports the suggested staff 
modifications as outlined on page six, seven, nine and ten of the staff report. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

~~mel 
Mayor 

cc: Del Mar City Councilmembers 
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Honorable Mayor and City Council 
City ot San Oiego 
City Clerk, City Administration Building 
202 "C" Street 
San Diego, CA 92123 Mail Station 2A 

CALifORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DlfGQ J::o.AST DISTRICT 

RE: Torrey Pines Community Plan Update and As.sociated Amendments to the 
North City Coastal Program 

Honorable Mayor and City Council: · 

Please consider this letter the City of Del Mar's formal rec;uest to delete from the 
draft Torrey Pine.s Community Plan those propo.sed improvements located within 
the jurisdictional boundaries of the City of Oel Mar located on North Torrey Pines 
Road/Camino del Mar/Carmel Valley Road. 

As we have stated on numerous occ:asiom. in previous correspondence (letters 
dated July 30, 1992, May 10, 1993, May 26, 1993, September 13, 1993, 
December e. 1993, May 17, 1994, May 27, 1994 and November 16, 1994 
attached), of primary concern to the City of Del Mar are the proposed 
improvement.s to North Torrey Pines Road/Camino del Mar and the Camino del 
Mar/Carmel Valley Read intersection. As correctly noted in the draft Torrey Pines 
Community Plan and the EIR, this intersection and a portion of North Torrey Pines 
Road are within the jurisdictional boundaries of the Citv of Del Mar and would 
require approval from the City of Cet Mar. The proposed improvements as 
de.scribed in the draft Torrey Pines Community Plan are in direct conflict with the 
City of Oel Mar Community Plan. 

To further emphasize the importance of this is.sue, on November 7, 1994 the Del 
Mar City Council unanimously adopted Resolution No. 94-52 (enclosed), a 
resolution oppo$ing the Torrey Pines Community Plan Update and Environmental 
Impact Report as they relate to North Torrey Pines Road, Camino del Mar and the 
intersection of Camino del Mar and Carmel Valley Road. · 
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Honorable Mayor and City Council 
City of San Diego 
Torrey Pines Community Plan Update 
January 3, 1995 

Sincerely, 
-

J~I/J!}Jt~ 
.~ 
Jan McMillan 
Mayor 

cc: Del Mar City Councllmembers 
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RESOLUTION NO. N-52 

A RESOLUTION OF TH! CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF DEL MAR, CALIFORNIA, OPPOSING THE 

TORR!Y PINES COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE 
AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

AS THEY RELATE TO NORTH TORREY PINES ROAD, 
CAMINO DEL. MAR AND THE INTERSECTION OF CAMINO CEL. MAR ANC 

CARMEL. VALL!Y ROAD 

WHEREAS. the northern sedion cf North Torrey Pines Road/Camino del 
Mar bridge over the railroad traeks, as well as Camino del Mar/ Carmel Valley 
Road intersection are within the jurisdictional bgunctanes of the City of Oel Mar. 
and, 

WHEREAS, the City of Oel Mar has jurisdiction over the use and design 
of these roads and intersection, jurisdiction that cannot be usurped by any other 
city; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Cel Mar encourages regional ecoperation among 
jurisdidions and also respects each city's right to local control; and 

WHEREAS, the Community Plan for the City of Cel Mar recommends that 
..:..~. Camino del Mar be reduced to one lane of traffic in each dii'ection south·of 9th 

Street with the remaining right-of-way utilized for landscaping, pari<ing and 
· bicycte right-of-way; and 

WHEREAS, the planning efforts asSOCiated with the Torrey Pines 
Community Plan Update proposes widening Torrey Pines Road within the 
jurfsdidlonal boundartes of Cel Mar, a prcpoaal that conflicts with the Oet Mar 
Community Plan: and 

WHEREAS, the Environmental Impact Report prepared for the Torrey 
Pines Community Plan Update recommends Increasing traffic levels within the 
boundaries of City of Oel Mar to mitigate tratflc and growth impacts associated 
with the implementation of the Torrey Pines Community Plan. 

WHER!AS, the City of Oel Mar has formany communicated this 
inccnsistency and concam to the City of San Olego through letters dated July 
30, 1992, 0801mber 6, 1993, May 27, 1994 and September 7, 1994. 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved that the City Council of the City of Oel 
Mar continues to support one northbQund lane of tratrlc on south Camino del 
Mar, and to oppose the Torrey Pines Community Plan Update and 



Environmental Impact Report as it relates to North Torrey Pines Read, Camino 
del Mar and the intersection of Camino del Mar and Carmel Valley Road. 

PASSED ANO AOOPTEO by the City Council of the City of Del Mar at 
a regular meeting hefd this 7th day of November 1994. 

A TrEST: 

':auu&?&u~ 
MERCEDES MARTJN, City Clerk 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF SAN OtEGO ) ss 
CITY OF DEL MAR ) 

- I, MERCEDES MARTIN, City Clerk of the City of Del Mar. CaHfomia, 
DO HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of Resolution 
No. 94-52 adopted by the City Council of the City of Oel Mar, California, at a Regular 
Meeting held the t!i:Jay of, 1994, by the following vote: 

AYES: Coundlmttmbers Abattanel, Colbert, Pari<s, Whitehead, 
· Mayor~~c:Millan - · 

NOES: None 

ASSENT: None 

ABST AJN: None 
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November 1 Ei. 19S.. 

Mayer Susan Golding 
City of San Oiegc 

.202 C StrMt, 11tl"l Floor 
City Administration Building 
San Ciego, California 92101 

All yau may know, tne City Of 0.1 Mar ill 18rfoutly c:cncem.ct with the City 
of San Diego's PI&'IS for wideninG not1h Torrey Ptna. Road,. incluqing tht 
bridges over tne P-lquilcl Lagoa, WI tne railtcad lradc, as well at 

.. fii8n• foi'lhe interMctlon Of C8llnel Valley Roaclllt1CI Camino Del Mar. We 
have otrerad contments on 111-. plans in Yllriout 1'eSponMa to the TOtTey Pines Community Plan Update. 

We are CClnCin'led not cn1y with the Jllan8 ~ 1111t e11o with tne fact 
tl1at San Oiego IPJI8n to t:. PI'OeledlnQ 1.111'-'aoy with '*igna that UM 

portion• ot land wtttUn thl City 01 Del Mlr. City « Sin Diego staff, While 
coutteoua to ex.. IIIIIP, '* not been able to jWtlft IIlia '"*1111 planning 
81JProac:11. 0.... City Allen i8J' M1 received no upllnlllon I'IQn your City Attomeya cmc.. 

To ~ lzit ex.. Plltltfon on lhle matter, the C. Mlr, City Council 
unanf~ PMIId RIIOIUtiQ"' No. 94-52 on~ 7, 1-.. I am 
endoalng a copy rt INa RMOilltion, which -811:1 hi rfgt1t Md obligation 
at every dty to retan ~ -Ita own JIIGpatr wfttlout fct;elllng its 
eoncz.urent t'81pcnaib1Jity to eotnmuniC~W ...a wonc tc;tctw With its neighbcrs. 

. . 
• .., ......... ,e .. ,.., ~.,e .. ..._..,.. •. •· •· -· • ••• • ' • . ft 
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1 WC<.tld Sll'eat/y appreciate the OPPOilunity to a1scusa this sitvatlon with you 
as soon as Possible. 1 belie•• it is in the best interest$ at both""' oties to do so. 

Sinearely, 

JAN McMILLAN 
Mayor 

JM:Im 
Enclosure 

ee: City Manager Jed< McGrory 
City Attorney Jcnn Witt 

. I 
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in each direction, divided by 
the existlny landscaped Median, 
w1lh holding or turn lanes at 
intersections, and the provision 
of addittonaJ parking (particu
larly in tile area between 15th 
and 13th Streets). 

B. Provide attactlve promenade 
walkways wtth landscaped rest
ing areas and benches. £ncourage 
the use of distinctive paving 
patterns and textures. The 
width of waltNays should be 
variable .and 11rovided witll Jow 
level pedestrian lighting. 
Provide a4dftlon~1 landscaping 
using street trees with grating 
or pavers at base and raised and 
mounded pJanttng areas of shrubs 
and flowers. Also use fixed 
contafner planters and hanging 
planters wfth seasonal flowers, 
where appropr1ate. 

r·· 
· C. Design bfcycle rights-of-way to 

connect with other segments of 
ca.ano del Mar both north and 
south. one bicycle lane north
bound and one southbound. The 
lanes should be approxi~tely 
six feet wide and clearly .. rked. 

D. Provide bfcycle parking areas at 
the Del ,...r Plaza, Stratford 
Square, tnaterbury Comer, City 
tlall and the end of lith .Street. 

E. Reduce speed ll•ft to 30 •iles 
per hour. 

f. Hake provtstons for future Mini
bus and rapid transit bus stops. 

3. 9th Street to Southern City Limit 

A. Limit traffic to two lanes, one 
each way. with holding or turn 
lanes at. jnte•·sectlons. 

D. Provide pedestrian walkways on 
each sfde of the street. Walk
ways should be 110re foi"'INN1 and 
straighter than in other areas 
but should bave textured surfaces 
and low level lighting. 

C. Provide bicycle rfghts-of-way. 
one northbound ac~d one southbound. 
to connect with the central C..ino 
del ~r route aad with the Cfty 
,of San Diego route. 

P. Direct northboulld through traffic 
to Interstate 5 via Del Har 
Heights Road by use of signs 
si•ilar to those proposed at the 
north end of the City. 

The Plan. therefore. reco11111ends that: 
CiMino del Mar be i~~Dediately reduced to 
one lane of traffic In each direction, 
north of 15th Street and south of 9th 
Street. with the remaining space being 
ut11fzed for landscaping, parktag and a 
bicycle right-of-way. This concept should 
be facfl t tatecl by way of a tei!pOrny low 
cost solution that wl11 all~ for .oGitor~ 
ing over a six mont' to one year period of 
tiae. If. after this MOnitoring period, 
the concept ts felt to be a good one. 
efforts should be ~de to install permanent 
iiiProveaents. 
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Hay a, 11ea 

Ms.. 1tJAY Roach 
Legal counsel, California Coastal Comaiaaion 
31l.1 camino c1el Rio North, Suite 200 
san Ciaqo, CA 92108 

P.~,Q2 

(tl•) ........ .,., 

JoWl ........ . 

~ 
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CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRJcr 

~· lett~ ia in ~•9~4 to the city ot san Diego Local coastal 
· Proqram, A:lllenc!ment No. 2•9:S.A; the 'l'on-ay Jin.ea Community :Planning
Update on which the ecaatal QC1l\misaion is achadulacl to take a.otion 
'l'hursd.ay, Ma.y 11, 1995. One qeoqraphic area incl\lda4 in the upd.a.ta 
includes the carmel Valley Road/Camino clal Mar intersection, which 
area ia YQoll~ witb~n tnt CorpotAtl boundoriAa ot tht city Qt Do1 
MAJ:... 'rhia fact has been &cknowledgecl on numarcua ocaA•ion• ),)y the 
c~ty ot san Dieqo'• staff aa well aa tha Oftice ot tho san Diaqo 
Ci't.y Attorney. - -'rha City ct Del Mat- 4cea not aupport the action proposed t.or this 
a.:raa.. The City ot Del Me's poaieion has ~aan communicated. to the 
City ot san Die9o th:rouqh nUllleroua letters as well as a C:ity 
Council Resolution (No. 94-52). Tha City o~ San Dieqo ia askinq 
the Coastal Commission to taka action for property located wholly 
vi thin the City ot Del Mar, 

Since the coaatai eouisaion raquiztea the •igna:t.ura ot the property 
owner and the applican-t: tor au.b:mittala, plaaaa be advisac:t 'Chat tl'la 
City of Del Mar, as the owner of the auojact property, ha.a ne.it:hu 
s~qne4 any aocument for thia propoaal nor has it •Ubmitted any 
application concerning it. Thank you tor your attention to thia 
matter, 

Very truly].';~ ~ 
'"'- ~?;?~ _, 

PRANCESeA M. DAlJEL / 
Assistant C1ty Attorney 
City o~ Del MU" 

~ • t. 
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EXECUfiVE SUMMARY 

PLAl"i VISION 

The vision of this community plan is to provide, in a democratic manner, the highest 
possible quality of life for residents and businesses while preserving the community's 
unique natural environment. 

The Torrey Pines Planning Area is a community rich in environmentally sensitive 
re59urces. The community contains large areas of Torrey Pine trees, lagoons, 
wetlands, sandstone bluffs and canyons which in tum provide habitat for several 
species of unique wildlife. In addition to environmental resources and wildlife, the 
Torrey Pines Community also provides a unique living and working environment for 
its people. This community plan provides goals, policies and an action plan 
designed to protect the health, safety and welfare of both its residents and the 
natural environment. 

KEY POLICIES 

The following key policies reflect the underlying concern for the Torrey Pines 
Community Planning Area. These policies reflect the plan vision which is a theme 
interwoven throughout all the elements of this community plan. 

1. All development adjacent to open space areas shall be designed to reduce visual 
and development impacts. 

2. Provide safe roadways for pedestrians, bicyclists and vehicular traffic, including 
traffic control measures and pedestrian crossings where necessary. 

3. Residential development shall reflect the diversity of existing homes in the 
community, and shall be in compliance with all development regulations. The 
community does not recommend or support, within single-family zoned areas, the 
construction of shared housing (also known as minidorms or Go-Homes). 

4. Commercial development shall be designed to avoid impacts to adjacent 
residential areas. 

5. The construction of public projects shall avoid impacts to 
residential neighborhoods. 

6. Public projects (utilities, roads, railroad, etc.) that cross or encroach into open 
space areas shall eliminate or avoid loss to biological resources, shall result in no 
net loss to wetlands, and shall be required to contribute to the restoration and 
enhancement of those open space areas. 
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7. New industrial and commercial development proposed adjacent to identified open 
space corridors shall contribute to the preservation of these areas. 

8. Public mass transit service, including bus, light rail, and commuter rail should be 
provided to and through the Torrey Pines Community. 

9. Emphasize the Citywide importance of and encourage the location of scientific 
research, biotechnology, and clean manufacturing uses in Sorrento Valley becauSe 
of its proximity to UCSD and the University and Mira Mesa communities 
.industrial areas. Provide adequate mass transit and/or transportation facilities to 
the Sorrento Valley Area. 

10. Useable public parks and active playing fields should be provided within the 
planning area for use by all age groups. 

11. Affordable housing should be provided within the planning area. 
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INfRODUCTION 

PURPOSE OF TilE PLAN 

The Torrey Pines Community Plan and Local Coastal program is the City of 
San Diego's adopted statement of policy for the growth and improvement of the 
Torrey Pines Community Planning Area. The plan designates appropriate areas for 
residential uses, commercial services, and industrial and other employment generating 
uses, as well as areas that should remain free from ·development because of sensitive 
environmental resource characteristics. The plan also recommends road improvements 
and designates appropriate locations for public facilities which are necessary to 
support the projected population of the Torrey Pines Planning Area. 

ISSUES 

The Torrey Pines Community Plan update process included primarily the cooperation 
and efforts of the Torrey Pines Community Planning Group, the citizens, and the City 
of San Diego Planning Department. An update subcommittee of the planning group 
was established early in the process. This subcommittee held monthly public 
meetings, where planning group members, Planning Department staff, residents and 
property owners worked together to formulate various elements of the plan. The 
subcommittee identified a number of issues that served as a general framework for 
the development of the goals, policies and proposals of the plan. Among these 
issues were: 

• The size, bulk, scale, height and compatibility of new residential development 

• Street improvements, and their impacts on neighborhood character, pedestrians, 
and environmentally sensitive areas 

• Development and construction impacts to environmentally sensitive areas, 
including sedimentation, erosion, visual impacts, and encroachment 

• Expansion of commercial and multi-unit development in/and adjacent to 
single-unit residential neighborhoods 

• The lack of active and passive recreational park facilities 

• The lack of protection of environmentally sensitive resources 

• The environmental impacts associated with public utility and facility projects 
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The Torrey Pines Community Plan update process also included input and the 
identification of issues from other City departments and outside agencies. A number 
of additional issues were identified that were also used as a general framework for the 
development of this community plan including: 

• The need to provide affordable housing within the Torrey Pines Community 
Planning Area. The City's Housing Element includes a goal of providing assistance 
to Very Low and Low Income households, and that those households be distributed 
among the various community plan areas such that all communities meet their "fair 
share" goals. . . 

• The need to update the City's Zoning Code in order to provide a more effective 
and streamlined planning process. 

• The lack of a mass transportation system to the-Torrey Pines Community, and 
the need for the extension of the Light Rail System, the Commuter Rail and 
bus service. 

• The need for a regional transportation system that provides safe and efficient travel 
throughout San Diego County. 

• The need to reduce auto trips and improve air quality regionally through the 
implementation of transportation demand management strategies, transit oriented 
developments and other measures. 

• The need to provide land and opportunities for scientific research, light 
manufacturing and biotech industries for a balanced economy consistent with 
environmental considerations. 

11 
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PLANNING CONTEXT 

mE COMMUNITY PLANNING AREA 

The Torrey Pines Community Planning Area comprises approximately 2,600 acres of 
land located in the northern coastal region of the City of San Diego. Plan boundaries 
are the northerly San Diego City limits, Interstate 5, the southerly portion of the , 
Sorrento Valley Industrial Park, the Pacific Ocean and the city of Del Mar. The city 
of Solana Beach lies immediately to the north, and the University Community extends 
to the south. East of Interstate 5 are the communities of Carmel Valley and 
Sorrento Hills. 

DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING HISTORY 

Planning efforts for the Torrey Pines Community have taken place almost continually 
since the area was annexed in 1958. In 1963 the area contained only two large 
subdivisions: Del Mar Heights, a 760-Iot subdivision, recorded in 1887, and the 
Del Mar Terrace subdivision recorded in 1913, containing 547 lots of 30 feet in 
width. However, in 1963 the area contained only about 100 housing units with a 
population of 470 persons. 

In 1963 the City Council adopted the original Del Mar-Torrey Pines Community Plan 
which served to guide development in the area for over I 0 years. 

During that time period, many changes occurred which necessitated the need for a 
restructuring of community goals and a plan revision. Those changes included: 

• The purchase of the Torrey Pines State Park Extension 

• A crystallization of the opinion that the San Dieguito and Los Pefiasquitos Lagoons 
were a natural environmental asset and in need of protection 

• Increased demand and pressure for urbanization of the area because of its very 
desirable location 

• Substantial industrial development and freeway construction 

These factors led the citizens of the community to form a group to strive toward 
revision of the 1963 Community Plan in the early part of 1970. During the two year 
period between 1970 and the initiation of the update program, the Torrey Pines 
Community Planning Group remained active and diligently served to review 
development activity within the community and conduct research in matters of 
environmental concern. On March 6, 1975, the San Diego City Council adopted an 
update to the original 1963 plan, establishing it as the Torrey Pines Community Plan. 
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Since 1975, the Torrey Pines area has continued to grow and develop under the 
guidelines of the 1975 plan. This growth and development more recently has become 
problematic. Numerous negative impacts from development, especially to 
environmentally sensitive areas, were identified by residents of the Torrey Pines 
Community. Planning Group and Planning Department analysis indicated that the 
identification, prevention and resolution of these impacts were beyond the scope and 
control of the existing 1975 plan. As a result of this analysis, the Planning Group 
requested an update to the existing community plan. 

DNIRONMENTAL SETI1NG 

The Torrey Pines Community Planning Area is characterized by an abundance of 
sensitive environmental resources and contains a number of major local and regional 
open space systems, most of which are protected by this and other plans, and by 
various regulations. Most of these systems are associated with the watersheds of the' 
Los Peiiasquitos and San Dieguito lagoons as well as Carmel, Soledad, and 
Los Peiiasquitos Creeks, and include the San Dieguito Lagoon and River Valley, 
Crest Canyon, the Torrey Pines State Reserve and Extension, Torrey Pines State 
Beach, the Los Peiiasquitos Lagoon and associated uplands, and the Carroll Canyon 
wetlands/wildlife corridor. These systems, and recommendations regarding them, 
are described in more detail in the Resource Management and Open Space Element of 
this plan. 

URBAN SETTING 

The Torrey Pines Community Planning Area is located in the northern coastal region 
of the City of San Diego, and is influenced by a number of activities occurring in 
adjacent jurisdictions, communities, and regional parks. 

The northern end of Torrey Pines is located adjacent to the cities of Del Mar and 
Solana Beach to the north and west, and to the San Dieguito River Regional Park to 
the east. Most of this portion of the Torrey Pines Community is designated open 
space in an effort to preserve those sensitive resources within the San Dieguito River 
Valley. Commercially designated properties in this area are consistent with those 
commercial areas in Del Mar and Solana Beach that serve visitors whose destinations 
include the Del Mar Racetrack and/or Fairgrounds, or the City and State beaches 
located just blocks to the west. 

The central portion of Torrey Pines is located adjacent to the city of Del Mar and the 
Pacific Ocean to the west, and the community of Carmel Valley to the east. This area 
consists primarily of very low and low density residential development consistent with 
the same development pattern occurring in the city of Del Mar. 
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Table :~: Torrey Pines Community Plan Land Use Summary 

Category Acreege %of Total 

RESIDENTIAL 622 24% • 
Very Low (o-4 Units I Acre) 60 • 
Low (5-9 Units I Acre) 520 
low Medium (10-15 Units I Acre) 20 
Medium (16-44 Units I Acre) 22 

~ 

COMMERCIAL 26 1% 
Commercial Recreation 8 

Commercial 18 

INDUSTRIAL 380 15% 

PARKS I OPEN SPACE 1,112 42% 
San Dieguito Valley /lagoon 194 
Crest Canyon Open Space Park 134 
Crest Canyon Neighborhood Park 10 
Torrey Pines Reserve Extension 184 
Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon 452 

Carroll Canyon Corridor 37 
General Open Space 101 

SCHOOLS 20 1% 

Elementary 20 

UTILITY 3 

SDG&E Substation/ 3 
Water Utilities 

RAILROAD 56 2% 

FREEWAYS I STREETS 402 15% 

TOTALS 2,662 100% 
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That portion of Torrey Pines located just south of Carmel Valley Road is heavily 
influenced by Torrey Pines State Reserve and Los Pefiasquitos Canyon Preserve and 
Lagoon. Most of this portion of the community is designated open space to protect the 
lagoon and resources within Torrey Pines State Park Reserve Extension. 

The southern portion of Torrey Pines, known as Sorrento Valley, is located adjacent 
to the scientific research and biotech industrial areas of the University and Mira Mesa 
Communities. The Torrey Pines Plan designates all of Sorrento Valley as industrial . 
which is consistent with the industrial nature of this region of the City of San Diego . 

• 
WCAL COASTAL PROGRAM 

The California Coastal Act of 1976 established a coastal zone boundary within which 
certain planning and development requirements must be met. These requirements have 
been designed to protect and enhance California's coastal resources. The North City 
Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (LCP) was adopted by the San Diego City 
Council in March 1981, revised in May 1985, and revised again in March 1987. 

The North City LCP encompasses all of the Torrey Pines Planning Area, except for a
small portion at the very south tip of Sorrento Valley. The North City LCP also 
encompasses portions of the community planning areas of Mira Mesa, Carmel Valley, 
University, Sorrento Hills, and Via De La Valle, as well as open space and urban 
reserve areas identified in the General Plan. These areas were grouped because of 
considerations of drainage into the San Dieguito and Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon, 
impacts on traffic volume and traffic circulation in the area, and the cumulative 
impacts of development. 

The recommendations and development criteria of the LCP have been incorporated 
into the individual elements of this community plan. Due to the standard of review 
established in the Coastal Act of 1976, an LCP land use plan must contain· a great 
deal of specificity to direct the formulation of suitable implementing ordinances. 
Therefore, more specific and detailed supplemental coastal development policies not 
contained within the main body of this community plan can be found in the Appendix. 
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

BACKGROUND AND ISSUES 

The Torrey Pines Community consists of over 1,000 acres of open space, located 
primarily within five separate but related open space systems, each containing 
numerous sensitive environmental resources. These open space systems include, from 
the north part of the community to the south, San Dieguito River Valley, Crest 
Canyon, Torrey Pines Reserve Extension, Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon and associated 
upl;mds, and the Carroll Canyon Wetlands/Wildlife Corridor (see Figure 4). 

Except for a small portion at the south end of Sorrento Valley, all of the Torrey Pines 
Community is in the Coastal Zone, and most of the wetlands, wetland buffers, 
shoreline coastal bluffs, and beaches are within the Sensitive Coastal Resource (SC~)
Zone (see Figure 5). 

The Torrey Pines Community is rich in valuable biological resources. The most 
sensitive of these habitats include Coastal Marsh, Riparian, Coastal Mixed Chaparral,_ 
Chamise Chaparral, Coastal Sage Scrub, Grasslands, and Torrey Pine Woodland 
(please see Biologically Sensitive Habitats maps, Figures 19-21, within the 
Appendix). The Torrey Pines Community is also rich in cultural resources, with over 
25 prehistoric and historic archaeological sites recorded as of 1981. 

The Sorrento Valley/Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon area of the Torrey Pines Community is 
the site of the prehistoric indian village of Ystagua. Ystagua has archaeological 
remnants unique to the area, and is considered a Multiple Resource Area (MRA) by 
the National Register of Historic Places Guidelines. The site has extensive midden 
and artifacts, and has burial sites with cremation remains which are of special concern 
to local Native Americans. This area is believed to have been the center of a resource 
network in which prehistoric man visited the lagoon and surrounding area for food 
and raw materials for tools. The value of this area has been extensively documented 
.;.n the ethnographic and archaeological record. 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) directs agencies to inventory 
cultural resources under their jurisdiction, and requires projects to consider impacts to 
archaeological, historic, and Native American resources. The National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) has made a national policy of preserving historic and cultural 
aspects of our national heritage. In addition, the City's Progress Guide and General 
Plan discusses at length the "alarming rate of historical and archaeological site 
destruction" and the need for increased public efforts to slow the rate of destruction. 

In addition to the sensitive coastal, biological and cultural resources found within the 
Torrey Pines Community, several other environmental constraints exist including 
slopes of 25 percent or greater, floodplains, geologic hazards and wetlands (please see 
detailed Environmental Constraints maps, Figures 22-24, within the Appendix). 
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These biological and cultural resources continue to suffer degradation from a variety 
of sources. Los Peiiasquitos Lagoon and the Carroll Canyon Creek corridor have been 
degraded by the development of adjacent residential arid industrial properties, the 
construction of public utility and transportation projects, and increased sedimentation 
and decreased water quality from development in surrounding upstream communities. 
The Torrey Pines State Reserve Extension is impacted by residential encroachment 
from adjacent properties. Crest Canyon, because of its excellent access, is a heavily 
used area which suffers impacts from erosion. That portion of the San Dieguito River 
Valley Regional Open Space Park within Torrey Pines suffers from a history of 
se't'Clge discharges, water diversions, sedimentation, human and pet intrusion, and 
extensive land filling for the Del Mar racetrack and fairgrounds. 

GOALS 

1. Ensure long term sustainability of the unique ecosystems in the Torrey Pines 
Community, including all soil, water, air, and biological components which 
interact to form healthy functioning ecosystems. 

2. Conserve, restore, and enhance plant communities and wildlife habitat, especially 
habitat for rare, threatened, and endangered species. 

3. Retain viable, connected systems of wildlife habitat, arid maintain these areas in 
their natural state. 

4. Identify, inventory and preserve the unique paleontological, archaeological, Native 
· American, and historic resources of Torrey Pines for their educational, cultural, 

and scientific values. 

5. Preserve, enhance and restore all natural open space and sensitive resource areas, 
including Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon and associated uplands, Torrey Pines State Park 
and Reserve Extension areas with its distinctive sandstone bluffs and red rock, 
Crest Canyon, San Dieguito Lagoon and River Valley, the Carroll Canyon 
Wetland/Wildlife Corridor through Sorrento Valley, and all selected corridors 
providing linkage between these areas. 

6. Establish a pedestrian/bicycle pathway _system that links all open space areas, from 
Carroll Canyon in the south to the San Dieguito River Valley in the north. This 
pathway system shall be provided concurrent with adjacent development, and shall 
be designed consistent with the design guidelines provided within this 
community plan. 
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POLICIES 

1. Land uses adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitats shall not negatively 
impact those areas. 

2. Development impacts to rare, threatened, endangered, or candidate species shall 
be minimized or eliminated. 

3. No fllling, clearing, grubbing, or other disturbance of biologically sensitive 
habitats shall be permitted without approved mitigation plans . 

• 
4. Coastal lagoons and estuaries that are designated and zoned open space shall 

remain undeveloped. 

5. Public access in areas of environmentally sensitive habitats shall be limited to 
low·intensity recreational, scientific, or educational use. Access shall be controlled 
or confined to designated trails or paths, and no access shall be approved which 
results in disruption of habitat. 

6. New development adjacent to and impacting biologically sensitive areas shall be 
responsible for the restoration and enhancement of that area. In particular, when 
mitigation areas are needed for public projects, the disturbed areas in Crest 
Canyon should be revegetated with coastal mixed chaparral and Torrey pines. 

7. Riparian vegetation in channels through the Sorrento Valley industrial area shall 
be preserved in its natural state in order to maintain its vital wildlife habitat value. 
When vegetation removal is necessary for flood control, the required State and 
Federal permits shall be obtained. 

8. Preserve and enhance all open space and wildlife corridors {see Figure 6), 
especially those linking Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon with Torrey Pines State Reserve 
Extension and the Carroll Canyon Creek corridor. 

9. Crest Canyon shall be left in its natural state in order to preserve those 
biologically sensitive habitats identified within this park. A small portion of the 
parkland located adjacent to Del Mar Heights Road and Durango Drive should 
accommodate some limited passive park development. 

10. Construction or improvements of roadways in biologically sensitive areas or open 
space shall be designed to minimize or reduce encroachment impacts, espe<!ially in 
wetlands and wetland buffer areas. Protection of sensitive habitats through buffers, 
realignments and reduced development areas shall also be considered. 

11. New development, both public and private, should incorporate site planning and 
design features which avoid or mitigate impacts to cultural resources. When 
sufficient plan flexibility does not permit avoiding construction on cultural 
resource sites, mitigation shall be designed in accordance with guidelines of the 
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State Office. of Historic Preservation and the State of California Native American 
Heritage Commission. 

12. Maintain regulations that prohibit contaminated runoff from reaching any of the 
sensitive open space areas designated in this Community Plan. 

13. Conditions of approval for all development that impacts adjacent open space areas 
should include restoration and enhancement measures for that particular area. 

14.,All Torrey Pine trees on public property should be preserved and protected. 

15. Provide pedestrian/bicycle linkages so that all open space areas will be connected. 

SPECIFIC PROPOSALS 

Wildlife Crossines/Linkaees 

There are a number of existing and proposed wildlife crossings or linkages identified 
within the community planning area. These crossings are connections between open 
space systems which allow wildlife to pass unencumbered. As shown in Figure 6, 
there are presently 14 designated crossings throughout Torrey Pines. A majority of 
these crossings link Torrey Pines State Reserve with the Reserve Extension, 
Carroll Canyon Wetlands/Wildlife Corridor and the Los Pefiasquitos Canyon 
Preserve. Those crossings shown to link across 1-5 and 805 are coordinated with 
existing underpasses and bridges. · 

There are three additional crossings recommended within the plan, located in the 
northern portion of the planning area. These linkages would allow wildlife passage 
between the Torrey Pines State Park Reserve Extension and Crest Canyon, between 
Crest Canyon and the San Dieguito River Valley, and between the San Dieguito 
Lagoon and San Dieguito River Valley. 

Sin Die&Uito Laeoon and River Valley 

Approximately 200 acres of the San Dieguito River Valley Regional Open Space Park 
Focused Planning Area is encompassed within the northern portion of the 
Torrey Pines Community Planning Area. This regional open space system extends for 
55 miles from its source on Volcan Mountain near Julian to the ocean between 
Del Mar and Solana Beach. 

The San Dieguito Lagoon is one of the few remaining coastal wetlands in California. 
It is a habitat for many threatened species, such as the endangered Least Tern. It is a 
critical site on the Pacific Flyway which is rapidly being destroyed by development. 
Every effort should be made to protect and enhance this resource, including following 
the policies, some of which are contained within the San Dieguito Lagoon 
Enhancement Program. 
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1. New development or expansion of existing uses adjacent to the lagoon shall not 
encroach into or negatively impact this open space area. 

2. The lagoon should be enlarged to enhance plant and animal habitats, and to create 
a sufficient tidal prism to ensure adequate water circulation and to keep the mouth 
of the river open. 

3. The existing fairgrounds and parking shall be enhanced with landscaping, and the 
sensitive habitat areas shall be buffered from fairgrounds activity. Activities of the 
22nd Agricultural District shall not encroach into open space areas . 
• 

4. Development adjacent to the lagoon should be designed to avoid sedimentation, 
erosion or other potential impacts which degrade the quality of the water 
resources, and should preserve existing public views. The following measures to 
reduce grading impacts should be utilized where appropriate: minimize grading 
during the rainy season, install sediment basins and/or energy dissipating 
structures, and ensure revegetation and stabilization of slopes before the onset of 
the rainy season. To reduce visual impacts, development should be low-profile 

. and screened from view by landscaped buffers. 

5. Within the 100-year floodplain fringe of the San Dieguito River, fill for roads and 
other public improvements and/or permanent structures will be allowed only if 
such development does not require the construction of offsite flood protective 
works. The following requirements shall also be met: 

• Existing environmentally sensitive habitat areas will not be significantly 
affected and, that as a condition of development, significant new riparian 
corridors will be planted and maintained to function as enhanced 
wildlife corridors. 

• The design of the development incorporates the findings and recommendations 
of both a site specific and coastal watershed hydrologic study in order that the 
development either assures that there will be no increase in the peak runoff 
rate from the fully developed site, and neither significantly increase nor 
contributes to downstream bank erosion and sedimentation, including 
wetlands, lagoons, and other environmentally sensitive habitat areas. 

• There will be no significant adverse water quality impacts to downstream 
wetland, lagoon and other environmentally sensitive habitat areas. 

6. Protect, preserve and enhance the variety of natural features within the 
San Dieguito River Valley including the floodplain, the open waters of the lagoon 
and river, wetlands, marshlands and uplands. 

7. Maintain and enhance the experience of nature within the lagoon, by screening 
present conflicting uses, prohibiting future conflicting uses, retaining natural areas 
and promoting an expanded water body within the lagoon. 
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Crest Canyon 

Crest Canyon is composed of 134 acres of open space and 10 acres of land dedicated 
by ordinance as a neighborhood park. It extends north from Del Mar Heights Road to 
San Dieguito Valley and includes native Coastal Sage Scrub, Torrey Pines Woodland, 
sandstone cliffs, and steep slopes. 

1. The neighborhood park portion of Crest Canyon shall have limited development 
on the 1.5+ acres of semi-levelland adjacent to Del Mar Heights Road and 
Durango Drive. The development should be limited to view points, benches, trail 
.beads, information signs and decomposed granite trails except where disabled 
access is viable. 

The open space portion of the canyon shall be preserved. Limited public access 
shall be provided by defined trails under standards established for the preservation 
of biologically sensitive plants and wildlife. 

2. Design of dwelling units adjacent to State Reserve Extension and Crest Canyon 
shall stress a blending of architecture with the natural terrain. Architectural 
shapes, bulk, materials, and landscaping should be carefully chosen to respect the 
physical constraints of the land. 

Torrey Pines State Reserve Extension 

The Torrey Pines Reserve Extension includes over 180 acres of undeveloped property 
containing high quality Torrey Pines woodland habitat. The Reserve is an extension of 
Torrey Pines State Park, and is owned by and under the jurisdiction of the State of 
California Park and Recreation Department. 
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Residential development along the rim of the Reserve Extension represents the most 
significant encroachment problem, creating both visual and erosion impacts. 

1. New development, both public and private, shall not encroach into or negatively 
impact the Reserve Extension. Adequate buffer areas and appropriate landscaped 
sCreening shall be provided and maintained between development and the Reserve 
Extension to avoid significant visual and erosion impacts from construction. 

2. Both wildlife corridors (Portofino and Via Mar Valle) shall be preserved and 
enhanced to provide appropriate wildlife linkage to Los Peiiasquitos Lagoon. 

II 

3. Future development adjacent to the Torrey Pines Reserve Extension area shall 
provide for adequate buffer areas. Development proposals shall provide adequate 
setbacks to avoid significant erosion, visual, or sediment impacts from 
construction. Setbacks also shall be provided to prevent the necessity of fire 
breaks being constructed on reserve property . 

. 4.. Landscaping of properties adjacent to the Extension shall not use invasive plant 
species. Landscaping adjacent to this area should use plant species naturally 
occurring in that area. 

Los Peiiasguitos Laaqon 

Los Peiiasquitos Lagoon is one of the few remaining tidal estuaries in Southern 
Californi~, and is particularly important among San Diego County's estuaries because 
of its proximity to the Torrey Pines State Reserve _and Beach. The Lagoon and 
associated upland serves as a major stopping point for migratory birds, and also has a 
large residential bird population. Los Peiiasquitos Lagoon is a good example of the 
unique biological community of plants associated with the transition zone between 
marine and fresh water environment. 

The Reserve Extension is isolated from Torrey Pines State Park, is surrounded on all 
sides by residential development, and is linked inadequately to Los Peiiasquitos 
Lagoon through two corridors. One corridor links the southeast portion of the Reserve 
to the Lagoon by traversing Portofino Drive and Carmel Valley Road, and the other 
is in the southwest portion of the Reserve just south of Via Mar Valle. 

In the past sixty years Los Peiiasquitos Lagoon has evolved from a tidal estuary to a 
lagoon that is closed to tidal action for long periods of time. The major factors 
degrading the lagoon have been: 1) The construction of a railroad embankment that 
cut off lagoon channels; 2) The construction of North Torrey Pines Road and bridge 
along the barrier beach that restricted the location of the lagoon mouth; 
3) Construction of the north beach parking lot in historic tidal areas; 4) Increased 
sediment from changing land uses upstream, and; 5) Decreased water quality from 
urban runoff and sewage effluent. 

34 

.. 

.. 



Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon Impacts 

INCREASED RESIDENTIAL DENSITY 
AND TRAFFIC 

RAILROAD TRACKS & UTILITY LINES 
FURTHER DIVIDE LAGOON 

RAILROAD BRIDGES DIVERT CHANNEL'S c-~~:::· 
NATURAL DRAINAGE PATTERNS 

BERM ED HIGHWAY SEPARATES 
TORREY PINES BEACH FROM LAGOON 

& RESTRICTS TIDAL ACTION 

BRIDGED CHANNEL DEGRADES 
FREE FLOW OF WATER FROM LAGOON 

This community plan concurs with the Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon Enhancement Plan 
and Program, which has been developed to provide the measures necessary for 
restoring and enhancing the environmental qualities of the lagoon, including: 

1. Development of new public facility and utility projects that traverse or impact 
Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon should either be rerouted out of the lagoon, or be 
designed to minimize or eliminate impacts to the lagoon. Mitigation for these 
projects should include restoration and enhancement to the lagoon. 

2. Any future improvements to the railroad, roads or utilities traversing 
Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon shall be designed to enhance the health and ecological 

35 



value of the lagoon, as recommended in the Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon Enhancement 
Plan and Program. 

3. Any improvements to roadways adjacent to or bordering the lagoon 
(Carmel Valley Road, Sorrento Valley Road, North Torrey Pines Road) shall 
not encroach within the wetland area of the lagoon, unless adequate mitigation 
is provided and proper permits are obtained. 

4. All wetland/wildlife corridor links to the lagoon including the links from 
)..os Pefiasquitos Canyon Preserve, Carroll Canyon and the Torrey Pines Reserve 
Extension area shall be enhanced and protected. 

5. Plans for future removal or rerouting of the electrical utility lines that transect 
Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon shall be given high priority. 

6. Public access and educational opportunities shall be provided consistent with 
resource protection. 

7. The lagoon mouth shall be opened regularly (or as recommended in the 
Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon Restoration and Enhancement Plan) to enhance the health 
and ecological value of the lagoon. 

8. Erosion and siltation control measures shall be required for all developments 
. proposed within the total watershed of Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon. 

9. Any future changes in the design of the North Torrey Pines Road and bridge 
shall be designed such that the ecosystem of the lagoon· is maintained and, if 
possible, enhanced. 

10. Applicants for coastal development permits for projects located in the watershed 
of Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon shall, in addition to meeting all other requ~rements, 
enter into an agreement with the City of San Diego and the State Coastal 
Conservancy as a condition of development approval to pay a Los Pefiasquitos 
watershed restoration and enhancement fee to the Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon Fund 
for restoration of the Los Pefiasquitos lagoon and watershed. 

CaiToll Canyon Wetland/Wildlife Corridor 

This open space corridor runs the length of Sorrento Valley, and provides an 
important linkage between Carroll Canyon and Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon. The majority 
of this corridor is privately owned, and consists primarily of wetlands containing 
riparian vegetation. Some portions of this corridor have been channelized, and most 
of it has experienced urban encroachment. However, this area continues to support 
riparian habitat and provides a significant linkage for many plant and animal species 
between two significant open space resource areas. 
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1. All new development proposed adjacent to this open space corridor shall 
incorporate the urban design guidelines located within the Industrial Element 
as appropriate. 

2. New development proposed adjacent to this open space corridor shall not 
contribute to increased sediment loading of the wetland, disturbance of its habitat 
values, or otherwise impair the functional capacity of the wetland. 

3. New development proposed adjacent to and impacting this open space corridor 
shall enhance and improve the habitat value of this system. 

4. All mature trees and other significant existing vegetation in this system shall 
be protected, including the riparian habitat located in the existing concrete 
lined channels. . . 

5. All new development proposed adjacent to this corridor shall submit a 
pedestrian/bicycle pathway plant indicating the construction of their portion of the 
pathway consistent with the community wide pathway system and the Industrial 
Development Design Guidelines contained in the Industrial Element. 

6. Within the 100-year floodplain fringe of Sorrento Valley, fill for roads, public 
improvements, or other permanent structures will only be allowed if it can be 
shown that all of the following will be met: 

a. Existing environmentally sensitive habitat areas will not be adversely affected 
unless appropriate mitigation is included; 

b. Increased erodible flood flow velocities will not occur without 
appropriate mitigation; 

c. Areas to be filled do not create unplanned detention/siltation; 
d. Any loss or degrading of existing wildlife habitat areas will be 

appropriately mitigated; 
e. Increases in post construction runoff and sediment above the ten-year storm 

frequency preconstruction condition, will be mitigated; and 
f. Appropriate upstream national pollution discharge elimination system criteria 

will be implemented to maintain the water quality of the downstream wetlands. 

Brush Manaeement 

Because of the abundance of natural open space areas including canyons rich with 
native vegetation, special brush management consideration and enforcement should be 
provided within the Torrey Pines Planning Area. 

Currently all development within Torrey Pines must comply with the Uniform Fire 
Code and Section 6 (Brush Management) of the City of San Diego's Landscape 
Technical Manual. In summary, these codes state that brush or native vegetative 
growth on steep slopes must be controlled to protect existing and proposed structures 
from fire hazards. 
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The Torrey Pines Community includes numerous publicly owned open space areas 
containing biologically sensitive wildlife and vegetation. In most cases, the vegetation 
provides the very basis for the biological community that exists within these public 
areas. Removal or disturbance of vegetation to reduce wildfire potential can be 
ecologically disruptive. In order to protect these sensitive areas, resource management 
policies of the City of San Diego and the State of California discourage the removal 
of vegetation for wildfire reduction within public parkland when it becomes 
ecologically disruptive. 

Ecologically beneficial methods to reduce wildfire potential in public parldands do 
exist. Prescribed fire, which mimics a natural process, is an example of an ecological, 
efficient and effective means of reducing wildfire danger. Alternatives which balance 
the needs for resource management with public safety should continue to be explored 
through the cooperative efforts of the citizens and responsible public agencies. 

WPLEMENT A TION 

The specific proposals and design guidelines for development adjacent to 
environmentally sensitive areas currently can only be implemented through the 
discretionary review process. The update to the City's Zoning Code should establish 
new zones that provide adequate development regulations to protect the City's 
sensitive environmental resources. · 

The Appendix of this plan contains additional development regulations required by the 
Coastal Commission that facilitate the implementation of this element. 

In order to implement the open space recommendations of this plan, all properties 
designated Open Space and recommended to be preserved as open space shall be 
rezoned to the appropriate Open Space (OS) Zone (see Figure 25 in the appendix}. 

Several properties within the planning area are designated but not zoned open space. 
Most of these areas are privately owned, and contain some limited sensitive cultural 
or biologically sensitive resources. These areas should be allowed to develop in 
compliance with the underlying zone as well as all applicable resource protection 
regulations such as Hillside Review, Coastal Regulations, Archaeology/Paleontology 
Regulations, Flood Plain and Floodway Ordinances, etc. 
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Action Plan 

Implementation Responsibility Source 
Measures For Implementation of Funding 

Reduce or eliminate impacts to environmentally During review and Planning Department, Project 
sensitive areas. analysis of project Coastal Commission Applicant 

Create/implement restoration and Add as condition at Planning Department, Project 
enhancement plans for those areas impacted time of project Coastal Commission Applicant 
by new development. approval 

The design of transportation improvements During preliminary The Preliminary Engineering City of 
shall minimize or eliminate impacts to Los design stage Section of the Engineering San Diego, 
Pefiasquitos Lagoon. & Development Dept. CIP and 

lor FBA 

Implement runoff and erosion control Erosion control plans Planning Department, Project' 
measures to reduce siltation of Los to be submitted Coastal Commission Applicant 
Pefiasquitos Lagoon. with project 

Where feasible, remove or reroute public At time of utility S.D.G.&E., SDG&E, 
utilities from within Los Pefiasquitos improvements or Water Utilities City of 
Lagoon. replacement San Diego 

Preserve significant Torrey Pine Immediately City of San Diego, City of 
Trees on public property. State of California San Diego, 

State of 
California 

Preserve those wildlife corridors that link Adoption of this Planning Department, State of 
Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon with Torrey Pines plan which designates City Council, California 
State Reserve Extention and the Carroll and rezones these Coastal Commission 
Canyon Creek Corridor. areas as Open Space 

Open mouth of Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon Regularly as recommended City of San Diego State of 
to enhance the ecological value of in the Los Pefiasquitos California 
the Lagoon. Restoration and 

Enhancement Plan 

Seek alternative funding sources to provide Immediately The Preliminary Engineering City of 
for the sensitive design of public utility Section of the Engineering San Diego 
and facility projects adjacent to sensitive & Development Dept. 
environmental areas. 

Enhance and protect San Dieguito Immediately Adjacent Public Public 
Lagoon. Jurisdiction 
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TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

BACKGROUND ~'D ISSUFS 

A majority of the most significant traffic issues identified by the community were 
related to safety. Del Mar Heights Road, because of its width, traffic volumes and 
speed, is perceived by many residents as a major barrier dividing the community in 
two. Many children are bused only a few blocks to school to avoid having to cross· 
Del Mar Heights Road on foot. Residents have identified a variety of additional traffic 
concerns including the lack of efficient pedestrian circulation, illegal excessive speeds 
on bel Mar Heights Road and Carmel Valley Road, increasing traffic volumes and 
congestion overall, overflow beach parking during summer weekends, the substandard 
street conditions in the Del Mar Terrace neighborhood, and traffic impacts from 
regional growth including the construction of State Route 56. 

The Torrey Pines Community faces the challenge of planning and developing a 
transportation system that accommodates future traffic volumes, emphasizing mass 
transit, without disrupting the community's unique environment and the lifestyle of 
its residents. 

The traditional services provided by a community's traffic circulation system are 
internal circulation from one part of the community to another, and a means of 
connecting the entire community to other communities. Because of its location at the 
northern extent of the City of San Diego and its long, thin shape, the Torrey Pines 
circulation system must also carry through traffic (i.e. traffic without an origin or 
destination within the community). The Torrey Pines Community forms a long, 
narrow area along Interstate 5 and Interstate 805 through which all east-west traffic 
must pass. Among the areas to be served are the City of Del Mar, the beaches, the 
fairgrounds-race track area, and other residential areas. The uses of some ·of these 
facilities (beaches and race track) vary considerably from winter to summer and thus 
cause a seasonal variation in traffic between these time periods. 
I 

In February 1992, a Transportation Study was completed in association with the 
Torrey Pines Community Plan Update. This study contained an analysis of existing 
transportation conditions, as well as documentation of the travel forecast used in the 
analysis of future transportation conditions. The Transportation Study indicated that 
existing daily traffic volumes on North Torrey Pines Road, Sorrento Valley Road, 
Via De La Valle and Carmel Valley Road exceeded their approximate maximum 
desirable average daily traffic. The study also found that three intersections operated 
with a level of service (LOS) below C including: 

• Carmel Valley Road/Sorrento Valley Road (LOS D) 
• Carmel Valley Road/North Torrey Pines Road (LOS F) 
• Sorrento Valley Road/Sorrento Valley Boulevard (LOS D) 
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RECOMMENDED STREET CLASSIFICATIONS 
- .. - TWO LANE COLLECTOR 

••••••••• MODIRED TWO LANE COLLECTOR 

•~~r~~nmlltUI FOUR LANE COLLECTOR 

n••••••• MODIFIED FOUR LANE MAJOR 

••••••• TWO LANE MAJOR 

••••••• FOUR LANE MAJOR 

••••••••••• THREE LANE PRIMARY ARTERIAL 

••••••• RVE LANE PRIMARY ARTERIAL 

__, ..... ~ Street Classifications 1 FIG~RE 1 
I TORREY PINES Community Plan _ . 
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Some of the potential problems associated with levels of service D or greater include 
congestion, delay and air quality impacts. · 

Intersection Level of Service analyses were then performed using projected traffic at 
buildout of the Torrey Pines Community Plan and surrounding communities and 
jurisdictions. Analyses assumed existing road geometries. Six intersections had 
LOS greater than C: 

• Carmel Valley Road/Sorrento Valley Road (LOS -DIE) 
• Del Mar Heights Road/Mango Drive (LOS D) 
• ~orrento Valley Road/Sorrento Valley Boulevard (LOS D) 
• Sorrento Valley Boulevard/Vista Sorrento Parkway (LOS E) 
• Carmel Valley Road/North Torrey Pines Road (LOS F) 
• Del Mar Heights Road/Camino Del Mar (LOS D) 

Because of the potential impacts associated with locations where LOS is greater than 
D, the intersection of Carmel Valley Road/North Torrey Pines Road, Carmel Valley 
Road/Sorrento Valley Road, and Sorrento Valley Road/Vista Sorrento Parkway were 
reanalyzed with transportation improvements. These recommended transportation 
improvements caused the Carmel Valley Road/North Torrey Pines Road intersection 
(located in the City of Del Mar) to improve from F to DIE, and the Carmel Valley 
Road/Sorrento Valley Road intersection to improve from DIE to C and the 
Sorrento Valley Road/Vista Sorrento Parkway intersection to improve from E to C. 

These road improvements, as well as all other recommended improvements to the 
community's transportation system can be found in the Specific Proposals section of 
this element. 

GOALS 

1. Provide an efficient, safe and environmentally sensitive transportation system. 

2. Ensure that transportation improvements do not negatively impact the numerous 
open space systems located throughout the Torrey Pines Community. 

3. Provide a transportation system that maximizes the opportunities for public transit 
use, especially in Sorrento Valley. 

4. Provide a system of bikeways and pedestrian facilities that will encourage 
bicycling and walking as means of transportation. 

5. Provide a transportation system that provides convenient linkages to the 
community's activity centers and to the rest of the metropolitan region. 

6. Provide a safe and environmentally sensitive improvement of the Del Mar Terrace 
neighborhood streets. 
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7. Provide a transportation system that encourages the use of mass transit, rather 
than building and/or widening roads and freeways. 

8. Investigate the feasibility of providing seasonal shuttle service. 

POUCIES 

1. The construction of new roads or improvements to existing roads adjacent to open 
space areas shall mitigate impacts through the restoration and enhancement of that 
open space system to the maximum extent feasible. 

II 

2. When road improvements are proposed, those portions that traverse sensitive areas 
(water courses, wildlife corridors, sensitive biological areas, etc.) shall be 
designed to reduce or eliminate impacts to those areas. 

3. Improved public transit service should be provided to the Torrey Pines 
Community, especially to the employment area of Sorrento Valley and the North 
Torrey Pines Mesa Area. Regular bus service, light rail transit and commuter rail 
should link the Torrey Pines Community with the regional transportation network. 

4. Provide bikeway and pedestrian paths that link all areas within the community, as 
well as linking Torrey Pines with surrounding communities and jurisdictions. 

5. Provide improvements to the road network that wilf facilitate traffic 
circulation without negatively impacting adjacent open space areas and 
residential neighborhoods. 

6. Require that Transportation Demand Management strategies are implemented 
within the Sorrento Valley industrial area. Provide bicycle racks/lockers, showers, 
and locker room facilities for employees who bike or walk to work. 

7. All available traffic measures that improve ~estrian safety on Del Mar Heights 
Road should be investigated, and where feasible, implemented. 

SPECIFIC PROPOSAlS 

Traffic Volume Trends 

Torrey Pines existing traffic counts for 1990 are shown in Figure~' and projected 
(Horizon Year) traffic volumes are shown in Figure 9. It should be noted that the 
projected traffic volumes were generated using an adjusted version of SANDAG's 
calibrated Mid County Model which assumed buildout of the Torrey Pines 
Community Plan, buildout of surrounding communities and jurisdictions, buildout of 
all surrounding planned circulation improvements, and a 40 percent drive alone rate 
(a regional goal). 
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Bikeways 

The City of San Diego has actively pursued the establishment of a commuter oriented 
bikeway system in the City. The purpose of the bikeway system is to encourage the 
use of bicycles as a transportation mode especially in place of single occupant motor 
vehicles. It is expected that the increased use of bicycles as a transportation mode will 
help reduce air pollution and traffic congestion. 

There are three classifications of bikeway facilities. Class I (bike paths), Class II 
(bike lanes) and Class m (bike routes). See Figures 10 and 12 for details . 

• 
The majority ·of the existing bikeways in the Torrey Pines Community are Class II 
bike lanes. Bicyclists are allowed to use I-5 shoulders between the Genesee Avenue 
and the Sorrento Valley Road interchanges. 

The following Class I bicycle path projects have been proposed within the 
Torrey Pines Community. The Carmel Valley Road bicycle path is proposed to be 
constructed along the south side of Carmel Valley Road between McGonigle Road and ' 
Sorrento Valley Road. The San Dieguito River Valley bicycle path, a planned 55 mile 
regional bicycle path, will parallel the San Dieguito River. The Coastal bicycle path is 
proposed to be built within the A.T.&S.F. Railroad right-of-way between downtown 
San Diego and Oceanside. 

Class II bicycle lanes are planned along the northern portion of Sorrento Valley Road 
between Carmel Valley Road and the Sorrento Valley Industrial Park. 
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Pedestrian Paths 

Primary pedestrian routes should be well lit and located along or visible from the 
street. Wherever possible, trees planted in parkways or tree wells should line the 
street to create shade and a buffer between pedestrians and the street. 

Mass Transit 
Currently, only one bus line provides service between downtown and the Torrey Pines 
Community Planning Area. The San Diego County Transit System provides express 
service (Route 800) between Oceanside and downtown with one stop at the Park and 
Ride facility located on the southwest comer of I-5 and Carmel Valley Road. The 
North County Transit District, Route 301, operates along North Torrey Pines Road 
and provides shuttle service to the annual Fair and thoroughbred racing during the 
summer months. In addition, future mass transit plans by the Metropolitan Transit 
Development Board (MTDB) include a variety of mass transit service improvements: · 

Light Rail Transit 

MTDB's long range plans include extending the Light Rail Transit (LRT) line north 
along 1-5 to Oceanside. The LRT alignment would extend north along the I-5 corridor 
with future potential LRT stations within Sorrento Valley near the 1-5/I-805 
intersection, and on the east side of 1-5 both at Carmel Mountain Road and 
Carmel Valley Road (see Figure 11). 

Commuter Rail 

The North County Transit District is in the process of implementing a plan for a 
commuter rail line that would provide mass transit service to those communities along 
1-5 between Oceanside and San Diego. The Commuter Rail line would use the 
existing Santa Fe Railroad right-of-way through Sorrento Valley (see Figure 11) with 
a station within Sorrento Valley near the 1-5/1-805 interchange. 

Sorrento Valley · 
Transit Facilities Concept 
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Bus Senice 

MTDB's Short Range Transit Plan identifies a need for one new bus service line to 
serve the Torrey Pines area. Route 961, while currently unfunded, would operate 
from Carmel Valley to University Towne Centre, with service to Sorrento Valley and 
Sorrento Mesa (see figure 11). · 

Transit Stations 

Transit stations should provide shelter for pedestrians, convenient passenger loading 
zones, telephones, adequate lighting and secure bike storage. Retail shops and 
services should also be integrated with transit stations. Pedestrians and feeder/shuttle 
bus users should not have to walk across parking lots in order to board the rail lines. 
The intent is to provide comfortable, safe, convenient stations. The commercial uses 
can help alleviate the need for before or after work auto trips to do errands. · 

Scenic Routes 

Since 1964, the City has maintained a 52-mile scenic route extending from 
Mount Soledad on the north to Cabrillo National Monument on the south and 
traversing such in-between areas of attraction as Balboa Park and Mission Bay Park. 
This route was designed to provide scenic views of the San Diego Community as well 
as to link points of visitor interest. 

In addition to the 52-mile Scenic Route, the Torrey Pines Community has a number 
of road segments that have scenic qualities worthy of formal recognition and 
protection. Three road segments within the community are currently recommended for 
a Scenic Route designation including North Torrey Pines Road, Carmel Valley Road,· 
and Sorrento Valley Road. 

Specific Road Improvements 

The following specific road improvements are recommended primarily to: 1) protect 
the health and safety of pedestrians, bicyclists and motorists; 2) accommodate existing 
and future traffic with minimum disruption to residents and businesses; and 3) protect 
the sensitive environmental resources contained within the community planning area. 

North Torrey Pines Road 

North Torrey Pines Road is a five-lane primary arterial which narrows to two lanes as 
it passes about half-way through the Torrey Pines Community Planning Area. In 
order to improve the level of service at the intersection of North Torrey Pines-Road 
and Carmel Valley Road, an additional north bound lane will be provided from 
Torrey Pines Park Road to Carmel Valley Road. 

This improvement will require that two channelization islands be modified to allow 
the additional northbound lane to be extended through the Carmel Valley Road 
intersection. In addition, the bridge over the railroad tracks just south of this 
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intersection should be improved to allow a second northbound lane as well as bike 
lanes and a sidewalk on the west side. 

It should be noted that this intersection and a portion of the railroad bridge are located 
within the City of Del Mar and would require their approval. An alternative to 
extending the additional lane through the intersection includes extending the lane as a 
right tum only lane onto Carmel Valley Road. 

North Torrey Pines Road Bridge over PefW9ultos Creek 

The! reconstruction of this bridge includes the addition of a northbound lane, bike 
lanes on both sides, a sidewalk on the west side, and transition widening on both road 
approaches. Although the bridge should be widened in order to provide ultimately for 
three lanes, it should be striped for two lanes until the recommended northern road 
improvements are constructed. 

This project shall include a special bridge design that will contribute to the restoration 
and enhancement of Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon. The ultimate design of this bridge shall 
allow for a wider lagoon mouth in order to increase the tidal prism, restore tidal 
action and improve circulation of lagoon waters. Design consideration should include 
completely spanning the lagoon mouth by cutting back the road embankment and 
lengthening the bridge span, etc. The design of this bridge should include input from 
a qualified biologist or other lagoon expert familiar with the complex ecosystem found 
within Los Penasquitos Lagoon. 

One of the most scenic visual resources of the community includes those views of 
North Torrey Pines Road as it passes between the Pacific Ocean and Los Penasquitos 
Lagoon. In order to protect the scenic and visual qualities of this coastal area, the 
reconstruction and/or replacement of the North Torrey Pines Road bridges should 
include a design that is visually and aesthetically compatible with the character of the 
area. The design of both bridges should restore and enhance the visual quality and 
public views of this area. It is suggested that a variety of aesthetic designs and 
architectural alternatives be explored. The Torrey Pines Community Planning Group 
and the community shall review and provide input during the design of the bridges. 

Carmel Valley Road 

Improvements to Carmel Valley Road include retaining this road as a modified 
two-lane collector street with a center tum lane. Carmel Valley Road should remain a 
modified four-lane major between I-5 and just west of Sorrento Valley Road. A traffic 
signal will be provided at Portofino Drive and Carmel Valley Road, with intersection 
improvements as needed there and at Sorrento Valley Road. 

Bicycle and pedestrian circulation should be provided along the south side of 
Carmel Valley Road within the Bicycle/Pedestrian Pathway (see Bicycle/Pedestrian 
Pathway discussion below). Parking for residents and businesses should be provided 
along the north side of Carmel Valley Road, and a sidewalk should also be provided 
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along the north side with appropriate street lighting. The ultimate design of Carmel 
Valley Road should also include the following improvements provided that adequate 
right-of-way exists: 

A. A parking lane should be provided along the south side of Carmel Valley Road · 
between Via Donada and Via Aprilia; 

B. The existing curbline, sidewalk, landscaping and patios along the north side 
of Carmel Valley Road between Via Donada and Del Mar Scenic Parkway should 
be preserved. 

Future improvements to Carmel Valley Road should include all measures necessary to 
eliminate silt and/or pollutants from entering/draining into Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon. 
The speed limit on Carmel Valley Road should be aggressively enforced. 

Various types and levels of traffic control methods and devices (i.e., traffic signals, 
stop signs, etc. ) shall be utilized in order to provide the greatest degree of safety and 
efficiency for pedestrians, bicyclists and motorists on Carmel Valley Road. 

Bicycle/Pedestrian Path way 

A bicycle/pedestrian pathway should be provided along the south side of 
Carmel Valley Road. The pathway should be wide enough to be shared by bicyclists 
and pedestrians, and should be physically separated from Carmel Valley Road (see 
Bicycle/Pedestrian Path Concept Sketch). The pathway should be constructed with a 
combination of concrete and wood. The concrete portion would be used for those 
previously disturbed areas where the path is located immediately adjacent to the 
road, the wooden or boardwalk portions would be constructed where the path 
meandered closer to or over sensitive resource areas. In order to reduce or eliminate 
impacts to the lagoon, the wooden boardwalk would be suspended above all sensitive 
areas by pilings. 

The path should meander along the lagoon, and in several places provide sitting areas 
and viewpoints into the lagoon. Where appropriate, these viewpoint areas should 
extend south out over the lagoon. These extension viewpoint areas should be 
suspended above the lagoon by pilings to minimize lagoon impacts. Interpretive 
displays describing the marsh and lagoon ecosystem should be included at these 
viewpoint areas. Safe acces~ to the pathway from the north should be provided at 
regular intervals. 

Del Mar Heights Road 

Del Mar Heights Road shall remain a four lane major street, but shall include 
improvements to facilitate pedestrian safety and traffic flow. Improvements should 
include a raised center median; a traffic signal with pedestrian crossing indications at 
Crest Way; a protected left tum signal for north/south bound traffic on Mango; 
adequate storage for left turns at Mango Drive; and sidewalks along the entire length 
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of Del Mar Heights Road. The raised center median should be landscaped when 
funding becomes, .. available. Funding sources include but are not limited to a landscape 
maintenance district. 

Sorrento Valley Road 

Sorrento Valley Road, from Industrial Court to Cannel Valley Road, is a two lane 
major road that is scheduled for realignment improvements. The realignment project 
includes construction of a new bridge over Cannel Valley Creek, Class n Bike lanes 
on both sides, and a pedestrian path on the east side. The realignment project will 
mioimize encroachment and other impacts to Los Peiiasquitos Lagoon. 

Mitigation for impacts to the lagoon must include restoration and enhancement of all 
areas previously disturbed by activities associated with the construction and operation 
of Sorrento V8lley Road. The Torrey Pines Community Planning Group shall be 
provided the opportunity to review and provide input regarding the mitigation, 
restoration and enhancement efforts associated with this road improvement. 

Carmel Mountain Roaci/Interstate S Interchange 

This project will construct a diamond interchange at I-5 and Carmel Mountain Road. 
Design and construction is to be completed by CAL TRANs. Although the cost of this 
improvement is being paid by the Carmel Valley Facilities ·Benefit Assessment 
District and Sorrento Hills Development Agreement, it is immediately adjacent 
to the Torrey Pines Community. A strong benefit of this improvement is the 
reduction of traffic using Sorrento Valley Road between Carmel Mountain and 
Carmel Valley Roads. 

Vista Sorrento Parkway 

The restriping of the northbound lanes of Vista Sorrento Parkway at Sorrento Valley 
Road is proposed to improve the poor Level of Service (LOS) projected at buildout. 
The restriping of the thn:e northbound lanes from the existing left, through and right 
to two lefts and a through/right will improve the projected LOS from E to C. This 
minor modification should only be implemented when actual future traffic volumes 
warrant it. 

In conjunction with buildout of the Sorrento Hills Community Planning Area, 
Vista Sorrento Parkway shall be extended from its existing terminus 
(Sorrento Valley Court) northerly through Sorrento Hills until it intersects with 
Carmel Mountain Road. 

Carroll Canyon Road 

This project, financed through the Mira Mesa Public Facilities Financing Plan, will 
construct Carroll Canyon Road as a four lane collector from its westerly terminus at 
Scranton Road, beneath 1-805, to Sorrento Valley Road. Design of this roadway 
extension should minimize impacts to the adjacent Carroll Canyon Creek Corridor. 
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Mitigation for construction of this roadway should include implementation of the 
Guidelines for the preservation and enhancement of the Carroll Canyon Creek 
Corridor, which are located in the Industrial Element of this plan. 

Mitigation for impacts to the wetland area must include restoration and enhancement 
of all areas previously disturbed by activities associated with the construction and 
operation of Carroll Canyon Road. The Torrey Pines Community Planning Group 
shall be provided the opportunity to review and provide input regarding the 
mitigation, restoration and enhancement efforts as~iated with this 
road improvement. 

Del Mar Terrace Neighborhood Streets 

The streets of the Del Mar Terrace neighborhood, located immediately north of 
Carmel Valley Road, have never been improved and accepted for maintenance by the 
City of San Diego. As a consequence these streets are in a state of disrepair. Property 
owners in the Del Mar Terrace neighborhood have petitioned the City Council to 
form an assessment district to improve the streets. The City Council directed City 
staff to take the necessary steps to form a maintenance district and directed that the 
street design maintain the rural nature of the area. 

State Route 5611-5/I-805 Widening Projects 

These CAL TRANS projects are located immediately east of the Torrey Pines 
Planning Area, and will be constructed in order to alleviate the extremely congested 
regional traffic conditions projected to occur on I-5, 1-805 and I-15. 

Environmental reports have been completed for each of these projects. Potential exists 
for significant environmental impacts to the Torrey Pines area, including but not 
limited to air quality impacts, visual impacts, impacts to wetlands, noise impacts, and 
erosion impacts. 

Visual impacts include permanent landform change as a result of new cut slopes, fill 
slopes, bridge structures, traffic movement, and retaining walls. Visual grading 
impacts will be reduced to levels below significance by erosion control measures 
including immediate plant cover on cut/fill slopes. Newly planted slopes will be 
compatible with surrounding landforms. Interchanges will be given a full planting 
scheme with Torrey Pines. The visual impact from retaining walls will be mitigated 
by incorporating crib walls where feasible, special wall treatment utilizing texture, 
color and design elements, and new bridges with slender aesthetically pleasing design. 

Impacts to wetlands are attributable to bridge piers, temporary work areas, and 
shading from bridge structures. It is considered biologically important to treat the 
creeks and lagoon as an ecosystem, therefore, mitigation for impacts to wetlands are 
included in the Carmel Valley Restoration and Enhancement Project (CVREP). 
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Existing noise levels at some points within the Torrey Pines area along 1-5 exceed 
Federal guidelines. The proposed projects will increase noise from one to four 
additional decibels over today's level. It should be noted that a three decibel change is 
hardly discernible to the human ear. Sound walls at several locations are proposed as 
mitigation measures. 

There will be increased erosion caused by grading. A detailed erosion control plan 
has been prepared. This plan includes immediately seeding new slopes and other 
abatement measures. Due to the sensitivity of Los Peiiasquitos Lagoon, every 
reasonable precaution will be taken to protect watershed flow into the lagoon to avoid 
or-minimize muddying and silting, before, during and after construction. 

-----

.... ·. 

Bicycle/Pedestrian Path Concept Sketch 
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Travel Lane Parking 

CLASS I 
(Typical location· open space) 

Bicycle Path 
A completely separate right-of-way 
for the exclusive use of non-motorized 
vehicles. 

CLASS II 
(Typical location - major street) 

Bicycle lane 
A restricted right-of-way located on 
the paved road surface alongside 
the traffic lane nearest the curb, and 
identified by special signs, land 
striping, and other pavement 
markings. 

CLASS Ill 
(Typical location - neighborhood 
street) 

Bicycle Route 
A shared right-of-way designated 
by signs only, with bicycle traffic 
sharing the roadway with motor 
vehicles. 
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this page are subject to change. 
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Action Plan 

Implementation Responsibility Source 
Measures For Implementation of funding 

Restore and enhance those biologically Add as condition at time Planning Dept., City of 
sensitive areas impacted by circulation project approval. Include Engineering and San Diego 
improvements. in preliminary design. Development Dept. 

Provide mass transit service, especially Immediately MTOB MTDB through 
to the Sorrento Valley area. various funding 

sources, including 
private sector 

Provide bikeways and pedestrian paths Include in design of Planning Dept., City of 
that link all areas within the community. private development Engineering and San Diego 

and transportation Development Dept and Private 
projects. 

Adopt the Facilities Financing Plan to Adopt with this City Council, City of 
identify costs and potential funding Community Plan . Planning Dept. San Diego 
sources. 

Require projects to design for transit, Add as condition at Planning Dept. Private 
bicycle and pedestrian use (i.e., submit time of project 
TOM Programs, provide bike lockers, approval 
showers, etc.}. 

Reconstruction of North Torrey Pines At preliminary Engineering & City of San 
Road bridge shall contribute to the design stage Development Dept. Diego and 
restoration and enhancement of State bridge 
Los Peftasquitos Lagoon. grant 

Provide street improvements for Immediately Engineering & Assessment 
the Del Mar Terrace Neighborhood. Development Dept. District 
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RESIDENTIAL ELEMENT 

BACKGROUND Ai''ID ISSUES 

The Torrey Pines Community Planning Area is almost completely built-out with 
approximately 3,000 total housing units. Of this total, approximately 78 percent is 
single-family, and 22 percent is multifamily. At buildout, the Torrey Pines 
Community is expected to contain a population of approximately 7,000 residents. 

Ov~r the last decade, residential development in the Torrey Pines Community has 
consisted primarily of single-family homes constructed in a variety of architectural 
styles, colors and building materials. In most cases, new single-family homes have 
tended to be larger scale, utilizing the maximum building envelope allowed under the 
zone. In some neighborhoods where existing homes are of a smaller scale, 
development of larger scale homes has resulted in abrupt transitions in scale. 

Another critical issue is the development and expansion of non single-family 
residential uses within single-family neighborhoods. Projects of this type include 
commercial development, child care centers and other non-residential uses which are 
allowed under the conditional use permit process, and the construction of 
single-family homes that are designed for the shared living arrangement of five or 
more unrelated persons. The Torrey Pines Community Planning Group has 
recommended that the development of minidorms within single-family neighborhoods 
be prohibited. Minidorms are single-family homes specifically designed, built and 
used to accommodate a group of unrelated adults who either share ownership or rent. 
Some of the impacts associated with minidorms include lack of adequate parking, 
insufficient landscaping, and unusual design. An additional issue includes the 
construction and occupancy of new homes without the provision of 
required landscaping. 
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GOALS 

1. Single-family development incorporating a variety of architectural styles, colors 
and building materials. 

2. Residential development designed to preserve the integrity of the community's 
unique system of canyons, parks, sandstone bluffs and lagoons. 

3. New single-family homes that are similar in bulk and scale to existing homes 
within the immediate neighborhood . 

• 
4. Residenti3l neighborhoods that are designed to protect the safety and security of 

its residents. 

POLICIES 

1. New residential development shall be consistent with the design guidelines of 
this element. 

2. The construction of shared housing (also known as minidorms) within the Torrey 
Pines Community Planning Area shall be discouraged. 

3. Commercial development shall not be permitted within areas designated for 
residential development. 

4. Residential neighborhoods should be preserved and protected from encroachment 
by adjacent uses including commercial development and the construction of public 
roads and utilities. · 

SPECIFIC PROPOSALS 

Although the Torrey Pines Community Planning Area maintains a predominantly 
low-density residential character, a wide range of residential densities and product 
types are recommended by this plan. Descriptions, locations and recommendations 
regarding these density categories are as follows. 

Density Catea=ories 

Very Low Density (0-4 du's/acre) 

In the Torrey Pines area this density is characterized by both single-family detached 
and attached development with large portions of land area devoted to open space 
areas. This density is implemented in Torrey Pines by the existing Rl-10000, 
Rl-15000, Rl-20000 and Rl-40000 Zones. 

Very low density developments in Torrey Pines are located on the edges of 
environmentally sensitive areas. This provides for minimal disturbance by. buffering 

64 



.• 

these areas from higher density land uses. Very low density areas in the Torrey Pines 
area include: 

• The 27·lot residential subdivision of Del Mar Estates is located in the northern 
portion of the community along Racetrack View Drive. This development includes 
large single·farnily detached homes of 25 feet in height on large (average one acre) 
lots, and over 17 acres set aside in an open space easement. This development is 
located in an environmentally sensitive location, within the Focused Planning Area 
of the San Dieguito Regional Open Space Park Plan, situated south of the 
~an Dieguito River and Lagoon and north of Crest Canyon. Because of the area's 
sensitivity, additional development (tennis courts, pools, decks, gardens, walls, 
lighting, etc.) shall minimize or eliminate impacts to these resource areas. 

• Two low density residential subdivisions exist near the northern portion of 
Torrey Pines Reserve Extension. One is locateq adjacent to the north·west comer . 
of the reserve extension at the terminus of Mar Scenic Drive and Nogales Drive, 
and the other is located adjacent to the north-east comer of the reserve extension 
on Mira Montana. The Mira Montana project (approximately 19 residential lots and 
5 acres of open space easements) is built-out. All open space easement areas that 
are part of this project shall be preserved. 

• Another very low density project is located adjacent to the western boundary of the 
reserve extension, along Caminito Mar Villa and Via Mar Valle. This project is 
completely built·out and consists of approximately 50 units, both attached and 
detached, and over 6 acres of open space easements. The open space easement 
located southerly of tlte homes along Via Mar Valle provides a crucial open space 
corridor linking the reserve extension to Los Pei'iasquitos Lagoon. This linkage 
shall be preserved and protected through the Open Space designation on the area. 

• The Point Del Mar development is also a very low density project, and is located 
on the bluffs north-west of Carmel Valley Road and I-5. This project includes 
approximately 99 single-family detached homes on large (half-acre) lots, and over 
26 acres of open space easements. The open space easements located along the 
western portion of this project provide a critical wildlife corridor linking the 
reserve extension to the Los Pei'iasquitos Lagoon. This linkage has been preserved 
and protected by dedication and acceptance by the State Coastal Conservancy, and 
is managed by the Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon Foundation. This area shall be 
preserved and protected through the Open Space designation on the area. 

Low Density (5-9 du's/acre) 

This density category is characterized by the conventional suburban subdivision, 
including single-family detached homes on 5,000- to 6,000-square-foot lots. 
Approximately 70 percent of the residential community is developed under this 
density category, which is implemented through the existing Rl-5000 and 
Rl-6000 Zones. 
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Low density developments in Torrey Pines include the Del Mar Heights, Del Mar 
Terrace and Sea Village (170 units) areas, which are almost completely built-out with 
single-family attached and detached homes. Infill development and redevelopment of 
homes occurs regularly in these areas. New home construction shall be sympathetic to 
and compatible with the existing neighborhood. 

Low-Medium Density (10-15 du'slacre) 

This density category is characterized by higher density housing, usually consisting of 
attached housing such as condominiums or towphomes. This density category is 
implemented through the existing R-3000 Zone . 

• 
The Sea Point condominium project is the only low-medium density development 
within Torrey Pines. Sea Point consists of 237 housing units on 19 acres. 

The triangular shaped parcel on the south-west comer of Via Aprilia and Via Borgia 
is zoned and designated for.single-family residential development. This community • · 
plan permits the rezoning of this property to R-3000without the requirement for a 
community plan amendment.· 

Medium Density (16-44 du'slacre) 

This density category is characterized by higher density condominium and apartment 
development, and is implemented through the existing R-1000 and RV Zone. 

There are seven medium density residential projects within the Torrey Pines Planning 
Area. Five of the projects are located in the Del Mar Heights Road/Mango .Drive/I-5 
area. A total of 495 units have been constructed in this area. Two smaller projects, 
totaling 23 units, are located along Via Aprilia and Via Cortina in the Del Mar 
Terrace area. Redevelopment of the medium density properties in the Torrey Pines 
Community shall be compatible with the existing surrounding neighborhood and 
shall be processed through the Planned Infill Residential Development (PIRD) 
Permit process. 

Table 2: Proposed Residential Development 

Designation Acres Units %DU's Population 

Very Low 60 200 7 465 
(Q-4 du's I acre) 

Low 520 2,187 70 4,900 
(5-9 du's I acre) 

Low Medium 20 200 7 465 
(1Q-15 du's/ acre) 

Medium 22 500 16 1,170 

Total 622 3,087 100 7,000 
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Residential Development Dcsip Guiclelines 

New residential development within the Torrey Pines Community should continue to 
incorporate a wide variety of architectural styles, colors and building materials. New 
residential development should also be designed to encourage compatibility in bulk 
and scale between existing and new residential development. All new residential 
development shall confonn with Citywide underlying zoning and Coastal Zone 
requirements. The Torrey Pines Community Planning Group should review all 
development requiring discretionary approval by the City. 

The following additional guidelines should also be incorporated into single-family 
residential development. . 

1. All required landscaping shall be installed prior to the issuance of an 
occupancy pennit. 

2. Natural runoff control measures should be implemented to direct runoff toward 
the street and not toward open space areas and to eliminate erosion and siltation of 
biologically sensitive areas (see coastal development regulations in appendix). 

All new multifamily residential projects shall be developed through the Planned Infill 
Residential Development (PIRD) Pennit Process. All new multifamily projects shall 
be considered compatible, and in confonnance with the community plan if it meets the 
criteria of the PIRD, the Multifamily Design Regulations, and all other Citywide 
regulations including the underlying zone. 

Balanced Community 

It is the policy of the City of San Diego to promote economically and racially 
balanced cOmmunities: The Housing Element of the General Plan identifies four 
components of balanced communities: economic, ethnic, housing type (concentration 
of detached housing) and housing tenure (concentration of owner-occupied housing). 

As of the 1990 Census, the Torrey Pines Community was not considered a balanced 
community. In order to alleviate this situation and provide opportunities for affordable 
housing, the Housing Element of the General Plan recommends plan revisions to 
higher densities and assistance programs, examples of which are provided below: 

Density Bonus Program 

This is an incentive program that allows developers to build up to 25 percent more 
units than a property's zoning would ordinarily allow. In exchange for this density 
bonus, the owners must rent the units to low income households for 20 years. 
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Multifamily Bond Program 

Through the sale of bonds, this program provides low interest loans to developers of 
multifamily housing. In exchange for the loans, developers must rent 20 percent of 
the units to low income households for 10 years. 

Public Housing 

Public housing units are managed by the San Diego Housing Commission and rented 
to very low income households. Residents pay 30 percent of their gross monthly 
income for rent. 

-
Section 8 Rental Assistance Program 

This program offers certificates and vouchers to very low income households who 
use them to rent privately owned apartments. These households pay 30 percent of 
their gross monthly income for rent and the Housing Commission pays the difference 
to the landlords. 

Senior CUP Program 

This conditional use permit program provides a density bonus of up to 50 percent to 
developers who agree to rent all of the units in their project to senior citizens and 
physically impaired persons for the life of the project. 

Modular Housing 

Modular housing offers an alternative to reduce housing costs and still meet the 
demand for single-family detached housing. 

Categorical Exclusion 

Single-family residential development within that area indicated in Figure 28 shall 
be categorically excluded from the requirement to process coastal development 
permits. Categorical exclusion would eliminate the requirement for single-family 
home construction to undergo discretionary review. However, all new development 
within this categorical exclusion area shall be responsible for providing, at the 
applicants expense, a notice of application to all residents within 300 feet of the 
proposed project and to the Torrey Pines Community Planning Group. 
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Action Plan 

Implementation Responsibility Source 
Measures For Implementation of Funding 

Require all new residential development Immediately with update City of San Diego City of 
to be compatible with existing to City's Zoning Code San Diego 
neighborhood. 

Residential deyelopment adjacent to When buildings are Project Architect, Project 
Open Space should blend into the being designed Planning Dept. Applicant 
natural area. 

Commercial uses shall be prohibited With adoption of Planning Dept. City of 
in residentially designated areas. this plan San Diego 

Required landscaping should be in lmm~diately with update Planning Dept. City of 
place prior to occupancy. to City's Zoning Code San Diego 

t 
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COMMERCIAL ELE:MENT 

BACKGROUND AND ISSUES 

The Torrey Pines Community Planning Area contains approximately 26 acres of land 
designated for commercial development. Although these figures appear to be very 
low, unmet needs within the community are provided by commercial centers in 
adjacent areas including Del Mar and Carmel Valley. 

There are four areas within Torrey Pines that are designated for commercial 
• 

development (see Figure 14) including: 1) a 12-acre shopping center at the north-west 
corner of 1-5 and Del Mar Heights Road; 2) an approximately 10 acre area at the 
northern end of the community just south of Via De La Valle; 3) a 2.96-acre 
shopping center located at the north-west corner of 1-5 and Carmel Valley Road, and; 
4) a small commercial area located on lots fronting Carmel Valley Road, between 
Via Donada and just north of Via Aprilia. 

' 
Some of the issues associated with commercial development within the Torrey Pines 
Community Planning Area, particularly within the Del Mar Terrace Neighborhood, 
include traffic, noise and visual impacts to adjacent residential development, 
encroachment into adjacent environmentally sensitive areas, lack of parking, and 
ingress and egress problems. 

GOALS 

1. Provide conveniently located and well designed commercial development that 
adequately serves the needs of the community. Commercial development should 
be easily accessed by, and attractive to pedestrians. 

2. Encourage commercial uses that operate without adversely impacting surrounding 
residential neighborhoods. 

3. Prohibit the encroachment of commercial development into areas other than those 
designated commercial, especially into residential, open space and environmentally 
sensitive areas. 

4. Mixed use developments should be encouraged in commercial zones. Apartments 
over retail or office uses could help Torrey Pines meet its fair share of affordable 
housing goals. 

POLICIES 

1. Runoff and pollution control measures required by Federal, State, County or City 
regulations should be installed and maintained by the property owner in all 
commercial developments. 
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2. Commercial development within predominantly residential neighborhoods shall 
be designed to minimize or eliminate traffic, noise, parking and visual impacts 
to residents. . 

3. All commercial development, shall be processed through the Planned Commercial 
Development (PCD) Permit procedure, and shall be consistent with the design 
guidelines contained in this element. 

4. All required parking for commercial development shall be accommodated on site, 
no on-street parking shall be used to satisfy parking requirements. 

. f 

SPECIFIC PROPOSAlS 

Commercial Areas 

Shopping Center at 1-5 and Del Mar Heights Road 

Inflll commercial development within this center shall not result in a reduction of 
parking below those levels adequate to provide ample parking for tenant businesses 
and shall not be allowed to impact vehicle access or on-street parking. 

Ingress/egress to Del Mar Heights Road from this center, and from Mango Road, 
should be improved during improvement either to the center or Del Mar Heights 
Road. Current ingress/egress conditions include difficult and confusing pedestrian 
crossing, congestion, and elevation differences between the shopping center entrance, 
Mango Road and Del Mar Heights Road. These elevations differences have caused 
difficulties for larger delivery trucks, in some cases "bottoming out" or becoming 
"high centered." 

Commercial Area South of Via De La Valle 

This 1 0-acre area should be maintained for commercial recreational development. 
Because most of this area is within the 1 00-year floodplain, and adjacent to the 
San Dieguito River Valley and Lagoon, new development in this area shall not be 
allowed unless it can be shown that: 

1. Disturbance to environmentally sensiti~e areas will be minimized or eliminated. 

2. Increase flood flow velocities will not occur. 

3. Areas not in the floodplain to be fllled will not function as significant silt 
deposition areas. 

4. Any loss or degradation of existing wildlife habitat areas will be 
completely mitigated. 

5. Increases in runoff and sediment will be mitigated~ 
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6. There will be no adverse water quality impacts to adjacent or downstream 
wetland areas. 

Carmel Valley Commercial Center 

This 2.96-acre area shall be developed with a mix of commercial uses under an 
existing approved Planned Commercial Development Permit. Development of this 
area, as required by the PCD, shall include mitigating measures including: 

1. The landscaping program shall be of sufficient qUality and quantity to completely 
.screen the large cribwall from view in all directions. 

2. Erosion control measures shall be implemented in order to mitigate potential urban 
runoff impacts. 

3. Pollution control measures to prevent contaminated runoff from reaching the 
Los Penasquitos Lagoon wetlands and Carmel Valley Creek shall be implemented. 

Desi~:n Guidelines 

Carmel Valley Road Neighborhood Commercial Design Guidelines 

The development of commercial uses within this area, because of its location within 
the residential neighborhood of Del Mar Terrace, shall be designed to mitigate all 
potential impacts including traffic, parking, noise, pollution, runoff, etc. 

Only those lots that front directly on Carmel Valley Road, between Via Donada 
and just north of Via Aprilia are designated for neighborhood commercial 
development. Expansion of commercial use on properties other than those designated 
shall be prohibited. 

Those areas designated commercial along Carmel Valley Road may be redeveloped to 
neighborhood commercial uses through the Planned Commercial Development (PCD) 
permit process. The PCD process should address and implement the following 
commercial development design guidelines. 

Commercial Development Design Guidelines 

Although the design guidelines listed below apply particularly to the neighborhood 
commercial area located along Carmel Valley Road, most can also be applied to the 
other designated commercial areas within the Torrey Pines Planning Area. Specific 
design guidelines for the other commercial areas within Torrey Pines can be found 
under the individual commercial policy discussions. 

1. Bulk and scale of new commercial development along Carmel Valley Road shall 
be low scale and of similar height to buildings and homes -in the existing area. 
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2. Activity areas (e.g., areas that generate noise, foot traffic, parking lots, 
etc.) of commercial projects shall be oriented away from residents, towards 
Carmel Valley Road. 

3. Noise, light, odors or any other potential effects of or emissions from 
commercial development shall not emanate beyond the commercial property into 
residential areas. 

4. New commercial development shall be designed to accommodate the worst case 
parking scenario unless well served by public transit. The use of on-street parking 

• shall not be considered to calculate parking requirements. 

5. Erosion/sedimentation control measures shall be implemented to prevent runoff 
into the Los Penasquitos and San Dieguito Lagoon. 

6. The rear portions of commercial development that face residential areas should be 
designed (use of heavy landscaping, design elements, etc.) to mimic the 
continuation of a residential neighbOrhood. 

7. A neighborhood association composed of residents and business owners should be 
formed to resolve existing problems in the neighborhood including: 

a. Coordination, timing, access and location of.delivery trucks. 
b. Provision of adequate off-street parking. · 
c. Litter, noise and traffic control. 
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Action Plan 

Implementation Responsibility Source 
Measures For Implementation of Funding 

Require Planned Commercial Development Until update to the Planning Dept. Application 
Permits for new commercial development City's Zoning Code Fees 
(until Zoning Code Update is complete) .• is complete 

Prohibit commercial development or Adopt with this plan Planning Dept. Planning 
encroachment into residential Dept. 
neighborhoods. 

Provide erosion control and prevent Add as condition at Planning Dept., Applicant 
run off from commercial development time of PCD approval Engineering & . . 
into adjacent lagoons and wetlands. Development Dept. 

Provide adequate off-street parking Require at time of Planning Dept. Applicant 
for new commercial development. project approval 

Eliminate impacts of new commercial Through project review ·Planning Dept Planning 
development on existing adjacent and implementation of Dept., 
residential neighborhoods. design guidelines Applicant 
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INDUSTRIAL ELEMENT 

BACKGROUND AND ISSUES 

Industrial development in the Torrey Pines Planning Area is located in 
Sorrento Valley, which contains approximately 380 acres of industrially designated 
property. Industrial development in Sorrento Valley includes manufacturing firms, 
research and development, laboratories, offices, industrial services, incubator industry 
and business uses, and support commercial and retail uses. Most of the industrially 
designated property in Sorrento Valley is zoned M-IA with the FPF (Floodplain 
Fringe) Overlay Zone. The primary effect of the FPF Zone in this area is to ensure 
that new development will not adversely impact existing riparian habitat areas. 

The Sorrento Valley area contains an abundance of environmentally sensitive areas, 
including both cultural and biological resources (see Resource Management Element). 
The most significant resource areas are located within the floodplain, wetland and 
riparian habitat areas of the Los Peiiasquitos Lagoon and Carroll Canyon creek, which 
bisect the entire Sorrento Valley area. Issues associated with industrial development in 
Sorrento Valley include the impacts from industrial development on adjacent 
environmentally sensitive resources, lack of mass transit service, and lack of a usable, 
continuous open space system. 

GOALS 

1. Emphasize the Citywide importance of and encourage the location of scientific 
research, biotechnology, and light manufacturing uses in Sorrento Valley because 
of its proximity to UCSD and the University and Mira Mesa Community's 
industrial areas. Ensure adequate transit/transportation facilities are provided. 

2. Insure that industrial land needs as required for a balanced economy and balanced 
land use are met consistent with environmental considerations. 

3. Contain industrial development within areas specifically designated for 
industrial usage. 

4. Restore and enhance the Carroll Canyon Creek Wildlife Corridor and the 
Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon. 

5. Encourage new industrial development to be well designed and 
aesthetically pleasing. 

6. Provide easy access to the Sorrento Valley employment area through bicycling, 
mass transit, and transit oriented development such as providing safe and direct 
pedestrian connections and a convenient mix of uses. 
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7. Minimize traffic impacts from new industrial development through the 
implementation of-Transportation Demand Management Programs. New industrial 
development should provide opportunities for staggered shifts, four-day work 
weeks, and other similar alternatives, and should incorporate services such as 
locker rooms, child care centers, restaurants, post offices, dry cleaners, and gift 
shops to minimize the need for auto trips and to make car pooling a more 
attractive option. 

8. Restrict industrial development on steep slopes, wetl&nds, riparian habitats, and on 
archaeological sites, and further encroachment into Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon and 

, the Carroll Canyon Creek Corridor, and design industrial projects to blend in to 
adjacent open space areas. 

~uJh.., it,t~ 
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POLICJFS 

1. Development of freestanding retail commercial uses in industrially designated 
areas shall be restricted to those uses that serve only the immediate 
Sorrento Valley industrial area. 

2. As required by the Airport Environs Overlay Zone, development within 
Sorrento Valley shall be consistent with the Comprehensive Land Use Plan for 
NAS Miramar (see Noise Contour and Accident Potential Zone information, 
Figures 17 and 18, in appendix). 

3., Development proposed adjacent to environmentally sensitive resources shall not 
adversely impact those resources, and shall, where feasible, contribute to the 
enhancement of the resource. 

4. Redevelopment of industrial areas shall require a Planned Industrial Development 
Permit, until such time as the Zoning Code Update is complete, in order to 
implement the policies and design guidelines contained in this element. . 

5. Continue to maintain the existing, and where feasible provide additional 
landscaped islands within Sorrento Valley Road and Sorrento Valley Boulevard . 
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6. Provide an open space area and pathway system along the Carroll Canyon Creek 
corridor area. 

7. Where feasible, power distribution lines along Sorrento Valley Road shall be 
relocated underground, and those through Los Peiiasquitos Lagoon shall be 
relocated outside the floodplain area. 

8. New industrial development projects should provide outdoor seating/eating 
areas for employees, as well as bicycle lockers/racks, and shower and locker 
room facilities. 
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SPECIFIC PROPOSALS 

Industrial Develownent Desien Guidelines 

Preservation and Enhancement or the Carroll Canyon Creek Corridor 

The Carroll Canyon Creek Corridor provides a vital wildlife corridor between 
Carroll Canyon and Los Peiiasquitos Lagoon. The corridor is within the FEMA 
100-Year floodplain, and contains wetlands with riparian vegetation along its entire 
length. Future development and redevelopment of property adjacent to this corridor 
shall be required to preserve and enhance this sensitive resource by incorporating the 
following features into the project. The intent of these guidelines is to: 

• 
1. Provide a continuous open space linkage between Carroll Canyon and 

Los Peiiasquitos Lagoon; 

2. Preserve and enhance the environmental quality·and health of the corridor; 

3. Provide a continuous pathway (co~sistent with "b" above) along the entire length 
of the corridor that will allow both pedestrian and bicycle access; 

4. Provide a healthy park-like area where Sorrento Valley employees can jog, read, 
picnic, relax, etc. 

BUILDINGS RECREATION AND PICNIC AREA 
1D-12' 
PEDESTRIAN 
BIKE PATH 

NAWRAL RIPARIAN HABITAT 

..-----1
1 
100' MINIMUM WIDTH PRESERVAnON AND ENHACEMENT AREA --------il"i 

Section View of Carroll Canyon Corridor 
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In order to restore and enhance the Carroll Canyon Creek Corridor, all 
projects proposed immediately adjacent to the corridor shall be subject to the 
following guidelines: 

1. The corridor and buffer area shall vary in width depending on the habitat area, 
however, no areas shall be narrower than 100 feet. Existing wider portions shall 
not be encroached upon or reduced. 

2. Those disturbed areas of the corridor shall be revegetated and planted with a 
combination of native trees, primarily riparian woodlands species and native 
•shrubs. The revegetation plan shall include a monitoring program to determine the 
success of the program and identify maintenance needs. 

3. A pedestrian/bicycle path shall be constructed along the entire length of the 
corridor. The pedestrian path should be identified through special, natural 
appearing design materials. 

4. Passive recreation facilities shall be provided along the corridor but away from the 
most sensitive habitat areas. Recreational facilities may include picnic areas, 
benches, viewing areas, etc. 

5. The corridor should be designed as a natural appearing waterway with 
rehabilitation, revegetation and/or preservation of native wetland habitats. Natural 
environmental features should be preserved and recreated within the floodway 
proper and should be incorporated in areas beyond the floodway boundary to 
maintain and enhance the habitat and aesthetic values of the creek. 
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Implementation 
Measures 

Establish a restoration and enhancement 
plan for the Carroll Canyon Creek 
Corridor. 

Provide a cont(nuous usable open space 
linkage between Carroll Canyon and 
los Pei'iasquitos Lagoon, including a 
pedestrian/bicycle pathway 

Allow a mixed use and intensifiCation 
of indu3trialland uses adjacent to 
LRT stations. 

Where feasible, underground power 
distribution lines along Sorrento Valley 
Road, and remove or relocate those 
Ones within los Peiiasquitos Lagoon. 

Provide outdoor eating/seating areas 
for employees, as well as bike lockers/ 
racks, shower and locker room 
facilities. 

Require Planned Industrial Development 
Pennits for all new industrial projects 
proposed adjacent to any designated 
open space areas. 

Action Plan 

Immediately 

Require as mitigation 
at time of project 
review and approval 

Subsequent to 
determination of 
statiop sites 

As soon as possible 

Require as condition 
of project approval 

Until update to 
Zoning Code is 
complete 
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Responsibility Source 
For Implementation of Funding 

City of San Diego, City of 
Coastal Commission, San Diego, 
State Coastal State of Calif., 
Conservancy Private 

Planning Commission, City of 
Engineering and San Diego, 
Development Dept. Applicant 

City Council, City of 
Planning Dept. San Diego, 
andMTDB MTDB 

S.D.G.&E. SDG&E, 

Planning Dept. Applicant 

Planning Dept. Reimbursable 
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COMMUNITY FACILITIES ELE:MENT 

BACKGROUND AND ISSUES 

Community facilities within the Torrey Pines Community Planning Area include park 
and recreation facilities, libraries, schools, water and sewer facilities, and police and 
fire protection. Issues associated with community facilities include lack of usable 
active park area, public utility and facility projects that traverse and impact 
Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon and other sensitive environmental areas, and visual impacts 
associated with above ground power transmission lines . 

• 
Park and Recreation 

The Progress Guide and General Plan for the city of San Diego, Recreational 
Element, establishes population-based park, open space, resource/regional park and 
other park requirements within the City. Population-based park requirements are 
based on 2.40 usable acres per 1,000 population. The Torrey Pines Community Plan 
identifies a potential build-out population of 7,000. This build-out population will 
require 16.80 usable acres. The existing Crest Canyon Neighborhood Park is 10 acres 
in size total but only 1.5 more or less is usable. The Torrey Pines Community 
Planning Area is short 15.30 acres of usable park property. 

The possible joint-use of the Del Mar Hills and Del Mar Heights Elementary Schools 
should be investigated. The acquisition of either school, should they be declared 
surplus, shall be initiated under existing state codes. 

Library 

Residents of the Torrey Pines Community Planning Area are currently provided with 
library service both through the Carmel Valley and the City of Del Mar library. The 
new 13,000-square-foot library facility in Carmel Valley includes a community 
meeting room, and a myriad of informational and multimedia resources. The 
Carmel Valley Branch Library is located east of 1-5, south west of the intersection of 
airmel Country Road and Townsgate Drive within the Carmel Valley 'Community 
Planning Area (see Figure 16). 

Schools 

Elementary Schools 

Elementary school students attend Del Mar Heights School and Del Mar Hills School 
(see Figure 10), both located in the City of San Diego, west of 1-5. Both schools 
serve K-6 grade students from throughout the Del Mar Union School District. 
Students are bussed to these schools based on the criteria of avoiding heavily traveled 
streets and roads and excessive walking distan~. Bus routes are designed so that 
students who live south of Del Mar Heights Road and attend Del Mar Hills School 
(located north of Del Mar Heights Road) and students who live north of Del Mar 
Heights Road and attend Del Mar Heights School (located south of Del Mar Heights 
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Road) are bussed across this busy street. The new Carmel Del Mar school in the 
Carmel Valley portion of the school district opened in 1992. 

In May 1994 the Board of Trustees of the Del Mar Union School District established 
school attendance boundaries. Del Mar Heights and Del Mar Hills share a contiguous 
boundary and children may attend either school depending upon the class size at the 
time the students enroll. Carmel Del Mar School, east of the planning area, has a 
separate attendance boundary for its students. 

The Del Mar Shores School, located in the City of Del Mar, is still owned by the 
Del•Mar Union School District, however, this facility was closed following passage of 
Proposition 13 and declining enrollment. The district operates a before and afier 
school child care program on a portion of this campus, and other portions are leased 
to a private preschool and a school for children with special needs. In addition, the 
school district's administrative offices, warehousing facility, and staff infant care 
program are located at this campus. 

High Schools 

The community of Torrey Pines is served by the Torrey Pines High School for grades 
9-12 and Earl Warren Junior High School in Solana Beach for grades 7 and 8. In 
addition, the San Dieguito Union High School District is currently negotiating with 
several owners of property in the Carmel Valley area to acquire land for purposes of 
constructing a junior high school. 

The San Dieguito Union High School District has employed a variety of funding 
mechanisms to finance the construction of school facilities. In the Carmel Valley area, 
the San Dieguito Union High School District has joined with a number of other 
agencies in cooperation with the City of San Diego in a North City West Joint Powers 
Agency (JPA) for School Facilities Financing. This JPA utilizes a fee and a Mello 
Roos to support the construction of school facilities. The district anticipates continued 
cooperation from developers and other agencies to insure that adequate facilities are 
planned and constructed in anticipation of student population. 

Fire Protection/Paramedic Service 

The Torrey Pines Community Area is served by two fire stations. Fire Station No. 41 
located at Carroll Canyon and Scranton Road has one engine and one truck company 
with a crew of eight personnel. Fire Station #24 is located at Del Mar Heights Road 
and Hartfield A venue. 

Paramedic services are provided to the Torrey Pines Community Planning Area 
through County Service Area 17. This paramedic service is funded by property taxes 
collected from the Torrey Pines Community. 
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Police 

Police service is provided to the Torrey Pines Community Planning Area. by the 
Northern Substation located on Eastgate Mall in the University Community. Police 
service will also be provided by the proposed Northwestern Substation to be 
constructed in the Carmel Valley Community. 

Water 

A majority of the Torrey Pines Community is served with potable water via the 
30-inch Del Mar Heights Pipeline, the 24-inch Soledad Valley Pipeline and through 
the.16-inch/24-inch pipelines in Carmel Valley Road which is supplied by the 54-inch 
Miramar Pipeline reduced 712 Pressure Zone. A small portion on the north side of 
the community is served by the 20-inch pipeline that runs from the east and west 
directions along Via de la Valle in the 284 feet Hydraulic Grade Line (HGL) 
Rancho Santa Fe Pressure Zone. Pressure Zones within the community north of 
Carmel Valley Road are the 610 feet HGL North City West, 330 feet HGL 
Carmel Valley, 328 feet HGL Del Mar Terrace, 378 feet HGL Mar Villa, 420 feet 
HGL Arroyo Sorrento, 196 feet HGL Lower Del Mar Terrace and 435 feet HGL Del 
Mar Hills. Pressure zones within the community south of Carmel Valley Road are 
also the 610 feet HGL North City West, 330 feet HGL Torrey Pines, 420 feet HGL 
Arroyo Sorrento and 196 feet HGL Lower Del Mar Terrace. 

South of Carmel Valley Road is a portion of the 30-inch Green Valley Pipeline which 
is in various stages of development. This pipeline is the main source of water for the 
610, 470, and 330 feet HGL pressure zones serving the Sorrento Valley Road 
industrial area. The Green Valley Pipeline is a main hub for the water supply to this 
community and the adjacent communities. This pipeline runs in the north and south 
directions which ties into the existing 30-inch Del Mar Heights Pipeline and the 
existing 54-inch Miramar Pipeline respectively. 

Sewer 

Sewer facilities serving the Torrey Pines Community are considered adequate. 
Improvements in the sewer transmission network are planned or under construction 
along Carmel Valley Road, Sorrento Valley Boulevard and Sorrento Valley Road. 

Existing major sewer facilities that runs within the community include 12-inch/18-inch 
Del Mar Heights Trunk Sewer, 12-inch Del Mar force main and 33-inch Carmel 
Valley Trunk Sewer which all terminates at Pump Station 65 which is located in 
Peiiasquitos Lagoon. From Pump Station 65, a 24-inch force main, the 
Sorrento Valley Trunk Sewer and the Campus Point Trunk Sewer carries the total 
flow of sewage from Torrey Pines and surrounding communities to Pump Station 64, 
which sends the effluent southward through the 42-inch force main towards the 
Point Lorna Wastewater Treatment Plant. There is also an existing 84-inch sewer 
main along Sorrento Valley Boulevard and Sorrento Valley Road for the Sewer Pump 
Station 64 Emergency Storage. 
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Sewer improvements are planned or under construction in the portion of the 
Torrey Pines Community south of Cannel Valley Road to accommodate growth in 
several adjacent communities and to solve technical problems. These improvement 
projects could affect road planning, environmental protection and land use. 

The most critical project planned is the relocation of Pump Station 65 out of 
Pefiasquitos Lagoon along with associated relocation and upgrading of major trunk 
sewers. This series of facilities must be coordinated with the realignment of 
Sorrento Valley Road, upgrading of protection for Pefiasquitos Lagoon, and land use 
planning for northern Sorrento Valley. Sewer projects related directly to development 
of earmel Valley and Sorrento Hills are planned or under construction along 
Carmel Valley Road and Sorrento Valley Boulevard. 

Reclaimed Water 

City Ordinance No. 0-17327, adopted in July 1989, mandates that no person or public 
agency shall use potable water for irrigation of greenbelt areas, or other uses where 
use of reclaimed water is suitable, when reclaimed water is available. Reclaimed 
water uses can include, but are not limited to, the irrigation of greenbelt and 
agricultural areas, filling of artificial uses, and appropriate industrial and commercial 
uses. The ordinance further requires that tentative maps, subdivision maps, land use 
permits, or other development projects, if falling within an existing or proposed 
reclaimed water service area based on the Water Reclamation Master Plan, be served 
with reclaimed water or include facilities designed to accommodate the reclaimed 
water in the future. 

The Torrey Pines Community Planning Area is located within the service area of the 
proposed North City Water Reclamation Plant. Therefore, facilities to accommodate 
future reclaimed water use will be a condition of approval of all developments in the 
area. The use of reclaimed water will include irrigation of greenbelt areas in 
commercial and industrial areas, schools, parks, multifamily residential and street 
medians and slopes. 

Utilities 

Major SDG&E land uses within the community plan area include the Del Mar 
substation and five overhead 69KV transmission lines. The Del Mar substation is an 
electric distribution substation which provides service to area customers within and 
outside the Torrey Pines Community Planning Area. 

Future expansion of the Del Mar substation will occur as customer growth occurs. 
Reconductoring of a portion of TL 666 and TL 662, enlarging the existing wire size, 
is planned in 1994. The underground reconductor of portions of TL 662 and TL 666 
has been scheduled for 1994. No improvements are presently contemplated for the 
other identified transmission lines. 
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A route selection is underway for the installation of a new 69KV transmission line 
that will likely traverse the southern portion of Sorrento Valley. The line will 
originate within an existing 150 foot wide transmission line corridor in the Mira Mesa 
Community Planning Area and terminate at the Genesee substation which is located in 
the University Community Planning Area. 

GOALS 

1. Provide adequate park and recreation facili~es, libraries, schools, water and sewer 
service, and police and fire protection to the residents of Torrey Pines. 

' 
2. Maximize accessibility to community facilities for all members of the community. 

3. Ensure that students have safe, direct access to their schools. 

4. Ensure that new facilities are designed to minimize or preclude adverse impacts to 
environmentally sensitive resource .areas. 

5. Underground, where feasible, all above ground power lines, and relocate all 
power lines out of Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon. 

POLICIES 

L Permit only those recreational activities which do not negatively impact. 
environmentally sensitive areas. 

2. Crest Canyon Open Space Park, due to its topography and abundance of sensitive 
environmental resources, shall remain in its natural state, and shall not be 
developed for active recreational uses. 

3. Passive recreational uses within the State Park and natural open space areas should 
continue to be provided to serve all age groups and interests. · 

4. Where feasible, remove or relocate public utility or facility projects from 
Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon when improvements to these utilities are proposed. 

5. When feasible, underground all above ground utility lines when major street 
improvements are proposed. 

6. In order to provide a portion of needed active and passive recreational space, and 
to contribute towards meeting General Plan standards for active par.k area, the 
following actions should be pursued. 

a. The neighborhood park portion of Crest Canyon should have limited park 
development on the 1.5 + acres of semi-level land adjacent to Del Mar Heights 
Road and Durango Drive. The development should be for passive recreational 
use and limited to view points, benches, trail heads, information signs and 
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decomposed granite trails except where disabled access is viable. The open 
space portion of the canyon shall be preserved. Limited public access shall be 
provided by defined trails under standards established for the preservation of 
biologically sensitive plants and wildlife. 

b. Whenever possible, small vacant properties within residential neighborhoods 
should be purchased (by the City or through an assessment district) and 
developed as pocket parks. Development of pocket parks in residential areas 
should not generate noise or traffic impacts to adjacent residents. 

'· Large, vacant, non-sensitive state owned lands should be purchased (by the 
City or through an assessment district) and developed as neighborhood or 
community parks. 

d. Joint use agreements with the elementary schools should be secured. If these 
schools should ever be declared surplus by the school district, they should be 
purchased by the City and devel?ped as neighborhood or community parks. 

7. Both the Del Mar Union and San Dieguito High School Districts should utilize 
every mechanism available to ensure that adequate school facilities are maintained. 
Future residential development east of 1-5 should not negatively impact schools 
within the Torrey Pines Planning Area. 

8. Adequate police protection should be maintained within the Torrey Pines Planning 
Area. All available police protection and law enforcement mechanisms should be 
provided to the Torrey Pines Planning Area. 
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Action Plan 

Implementation Responsibility Source 
Measures For Implementation of funding 

Where feasible, underground all power When fundiing becomes City of San Diego, City of 
distribution lines, and relocate existing available, or concurrent S.D.G.&E. San Diego, 
utilities out of Los Penasquitos Lagoon. with major street or SDG&E 

utility improvement 
1t projects 

f 

Provide joint use of elementary school's Continuous Del Mar Union School School District, 
recreational facilities. District, City of City of 

San Diego San Diego 

Maintain Crest Canyon open space park Continuous Park and Recreation City of 
as an undeveloped, passive recreational Department San Diego 
park. 

Adopt the Torrey Pines Public Facilities Adopt with Plan Planning Department City of 
Financing Plan. San Diego 

Purchase and develop existing vacant When funding Park and Recreation Assesment 
property as pocket, neighborhood and! becomes available Department District, City of 
or community parks. San Diego 
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A. LEGISLATIVE FRAMEWORK 

The Torrey Pines Community Plan was developed within the context of a legislative 
framework existing on federal, state, and local levels. Among the more important 
levels of influence are: 

• Section 65450 of the Government Code of the State of California (State Planning 
and Zoning Act) which gives authority for the preparation of the community plan . 
and specifies the elements which must appear in each plan. It also provides means 
for adopting and administering these plans. 
* 

• Government Code Chapter 4.3 requires that local governments and agencies 
provide incentives to developers to include affordable units in housing projects .. 
The City has adopted an ordinance which establishes an Affordable Housing 
Density Bonus that provides for an increase in density in a given zone to be 
granted for projects in which a portion of the total housing units are for low or 
moderate income persons. 

• The California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA), as amended, requires 
that environmental documents be prepared for all community plans. Separate, 
detailed environmental impact reports are also required for all projects which 
may adversely affect the environment, including actions related to implementing 
this plan. 

• The Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) was developed in 1977 to achieve a 
level of air quality in the San Diego Air Basin that would meet federal air quality 
standards set forth in the National Clean Air Act. A major recommendation 
pertinent to this planning effort is to include air quality considerations in all land 
use and transportation plans. 

• The California Coastal Act of 1976 mandates that all designated coastal areas 
develop a Local Coastal Plan which is consistent with state-wide goals and 
objectives. The North City Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan, with revisions, 
was adopted by the City Council in March, 1987. The plan provides specific 
guidelines for the development of that area of the community which lies within the 
coastal zone boundary. 

• The Progress Guide and General Plan of the City of San Diego establishes 
Citywide goals, guidelines, standards and recommendations which serve as the 
basis for the goals, objectives and recommendations of the community plan. 

• The Citywide zoning and subdivision ordinances which regulate the development 
and subdivision of land in the City. 

• In addition to legislation and ordinances, the City Council had adopted a number 
of policies to serve as guidelines in the decision-making process. Many of 
the policies relate directly to planning issues and are used in implementing 
plan recommendations. 
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B. RELATIONSmP TO THE GENERAL PLAN 

This plan provides specific recommendations for actions which will implement the 
goals and objectives of the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 
Recommendations which implement the General Plan's goals and objectives are 
outlined below: 

RESIDENTIAL 

ThiJ plan recommends the retention of all existing residentially designated areas of 
the community, provides compatibility guidelines for new residential development, 
and encourages a balanced community character, and restricts commercial 
encroachment into residentially designated areas. These recommendations are 
consistent with the General Plan objectives of conserving, preserving and 
rehabilitating residential areas; promoting balanced communities; and providing 
opportunities for new residential construction. 

COMMERCIAL 

This plan recommends the elimination of a small amount of commercially designated 
property within a residential neighborhood, requires that riew commercial 
development occur only within designated areas, and provides specific design 
guidelines that require new commercial projects to be compatible with the existing 
neighborhood, including requirements for off-street parking, landscaping ani:l 
design. These recommendations are consistent with the General Plan objectives of 
prohibiting the expansion of existing strip commercial development, encouraging 
consolidated off-street parking, and suggesting drought resistent landscaping in all 
new commercial developments. 

INDUSTRIAL 

This plan designates approximately 380 acres for industrial development within 
Sorrento Valley. The Industrial Element of this plan contains recommendations and 
guidelines which limit commercial development within industrial property, encourage 
light manufacturing type uses, and promote Transportation Demand Management 
strategies for new industrial developments. In addition, a significant portion of 
industrial land which is environmentally sensitive, and has been purchased and 
included within Torrey Pines State Park, has been designated Open Space in this plan. 
These recommendations are consistent with the General Plan recommendations to 
limit commercial uses in manufacturing zones; remove inappropriately designated 
industrial land from the Citywide industrial inventory; and conditionally reduce 
parking requirements for industrial establishments which provide transportation for 
their employees. 
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TRANSPORTATION 

The community plan provides for vehicular circulation improvements and some street 
widening along with the inclusion of bikeways and improved pedestrian amenities. 
The plan also provides recommendations for mass transit, provides recommendations. 
for bicycle racks and locker facilities in industrial areas, and recommends that logical 
and convenient pedestrian paths and bikeways be linked to light rail transit stations. 
The community plan recommendations are consistent with the General Plan 
recommendations to place equal emphasis on the aesthetic, functional and noise design 
considerations of streets, the maintenance and increased efficiency of the existing 
street system, the development of an improved mass transit system, the maintenance • 
of bicycle facilities at connection points with other transportation modes, and the 
provision of adequately sized pedestrian paths and bikeways. 

PUBLIC FACILITIES, SERVICES AND SAFETY 

This community plan meets the General Plan standards for fire, school, police, 
library, water and sewer service. This plan also recommends the joint use, for 
recreational purposes, of Del Mar Hill and Del Mar Heights Elementary Schools. 
This recommendation is consistent with the General Plan which encourages joint use 
of school sites. 

OPEN SPACE 

This plan designates over 1,000 acres for open space purposes. Most of this open 
space land contains sensitive environmental resources which are found within already 
established open space systems such as Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon, Torrey Pines State 
Park Reserve Extension, Crest Canyon, and San Dieguito Lagoon and River Valley. 
This plan is consistent with the General Plan's goals, guidelines and standards for 
open space including: establish an open space system which provides for the 
preservation of natural resources. 

RECREATION 

Although over 1,000 acres within the community have been designated for open 
space, no public park space for active recreational type activities exist within the 
community. Based on the General Plan guidelines for park and recreational facility 
service areas this community's needs are met by facilities located in surrounding 
areas, and through the use of schools within the community planning area. This plan 
also recommends implementation of bikeways and pedestrian pathways that provide 
connections between open space and other areas within the community. 
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CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES 
AND CULTURAL RESOURCE MA.t~AGEMENT 

This plan contains a Resource Management Element which identifies all biologically 
and culturally sensitive resources within the planning area, and provides guidelines on 
how these resources should be protected and preserved. The community plan meets 
the General Plan recommendations to establish an open space and sensitive land 
element for each community plan with specific criteria on which to identify open 
space and sensitive land areas; identify and map all hillsides, canyons, water 
resources, bluffs, beaches, farm land, parks open space areas, natural resources and 

• special urban areas; Minimize grading, control soil runoff, sedimentation, and 
eto!ion; and ensure that excavation of archaeological resources be done by qt:alified 
professionals who fully analyze and document all materials. 
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C. PLAN UPDATE AND AMENDMENT PROCESS 

While the Torrey Pines Community Plan sets forth many proposals for 
implementation, it does not establish new regulations or legislation, nor does it rezone 
property. Some rezonings are recommended to carry out the proposals of the plan and 
public hearings for these will be held in conjunction with hearings for this plan. 
Should the land use recommendations in the plan necessitate future rezonings, 
subseq_uent public hearings would be held as neces~ so that future development is 
consistent with plan proposals. 

This plan is not a static document. While it is intended to provide long-range 
guidance for the orderly growth of the community, in order to respond to 
unanticipated changes in environmental, social, or economic conditions, the plan must 
be continually monitored and updated as necessary to remain relevant to community 
and City needs. 

Once the plan is adopted, two additional steps will follow: implementation and 
review. Implementation refers to the process of putting plan policies and 
recommendations into effect. Review is the process of monitoring the community and 
recommending changes to the plan as conditions in the community change. Guidelines 
for implementation are provided in the plan, but the process must be based on a 
cooperative effort of private citizens, city officials and other agencies. The 
Torrey Pines Planning Group, as well as other private citizen organizations, will 
provide the continuity needed for an effective implementation program. 
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D. NAS :MIRAMAR 

The Naval Air Station (NAS) at Miramar, although located a couple of miles 
southeast of the Torrey Pines Community Planning Area, represents some influence 
on land use within the southern portion of Sorrento Valley. 

NAS Miramar accommodates approximately 225,000 flight operations per year. Air 
operations include departures to the west via the Sea wolf corridor, departures to the . 
north via the Julian departure corridor, arrivals from the east, Fleet Carrier landing 
Practice conducted over a southern loop, and touch-and-go exercises conducted over a 
northern loop. 

The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), in its authority as the 
region's Airport Land Use Commission has adopted a Comprehensive Land Use Plan 
(CLUP) for NAS Miramar to protect the airport from incompatible land uses and 
provide the city with development criteria that will allow for the orderly growth of the 
area surrounding the airport. 

The CLUP identifies the areas that are affected by noise resulting from air operations 
and the types of land uses that are compatible within these areas. The CLUP also 
identifies the areas that are most susceptible to an accident and should, therefore, be 
protected from high intensity development. The types and intensities of land uses that 
are compatible in these areas are also provided. 

The foUowing pages indicate where the accident potential zones and noise contours 
affect the Sorrento Valley area, and how these restrict planning and development in 
the area. 
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Airport Noise/Lan_d Use Compatibility Matrix 

ANNUAL DAY /NIGHI' AVEIAQE SOUND 
LEVB. IN D£CIIELS 

lAND USE 

1. 041TDOOR AMPHITHEATERS 

2. NATURE PRESERVES. WUDUFE PRESERVES. 
UVESTOCK FARMING. • 
NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS AND 
PLAYGROUNDS 

• 
3. SCHOOLS. PRESCHOOLS. UBRARIES 

4. RESIDENTIAL- SINGLE FAMILY .MULTIPLE 
FAMILY MOBILE HOMES. RESIDENTIAL 
HOTELS. RETIREMENT HOMES. 
INTERMEDIATE CARE FACIUTIES. 
HOSPITALS. NURSING HOMES 

5. HOTELS AND MOTELS. OTHER 
TRANSIENT LODGING. 
AUDITORIUMS. CONCERT HALlS. 
INDOOR ARENAS. CHURCHES 

6. OFFICE BUILDINGS-BUSINESS. 
EDUCATIONAL. PROFESSIONAL AND 
PERSONAL SERVICES; R&D OFFICES 
AND LABORATORIES 

7. RIDING STABLES. WATER RECREATION 
FACIUTIES. REGIONAL PARKS AND 
ATHLETIC FIELDS. CEMETERIES. OUTDOOR 
SPECTATOR SPORTS. GOLF COURSES 

8. COMMERCIAL-RETAIL; SHOPPING 
CENTERS. RESTAURANTS. 
MOVIE THEATERS 

9. COMMERCIAL-WHOLESALE; 
INDUSTRIAL;MANUFACTURING 

10. AGRICULTURE (EXCEPT RESIDENCES 
AND UVESTOCK). EXTRACTIVE INDUSTRY. 
FISHING. UTIUTIES. AND PUBLIC R-Q-W 

16 60 66 70 75 

.:.s 

:'::::::::::: 

....... ·,.s 

,so 

.. . . 

,so, : 

-

NOTE: This matrix should be used with .. terence to the lmplementcilon Directives 
shown on the following page. 
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COMPAnll! 
THE OUTDOOR DAY/NIGHT AVERAGE 
SOUND LEVEL IS SUFFICIENll Y 
ATTENUAtED BY CONVENllONAL 
CONSTRUCTION THAT THE INDOOR 
NOISE LEVEL IS ACCEPTABLE. AND 
BOTH INDOOR AND OUlDOOR 
ACTMnES ASSOCIATED WITH THE 
LAND USE MAY BE CARRIED OUT 
WITH ESSENTIALLY NO INtERFERENCE 
FROM AIRCRAFT NOISE. 

CON~DO~YCOMPAnll! 
THE OUTDOOR DAY/NIGHT AVERAGE 
SOUND LEVEL WILL BE ATTENUAtED 
TO TI-E INDooR LEVEL SHOWN. AND 
THE OUTDOOR NOISE LEVEL IS 
ACCEPTABLE FOR ASSOCIATED 
Ol1T[)OOR ACTMTIES. 

D 
INCOMPAnBLE 
THE DAY/NIGHT AVERAGE SOUND 
LEVEL IS SEVERE. ALTHOUGH 
EXTENSIVE MffiGATION TECHNIQUES 
COULD MAKE THE INDOOR 
ENVIRONMENT ACCEPTABLE FOR 
PERFORMANCE OF ACTMTIES THE 
Ol1T[)OOR ENVIRONMENT WOULD BE 
INTOLERABLE FOR OUTDOOR 
ACTMnES ASSOCIATED WITH THE 
LAND USE. 



PACIFIC 
OCEAN 

N.A.S. MIRAMAR ACCIDENT POTENTIAL ZONES 

~ NAS Miramar Accident Potential Zones 
I TORREY PINES Community Plan '---_. 
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Land Use Compatibility in Accident Potential Zones 

LAND USE 

RESIDENTIAL a APARTMENTS, 
AND TRANSIENT LODGING 

• 

ASSEMBLY AREA 
Schools, Churches,. Libraries, Auditoriums, 
Sports Arenas, etc., Preschools, Nurseries, 
and Restaurants 

Hospitals, Sanitariums, and 
Nursing Homes 

OFFICE, RETAIL STORES c 

WHOLESALE STORES, 
MANUFACTURING b, c 

OUTDOOR USES: 
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks, Golf 
Courses, Riding Stables, Public 
Right-of-Way 

APZ1 APZ2 

50 

50 

50 

COMPATIBLE 

50 or fewer 
Persons/Acre 

CONDITIONALLY 
COMPATIBLE 

D 
INCOMPATIBLE 

a Residential land uses include single-family, duplex. mobil homes, multi-family, and retirement homes. 

b Prohibit the above ground storage of flammable, hazardous and toxic materials for those land uses within 
the accident potential zones; and storage of the material should be in accordance with the most stringent 
federal, state, and local ordinances and regulations. 

c It is suggested that lot coverage in APZ 1 should be less than 25o/o; and less than 40% in APZ 2. 
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E. LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM POLICIES 

HILlSIDES 

Within the Coastal Zone, landforms that consist of slopes of 25 percent grade and 
over that have not been identified as possessing environmentally sensitive habitats, 
significant scenic amenities or hazards to developments, may be developed provided 
the applicant can demonstrate all of the following: 

1. To protect the scenic and visual qualities of the site as seen from public vantage 
"points, recreational areas, and roads or highways, the proposed development shall 
minimize the alteration of natural landforms and create only new slopes that are 
topographically compatible with natural landforms of the surrounding area. 

2. The proposed development restores and enhances any previously manufactured 
slopes on the site to make them compatible with surrounding natural landforms 
and native vegetation. 

3. The proposed development, including any fill or grading, does not create any 
significant new soil erosion, silting of lower slopes, slide damage or other 
geologic instability, flooding, or permanent scarring. 

4. The proposed development contains a native vegetation restoration and 
enhancement program for those portions of the site in 25 percent or greater slopes 
that will provide as follows: 

a. For every area or quantity of native vegetation located on slopes of 25 percent 
grade and over, in excess of the encroachment allowance provided in Table 1 
below, that is disturbed by the development, an area equal to 120 percent of the 
disturbed area shall be restored in native vegetation. The restoration and 
enhancement program shall be performed prior to or concurrently with the 
development and may be incorporated into the design and implementation of 
the overall landscaping program for the site. 

b. The native vegetation restoration and enhancement program required by 
subsection (a) shall be located on the site of the permitted development. 
However, if the size, topography or biological characteristics of the site are 
determined by the Planning Director to be unsuitable for said restoration or 
enhancement program, then the native vegetation shall be provided at one or 
more off-site locations within the Coastal Zone, which may include publicly 
owned rights of way. If such locations within the Coastal Zone are infeasible, 
then such native vegetation restoration or enhancement program shall be 
provided at other suitable locations within the City of San Diego outside the 
Coastal Zone. 
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c. All native vegetation restoration and ·enhancement programs shall be prepared 
by a biologist, registered landscape architect, or other qualified professional in 
close consultation with the Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

In the case of those landforms which consist of slopes of 25 percent and over which 
have been identified as possessing environmentally sensitive habitats or significant 
scenic amenities or hazards to development (including major undeveloped sites with 
high erodibility characteristics), the following policy shall apply: 

1 . .Slopes of 25 percent grade and over shall be preserved in their natural state, 
provided a minimal encroachment into the steep slope areas over 25 percent may 
be permitted as set forth in the following table: 

TABLE 1 
25 Percent Slope Encroachment Allowance 

Percentage of parcel in 
slopes of 25 percent 
and over 

75% or less 
80% 
85% 
90% 
95% 
100% 

Maximum encroachment 
allowance as percentage 
of area in slopes of 
25 percent and over 

10% 
12% 
14% 
16% 
18% 
20% 

The following uses shall be exempt from the encroachment limitations set 
forth above: 

a. Major public roads and collector streets identified in the Circulation Element of 
an adopted community plan or the City of San Diego Progress Guide and 
General Plan. 

b. Local public streets or private roads and driveways which are necessary for 
access to the more developable portions of a site on slopes of less than 
25 percent grade, provided no less environmentally damaging alternative exists. 
The determination of whether or not a proposed road or driveway qualifies for 
an exemption, in whole or in part, shall be made by the Planning Director 
based upon an analysis of the project site. · 

c. Public utility systems. 
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2. On existing legal parcels, a deviation in the encroachment allowance percentage 
may be granted by the Planning Director, if necessary to maintain a minimum 
development right (total disturbed area) equal to 20 percent of the entire parcel. 

3. All encroachment allowances, including permissible deviations, shall be subject to 
a determination by the Planning Director that such encroachment supports the 
findings of fact set forth in the City's Hillside Review Zone. 

GRADING/WATER QUALITY 
• 

A grading plan that incorporates runoff and erosion control procedures to be utilized 
during all phases of project development shall be prepared and submitted concurrently 
with subdivision improvement plans or planned development applications where such 
development is proposed to occur on lands that will be graded, filled, or have a slope 
of 25 percent or greater. Such a plan shall be prepared by a registered civil engineer 
and shall be designed to assure that there will be no increase in the peak runoff rate 
from the fully developed site over the rate of discharge that would occur from the 
existing undeveloped site as a result of the intensity of rainfall expected during a 
six-hour period once every ten years (the "six-hour, ten year" design storm). Runoff 
control shall be accomplished by establishing on-site or at suitable nearby 
locations catchment basins, detention basins, and siltation traps along with energy 
dissipating measures at the terminus of storm drains, or other similar means of equal 
or greater effectiveness. 

Sediment basins (debris basins, desilting basins, or silt traps) shall be installed in 
conjunction with the initial grading operation and maintained through the development 
process as necessary to remove sediment from runoff waters draining from the land 
undergoing development. Areas disturbed but not completed prior to November 15, 
including graded pads and stockpiles, shall be suitably prepared to prevent soil loss 
during the late fall and winter seasons. All graded slopes shall be stabilized prior to 
November 15 by means of native vegetation, if feasible, or by other suitable means. 
The use of vegetation as a means to control site erosion shall be accomplished 
pursuant to plans and specifications prepared by a licensed landscape architect or 
other qualified professional. Temporary erosion control measures, shall include the 
use of berms, interceptor ditches, sandbagging, hay bales, filtered inlets, debris 
basins, silt traps, or other similar means of equal or greater effectiveness. 

From November 15 to March 31, grading may only occur: 

1. In increments as determined by the City Engineer based on site-specific soil 
erodibility and slopes in order to minimize soil exposure; 

2. The applicant has installed temporary erosion control measures that the City 
Engineer finds are designed to assure that there will be no increase in the peak 
runoff rate. 
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3. The applicant posts a bond which shall remain in force and effect for one year 
after acceptance by the City of the subdivision sufficient to cover the costs of any 
remedial grading and replanting of vegetation, including any grading and 
replanting of vegetation, including any restoration of lagoon, wetland, or other 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas adversely affected by the failure of the 
erosion control measures. 

4. The applicant agrees to provide daily documentation to the City Engineer of the 
condition of the erosion control procedures for any 24-hour period in which 
precipitation exceeds 0.25 inches. 

Grading for properties within the Coastal Zone which drain into Los Peiiasquitos 
Lagoon or San Dieguito Lagoon require compliance with erosion control measures 
specified in the document 16Erosion Control Measures for North City Areas Draining 
to Los Peiiasquitos or San Dieguito Lagoons," on file in the Office of the City Cletk. 
as Document No. 00-17068. 

WETLANDS 

Buffer zones sufficient to protect wetlands shall generally be 100 feet in width, unless 
the applicant demonstrates that a smaller buffer will protect the resources of the 
wetland based on site-specific information including but not limited to the type and 
size of the development and/or proposed mitigation which will also achieve the 
purposes of the buffer. Developments permitted in wetland buffer areas shall be 
limited to access paths, passive recreational areas, fences and similar improvements 
necessary to protect the wetland. Developments shall be located so as not to 
contribute to increased sediment loading of the wetland, cause disturbance to its fish 
and wildlife values, or otherwise impair the functional capacity of the wetland. 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

The State Coastal Act states that the scenic and visual qualities of the coastal areas 
shall be considered and protected as a resource of public importance. The Torrey 
Pines Community Planning Area possesses many highly scenic open space areas and 
dramatic vistas. Torrey Pines also has a number of road segments that have scenic 
qualities worthy of formal recognition and protection. This community plan contains 
numerous recommendations, policies and implementing actions focusing on the 
preservation of these visual resources including: 

1. Significant scenic resource areas including San Dieguito River Regional Park, 
Crest Canyon, Torrey Pines State Reserve Extension, Los Peiiasquitos Lagoon, 
and the Carroll Canyon Creek Corridor have been designated and rezoned to 
open space. 

2. Three road segments possessing dramatic vistas are recommended for a Scenic 
Route designation including North Torrey Pines Road, Carmel Valley Road, and 
Sorrento Valley Road. 
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3. Power distribution lines and utilities along Sorrento Valley Road and within Los 
Pefiasquitos Lagoon are recommended to be relocated underground. 

4. Future development adjacent to the Torrey Pines Reserve Extension area shall 
provide for adequate buffer areas. Development proposals shall provide adequate 
setbacks to avoid significant erosion, visual or sediment impacts from 
construction. Setbacks also shall be provided to prevent the necessity of fire 
breaks being constructed on reserve property. 

5. Landscaping of properties adjacent to open space areas shall not use invasive plant 
ospecies. Landscaping adjacent to these areas should use plant species naturally 
occurring in that area. 

6. New residential development is recommended to be compatible with the existing 
neighborhood, and designed to blend into adjacent natural open space areas. 

7. New commercial development within predominantly residential neighborhoods 
shall be designed to minimize or eliminate traffic, noise, parking and visual 
impacts to residents. Bulk and scale of new commercial development shall be low· 
scale and of similar height to buildings and homes in the existing area. 

8. Continue to maintain the existing, and where feasible provide additional 
landscaped islands within Sorrento Valley Road and Sorrento Valley Boulevard. A 
landscaped center median should be provided along Del Mar Heights Road. 

9. Those disturbed areas of the Carroll Canyon Creek Corridor shall be revegetated 
and planted with a combination of native trees, primarily riparian woodlands 
species and native shrubs. The revegetation plan shall include a monitoring 
program to determine the success of the program and identify maintenance needs. 

10. Mechanical equipment, outdoor storage and appurtenances shall be screened from 
view and designed as integral parts of the overall building design. Fences, walls, 
grillwork, etc. should be of similar material and color as the main building. 

11. The plan recommends the preservation of Torrey Pines trees, and encourages the 
planting of Torrey Pines trees in roadways and other landscaped areas. 

LOS PENASQUITOS WATERSHED RESTORATION 
AND ENHANCEMENT FEE 

Applicants for coastal development permits for projects located in the watershed of 
Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon shall enter into an agreement with the City of San Diego and 
the State Coastal Conservancy as a condition of development approval to pay a 
Los Pefiasquitos watershed restoration and enhancement fee to the Los Pefiasquitos 
Lagoon Fund for restoration of the Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon and watershed. The 
Los Pefiasquitos watershed restoration and enhancement fee shall be computed on the 
basis of the site surface affected by grading for urban development, agricultural, ... 
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transportation, and other public service facility service facility improvements, but not 
including for habitat restoration or enhancement, at a rate of $0.005/square foot and 
at an additional rate for impervious surface(s) created by the development at a rate of 
$0.03/square foot. The applicant shall provide evidence satisfactory to the City that 
such payment has been made prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit. 
Mitigation measures for development or fill within the lagoon shall include, at a 
minimum, either acquisition of equivalent areas of equal or greater biological 
productivity, or opening equivalent areas to tidal aetion . 

• 

116 



· RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT MAPS 



• 

' 



(NORTH AREA) 

BIOLOGICALLY SENSITIVE HABITATS 

[ill COASTAL MARSH 

Ill COASTAL MIXED CHAPARRAL 

til] COASTAL SAGE SCRUB 

~ CHAMISE CHAPARRAL 

flill GRASSLANDS 

~ TORREY PINE WOODLAND • 

PACIFIC 
OCEAN 

Appendix F 

• 

~'0\.~- ~-----B_io_l_o-=g __ ic_a_l...:;ly_S_e_n_s_i_ti_v_e_H_a_b_it_a_ts___;..(N_o_rt_h..:...t) Fa~~RE 
I TORREY PINES Community Plan 

119 

.. 



" 

~ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 

PACIFIC 
OCEAN 

\ 
\ 
\ 

' ~ 
(CENTRAL AREA) 
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