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STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION ON APPEAL

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: City of Encinitas

DECISION: Approved With Conditions

APPEAL NO.: A-6-ENC-00-86

REGULAR CDP: A-6-ENC-00-86 and 6-00-54

APPLICANT: Community Services Department, City of Encinitas

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construction of a public park that includes three soccer
playing fields, parking lot/drop off area, picnic areas, a playground, restroom, two
stream crossings, walking trail and vehicle access road.

PROJECT LOCATION: On an undisturbed 18.9 acre vacant site lying between
Manchester Avenue on the west, another vacant parcel to the north adjacent to
Manchester Avenue and San Elijo Lagoon to the east and south, City of Encinitas,

San Diego County APN’s: 262-073-03 & 25

APPELLANTS: Commissioners Sara Wan and Christine Kehoe, Tinker Mills, Robert
Nanninga and Jeffrey Fernald

STAFF NOTES:

Following the filing of the appeals to the Coastal Commission, the applicant waived its
rights to a hearing within the prescribed 49 days of filing in order to facilitate the hearing
of both substantial issue and, potentially, the de novo agenda items at the same
Commission hearing. In addition, the subject staff recommendation includes both the
Substantial Issue and De Novo Staff Reports (if Substantial Issue is found). The De
Novo staff report has been combined with the staff report for CDP #6-00-54 for those
portions of the proposed development which may lie within the Commission’s original
jurisdiction area.
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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that
substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed.
Specifically, the local government decision, which involves impacts to .02 to .04 acre of
riparian wetlands and approximately 250 sq. ft. of saltwater marsh habitat, the alteration
of approximately 300 lineal feet of the banks of Lux Canyon Creek, lack of an open
space easement to protect the wetlands and wetlands buffer adjacent to Lux Canyon
Creek and removal of approximately 1.9 acre of environmentally sensitive habitat, raises
substantial issues relating the wetland, stream, environmentally sensitive habitat
protection, and traffic policies of the Certified LCP.

Commission staff recommends denial of the application on de novo and for those
portions which may lie within the Commission’s orginal jurisdiction (CDP #6-00-54)
because the development constitutes an intensity of use that will result in adverse impacts
to environmentally sensitive habitat areas. This intensity and resulting adverse impacts
cause the proposed project to be inconsistent with the certified LCP. For those portions
within the Commission’s original jurisdiction the intensity and resulting adverse impacts
are inconsistent with Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: Certified City of Encinitas Local Coastal
Program (LCP); Appeal Applications; Final EIR City of Encinitas Sports
Complex SCH No. 96081042 dated June 1998; Addendum to Final EIR dated
October 1999; MUP/CDP/EIA 96-127; City of Encinitas Resolutions Nos. PC
2000-16 and 2000-39; City of Encinitas Agenda Reports dated 3/23/00, 4/26/00
and 5/24/00. :

1. Appellants Contend That:

The appellants contend that the City's decision is inconsistent with several provisions of
the City's LCP related to protection of environmentally sensitive habitat areas, wetlands,
streams, visual resources and traffic circulation. In particular, the appellants allege that
the development is inconsistent with the LCP provisions that (1) limit the fill of wetlands
to specific uses and only if there is no less environmentally damaging alternative, (2)
require that all on-site wetlands and buffer areas be protected by the application of a open
space easement, (3) limit the alteration of streams to specific uses with appropriate
mitigation, (4) require preservation of San Elijo Lagoon and its adjacent upland areas by
prohibiting activities that adversely affect wetlands or wildlife habitat, (5) require the
acquisition or preservation of undeveloped riparian corridors that drain into San Elijo
Lagoon as open space areas, (6) require preservation of coastal sage scrub habitat, (7)
require maintenance and enhancement of scenic highways/visual corridor viewsheds, and
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(8) establish the goal that transportation system be sensitive and compatible with-
surrounding community character.

II. Local Government Action.

The Coastal Development Permit was approved by the Encinitas Planning Commission
on March 23, 2000. Several special conditions were attached that address protection of
alkali marsh and its surrounding buffer, lighting, vegetation clearing and grading during
gnatcatcher breeding season, mitigation for impacts to gnatcatcher foraging habitat, use
of BMP’s relating to use of pesticides, fertilizers and other chemicals, and erosion control
measures to mitigate for drainage impacts to San Elijo Lagoon. The Coastal
Development Permit was appealed to the City Council on April 7, 2000. On June 6, 2000
the City Council approved the proposed development.

III. Appeal Procedures.

After certification of a Local Coastal Program (LCP), the Coastal Act provides for
limited appeals to the Coastal Commission of certain local government actions on coastal
development permits. Projects within cities and counties may be appealed if they are
located within mapped appealable areas. The grounds for appeal are limited to the
assertion that "development does not conform to the certified local coastal program.”
Where the project is located between the first public road and the sea or within 300 ft. of
the mean high tide line, the grounds of appeal are limited to those contained in Section
30603(b) of the Coastal Act. Those grounds are that the development does not conform
to the standards set forth in the certified local coastal program or the access policies set
forth in the Coastal Act.

Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal unless it
determines that no substantial issue is raised by the appeal. If the staff recommends
"substantial issue” and no Commissioner objects, the Commission will proceed directly
to a de novo hearing on the merits of the project.

If the staff recommends "no substantial issue” or the Commission decides to hear
arguments and vote on the substantial issue question, proponents and opponents will have
3 minutes per side to address whether the appeal raises a substantial issue. It takes a
majority of Commissioners present to find that no substantial issue is raised. If
substantial issue is found, the Commission will proceed to a full public hearing on the
merits of the project. If the Commission conducts a de novo hearing on the permit
application, the applicable test for the Commission to consider is whether the proposed
development is in conformity with the certified Local Coastal Program.
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In addition, for;projects located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the
* sea, Sec. 30604(c) of the Act requires that a finding must be made by the approving
agency, whether the local government or the Coastal Commission on appeal, that the
development is in conformity with the public access and public recreation policies of
Chapter 3. In other words, in regard to public access questions, the Commission is
required to consider not only the certified LCP, but also Chapter 3 policies when
reviewing a project on appeal.

The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission at the "substantial

issue" stage of the appeal process are the applicant, persons who opposed the application
before the local government (or their representatives), and the local government.
Testimony from other persons must be submitted in writing. At the time of the de novo
hearing, any person may testify.

IV. Staff Recommendation On Substantial Issue.

MOTION: I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No.
A-6-ENC-00-86 raises NO substantial issue with respect
to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed under
§ 30603 of the Coastal Act.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends a NO vote. Failure of this motion will result in a de novo hearing on
the application, and adoption of the following resolution and findings. Passage of this
motion will result in a finding of No Substantial Issue and the local action will become
final and effective. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of the majority of the
appointed Commissioners present.

RESOLUTION TO FIND STANTIAL ISSUE:

The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-6-ENC-00-86 presents a substantial
issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed under § 30603 of the
Coastal Act regarding consistency with the Certified Local Coastal Plan and/or the public
access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

V. Findings and Declarations.

1. Project Description. The coastal permit approved by the City of Encinitas allows
for the construction of a public park that includes three soccer playing fields, parking
lot/drop off area, picnic areas, a playground, restroom, two stream crossings, walking
trail and vehicle access road. The City’s approval includes measures that prohibit
nighttime lighting of the park or use of the eastern portions of the park from March 1% to

gt
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June 30 of each year. In addition, the City’s approval involves impacts to

~ approximately 1.9 acres of gnatcatcher foraging habitat (Isocoma Scrub), approximately
-.02-.04 acre of riparian wetlands and approximately 250 sq. ft. of saltwater marsh habitat

on an approximately 18.9 acre site. Impacts to the wetlands resources will occur from
installation of approximately 300 lineal feet of bank stabilization along and within Lux
Canyon Creek, construction of a vehicle access crossing over Lux Canyon Creek and an
access road across the property. The site is located on an undisturbed vacant parcel lying
between Manchester Avenue on the west, another vacant parcel to the north adjacent to
Manchester Avenue and San Elijo Lagoon to the east and south. Lux Canyon Creek
flows from north to south through the western portion of the lot. The western portion of
the site is zoned rural residential (RR) and the east portion is zoned Ecological
Resource/Open Space/Parks (ER/OS/PK). Public recreational uses are permitted within
the RR zone upon issuance of a Major Use Permit.

Because the site is located between the first public road and San Elijo Lagoon, the
development approved by the City lies within the Coastal Commission appeals
jurisdiction. The standard of review is consistency with the certified City of Encinitas
Local Coastal Program and the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act.
In addition, a small portion of the development site is located within the Commission’s
area of original jurisdiction and the City has submitted a separate coastal development
permit application for any development that may occur in that area.

2. Wetlands. The appellants contend that approval of the project by the City is
inconsistent with provisions of the City's certified LCP pertaining to permitted uses
within wetlands and the requirement of a conservation easement to protect the existing
wetlands and the wetland buffers. The City's LCP includes several provisions pertaining
to the protection of wetlands. The following are relevant to the subject appeal. Resource
Management Policy 10.6 on Page RM-18/19 of the certified LUP states:

The City shall preserve and protect wetlands within the City's planning area.
"Wetlands" shall be defined and delineated consistent with the definitions of the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Coastal Act and
the Coastal Commission Regulations, as applicable, and shall include, but not be
limited to, all lands which are transitional between terrestrial and aquatic systems
where the water table is usually at or near the surface or the land is covered by
shallow water. There shall be no net loss of wetland acreage or resource value as a
result of land use or development, and the City's goal is to realize a net gain in
acreage and value whenever possible.

Within the Coastal Zone, the diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters,
wetlands, estuaries, and lakes shall be permitted 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 newly permitted uses and activities:
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a. Incidental public service projects. . . - .. . . ..o

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

¢. Restoration purposes.
d. Nature study, aquaculture, or other similar resource dependent activities.

Identification of wetland acreage and resource value shall precede any consideration
of use or development on sites where wetlands are present or suspected. With the
exception of development for the primary purpose of the improvement of wetland
resource value, all public and private use and development proposals which would
intrude into, reduce the area of, or reduce the resource value of wetlands shall be
subject to alternatives and mitigation analyses consistent with Federal E.P.A.
404(b)(1) findings and procedures under the U.S. Army Corps permit process.
Practicable project and site development alternatives which involve no wetland
intrusion or impact shall be preferred over alternatives which involve intrusion or
impact. Wetland mitigation, replacement or compensation shall not be used to offset
impacts or intrusion avoidable through other practicable project or site development
alternatives. When wetland intrusion or impact is unavoidable, replacement of the L
lost wetland shall be required through the creation of new wetland of the same type .
lost, at a ratio determined by regulatory agencies with authority over wetland
resources, but in any case at a ratio of greater than one acre provided for each acre
impacted so as to result in a net gain. Replacement of wetland on-site or adjacent,
within the same wetland system, shall be given preference over replacement off-site
or within a different system.

The City shall also control use and development in surrounding area of influence to
wetlands with the application of buffer zones. At a minimum, 100-foot wide buffers
shall be provided upland of salt-water wetlands, and 50-foot wide buffers shall be
provided upland of riparian wetlands. Unless otherwise specified in this plan, use
and development within buffer areas shall be limited to minor passive recreational
uses with fencing, desiltation or erosion control facilities, or other improvements
deemed necessary to protect the habitat, to be located in the upper (upland) half of
the buffer area when feasible.

All wetlands and buffers identified and resulting from development and use approval
shall be permanently conserved or protected through the application of an open
space easement or other suitable device.

In addition, RM Policy 10.10 which addresses the need to protect San Elijo and
Batiquitos Lagoons as well as their tributaries is applicable and states, in part:
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... Adequate buffer zones should be utilized when development occurs adjacent to
the floodplain and sensitive habitat; 100 foot wide buffers should be provided
adjacent to all identified wetlands, and 50 foot wide buffers should be provided
adjacent to riparian areas. In some cases, smaller buffers may be appropriate, when
conditions of the site as demonstrated in a site specific biological survey, the nature
of the proposed development, etc., show that a smaller buffer would provide
adequate protection; and when the Department of Fish and Game has been consulted
and their comments have been accorded great weight.

In addition, Section 30.34.040(B)(3)(b) of the City’s Implementation Plan is applicable:

In all areas, a buffer of 100 feet in width shall be maintained around all identified
coastal lagoon wetland areas. A buffer of 100 feet in width shall be maintained
around all other wetland areas, except riparian wetland areas which shall require a
minimum 50 foot wide buffer, unless the applicant demonstrates that a buffer of lesser
width will protect the resources of the wetland, based on site-specific information.
Such information shall include, but is not limited to, the type and size of the
development and/or proposed mitigations (such as planting of vegetation or
construction of fencing) which will also achieve the purposes of the buffer. The buffer
shall be measured landward from the wetland. Maps and supplemental information
submitted as part of the application shall be used to determine the specific boundaries
of the wetland and buffer. The California Department of Fish and Game and the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, Army Corps or Engineers shall be consulted in such buffer
determinations. (Ord. 97-17)

Lux Canyon Creek which runs north/south through the western portion of the
development site contains sensitive riparian habitat. The applicant’s biology report
prepared for the EIR (June 1998) describes Lux Canyon Creek as containing
approximately .39 acre of southern willow scrub and approximately .67 acre of
unvegetated channel. The proposed project involves impacts to approximately .02 - .04
wetlands habitat through the installation of pedestrian/vehicle access crossing over Lux
Canyon Creek. Portions of the approximately 300 lineal feet of bank improvement along
Lux Creek may also impact wetlands. In addition, approximately 250 sq. ft. of saltwater
marsh habitat (alkali marsh) located on the southeast portion of the site is proposed to be
impacted through the construction of a vehicle access road. As cited above, RM Policy
10.6 prohibits impacts to wetlands except for four permitted uses: incidental public
service projects, mineral extractions, restoration and nature study or other resource
dependent activity. The construction of a public park involving stream crossings and
bank stabilization is not a permitted use. In addition, it appears that the proposed
development could be designed to avoid these impacts through the elimination of one of
the crossings, the vehicle access road and all of the bank improvements. The appellants
have therefore raised substantial issues regarding the consistency of the proposed
development with the certified LCP requirements pertaining to permitted uses within
wetlands.
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The City’s apprpval also includes a 50 foot wide buffer surrounding the riparian wetlands-

of Lux Canyon Creek as well as a buffer surrounding the saltwater wetlands located on
the southeast corner of the subject site. However, in the case of the saltwater wetlands,
the buffer is not 100 feet wide as required by the LCP and is largely manufactured, not
natural. In the case of the proposed development, the natural buffer between the
proposed development area and the saltwater wetlands ranges from O to approximately 80
feet. An approximately 50 to 60 foot-wide, 6 foot-high manufactured landscaped berm is
proposed upland of the saltwater wetlands. As a result, a total buffer (natural +
manufactured) ranging from 50 to 150 feet will separate the proposed development from
the saltwater wetlands. However the proposed manufactured buffer provides less
protection than would a 100 foot-wide buffer as planned for in the LCP since the
transitional habitat area for species accessing the lagoon is significantly lessened and the
water quality function of filtering polluted runoff is eliminated or significantly reduced.
As cited above, Section 30.34.040(B)(3)(b) of the City’s Implementation Plan requires
that: ‘

In all areas, a buffer of 100 feet in width shall be maintained around all identified
coastal lagoon wetland areas. [emphasis added]

The subject site is located immediately adjacent to San Elijo Lagoon and the site’s
saltwater marsh habitat (Alkali meadow) is contiguous with wetland habitat within the
lagoon. The above cited section of the LCP only permits a lessening of the buffer if the
saltwater wetlands occurs in “other wetlands areas”, i.e., other non-coastal lagoon
wetland areas, and if it can be demonstrated to protect the resources and if the
Department of Fish and Game (DFG) concurs. In addition, RM Policy 10.6 requires that
a minimum buffer of 100 feet be provided upland of saltwater wetlands, although RM
Policy 10.10 allows for a reduction of the buffer width under some circumstances. In this
case, although the DFG and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) have concurred with
the proposed buffer design and width, the lack of any natural buffer adjacent to portions
of the saltwater marsh raises substantial issue concerning the development’s conformity
with RM Policy 10.6 and Section 30.34.040(B)(3)(b) of the City’s LCP.

The City’s approval also included a requirement for a dedicated open space easement to
protect the saltwater marsh and its buffer area as required by RM Policy 10.6. However,
such an easement was not applied over the riparian wetlands or its buffer areas. As cited
above, RM Policy 10.6 requires all wetlands and buffers to be protected with the
application of open space easement or other protective device. Therefore, the City’s
failure to require an open space easement surrounding the riparian wetlands and its buffer
raises a substantial issue regarding the consistency of the proposed development with RM
Policy 10.6 of the LCP.

In summary, the proposed fill of wetlands, insufficient buffer surrounding saltwater
wetlands and failure to protect wetlands and buffers with an open space easement raise
substantial issues relating to the project’s conformity with the resource protection policies
of the certified LCP.
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3. Alteration of Stream. The appellants contend that the proposed alteration of Lux
Canyon Creek involving approximately 300 lineal feet of bank stabilization is not an
permitted use allowed under the LCP. Land Use (LU) Pohcy 8.2 of the LUP limits
channelizations or substantial alteration of streams:

Development within coastal and floodplain areas identified in the Land Use and
Resource Management Elements must be limited, designed to minimize hazards
associated with development in these areas, and to preserve area resources. Within
the floodway, channelizations, dams, or other substantial alterations or rivers or
streams shall incorporate the best mitigation measures feasible, and be limited to
necessary water supply projects, flood control projects where no feasible method for
protecting existing public or private structures exists and where such protection is
necessary for public safety or to protect existing development, and other
development where the primary function is the improvement of fish and wildlife
habitat. . .

Section 30.34.040(B)(1)(b) of the City’s Implementation Plan contains similar language
limiting the channelization or alteration of streams to water projects, flood control
necessary to protect existing development and fish and wildlife improvement projects.

. In addition, Section 30.34.040(B)(1)(c) requires that:

c. Any development which involves the channelization or substantial alteration of
rivers or streams shall comply with all of the following;

(1) Incorporate into the project design and mitigation measures, all relevant
findings of hydrological studies for the watershed of the affected stream.
Such findings include but are not limited to erosional characteristics, flow
velocities, and sediment transport.

(2) Incorporate mitigation measures designed to assure that there will be no
increase in the peak runoff rate from the developed site as compared to
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.

(3) Minimize stream scour, avoid increases in and reduce, where feasible, the
transport of stream sediment to downstream wetlands and other
environmentally sensitive habitat areas. Acceptable techniques to control
stream sediment include but are not limited to the planting of riparian
vegetation in and near the stream.

. (4) If channelization is determined to be necessary, the floodway of the
stream shall accommodate 100-year floods. To the extent feasible, all
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artificial channels shall consist of natural bottoms and sides and be .
designed and sized to accommodate existing riparian vegetation. Such
vegetation shall be maintained at specified levels compatible with the
design capacity of the channel.

The proposed development includes the widening of Lux Canyon Creek on the west side
and approximately 300 lineal feet of bank stabilization consisting of 8 to 24 inch diameter
stone. The purpose of the creek widening and bank stabilization is to prevent erosion to
the stream’s banks and to protect users of the proposed pedestrian/vehicle access
crossing. The Final EIR for the subject project identifies that:

The potential for block slumping along the banks of Lux Canyon Creek is moderate
to high. The risk of bank failure or washout caused by periodic flow events poses a
threat to people using the proposed crossing.

(Page 72, Section 4.4a, Final EIR City of Encinitas Sports Complex SCH No.
96081042 dated June 1998)

The appellants contend that the proposed stream widening and bank improvements are
inconsistent with the stream protection policies of the LCP. As cited above, LUP Policy
8.2 limits alteration of streams to water supply projects, flood control projects necessary
for public safety or to protect existing development and developments that improve fish
and wildlife habitat. The proposed bank stabilization to protect a proposed
pedestrian/vehicle crossing is inconsistent with above cited LCP requirements identifying
permitted uses. In addition, Section 30.34.040(B)(1)(c) requires that any substantial
alteration of stream incorporate mitigation measures as cited above that are designed to
control erosion, sediment runoff and runoff rates. The project as approved by the City,
fails to include a hydrological study documenting the effects of the proposed channel
alteration including whether such alteration would accommodate 100 year floods or
minimize the transport of resulting sediment. In addition, the City’s approval does not
include mitigation measures to prevent an increase of peak runoff that might occur during
an intense six-hour, ten year rain. Therefore, the proposed alteration of Lux Canyon
Creek raises substantial issues as its conformity with the LCP.

4. Preservation of San Elijo Lagoon/Riparian Corridors. The appellants contend that
the City’s approval raises substantial issue regarding its consistency with the LCP
policies regarding preservation and protection of San Elijo Lagoon’s upland areas and
Lux Canyon Creek (which may serve as a riparian corridor to the lagoon). RM (Resource
Management) Policy 10.9 of the certified LUP provides that:

The City will encourage the preservation of and the function of San Elijo Lagoon
and Batiquitos Lagoon and their adjacent uplands as viable wetlands, ecosystems
and habitat for resident and migratory wildlife, by prohibiting actions (subject to the
detailed provisions of RM policy 10.6) which:

- involve wetland fill and increased sedimentation into the wetlands;




A-6-ENC-00-86
6-00-54
Page 11

- adversely decrease stream flow into the wetlands
- reduce tidal interchange;

- reduce internal water circulation; or

- adversely affect existing wildlife habitats.

In addition, RM policy 10.10 of the LUP states in part:

The City will encourage and cooperate with other responsible agencies to plan and
implement an integrated management plan for the long-term conservation and
restoration of wetlands resources at San Elijo Lagoon, (and where it applies
Batiquitos Lagoon) Escondido and Encinitas Creeks and their significant upstream
feeder creeks, according to the following guidelines:

[...]

- Wildlife corridors between the wetland shoreline and important upland areas
and upstream riparian areas should be maintained and enhanced;

[..1]
Finally, RM Policy 10.4 of the LUP states, in part, that:

. The City will develop a program to acquire or preserve the entire undeveloped
riparian corridor within the City that drains into the San Elijo Lagoon and
Batiquitos Lagoon. . . .

The appellants contend that the proposed development which involves the alteration of a
stream, construction of soccer fields, and other park improvements located immediately
upland of San Elijo Lagoon will adversely affect wildlife habitat and wetland resources.
As proposed, the development will impact approximately .02 - .04 of riparian wetlands,
involves approximately 50,000 cubic yards of grading and does not protect the Lux
Canyon Creek riparian corridor as undeveloped open space. As cited above, RM policy
10.9 requires the City to prohibit unpermitted fill of wetlands, increased sediments into
wetlands, or adverse impacts to wildlife in the upland areas adjacent to San Elijo Lagoon.
In addition, the intent of RM Policy 10.4 is that undeveloped riparian corridors be
protected from development and preserved in open space. Lux Canyon Creek which
traverses through the subject property is a riparian corridor containing wetlands and
wildlife habitat. The proposed soccer field/park development does not adequately protect
wetlands or wildlife corridors and does not adequately maintain upland riparian areas
around the lagoon as provided by RM Policies 10.4, 10.9 and 10.10. The proposed
development will also result in wetland fill and adverse effects on existing wildlife
habitat despite RM Policy 10.9’s prohibition against these activities. As such, the
proposed project raises substantial issues of inconsistency with the certified LCP relating
to the preservation of the upland resources adjacent to San Elijo Lagoon.
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5. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas/Wildlife. The appellants contend that the
proposed development as approved by the City fails to preserve and protect or minimize
impacts to environmentally sensitive habitat or wildlife as is required by the LCP.
Resource Management (RM) Goal 10 of the certified LUP states, in part:

The City will preserve the integrity, function, productivity, and long term viability of
the environmentally sensitive habitats throughout the City, including . . . lagoons
and their up-lands, riparian areas, coastal strand areas, coastal sage scrub and coastal
mixed chaparral habitats.

In addition, RM Policy 10.5 of the certified LUP states, in part;

The City will control development design on Coastal Mixed Chaparral and Coastal
Sage Scrub environmentally sensitive habitats by including all parcels containing
concentrations of these habitats within the Special Study Overlay designation. The
following guidelines will be used to evaluate projects for approval:

[.J]

- where significant, yet isolated habitat areas exist, development shall be designed to
preserve and protect them; . . . .

- conservation of the widest variety of physical and vegetational conditions on site to
maintain the highest habitat diversity.

[...]

- preservation of rare and endangered species on site rather than by transplantation
off site.

In addition, all new development shall be designed to be consistent with multi-
species and multi-habitat preservation goals and requirements as established in the
Statewide Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) Act. Compliance with
these goals shall be implemented in consultation with the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Game.

In addition, as cited previously, RM Policy 10.9 of the certified LUP requires that the

City protect San Elijo Lagoon and its adjacent uplands as “viable wetlands, ecosystems
and habitat for resident and migratory wildlife, by prohibiting actions” that:

..

- adversely affect existing wildlife habitats.
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The project as approved by the City will result in the removal of approximately-1.9 acres

- of Isocoma scrub due to vegetation clearing and grading in order to construct the

proposed park and soccer fields. Isocoma scrub, a variant of Coastal Sage Scrub, is
identified by the Department of Fish and Game as california gnatcatcher foraging habitat.
The california gnatcatcher is a Federally listed endangered species. The Department of
Fish and Game has also identified that a pair of gnatcatchers have been observed on the
site for several years. In addition to the removal of the gnatcatcher foraging habitat, the
appellants have also identified three additional elements of the project which may
adversely affect the site’s environmentally sensitive habitat. First, the applicants contend
that although nighttime field lighting which could adversely affect wildlife is not
currently proposed, the proposed project could be revised in the future to include night
lighting. Secondly, the appellants contend that the landscaping proposed adjacent to the
saltwater marsh is not “indigenous to alkaline marsh”. Thirdly, the appellants contend
that the split rail fencing proposed to separate the development from the wetland buffer
would be inadequate to inhibit park visitors from entering into the lagoon and its sensitive
habitat.

The appellants contend that removal of Isocoma scrub, nighttime field lighting,
inappropriate landscaping and the design of fencing are inconsistent with the LCP
provisions that require preservation of environmentally sensitive and wildlife habitat.
Specifically, as cited above, Goal 10 of the Resource Management Element of the LUP
requires that the City preserve the function and viability of environmentally sensitive
habitat including coastal sage scrub. In addition, RM Policy 10.5 mandates the
preservation of rare and endangered species and sensitive habitat and requires that the
project be designed consistent preservation goals and requirements of the Statewide
Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) Act. Although the proposed
development has involved input from both DFG and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
the proposal will result in the removal of approximately 1.9 acres of environmentally
sensitive habitat. While the proposed landscaping and fence design surrounding the
wetlands buffer may be inconsistent with the LCP, the removal of approximately 1.9 acre
of environmentally sensitive habitat and nighttime lighting of the park facilities does not
adequately protect environmentally sensitive and wildlife habitat. Therefore, the
proposed development raises substantial issues of inconsistency with the certified LCP
policies related to environmentally sensitive habitat.

6. Protection of Viewsheds. The appellants contend that the City’s approval is
inconsistent with the LCP policies which require that development located within
designated view corridors/viewsheds be subject to design review standards. Policy 4.6
requires that:

The City will maintain and enhance the scenic highway/visual corridor
viewsheds.

In addition, RM Policy 4.7 requires:
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The City will designate the following view corridors as scenic highway/visual
corridor viewsheds:

- 1.0
- Manchester Avenue from San Elijo Ave. to Encinitas Blvd.

- 1..1
In addition, RM Policy 4.9 states, in part:

It is intended that development would be subject to the design review provisions
of the Scenic/Visual Corridor Overlay Zone for those locations within Scenic
View Corridors, along scenic highways and adjacent to significant viewsheds and
vista points with the addition of the following design criteria:

[...]

- Building and vegetation setbacks, scenic easements, height and bulk
restrictions should be used to maintain existing view and vistas from the
roadway.

[-.]

- Where possible, development . . . shall leave lagoon areas and floodplains
open, and shall be sited to provide unobstructed view corridors for the nearest
scenic highway.

The project site is located on the east and south sides of Manchester Avenue, a designated
scenic highway and is, therefore, located within the Scenic View Corridor. The
appellants contend that the proposed sports complex that includes a 137 spaced parking
lot, three soccer fields and a manufactured 6 foot-high berm will adversely affect the
public’s ability to view the resources of San Elijo Lagoon as seen from Manchester
Avenue. Based on a review of the project’s various elements, it does not appear that
public views of the lagoon will be blocked by the proposed development. In addition,
although soccer fields and wetlands buffers (that may extend up to six feet in height) will
be visible from the south side of Manchester Avenue, east of its intersection with E]
Camino Real, Manchester Avenue at this location is at a higher elevation than the project
site and the project site itself slopes gently downward from Manchester Avenue.
However, existing open space views across to San Elijo Lagoon from Manchester
Avenue will be substantially altered with the installation of the park facilities and its
effects will be most pronounced on days when the soccer fields are fully occupied with
players and spectators. In addition, views from Manchester Avenue south of its
intersection with El Camino Real toward the lagoon will be altered with the installation
of the parking lot, driveway and restroom facilities. Therefore, views across the site at

|
|
|
|
|
|
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this location will be more adversely affected than currently exists. Therefore, the City's -
approval raises substantial issues relating to RM Policies 4.6, 4.7 and 4.9 of the LCP.

7. Intensity of Development/Traffic Impacts. The appellants contend that approval of
such an intense project by the City will result in traffic hazards and congestion. The

certified City of Encinitas Local Coastal Program (LCP) designates the subject site as
Rural Residential. On Page LU-33, the certified LUP summarizes the intent of this plan
designation, in part:

This category will permit the development of single-family homes on large lots
ranging in size from 2 to 8 acres....Lower density development provided for in this
category is important so that sensitive areas of the City can be preserved, as well as
ensuring that areas subject to environmental constraints are developed in a safe and
rational manner. The actual density of development will depend on local topography
and other development constraints or significant resources that might be present.

In addition, Goal 1 of the Circulation Policy of the certified LUP states the following:

Encinitas should have a transportation system that is safe, convenient and efficient,
and sensitive to and compatible with surrounding community character.

Additionally, Circulation Policy 2.22 of the certified LUP is applicable and states, in part:

To avoid impacts of the expansion and improvement of Manchester Avenue on the
San Elijo Lagoon and its environmental resources, right-of-way dedication and
widening shall occur to the north, away from the lagoon, rather than toward the
lagoon; and the use of fill shall be prohibited....

Because the proposed development site is located between the sea and the first public
roadway, the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act are also applicable.
Section 30252 of the Act states, in part:

The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public
access to the coast . . .

The proposed approximately 18.9 acre development site is primarily zoned Rural
Residential with a split density allowance of 0.26 —~ 0.50 du/ac and 0.00 - .25 du/ac. The
majority of the site has a density designation of 0.26 — 0.50 du/ac. A small eastern
portion of the site is designated Ecological Resource/Open Space/Parks. The Final EIR
for the subject property identifies that development of the site as designated and zoned
(Rural Residential) would result in a maximum of seven to nine residential units. The
Final EIR indicates that this alternative “would be 70 to 80 percent less [intense] than the
proposed project”. (This comment from the EIR related to a soccer field complex

. consisting of four fields. However, the three soccer fields approved by the City would
continue to represent a significant increase of development intensity over that which
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would occur thh residential development, especially considering the estimated 780--
ADT'’s that would result from the subject development as opposed to the traffic
generation of seven to nine residences.) As noted, the subject site is zoned and planned
for rural residential development. The City authorized the proposed soccer park through
the issuance of a major use permit.

The proposed development also involves the construction of a 137-space, decomposed
granite parking lot to be located on the northwest corner of the site adjacent to
Manchester Avenue on the west. Access to the park complex parking lot will be via a
right turn in/right turn out driveway off of Manchester Avenue, west of the subject site.
Southbound motorists from Manchester Avenue to the project site will need to make a U-
turn at the Manchester/MiraCosta College intersection approximately % mile southwest
of the project site in order to enter the site. Alternatively, motorists leaving the project
site who wish to access the Interstate 5 onramp located southwest of the project site will
need to make a U-turn at the Manchester Avenue/El Camino Real intersection located
approximately 400 to 500 feet north of the site’s proposed driveway. Manchester Avenue
at this location is currently a two-lane road operating at Level of Service (LOS) F, a
deficit level of service.

However, the widening of Manchester at this location to a 4-lane roadway is currently

underway such that the Final EIR identifies its future LOS as B. The Final EIR also

identifies that when the proposed sports complex is fully occupied approximately 780 .
Average Daily Trips (ADT’s) will result. The appellants contend that the added traffic-

volume resulting from this intense development, along with the right turn restrictions

would result in traffic congestion and hazards, inconsistent with the above cited policies.

to quickly move over two lanes and watch for approaching motorists coming from a
curved section of Manchester Avenue to the south. In addition, if a number of vehicles
are waiting to make a U-turn at this intersection, it is likely they could impede through
traffic from Manchester Avenue to El Camino Real resulting in traffic delays and safety
concerns. The appellants contend that this will cspemally be a problem followmg
afternoon practices which end during peak evening “rush hour”.

The proposed development which will result in a signficantly greater number of ADT’s
occuring on Manchester Avenue than would occur with the development of seven to nine
residences, raises concerns that the cumulative impact of the proposed development
would result in pressure to widen Manchester Avenue at Interstate 5 toward San Elijo
Lagoon. Such a widening would be inconsistent with Circulation Policy 2.22 of the LCP
which prohibits expansion into the lagoon.

As described above, the appellants’ contentions raise concerns about the project’s

consistency with traffic and circulation policies of the certified LCP. In addition, since

Manchester Avenue at this location is major access route for visitors wishing to access

the trails within San Elijo Lagoon, the City’s approval raises concerns involving project’s .
consistency with Section 30252 of the Coastal Act relating to public access. Therefore,
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~the City’s approval raises substantial issue with the certified LCP and the Coastal Act

pertaining to the intensity of the development as it relates to traffic, public access and the
potential need to widen Manchester Avenue toward the lagoon.

In summary, the proposed sports park complex will involve direct impacts to
approximately .02 -.04 of riparian wetlands, approximately 250 sq. ft. of saltwater marsh
and approximately 1.9 acres of the Isocoma scrub which is foraging habitat for the
endangered california gnatcatcher. The proposal also does not include the protection of
the riparian wetlands and their associated buffers through the application of an open
space easement and may adversely affect public views of San Elijo Lagoon from
Manchester Avenue, adversely affect traffic as it relates to the need to widen Manchester
toward San Elijo lagoon and impede public access to the lagoon. Because each of these
impacts appear to be inconsistent with the previously cited LCP Policies, the Commission
finds that a substantial issue exists with respect to the project’s consistency with the
City’s certified Local Coastal Program and the public access and recreation policies of
the Coastal Act.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON THE COASTAL PERMIT:
STAFF NOTES:

The De Novo staff report has been combined with the staff report for CDP #6-00-54, an
application for those portions of the proposed development that might extend into the
Commission’s original jurisdiction area. The standard of review for the De Novo portion
of the report is the City’s certified LCP and the public access and recreation policies of
the Coastal Act. The standard of review for the regular coastal development permit are
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act with the certified LCP used as guidance.

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Commission staff recommends denial of the application on de novo and for those
portions that might extend into the Commisssion’s orginal jurisdiction (CDP #6-00-54)
because the development constitutes an intensity of use that will result in adverse impacts
to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and is greater than the intensity of use
envisioned by the underlying LCP land use designation of Rural Residential. In
particular this intensity will result in adverse impacts to 1.9 acres of Isocoma scrub
(California gnatcatcher habitat), saltwater marsh (because inadequate buffers and BMP’s
are proposed adjacent to the marsh) and to San Elijo Lagoon (because the associated
traffic impacts may result in the need to widen Manchester Avenue toward the lagoon),
Statf is also recommending denial because the proposal involves the unnecessary
alteration of a stream and grading of the site during the rainy season which are prohibited
by the LCP.
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This intensity and resulting adverse impacts cause the proposed project to be inconsistent -
with the certified LCP. For those portions within the Commission’s original jurisdiction
the intensity and resulting adverse impacts are inconsistent with Chapter 3 policies of the
Coastal Act.

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: Certified City of Encinitas Local Coastal
Program (LCP); Appeal Applications; Final EIR City of Encinitas Sports
Complex SCH No. 96081042 dated June 1998; Addendum to Final EIR dated
October 1999; MUP/CDP/EIA 96-127; City of Encinitas Resolutions Nos. PC
2000-16 and 2000-39; City of Encinitas Agenda Reports dated 3/23/00, 4/26/00
and 5/24/00; Letter from FWS and DFG to City of Encinitas, dated February 16,
2000; “Lux Canyon Creek Habitat Creation, Restoration and Enhancement Plan”,
by Dudek and Associates, dated August 2000; Memorandum to City of Encinitas
from Dudek & Associates, dated September 12, 2000; CDP Nos. A-6-ENC-98-
158/Encinitas Country Day School; 6-81-292/Greek Orthodox Church, 6-83-
314/Manchester Estates, 6-84-578/Mira Costa College, 6-87-671/Caltrans (I-5
offramp) and 6-98-15/Manchester Road Widening.

The staff recommends the Commission adopt the following resolution:

MOTION: I move that the Commission approve Coastal

Development Permit Nos. A-6-ENC-00-86 and 6-00-54
Jor the development proposed by the applicant.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF DENIAL:

Staff recommends a NO vote. Failure of this motion will result in denial of the permit
and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by
affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present.

RESOLUTION TO DENY THE PERMIT:

The Commission hereby denies a coastal development permit for the proposed
development on the ground that the development will not be in conformity with the
adopted Local Coastal Program or Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Approval of the
permit would not comply with the California Environmental Quality Act because there
are feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would substantially lessen the
significant adverse impacts of the development on the environment.
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II. Findings and Declarations.:

1. Project Description. The development as approved by the City of Encinitas
included the construction of a public park that includes three soccer playing fields,
parking lot/drop off area, picnic areas, a playground, restroom, two stream crossings,
channelization of stream banks, walking trail and vehicle access road involving direct
impacts to approximately .02 -.04 of riparian wetlands, approximately 250 sq. ft. of
saltwater marsh and approximately 1.9 acres of the Isocoma scrub which is foraging
habitat for the endangered california gnatcatcher. Following the appeal to the Coastal
Commission, the applicant revised the project in order to potentially lessen any adverse
effects. In particular, the applicant eliminated one of the stream crossings, reduced the
amount of bank channelization in the stream and eliminated a portion of the vehicle
access road. As a result, the current proposal does not include the fill of wetlands but
continues to include impacts to 1.9 acres of Isocoma scrub habitat. The proposed
development (as revised by the applicant) involves the construction of a public park that
includes three soccer playing fields, an 137 spaced parking lot/drop off area, picnic areas,
a playground, restroom, one stream crossing, walking trail and vehicle access road.
Soccer activities will generally occur from August through December of each year with
practice on weekday afternoons and games on Saturdays. As conditioned by the City, the
cast side of park (east of Lux Canyon Creck) will be closed during March 1% to June 30"
of each year to allow for a rehabilitation period for the soccer fields and activity on the
west side of the park during this time will be limited to passive recreation. In addition,
should the endangered Least Bell’s Vireo be identified as present on the site during the
March 1% to June 30" period, the entire park will closed. The City’s approval also
prohibits the installation of lighting of the park or playing fields such that most use will
occur during daylight hours. :

The site is located on an undisturbed vacant parcel lying between Manchester Avenue on
the west, another vacant parcel to the north adjacent to Manchester Avenue and San Elijo
Lagoon to the east and south. Lux Canyon Creek flows from north to south through the
western portion of the lot. The western portion of the site is zoned rural residential (RR)
and the east portion is zoned Ecological Resource/Open Space/Parks (ER/OS/PK).
Public recreational uses are permitted within the RR zone upon issuance of a Major Use
Permit.

Because the site is located between the first public road and San Elijo Lagoon, the
development approved by the City lies within the Coastal Commission appeals
jurisdiction. The standard of review is consistency with the certified City of Encinitas
Local Coastal Program (LCP) and the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal
Act. In addition, a small portion of the property located in the southeast corner lies
within the Commission’s area of original jurisdiction since it is an area identified as
within Public Trust Lands (see Exhibit #4). This portion of the property contains Alkali
marsh and Isocoma scrub which is being retained as open space and not directly impacted
by development; although a proposed landscaped berm is proposed immediately adjacent
to it. Since the Commission would have required this portion of the property to be
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retained in open space as a condition of approval (if the recommendation had been for - : .
approval) and to ensure that the Commission reviews any development that may extend

into the Commission’s area of original jurisdiction, the subject application includes both

the De Novo review (CDP A-6-ENC-00-86) and a regular coastal development permit

request (CDP No. 6-00-54). However, the standard of review for the area within the

Commission’s area of original jurisdiction is Chapter 3 Policies of the Coastal Act, with

the City’s LCP used asguidance.

2. Wetlands/Buffers. The City's LCP includes several provisions pertaining to the
protection of wetlands. The following are relevant to the subject development. Resource
Management (RM) Policy 10.6 on Page RM-18/19 of the certified LUP states:

The City shall preserve and protect wetlands within the City's planning area.

"Wetlands" shall be defined and delineated consistent with the definitions of the

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Coastal Act and

the Coastal Commission Regulations, as applicable, and shall include, but not be

limited to, all lands which are transitional between terrestrial and aquatic systems

where the water table is usually at or near the surface or the land is covered by

shallow water. There shall be no net loss of wetland acreage or resource value as a

result of land use or development, and the City's goal is to realize a net gain in

acreage and value whenever possible. .

Within the Coastal Zone, the diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters,
wetlands, estuaries, and lakes shall be permitted 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 newly permitted uses and activities:

a. Incidental public service projects.

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

c. Restoration purposes.
d. Nature study, aquaculture, or other similar resource dependent activities.

Identification of wetland acreage and resource value shall precede any consideration

of use or development on sites where wetlands are present or suspected. With the

exception of development for the primary purpose of the improvement of wetland

resource value, all public and private use and development proposals which would

intrude into, reduce the area of, or reduce the resource value of wetlands shall be

subject to alternatives and mitigation analyses consistent with Federal E.P.A.

404(b)(1) findings and procedures under the U.S. Army Corps permit process. .
Practicable project and site development alternatives which involve no wetland
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- intrusion or impact shall be preferred over alternatives which involve intrusion or
impact. Wetland mitigation, replacement or compensation shall not be used to offset
impacts or:intrusion avoidable through other practicable project or site development
alternatives. When wetland intrusion or impact is unavoidable, replacement of the
lost wetland shall be required through the creation of new wetland of the same type
lost, at a ratio determined by regulatory agencies with authority over wetland
resources, but in any case at a ratio of greater than one acre provided for each acre
impacted so as to result in a net gain. Replacement of wetland on-site or adjacent,
within the same wetland system, shall be given preference over replacement off-site
or within a different system.

The City shall also control use and development in surrounding area of influence to
wetlands with the application of buffer zones. At a minimum, 100-foot wide buffers
shall be provided upland of salt-water wetlands, and 50-foot wide buffers shall be
provided upland of riparian wetlands. Unless otherwise specified in this plan, use
and development within buffer areas shall be limited to minor passive recreational
uses with fencing, desiltation or erosion control facilities, or other improvements
deemed necessary to protect the habitat, to be located in the upper (upland) half of
the buffer area when feasible.

All wetlands and buffers identified and resulting from development and use approval
shall be permanently conserved or protected through the application of an open
space easement or other suitable device.

Section 30.34.040(B)(3)(a) of the City’s Implementation Plan contains similar language
as above, limiting wetland fill to projects involving nature study, restoration, incidental
public services and mineral extraction.

In addition, RM Policy 10.10 of the LUP is applicable and states, in part:

The City will encourage and cooperate with other responsible agencies to plan and
implement an integrated management plan for the long-term conservation and
restoration of wetlands resources at San Elijo Lagoon (and where it applies,
Batiquitos Lagoon) Escondido and Encinitas Creeks and their signficant upstream
feeder creeks, according to the following guidelines:

[..]

- Wildlife corridors between wetland shoreline and important upland areas and
upstream riparian areas should be maintained and enhanced;

- Adequate buffer zones should be utilized when development occurs adjacent to
the floodplain and sensitive habitat; 100 foot wide buffers should be provided
adjacent to all identified wetlands, and 50 foot wide buffers should be provided
adjacent to riparian areas. In some cases, smaller buffers may be appropriate,
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when co;nditions of the site as demonstrated in a site specific-biological survey,
the nature of the proposed development, etc., show that a smaller buffer would
provide adequate protection; and when the Department of Fish and Game has
been consulted and their comments have been accorded great weight.

- [..1
In addition, Section 30.34.040(B)(3)(b) of the City’s Implementation Plan is applicable:

In all areas, a buffer of 100 feet in width shall be maintained around all identified
coastal lagoon wetland areas. A buffer of 100 feet in width shall be maintained around
all other wetland areas, except riparian wetland areas which shall require a minimum
50 foot wide buffer, unless the applicant demonstrates that a buffer of lesser width will
protect the resources of the wetland, based on site-specific information. Such
information shall include, but is not limited to, the type and size of the development
and/or proposed mitigations (such as planting of vegetation or construction of fencing)
which will also achieve the purposes of the buffer. The buffer shall be measured
landward from the wetland. Maps and supplemental information submitted as part of
the application shall be used to determine the specific boundaries of the wetland and
buffer. The California Department of Fish and Game and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Army Corps or Engineers shall be consulted in such buffer determinations.
(Ord. 97-17)

Finally, for those portions of the subject development request that may lie within the
Commission’s area of original jurisdiction, Section 30231 of the Coastal Act is
applicable:

The biclogical 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.

The subject development site lies immediately adjacent to and north of San Elijo Lagoon,
an environmentally sensitive habitat area and Regional Park that is managed jointly by
the California Department of Fish and Game and the San Diego County Parks and
Recreation Department. In addition, San Elijo Lagoon is one of the 19 priority wetlands
listed by the State Department of Fish and Game for acquisition. The lagoon provides
habitat for at least five State or Federal-listed threatened or endangered birds that include
the California least tern, the light-footed clapper rail, Belding's savannah sparrow, the
brown pelican and the western snowy plover. As such, the potential adverse impacts on
sensitive resources as a result of activity in the lagoon could be significant. The subject

1
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site contains a variety of environmentally sensitive habitat. The EIR prepared for the
proposal identifies 3.23 acres of Isocoma Scrub, 1.97 acre of Alkali Marsh and 12.60 acre
of ruderal habitat. In addition, Lux Canyon Creek, which runs north/south through the
western portion of the development site, contains sensitive riparian habitat.

In addition to the proposed soccer fields and park facilities, the applicants propose to
enhance and restore the riparian habitat within Lux Canyon Creek. The applicant’s
biology report prepared for the EIR (June 1998) describes Lux Canyon Creek as
containing approximately .39 acre of southern willow scrub and approximately .67 acre
of unvegetated channel. The applicant has recently performed a site inspection of the
area and determined that “the portion of creek south of the water utility line, on the west
side of the creek, that was previously mapped as unvegetated channel, has since
recovered to young, high quality, southern willow scrub habitat with a freshwater marsh
component.” In addition, “[T]he previously unvegetated portion of the channel bottom
located immediately north of the 30” water pipeline has since revegetated with a mix of
non-native and native species.” (“Lux Canyon Creek Habitat Creation, Restoration and
Enhancement Plan”, by Dudek and Associates, dated August 2000). Thus, Lux Canyon
Creek through the subject property serves as a natural and expanding riparian corridor

- connecting to San Elijo Lagoon and the vacant property to the north.

As proposed, the subject development will avoid all direct wetland impacts and includes
provisions for removal of exotics from within the existing riparian corridor, creating
approximately 0.17 acre of new wetland habitat and restoring approximately 0.07 acre of
southern willow scrub. The area proposed for the approximately .17 acre of wetlands
creation is currently identified a “ruderal upland” by the applicant’s biology report. In
addition, the applicant proposes to protect the existing and proposed wetlands habitat
areas by the use of a 50 foot-wide buffer on each side of Lux Canyon Creek to separate
the proposed development from the wetlands resources. The buffer area which is
described by the applicant’s restoration and enhancement plan as containing “ruderal
habitat” will be planted and seeded with coastal sage scrub and isocoma scrub species.
Several picnic tables will be placed in the upper half of the buffer overlooking Lux
Canyon Creek. In addition, the applicants are proposing the 50 foot-wide buffers and
wetlands be further protected through the application of an open space deed restriction.
The proposed 50 foot-wide buffer separating the proposed park development from Lux
Canyon Creek and the proposed open space deed restriction are consistent with the
requirements for wetlands protection outlined in RM Policy 10.6 and Section
30.34.040(B)(3)(b) of the City’s Implementation Plan.

However, the applicant’s proposal to reduce the required 100 foot-wide buffer adjacent to
saltwater marsh is not consistent with the LCP. The east and southeast sides of the
subject site contains approximately 2 acres of saltwater wetlands (alkali marsh) that
extends from the northeast corner of the subject site south to the property line adjacent to
San Elijo Lagoon. A recent vegetation survey performed by the applicant identifies that
this saltwater wetlands generally ends at the property line (Memorandum to City of
Encinitas from Dudek & Associates, dated September 12, 2000). In addition, it identifies
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that the vegetation within the San Elijo Lagoon on this southeast corner consists of -
Isocoma Scrub with patches of disturbed wetlands and Alkali marsh. Although the RM
Policy 10.6 of the LUP requires an 100 foot-wide buffer, the applicant is proposing an
approximately 50 to 60 foot-wide, 6 foot-high manufactured landscaped berm upland of
the saltwater wetlands. The natural buffer between the proposed development area and
the saltwater wetlands ranges from 0 to approximately 80 feet. As a result, a total buffer
(natural + manufactured) ranging from 50 to 150 feet will separate the proposed soccer
fields from the saltwater wetlands. However, Section 30.34.040(B)(3)(b) of the IP
requires that “a buffer of 100 feet in width shall be maintained around all identified coastal
lagoon wetland areas”, which in this case would apply to the wetlands surrounding San Elijo
Lagoon. The LCP only allows for a reduced buffer in non-lagoon wetlands areas and only
after it has been demonstrated, with consultation with the Resource agencies, that a lesser
buffer would be protective of the resources.

In April 1998, the applicants met with representatives of the resource agencies including
the Service, DFG, County of San Diego, San Elijo Lagoon Conservancy and Coastal
Commission staff to discuss to proposed development including the need for adequate
wetlands buffer. As a result of their consultation, the applicants designed an
approximately 50 to 60 foot-wide, 6 foot-high manufactured landscaped berm upland of
the saltwater wetlands located on the southeastern corner of the property. A portion of
the berm will be placed immediately adjacent to the saltwater marsh and other portions
will involve the removal of existing Isocoma scrub, an environmentally sensitive habitat .
(See Exhibit #3). The berm is proposed to be planted with alkali meadow and coastal
sage scrub species. Therefore, the reduced saltwater wetlands buffer will be largely
manufactured, not natural, and itself will remove existing native upland habitat (Isocoma
scrub). ~

Buffer areas are very important surrounding wetland resources as they provide physical
space between development and environmentally sensitive habitat contained in the
wetlands. This intervening space acts as a distance barrier between human activity and
the resource, as well as a transitional habitat area for species that use the area. It also
functions as a percolating medium where the water from the adjacent development site is
allowed an area to absorb into the ground. For these reasons, there is less of a chance that
impacts from adjacent development (i.e., runoff and siltation associated with grading and
site preparation, construction debris, debris generated by residential use, etc.) will result
in adverse damage to the sensitive wetlands. In this particular case, the entire subject site
currently serves as buffer between existing development and the environmentally
sensitive habitat within San Elijo Lagoon Ecological Reserve and Regional Park. When
the proposed soccer fields are in use, there will be large numbers of people in close
proximity to the wetlands and it is likely that soccer balls will be kicked into this
buffer/wetlands area with eventual retrieval attempts. Thus, a sufficient buffer is very
important to protect the wetland resources. In addition, as designed, the proposed
artificial berm/buffer will not serve to filter any polluted runoff that exits the soccer fields
site before draining into the adjacent saltwater marsh. The site plan identifies that all .
runoff from the soccer fields east of Lux Canyon Creek will be directed toward drains
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which are proposed under the proposed berm with drainage from the soccer fields, in
some cases, directed into the adjacent alkali marsh. A minimum100 foot-wide natural
buffer would more effectively treat the runoff from the soccer fields before it drains into
the saltwater marsh. The Commission’s ecologist/wetlands coordinator has reviewed the
proposed development and is concerned that the proposed buffer is not sufficient to
protect the adjacent alkali marsh. Therefore, in this case, although designed in
consultation with other resources agencies, the Commission finds the proposed buffer
will not effectively protect the existing saltwater marsh.

As previously described, a portion of the subject development site is identified as
potential Public Trust Lands and therefore lies within the Commission’s area of original
jurisdiction. This area contains the saltwater marsh (Alkali Marsh) which the artificial
berm/buffer is proposed to protect. As previously described, the proposal also involves
the placement of drains under the berm to allow for drainage of the proposed soccer
fields and which would bypass the artificial berm. As cited above, one purpose of
wetlands buffers is to absorb and treat polluted runoff before it enters environmentally
sensitive habitat areas. Because the proposed development does not include a 100 foot-
wide buffer surrounding the saltwater wetlands, an effective buffer to treat runoff is not
provided. Therefore, the proposed development which may lie within the Commission’s
original jurisdiction is inconsistent with Section 30231 which requires the protection of
“biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, . . .”. and
which requires the maintenance of natural vegetative buffers.

In addition, the applicants have recently identified the presence of a small patch of
saltwater marsh in the southwestern corner of the proposed development site
(Memorandum to City of Encinitas from Dudek & Associates, dated September 12,
2000). At this location, the applicants are proposing a 50 foot wide natural buffer that is
proposed to be enhanced with plantings of coastal sage scrub species. However, as
previously described, the LCP requires that saltwater wetlands be protected with a 100
foot-wide buffer.

Alternatives to the proposed development that might accommodate the required 100 foot-
wide buffer might include a public park with a fewer number of soccer fields, a park
without soccer fields or residential development as planned for in the LCP.

In summary, the proposed development, while avoiding fill of wetlands, provides
insufficient wetlands buffers to protect the saltwater marsh habitat complex of San Elijo
Lagoon from the impacts of the proposed development. Therefore, the Commission finds
that the proposed development is inconsistent with Section 30.34.040(B)(3)(b) of the
City’s Implementation Plan of the certified LCP and must be denied. In addition,
development that lies within the area of the Commission’s orginal jurisdiction is
inconsistent with Section 30231 of the Coastal Act and must be denied.
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- 3. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas/Wildlife. Resource Management (RM)
Goal 10 of the certified LUP is applicable to the proposed development and states, in
part:

The City will preserve the integrity, function, productivity, and long term viability of
the environmentally sensitive habitats throughout the City, including . .. lagoons
and their up-lands, riparian areas, coastal strand areas, coastal sage scrub and coastal
mixed chaparral habitats.

RM Policy 10.4 of the LUP states, in part:

The City will develop a program to acquire or preserve the entire undeveloped
riparian corridor within the City that drains into the San Elijo Lagoon and Batiquitos
Lagoon. ‘

In addition, RM Policy 10.5 of the certified LUP states:

The City will control development design on Coastal Mixed Chaparral and Coastal

Sage Scrub environmentally sensitive habitats by including all parcels containing

concentrations of these habitats within the Special Study Overlay designation. The

following guidelines will be used to evaluate projects for approval: .

- conservation of as much existing contiguous area of Coastal Mixed Chaparral or
Coastal Sage Scrub as feasible while protecting the remaining areas from highly
-impacting uses;

- minimize fragmentation or separation of existing contiguous natural areas;

- connection of existing natural areas with each other or other open space areas
adjacent to maintain local wildlife movement corridors;

- maintenance of the broadest possible configuration of natural habitat area to aid
dispersal of organisms within the habitat;

- where appropriate, based on community character and design, clustering of
residential or other uses near the edges of the natural areas rather than dispersing
such uses within the natural areas.

- where significant, yet isolated habitat areas exist, development shall be designed to
preserve and protect them;

- conservation of the widest variety of physical and vegetational conditions on site to
maintain the highest habitat diversity;.
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- design of development, with adjacent uses given consideration, to maximize
conformance with these guidelines, and;

- preservation of rare and endangered species on site rather than by transplantation off
site.

In addition, all new development shall be designed to be consistent with multi-
species and multi-habitat preservation goals and requirements as established in the
Statewide Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) Act. Compliance with
these goals shall be implemented in consultation with the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Game.

In addition, as cited previously, RM Policy 10.9 of the certified LUP requires, in part,
that the City protect San Elijo Lagoon and its adjacent uplands as “viable wetlands,
ecosystems and habitat for resident and migratory wildlife, by prohibiting actions” that:

[...]
- adversely affect existing wildlife habitats.
In addition, RM Policy 10.10 is applicable and states, in part:

The City will encourage and cooperate with other responsible agencies to plan and
implement an integrated management plan for the long-term conservation and
wetlands resources at San Elijo Lagoon, (and where it applies Batiquitos Lagoon)
Escondido and Encinitas Creeks and their significant upstream feeder creeks,
according to the following guidelines:

[-.]

- The plan should be implemented in phases so that discreet physical alterations
can be performed as funds become available, and so that the effects of changes
can be evaluated at each stage, and recognizing the experimental basis of wetland
manipulations;

- Wildlife corridors between wetland shoreline and important upland areas and
upstream riparian areas should be maintained and enhanced;

[..]

- Plans should attempt to optimize the habitat for species already known to use the
wetlands, as well as certain “featured” species recognized as depleted, rare or
endangered (California Least Tern, Belding’s Savannah Sparrow, Snowy Plover,
and other species recommended by wildlife management agencies) to the extent
feasible;
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Finally, for those portions of the subject development request that may lie within the
Commission’s area of original jurisdiction, Section 30240 of the Coastal Act is
applicable:

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any
significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those
resources shall be allowed within those areas.

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and
parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which
would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the
continuance of those habitat and recreation areas.

As previously described, the subject 18.9 acre vacant site contains significant amounts of
environmentally sensitive habitat and currently serves as natural buffer separating San
Elijo Lagoon from the developed areas west and north of Manchester Avenue. As such,
the site is designated as lying within the City’s Special Study Overlay Area which
subjects any development occurring therein to the specific requirements and constraints
of RM Policy 10.5. However, in this particular case, the proposed development does not
conform to these requirements.

In addition to the indirect impacts to the saltwater marsh as described above, the
proposed development will result in the removal of approximately 1.9 acres of Isocoma
scrub due to vegetation clearing and grading in order to construct the proposed park,
soccer fields and artificial wetland berm/buffer. The EIR for the subject site documents
the presence of approximately 3.23 acres of Isocoma scrub such that the proposed
development will represent the take of more than half of the existing habitat. Isocoma
scrub, a variant of Coastal Sage Scrub, is identified by the Department of Fish and Game
(DFG) as California gnatcatcher foraging habitat. The California gnatcatcher is a
Federally listed endangered species. The DFG has also identified that a pair of
gnatcatchers have been observed on the site for several years. Because of these impacts,
the City has applied for a 4(d) Habitat Loss Permit (HLP) from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS) and the DFG. The Service and DFG have concurred with the need for a
HLP and prepared a letter documenting the requirements and conditions of any
subsequent 4(d) HLP (Letter from FWS and DFG to City of Encinitas, dated February 16,
2000). These Resource Agencies require that the proposed impact to 1.9 acres of
Isocoma scrub be mitigated at a rate of 2:1 for a total mitigation of 3.8 acres. Mitigation
will be provided by 1.34 acre of onsite preservation and 2.46 acre of offsite purchase at a
location to be approved of by DFG and FWS. In addition, ve§etation-clearing in and
adjacent to the Isocoma scrub is prohibited from February 15% through August 30™ the
breeding season for the California gnatcatcher. .
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RM Policy 10.5 requires that development of areas within the Special Study Overlay be.
designed in ways to minimize impacts. As cited above, RM Policy 10.5 requires the
conservation of existing contiguous natural areas, that development be clustered away
from natural areas, the preservation of isolated habitat areas, conservation of widest
variety of habitat diversity and preservation of rare and endangered species. However, in
this case, rather than conserve the site’s resources, the proposed development will remove
more than half the of the sites Isocoma scrub in order to construct a parking lot, soccer
fields and an artificial wetlands berm/buffer. In addition, the development has not been
clustered to avoid impacts and will result in the loss of the endangered California
gnatcatcher habitat. In contrast, under its existing Rural Residential designation,
clustered residential development could be designed for the site in such a way to preserve
the natural sensitive resources and avoid the significant impacts that would occur under
the subject development proposal. Other alternatives might include a park with fewer
soccer fields or a park without soccer fields. Therefore, the proposed development is
inconsistent with RM Policy 10.5 of the LCP.

In addition to the above, RM Policy 10.10 of the LCP requires that the City implement
an integrated management plan for the long-term conservation and restoration of
wetlands resources at San Elijo Lagoon including “significant upstream feeder creeks.”
It also requires that upland areas be maintained and enhanced and that endangered
species be protected. The subject development site and an adjacent northern lot are
designated as Rural Residential (and small portion zoned Ecological Resource/Open
Space/Park). This designation was assigned to these properties as part of the LCP
primarily to ensure that intense levels of development did not occur in close proximity to
San Elijo Lagoon. However, through the Major Use Permit (MUP) process, the City has
approved development on the subject site and the approximately 20 acre site to its north
that are substantially more intense than rural residential development planned for the site
with the LCP. RM Policy 10.10 requires that the City develop an “integrated
management plan” for these upland properties in order to protect the resources of San
Elijo Lagoon. However, in this case the City has not designed an integrated management
plan for the subject property or for its northern adjacent neighbor. Instead the City
reviewed these two upland lots independent from their ecological connectivity. In the
case of the approximately 20 acre parcel located north of the subject site, the City
approved development of an approximately 42,144 sq. ft. private K-12 secondary school
in place of approximately 10 homes (The Commission subsequently denied the proposed
school project as an appealable decision. Subsequent litigation has resulted in a stay of
that action until resolution of the litigation). In the subject case, the City approved three
soccer fields and park facilities in place of approximately nine residences. Each of these
approvals represents development that is approximately seven times more intense than
would be permitted by their underlying zoning. Therefore, the proposed development is
inconsistent with RM Policy 10.10 which requires the City to maintain and enhance the

- upland areas as part of an overall lagoon management plan.

A small portion of the subject site located on the east and southeast side of the site lies
within the Commission’s area of original jurisdiction. According to the EIR, this portion
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of the site is comipletely occupied by either saltwater wetlands or Isocoma scrub habitat.
Any development which would occur within the Commission’s area of original
jurisdiction would therefore involve a direct impact to environmentally sensitive or native
habitat. Since adequate areas for development exist on other portions of the 18.9 acre
site, all impacts within the Commission’s original jurisdiction should be avoided with
adequate buffers installed to protect the sensitive resources. Therefore, if any
development should occur within this area it would be inconsistent with Section 30240 of
the Coastal Act and must be denied. ~

In summary, the proposed development will result in significant impacts to
environmentally sensitive resources which could be lessened or avoided if the site were
developed with residential homes as contemplated by the LCP. The proposal has not
been designed to avoid impacts and conserve natural areas, has not been developed as
part of an integrated management plan for the upland areas surrounding San Elijo Lagoon
and will result in the loss of significant habitat area for the endangered California
gnatcatcher. Therefore, the proposed development is inconsistent with RM Policy 10.5,
10.9 and 10.10 of the certified LCP and must be denied.

4. Protection of Viewsheds. The subject site is located within designated view
corridors/viewsheds in the certified LCP. RM Policy 4.6 of the LCP requires that:

The City will maintain and enhance the scenic highway/visual corridor
viewsheds.

In addition, RM Policy 4.7 of the LCP requires:

The City will designate the following view corridors as scenic highway/visual
corridor viewsheds:

- [..]
- Manchester Avenue from San Elijo Ave. to Encinitas Blvd.
- [..]

In addition, RM Policy 4.9 states, in part:

It is intended that development would be subject to the design review provisions
of the Scenic/Visual Corridor Overlay Zone for those locations within Scenic
View Corridors, along scenic highways and adjacent to significant viewsheds and
vista points with the addition of the following design criteria: .

[..]

4 LIS
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- Building and vegetation setbacks, scenic easements, height and bulk -
restrictions should be used to maintain existing view and vistas from the
roadway.

[...]

- Where possible, development . . . shall leave lagoon areas and floodplains
open, and shall be sited to provide unobstructed view corridors from the
nearest scenic highway.

For that portion of the project that may lie within the Commission’s original jurisdiction,
the following Section 30251 of the Coastal Act is applicable. Section 30251 states, in
part:

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...

The project site is located on the both the east and south sides of Manchester Avenue, a
designated scenic highway and is, therefore, located within the Scenic View Corridor.
Based on a review of the project’s various elements, it does not appear that public views
of the lagoon will be blocked by the development. Soccer fields and wetlands buffers
(that may extend up to six feet in height) may be visible from the south side of
Manchester Avenue, east of its intersection with El Camino Real, Manchester Avenue at
this location is at a higher elevation than the project site and the project site itself slopes
gently downward from Manchester Avenue. However, existing natural open space views
across the site will be altered with the installation of the park facilities and use by soccer
players and spectators. In addition, views of the lagoon from Manchester Avenue south
of its intersection with El Camino Real will not be blocked by development. The only
structure of height proposed is a restroom facility which will be placed on the west side
of Lux Canyon Creek in an area that contains vegetation that is generally higher than the
proposed restroom facility. Although existing natural open space views will be
significantly altered, the proposed development will not block existing views and has
been designed to conform to the design criteria as cited in the LCP. The Commission,
therefore, finds the proposed development to be consistent with RM Policy 4.6, 4.7 and
4.9 of the City’s Certified LCP. In addition, based on the information provided by the
applicant, no portion of the proposed development that may occur within the
Commission’s area of original jurisdiction has been identified to have adverse visual
impacts to the existing view corridor. Therefore, the proposed development within the
Commission’s area of original jurisdiction is consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal
Act.
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5. Intensity. of Development/Traffic Impacts. The certified City of Encinitas Local
Coastal Program (LCP) designates the majority of the subject site as Rural Residential.
On Page LU-33, the certified LUP summarizes the intent of this plan designation, in part:

This category will permit the development of single-family homes on large lots
ranging in size from 2 to 8 acres....Lower density development provided for in this
category is important so that sensitive areas of the City can be preserved, as well as
ensuring that areas subject to environmental constraints are developed in a safe and
rational manner. The actual density of development will depend on local topography
and other development constraints or significant resources that might be present.

In addition, Goal 1 of the Circulation Policy of the certified LUP states the following:

Encinitas should have a transportation system that is safe, convenient and efficient,
and sensitive to and compatible with surrounding community character.

Additionally, Circulation Policy 2.22 of the certified LUP is applicable and states, in part:

To avoid impacts of the expansion and improvement of Manchester Avenue on the

San Elijo Lagoon and its environmental resources, right-of-way dedication and

widening shall occur to the north, away from the lagoon, rather than toward the

lagoon; and the use of fill shall be prohibited.... .

In addition, if any portion of the subject development should be sited within the
Commission’s area of original jurisdiction, Section 30250 of the Coastal Act would
apply. Section 30250 states, in part:

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

The proposed development involves the construction of three soccer fields, a 137 spaced
parking lot and other park facilities. The Major Use Permit (MUP) approved by the City
restricts the use of the park to specific periods of the year. The soccer fields and park
facilities located on the east side of Lux Canyon Creek will be closed during the months
of March 1% to June 30™ of each year to allow for rehabilitation of the playing fields. Itis
anticipated that most use of the park will occur during the soccer season which has been
identified to be August through December. Games are proposed to occur all day on
Saturdays with practices occurring on weekdays from 3:30 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. However,
nothing would preclude soccer games or other sporting events being played at any time
during the workweek although nighttime play would be limited by the availability of .
natural light since lighting of the park has been prohibited by the City’s action.”
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The subject EIR indicates that the majority of traffic generated by the soccer fields/park
will occur on Saturdays when it is anticipated that all fields will be utilized throughout
the day with players, coaches and spectators. However, the predicted amount of traffic
will be spread throughout the day and will occur on a day that does not have peak traffic
concerns relating to commuter traffic on Manchester Avenue. Although the level of

- traffic is anticipated to be somewhat less during weekdays, its impact is likely to have
significantly more adverse effects because it will be concentrated during evening peak
traffic times. The EIR identifies that two periods of soccer practice will occur on
weeknights. The first practice will occur from 3:30 p.m. to 5:30 p.m. and the second
from 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. Based on its assumption of 25 players/coaches per practice
team and two practice sessions for each of the three fields, it is assumed that 300 people
will access the park during this period. During the transition between practices at
approximately 5:30 p.m. to 6:00 p.m., the EIR estimates that a total of approximately 200
vehicles will access or leave the park’s parking lot. Since this time is also a peak traffic
period for Manchester Avenue, the proposed development will have a far greater impact
on traffic than would the development of nine residential homes on the site.

However, in addition to the number of cars entering and exiting during the evening’s
peak traffic, the proposed ingress and egress of the proposed parking lot will further
intensify the adverse effect on traffic. Access to the park complex parking lot will be via
a right turn in/right turn out driveway. Southbound motorists from Manchester Avenue
to the project site will need to make a U-turn at the Manchester/MiraCosta College
intersection approximately % mile southwest of the project site in order to enter the site.
Alternatively, motorists leaving the project site who wish to access the Interstate 5
onramp located southwest of the project site will need to make a U-turn at the
Manchester Avenue/El Camino Real intersection located approximately 400 to 500 feet
north of the site’s proposed driveway. All of these U-turns and attempts to reach the U-
turn lanes will occur at the height of peak traffic.

The proposed approximately 18.9 acre development site is primarily zoned Rural
Residential with a split density allowance of 0.26 — 0.50 du/ac and 0.00 - .25 du/ac. The
majority of the site has a density designation of 0.26 ~ 0.50 du/ac. A small eastern
portion of the site is designated Ecological Resource/Open Space/Parks. The Final EIR
for the subject property identifies that the alternative residential development of the site
would result in seven to nine residential units. The three soccer fields approved by the
City represents a significant increase of development intensity over that which would
occur with residential development, especially considering the estimated 780 ADT’s that
the EIR estimates would result from the subject development as opposed to the traffic
generation of seven to nine residences which is estimated to be 70 to 90 ADT’s. The
intensity of the proposed development is of particular concern since the site contains
environmentally sensitive habitat, including a riparian corridor, and currently functions as
a natural buffer separating the ecological resources of San Elijo Lagoon from the
developed areas west and north of Manchester Avenue. The Rural Residential
designation of the subject site was assigned to the property “‘so that sensitive areas of the
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City can be preserved as well as ensuring that areas subject to environmental constraints
are developed i in a safe and rational manner.” (Page 33 of the City’s Land Use Plan). In
addition, as previously cited and discussed, RM Policies 10.6, 10.9 and 10.10 of the LCP
emphasize the unique character of upland properties and habitats such that their
development should be limited.

Additional alternatives to the proposed development which would involve less intense
use of the site might include a park with fewer soccer fields or a park that is limited to
uses that do not conflict with peak traffic periods. In addition, since soccer fields are not
a coastal dependent use, the proposed development could be sited in other areas of
Encinitas with [ess or no impacts to coastal resources.

In addition, Circulation Policy 2.22 of the certified LUP prohibits the southward of
‘expansion of Manchester Avenue toward the lagoon. However, the cumulative impact of
this and surrounding existing and proposed developments raises concern relating to the
potential need to widen Manchester Avenue in the direction of San Eljjo Lagoon. In
review of the City’s LCP, the Commission approved various circulation element roads.
The capacity of the roads and proposed necessary widths were derived from projected
buildout of the City based on approved densities of development. However, through the
major use permit process, a number of developments have been approved by the City in
the area along the Manchester Avenue/El Camino Real corridor that includes far greater
intensity of development than what is planned for in the certified LCP. The City’'s MUP .
process has allowed several churches, schools, medical and other institutional uses in
rural residential areas along the Manchester/El Camino Real corridor. In 1998, the City
approved (and the Commission subsequently denied) a request to construct an
approximately 42,144 sq. ft. private school facility on the northern adjacent lot which
would have generated approximately seven times the traffic of its underlying Rural
Residential zoning (A-6-ENC-98-158/Encinitas Country Day School). Currently, the
City is reviewing a request to construct a school west of the Manchester Avenue/El

- Camino Real intersection on property designated as Rural Residential. As a result, over
time, the City’s intensification of development along this corridor is generating far more
traffic trips than what was planned for in the LCP. The concern is that cumulatively, this
will result in far greater traffic on Manchester Avenue than was planned for and, thereby,
the need to widen the road and interchange. Because widening in some areas cannot
occur to the north, any potential widening of the road and interchange would be toward
San Elijo Lagoon. The environmental analysis and the Clty s approval of the
development failed to address this concern.

The concern here is less one of public access to the beach (as the site is somewhat

removed from the coastline), but one of protection of the environmentally sensitive

resources of San Elijo Lagoon. Manchester Avenue and the I-5 interchange west of the

subject site lie directly adjacent to San Elijo Lagoon and are currently constrained as to

how they can be expanded in the future. The City’s LCP requires any expansions to

occur to the north, away from lagoon resources. However, northward expansion is .
limited by the amount of available space north of the interchange, which is minimal. As
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such, if the City approves new development at a higher intensity than what is
contemplated, it will reach the point where a northward expansion is insufficient to
accommodate traffic. This will trigger demands for southward expansion into the lagoon,
which would involve impacts to wetlands and be inconsistent with the LCP and the
Coastal Act. Thus, development that will result in traffic that cannot be accommodated
by northward expansion of the interchange is inconsistent with the LCP. The proposed
development will impact traffic at the interchange but whether it will result cumulatively
in traffic that cannot be accommodated with northward expansion is unclear because the
City failed to assess the impacts of the proposed development on the interchange.

In addition, if the proposed development extends into the Commission’s area of original
jurisdiction, the proposed intense development of the subject site would be inconsistent
with Section 30250 of the Coastal Act which requires concentration of development to
not have individual or cumulative adverse impacts on coastal resources. In this case, the
proposed development could lead to demands to widen Manchester Avenue toward the
lagoon. Such intense development within the Commission’s area of original jurisdiction
would be inconsistent with Section 30250 and must be denied.

In summary, the proposed development is inconsistent with LCP provisions in that the
proposed intensity of development will result in far greater traffic on Manchester Avenue
than that called for in the LCP and cumulatively may result in the need to widen

‘ Manchester Avenue and the I-5 interchange to the south, into San Elijo Lagoon.
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed development is inconsistent with
Circulation Policy 2.22 of the LCP and must be denied.

6. Alteration of Stream. The proposed development includes the partial widening of
Lux Canyon Creek and construction of bank protection. Land Use (LU) Policy 8.2 of the
LUP limits channelizations or substantial alteration of streams:

Development within coastal and floodplain areas identified in the Land Use and
Resource Management Elements must be limited, designed to minimize hazards
associated with development in these areas, and to preserve area resources. Within
the floodway, channelizations, dams, or other substantial alterations or rivers or
streams shall incorporate the best mitigation measures feasible, and be limited to
necessary water supply projects, flood control projects where no feasible method for
protecting existing public or private structures exists and where such protection is
necessary for public safety or to protect existing development, and other
development where the primary function is the improvement of fish and wildlife
habitat. . . .

The above cited LCP policy is derived from Section 30236 of the Coastal Act which
states:

. Channelizations, dams, or other substantial alterations of rivers and streams shall
incorporate the best mitigation measures feasible, and be limited to (1) necessary
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- water supply projects, (2) flood control projects where no other method for
protecting existing structures in the floodplain is feasible and where such protection
is necessary for public safety or to protect existing development, or (3)
developments where the primary function is the improvement of fish and wildlife
habitat.

While the primary purpose of the proposed project is the development of a soccer
field/park complex, the applicants also propose to restore and enhance the wetlands
resources of Lux Canyon Creek which is located on site. As part of the restoration work,
the applicant proposes to widen Lux Canyon Creek on the west side for approximately
225 feet in order to create approximately .17 acres of new wetlands to be planted with
Southern Willow scrub. In addition, the proposed stream widening *“will help ensure the
long-term survival of the landmark Torrey pine tree located on the east side of the creek.”
(Lux Canyon Creek Habitat Creation, Restoration and Enhancement Plan, by Dudek &
Associates, dated August 2000). The applicant also proposes to stabilize the banks of
Lux Canyon Creek in the area adjacent to the stream widening on the west side of the
creek for approximately 50 feet and approximately 225 feet on the east side of the creek
through the installation of 8 to 24 inch diameter stone. The armored slope will be back-
filled and planted with native riparian species. The stated purpose of the bank
stabilization effort (on both sides of the creek) is to protect the large mature Torrey Pine
tree located on the east side of the creek. The Torrey Pine Tree has not been identified as

currently threatened but the applicant is concerned that over time that the highly erodible .
banks adjacent to the tree will threaten its survival.

The proposed widening of Lux Canyon Creek and bank stabilization effort is part of the
applicant’s proposed wetlands restoration plan and has not been identified as a necessary
component of, or required mitigation for, the proposed soccer fields, pedestrian path or
other park facilities. However, a successful wetlands restoration and enhancement plan
could prove successful for the subject site without the proposed stabilization through
installation of armoring stone proposed within Lux Canyon Creek.

As cited above, Land Use (LU) Policy 8.2 limits the alteration of rivers and streams to
four prescribed uses: water supply projects, flood control projects that protect existing
development, or fish and wildlife improvement projects. In addition, it requires that any
such alteration be designed to minimize hazards and that any adverse impacts be
mitigated. The applicant’s proposal to alter the stream through creation of approximately
.17 acre of wetlands habitat is consistent with RM Policy 8.2 which permits fish and
wildlife improvement projects. However, in this case, the applicant has not performed
the necessary analysis to evaluate the effect of the proposed stream widening on the
hydrology of the creek. Without a project specific hydrological analysis the Commission
is unable to evaluate any potential adverse impact from the stream widening. In addition,
it is not clear why it is necessary to construct bank stabilization devices, i.e. armor stone,
along the sides of the creek. The applicant’s wetlands enhancement plan indicates that
the stream widening will divert erosive flows from the banks adjacent to the Torrey Pine .
tree. It is not clear why it is also necessary to construct approximately 225 feet of
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armoring on the east side of the creek and 50 feet along the west side. Since the existing
Torrey Pine tree does not currently appear to be threatened and because the proposed
stream widening (which will include wetlands vegetation) should divert flows from the
eastern banks, the proposal to stabilize the banks seems unnecessary or, at least, pre-
mature. In addition, the proposed armoring is not necessary to protect existing
development since the site is vacant. In addition, the Commission’s engineer has
reviewed the applicant’s proposal to install bank improvements and has concluded that an
alternative might involve grading and vegetation of the western 50 feet of bank.
However, since the applicant has not performed the necessary hydrological analysis, the
impacts of the proposed restoration/stabilization plan cannot be determined.
Additionally, alternatives have not been adequately examined to lessen the need to
stabilize the banks adjacent to the Torrey Pine tree. Without a detailed hydrological
analysis, the Commission is unable to adequately analyze impacts of the proposal.

In summary, the proposed development involving the widening of Lux Canyon Creek has
been designed without a detailed hydrological analysis such that its potential adverse
impacts to downstream resources cannot be adequately evaluated. In addition, the
proposed bank stabilization does not appear to be necessary. Therefore, the Commission
finds the proposed development is inconsistent with LU Policy 8.2 of the City’s Certified
LCP.

7. Grading/Runoff Control. The subject 20 acre site is directly upland of San Elijo
Lagoon and Lux Canyon Creek, which flows directly into the lagoon, bisects the site
from north to south. In addition, the site is located within the Special Study Overlay area
identified in the certified LUP. This overlay area is applied to areas of the City that may
contain sensitive resources and is used to preserve environmentally significant areas
through the provision of more stringent development standards. According to the EIR,
grading for the project will consist of approximately 14,000 cubic yards of cut and
approximately 35,000 cubic yards of fill. Due to the proximity of the site to San Elijo
Lagoon and the proposed substantial amount of site grading, the proposed development
has the potential to adversely impact downstream sensitive resources.

Resource Management Policy 14.5 of the certified Land Use Plan pertains to the subject
development and states:

To minimize erosion and allow sedimentation control systems to work, no grading or
vegetation removal shall be allowed to occur during the wet season, October 1 - April
15, without all systems and devices per an approved erosion control plan and program
being in place. During other times of the year such systems shall be provided and
operative as required by a comprehensive City erosion control ordinance. No grading
shall occur during the rainy season within the Special Study Overlay area, or in areas
upland of sensitive areas including lagoons, floodplains, riparian or wetland habitat
areas, unless by site-specific determination, the grading would not be occurring on
sensitive slopes, in floodplain areas or upland of floodplains where sedimentation
might occur in other sensitive habitat areas. Then, if grading is determined to be
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allowable, aLl necessary erosion control devices, including sedimentation basins, must
be in place, and shall be monitored and maintained throughout the grading period.

For that portion of the project that may lie within the Commission’s original jurisdiction,
the following Section 30253 of the Coastal Act are applicable, which states in part:

New development shall:

(1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire
hazard.

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding
area or in any way require the construction of protective devices that would
substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs.

In addition, Section 30231 of the Act is applicable:

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

While the proposed development does include plans to address sedimentation for the
project once constructed, because of the proximity of the development to San Elijo
Lagoon and its sensitive resources, the Commission is also concerned with
runoff/sedimentation during the construction phase of the project. Runoff from an
unvegetated graded site located adjacent to coastal waters can lead to significant sediment
which can affect water quality and sensitive habitat. Engineering Condition EG10 of the
City's MUP for the subject development allows for grading of the site during the rainy
season of October 1 to April 15 if detailed protective erosion control devices can be
installed to protect adjoining properties from erosion, flooding or sediment. However,
the City’s condition to allow grading during the rainy season is inconsistent with RM
Policy 14.5 since the subject site is immediately upland of a FEMA designated floodplain
(San Elijo Lagoon). The Commission has historically not allowed grading to occur
during the rainy season on upland areas adjacent to San Elijo Lagoon since these
properties experience the highest level of accumulated runoff from the surrounding
watershed and, therefore, pose the greatest risk of erosion and sediment impacts to the
lagoon. (see CDP Nos. 6-81-292/Greek Orthodox Church, 6-83-314/Manchester Estates,
6-84-578/Mira Costa College, 6-87-671/Caltrans (I-5 offramp) and 6-98-15/Manchester
Road Widening). Therefore, as approved by the City, the proposed development allows
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for grading during the rainy season which is inconsistent with RM Policy 14.5 of the LCP
- and must be denied.

In addition, the proposed berm/buffer is proposed to constructed immediately adjacent ot
the Commission’s area of orginal jurisdiction which contains saltwater marsh. Because
of the close proximity to the Commission’s jurisdiction, grading and construction activity
associated with the berm that occurs during the rainy season could have significant
adverse impacts to the saltwater marsh which lies within the Commission’s original
jurisdiction. In addition, if any grading or berm development should occur within the
Commission’s original jurisdiction, especially during the rainy, such development would
be inconsistent with Sections 30253 of the Coastal Act, which requires that new
development “neither create or contribute significantly to erosion and Section 30231

- which requires that wetlands be protected through the control of runoff and have
adequate buffers. Thus, such proposed development in the Commission’s area of original
jurisdiction is inconsitent with the Coastal Act and must be denied. '

8. Public Access. The project site is located on the south side of Manchester
Avenue, just east of El Camino Real. Manchester Avenue in this location is designated
as the first public roadway. As the proposed development will occur between the first
public roadway and the sea (San Elijo Lagoon in this case), pursuant to Section 30.80.090
of the City's LCP, a public access finding must be made that such development is in
conformity with the public access and public recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

While the proposed development is located well inland of the coast, public access and
recreational opportunities, in the form of hiking, do exist in the area, providing access
into San Elijo Lagoon Ecological Reserve and Regional Park. However, there are
currently no such trails existing or planned on the subject site and the proposed
development will not impede access to the lagoon over that which currently exists. In
addition, the proposed development has been designed to accommodate all of its
estimated parking demand onsite. The EIR estimates that parking demand during
weekday practice to be approximately 117 spaces and Saturday game demand to be
approximately 137 spaces. The subject development proposal includes the installation of
a 137 spaced decomposed granite parking to serve this demand. Therefore, the proposed
development would have no adverse impacts on public access opportunities, consistent
with the public access policies of the LCP and the Coastal Act.

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

The City of Encinitas received approval of its LCP in November of 1994 and began
issuing coastal development permits on May 15, 1995. The City of Encinitas Planning
Commission approved the subject development on March 23, 2000. The local decision



A-6-ENC-00-86
6-00-54
Page 40

was appealed to the City Council on March 24, 2000. On June 6, 2000, the City Council
re-affirmed the Planning Commission decision. Because the development is located
within the sea (San Elijo Lagoon) and the first coastal roadway, it falls within the
Commission’s appeals jurisdiction. On June 27, 2000, the development approval was
appealed to the Coastal Commission. The standard of review are the policies and
ordinances of the certified LCP and the public access and recreation policies of the
Coastal Act.

The subject site is zoned and planned for rural residential development in the City’s
certified LCP. The proposed development is not consistent with the rural residential zone
and plan designation, although a public park is a permitted use subject to approval of a
major use permit.

As noted previously, the proposed development is inconsistent with several policies of
the City’s certified LCP. Because an insufficient traffic analysis was performed, the
Commission is unable to determine the cumulative effective the proposed development
may have on the Manchester Avenue/I-5 interchange. In addition, the proposed impacts
to environmentally sensitive habitats and the reduced and artificial buffer surrounding
saltwater marsh are inconsistent with the City’s LCP. As such, the Commission finds
that the proposed development must be denied.

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

As stated previously, the development as proposed would result in impacts to
environmentally sensitive habitat areas. In addition, there are feasible alternatives to the
proposed development which would lessen its adverse effect. These feasible alternatives
include reducing the number of soccer fields, a park that does not include soccer or other
ball fields, and development of the site with single-family clustered residences, each of
which would substantially reduce traffic generation and its associated impacts. These
alternatives would lessen the cumulative potential for expansion of the Manchester
Avenue and the I-5 interchange into San Eljio Lagoon and reduce any impacts to
environmentally sensitive habitat that may be associated with a development of the scale
proposed in this sensitive location. In addition, the proposed development is not the least
environmentally damaging alternative and cannot be found consistent with the
requirements of the City of Encinitas LCP, nor with the requirements of the Coastal Act
to conform to CEQA. Thus, the proposed project must be denied.

(G:\San Diego\Reports\A ppeals\2000\A~6-ENC-00-086 Manchester Sports Park Final StfRpt.doc)
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- STATE OF CALIFORNIA -- THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, G’onmo; ¢

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

SANDIEGO AREA

7575 METROPOLITAN DRIVE, SUITE 103
SAN DIEGO. CA  92108-4402

619) 757-2370

APPEAL-FROM COASTAL PERMIT -+ -~ -
DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form.

SECTION 1. Appellant(s)

- ?@@E’E’E‘@
Name: Commissioner Christine Kehoe B~ ~9
- Mailing Address: City of San Diego N
202 C Street JuN e 77000
Phone Number: San Diego, Ca 92101 CALEGRNIA

CaRTal COMMISSION

SECTION I Decision Being Appealed SAN DIEGQ COAST DISTRICT

1. Name of local/port government: Encinitas
- 2. Brief description of development being appealed:_Construction of a public park
that includes three soccer playing fields, parking lot/drop off are. picnic areas, a
playground. restroom. two streams crossings, walking trail and vehicle access
road involving impacts to approximately 1.9 acres of gnatcatcher habitat
(isocoiia Scrub), approximarciv 02-.04 acre ot nparian wetiands and

. approximately 250 sq. ft. of saltwater marsh on two vacant parcels totalling

approximately 18.9 acre site.

3. Development’s location (street address, assessor’s parcel no., cross street, etc:)
On an undisturbed 18.9 acre vacant site lying between Manchester Avenue on

the west, another vacant parcel to the north adjacent to Manchester Avenue and
San Elijo Lagoon to the east and south. APN’s: 262-073-03 & 25

4. Description of decision being appealed: ,
a. Approval; no special conditions:[_] b. Approval with special conditions:[X]
c. Denial:_]

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government
cannot be appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works
pruject. Ocnial decisions by post governments are not appealable.

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:

I's
APPEALNO: A-b-ENC-00-¥ 6 EXHIBIT NO. 6
; APPLICATION NO.
DATEFILED: b/27[00 A-6-ENC-00-85 [
) Commission Appeal
DISTRICT: San Diego
— Page 1 of 10
tCalifomia Coasta! Commission




et APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Page 2.
. 5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one):
- A D Planning' Direcior/Zoning o c.[] Pianning Commission
Administrator
b. [{ City Council/Board of d.[] Other
Supervisors

Date of local government’s decision: June 6, 2000

Local government’s file number (if any): 96-127 MUP/CDP/EIA

SECTION II1. Identification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use additional paper as
necessary.)

Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

Community Services Department
Citv of Encintas

505 S. Vulcan Avenue
Encinitas. Ca 92024

. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either verbaily or in
writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s). Include other parties which you know to be
interested and should receive notice of this appeal.

See Attachment "B"

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of
factors and requirements of the Coastal Act. Please review the appeal information sheet
for assistance in completing this section, which continues on the next page.



APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Page 3

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Lacal
- Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which
you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants & new
hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

Seé Attachment "A"

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your
reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient discussion for staff to determine that
the appeal is allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may submit
additional information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request.

SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge.

Signed: { % 4 A ) i fre

Appellant or Agent
Date: é/ /2 7// 20

Agent Authorization: I designate the above identified person(s) to act as my agent in all
matters pertaining to this appeal. '

Signed:

Date:

(G:\San Diego\GAR Y\Appeals\Manchester Sports Park Appeal Appiication.doc)




- SAN DIEGO AREA

STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor

'CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

7575 METROPOLITAN DRIVE, SUITE 103
SAN DIEGO, CA 92108-4402

( 767-2370 o
‘ - APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT
DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form.

SECTION I Appellant(s)

xq ; '.g,?
Name: Commissioner Sara Wan j\;{ § E}

Mailing Address: 22350 Carbon Mesa Road
Malibu, Ca 90265 JUNZ 72000
Phone Number: (310) 456-6605

‘.r‘ :’\. SMIA
COASTAL COMMISSION
SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 3AN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT

1. Name of local/port government: Encinitas

2. Brief description of development being appealed:_Construction of a public park

that includes three soccer plaving fields, parking lot/drop off are. picnic areas. a
playground, restroom, two streams crossings. walking trail and vehicle access
road invoiving impacts to approximately ;.9 acres of gnatcatcher habitat
(Tsocoma Scrub), aprmaximately .02-.04 acre of rinarian wetlands and |

. aggroximateiv 250 sq. ft. of saltwater marsh on two vacant parcels totalling

approximately 18.9 acre site.

3. Development’s location (street address, assessor’s parcel no., cross street, etc:)
On an undisturbed 18.9 acre vacant site lying between Manchester Avenue on
the west, another vacant parcel to the north adjacent to Manchester Avenue and
San Elijo Lagoon to the east and south. APN’: 262-073-03 & 25

4. Description of decision being appealed:
a. Approval; no special conditions:[_] b. Approval with special conditions:[<]
c. Denial:[ ]

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government
cannot be appealed unless the development is 2 major energy or public works
project. Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable.

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:
APPEALNO: A-[o-ENC-00 -%

. DATEFILED: &,/3) /o o

DISTRICT: San Diego



APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Page 2

5 Dec1310n being a.ppeak:d was made by (check one):

o[ Planmng Director/Zoning ¢ [] Planning Commission
Administrator

b.[X] City Council/Board of d.[] Other
Supervisors

Date of local government’s decision: June 6, 2000

Local government’s file number (if any): 96-127 MUP/CDP/EIA

SECTION III. Identification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use additional paper as
necessary.)

Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

Community Services Department

City of Encintas
505 S. Vulcan Avenue

Encinitas, Ca 92024

Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either verbally or in
writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s). Include other parties which you know to be
interested and should receive notice of this appeal.

See Attachment "B"
SECTION IV. Reasons Suggomng This Agmal
Note: Appeals of lIocal government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of

factors and requirements of the Coastal Act. Please review the appeal information sheet
for assistance in completing this section, which continues on the next page.




APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Page 3 ’

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local
Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master Plan policies-and requirements in which
you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new
hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

See Attachment "A"

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your
reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient discussion for staff to determine that
the appeal i allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal. may submit
additional information io the stafl and/or Commission ‘o support the appeal request.

SECTION V. Certification

The infomaﬁo@*facts ated, above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge.

Agent Authorization: I designate the above identified person(s) to act as my agent in all
matters pertaining to this appeal.

(Documentl)



Manchester Sports Park Appeal
Attachment A

The coastal permit approved by the City of Encinitas allows for the construction of a
public park that includes three soccer playing fields, parking lot/drop off area, picuic
areas, a playground, restroom, two stream crossings, walking trail and vehicle access
road. The proposed development involves impacts to approximately 1.9 acres of
gnatcatcher habitat (Isocoma Scrub), approximately .02-.04 acre of riparian wetlands and
approximately 250 sq. ft.of saltwater marsh habitat on an approximately 18.9 acre site.
Impacts to the wetlands resources will occur from installation of approximately 300 lineal
feet of bank stabilization walls along and within Lux Canyon Creek , construction of a
vehicle access bridge across Lux Canyon Creek and an access road across the property.
The site is located on an undisturbed vacant parcel lying between Manchester Avenue on
the west, another vacant parcel to the north adjacent to Manchester Avenue and San Elijo
Lagoon to the east and south. Lux Canyon Creek flows from north to south through the
western portion of the lot. The Commission’s appeals jurisdiction includes the subject
parcel because it is located between the first coastal roadway (Manchester Avenue) and
the sea (San Elijo Lagoon). A small portion of the development in the southeast area of
the subject site may lie within the Commission’s original jurisdiction and, therefore, may
be subject to review as a regular coastal development permit matter. The western portion
of the site is zoned rural residential (RR) and the east portion is zoned Ecological
Resource/Open Space/Parks (ER/OS/PK). Public recreational uses are permitted within
:ue RR zone upen issuance of a Major Use Permit.

As approved by the City, the development appears to be inconsistent with several policies
contained in the certified local coastal program. Specifically, the development, as
approved by the City is inconsistent with the following Land Use Plan (LUP) policies:

Resource Management (RM) Policy 10.6 of the City’s certified LUP provides for
protection of wetlands and limits the fill of wetlands to prescribed uses:

Within the Coastal Zone, the diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters,
wetlands, estuaries, and lakes shall be permitted 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 newly permitted uses and activities:

a. Incidental public service projects.

b. Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except in

environmentally sensitive areas.
c¢. Restoration purposes.
d. Nature study, aquaculture, or other similar resource dependent activities.

In this case, the City approved the fill of Lux Canyon Creek with impacts to
approximately .02 to .04 acre of riparian wetland habitat in order to construct a vehicle
access bridge, stabilize the banks and fill of approximately 250 sq. ft. of saltwater marsh
habitat on the southeast portion of the site through the construction of a vehicle access
road. Neither of these are permitted uses as identified in the certified LCP.




Manchester Sports Park Appeal
Attachment A
Page 2

In addition, in areas where wetlands are delineated, RM Policy 10.6 requires they be
protected through the application of a buffer and an open space easement (or other
device):

The City shall also control use and development in surrounding areas of influence
to wetlands with the application of buffer zones. At a minimum, 100-foot wide
buffers shall be provided upland of salt water wetlands, and 50-foot wide buffers
shall be provided upland of riparian wetlands. Unless otherwise specified in this
plan, use and development within the buffers areas shall be limited to minor
passive recreational uses with fencing, desiltation or erosion control facilities, or
other improvements deemed necessary to protect the habitat, to be located in the
upper (upland) half of the buffer area when feasible.

All wetlands and buffers identified and resulting from development and use
approval shall be permanently conserved or protected through the application of
an open space easement or other suitable device.

The proposed development includes 50-foot wide buffers upland of riparian habitat and a
buffer that varies from 50 to 150 feet upland of saltwater marsh habitat. While the
saltwater marsh buffer is less than the limit described in the above-cited section of the
LCP, other sections of the LCP permit a lessening of the buffer requirement after
consultation with the Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services.
In this case, the Resource Agencies have accepied a minimum 5O foor buffer adjacernt to
saltwater marsh habitat because the proposal involves the addition of berms to protect the
resources. However, as cited above, the LCP also requires that the wetlands and buffers
be preserved through the application of an open space easement. The City’s approval did
not include a requirement for preserving the wetlands and their buffers through the
application of an open space easement or other device and is, therefore, appears to be
inconsistent with RM Policy 10.6 of the LCP.

Land Use (LU) Policy 8.2 of the LUP limits channelization or substantial alteration of
streams: ‘

Development within coastal and floodplain areas identified in the Land Use and
Resource Management Elements must be limited, designed to minimize hazards
associated with development in these areas, and to preserve area resources.
Within the floodway, channelizations, dams, or other substantial alterations or
rivers or streams shall incorporate the best mitigation measures feasible, and be
iimited to nccessary water supply projects, flood control projects where no
feasible method for protecting existing public or private structures exists and
where such protection is necessary for public safety or to protect existing
development, and other development where the primary function is the
improvement of fish and wildlife habitat. . . .

The City’s approval appears to be inconsistent with the LCP’s limitation of development
and alteration within streams. The proposed park development includes the construction -
of a vehicle bridge over Lux Canyon Creek and the stabilization of approximately 300
lineal feet of bank to protect the proposed vehicle crossing and to protect proposed ‘



Manchestcr Sports Park Appeal
Attachment A ‘
Page 3

landscaped areas adjacent to the creek. As cited above, LU Policy 8.2 hnnts .
development within streams to necessary water supply projects, flood control pro;ects ’

necessary to protect gxisting development or developments designed in order to improve

fish or wildlife habitat. The City’s approval does not appear to be consistent with those

limited uses.

In addition, the City approval of the proposed development appears to be inconsistent |
with RM Policy 10.4 which states the following:

The City will develop a program to acquire or preserve the entire undeveloped
riparian corridor within the City that drains into the San Elijo Lagoon and
Batiquitos Lagoon. .

Lux Canyon Creek, an undisturbed riparian corridor traverses north/south through the
subject property. Lux Canyon Creek which drains into San Elijo is one of few remaining
undeveloped riparian corridors within the City of Encinitas. As such, the proposed
development for this site may be inconsistent with the LCP.

In summary, the City’s approval of the Manchester Sports Complex which includes the

construction of a vehicle bridge over Lux Canyon Creek, the stabilization of the banks

within Lux Canyon Creek in order to protect future development and construction of a

vehicle access road through saltwater marsh habitat may be inconsistent with wetland ‘
preservation and stream protec tion policies of the LCP. .

{G:\San Diego\GAR Y\Appeals\Manchester Sports Park Appeal.doc)




Tinker Mills
3681 Manchester Avenue
Encinitas, Ca 92024

Robert Nanninga
1928 Leucadia Scenic Ct.
Encinitas, Ca 92024

Jeffrey Fernald
3855 Manchester Avenue
Encinitas, Ca 92024

Patricia Klaus
3300 Dove Hollow Road
Encinitas, Ca 92024

Nan Sterman
205 Cole Ranch Road
QOlivenhain, Ca 92024

Rosalind Beasley

ST Tl .
35Z7 vianchestor Avenue

Encinitas, Ca 92024

Mary Ann Wood
3744 Manchester Avenue
Encinitas, Ca 92024

Michele Tutoli &
The Lord Family
109 Peppertree Lane
Encinitas, Ca 92024

The Wally Glozak Family
4040 Manchester Avenue
Encinitas, Ca 92024

Chet Atlas
2139 Ranch View Terrace
Olivenhain, Ca 92024

Ms. J. Galloway
Cardiff, Ca

San Elijo Lagoon Conservancy

P.O. Box 230634
Encinitas, Ca 92024

Manchester Sports Park Appeal
List of Interested Parties

Attachment B

Mark Miller
226 Rancho Santa Fe Rd
Encinitas, Ca 92024

Bob and Bobbie Mowry
964 Rancho Santa Fe Road
Olivenhain, Ca 92024

Jill Curtis Lentz
1942 S. El Camino Real
Encinitas, Ca 92024

Helen Bourne
271 Hillcrest Drive, #B
Leucadia, Ca 92024

Gwen Terry
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Encinitas, Ca 92024

Cecilia Lock
36890 *anchester Avenue
Encinitas, Ca 92024

Misty Johnson
2539 Ocean Cove Lane
Cardiff, Ca 92007

James McCall
1042 Santa Florencia
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Herbert Ley
3505 Manchester Avenue
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STATE OF CAUFORNIA—mTHE RESQURCES AGENCY

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
SAN DIEGO COAST AREA ’
3111 CAMINO DEL RIC NORTH, SUITE 200
SAN DIEGO, CA 921081725

(619) 521-8036
B APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT
DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT .
B
Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Comp¥etmg x Q ch
. -This Form. + 'F7/ P/ ars e
Re-127 MUBCOF/E A | 239
SECTION I. Appellant % N 6
Name, mailing addres‘sjfnd telephone number of appellant: _é_f ‘-“g
— ' A ‘ S ARV &
Bl s . Vet 2\ AR \: S
‘ 02 ~1jg 4 (Fold 75 3-4/0/5 3
Zip ! ’ Area Code Phane No. \Cf_) o IS
. 2=
SECTION II. Decision Being Appeal G IEGT
1. Name of local/port L 7
= 1. Name of local/por NG
government Encin t"'gs a“}'!/
o Brief descript 3 of develogmnt being
appe ed Ce i
: 3 Development S Iocatwn (street address assessor ‘
no., cross street etc.):
I 5 -

4. Description of decision being appealed: - =~

a. Apprcval no spemal ccnd'!tmns%

):5 .VApprovaI ‘,‘,”fhx special conditions:, /(/9 //fH/nc

c. Denial:i__

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial
decisions by a Toca1 government cannot be appealed unless
the develcpment i z major energy or public works project. -
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealabl

IO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: o | ?BE@EIWFH

APPRALNG: o [TexerNo. 7 |

U e L ERTT T T APPLICATION NO.
 DATE FILED:. , [ A-6-ENC-00-86

Public Appeals

| Page 1 of 14
tCatIfomia Coastal Commission

- DISTRICT: 5 7:




APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

i
i

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one)’:

a. __Planning Director/Zoning C. _,\Z.Planning Commission
Administrator

b. \Z_Ci ty Council/Board of d. __Qther
Supervisors

6. Date of local government's decision: _/Pwyr A3, 3000

7. Local government's file number (if any): 26 -/A7 mx;;;/&nij/flk

SECTION III. ntifi jon of r Inter d Person

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use
additional paper as necessary.)

a. Name and maé]ing addgess of permit applicant:
i ini
50 ot Nulcan Ave
Eacinzs 1Ca A0 AY

L

~. Mames and maiiing addresses as available of those whe ftestified
(either verpally or in writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s’.
Include other parties which you know to be interested and should
receive notice of this appeal.
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SECTION IV. R n rting This A 1

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are
limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance
in completing this section, which continues on the next page.
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. APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOV T (P

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary
description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master
Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is
inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing.
(Use additional paper as necessary.)
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Neta: The aboves description.need nct be a complete or exhaustive
statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additional information to the staff" and/or Commission to
support the appeal request. :

SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stated above are correct to. the best of my
knowledge.

Signed §7;7zé&4/f77éc4959 - — —
Appellant or Agent ' : .

- Date_ -3/ -3000

horization: I des1gnate the above identified person(s) to
act as my agent in all matters perta1n1ng to this appeal.

Signed
Appellant

Date

. 0016F
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« STATEDF CALFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY : o GRAY DAVS, Governor . .
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
N DIEGO COAST AREA :
‘ CAMINO DEL RIO NORTH, SUITE 200
DIEGO, CA 921081725 ! ° : ' ‘ PR
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT D
DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Pilease Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing
This Form.

SECTION I. Appellant

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant:

JEFFREY FERNALD ,
3855 Manchester. Avenue T60 ) 752-2% X
Encinitas, California 92024 Area Code” ~ " Phone No.
SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed .
. Name of 1 rt - EV
government 2f?Ti?p $}3117LS:
o © 2. ogipf description of develonment peing -
. ppealed AMCH A " 1’ <Ly COVUP 45X

3 : 1 , 21LP L2
e HADS. £ mtuen AlenC  Bali (TIeK 0

‘ 3. Development's Tocation (5treet address, assessor's parcel
no., cross street etc,): B2 SI[E oOF— MAYCHES
T 2 A BT = (Tl TN, S 2 B T

&c@d’s H QREEE Shc, CORNETE PAR<EL- -
AL ,Degzrgption of decision b o R . ?AV- )

ng appealed:
a. Approval; no special conditions: :
éb/ ‘Approval with special conditions: NO LigHTivG

¢. Denial:

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial
decisions by a local government cannct be appealed unless
the deve!opment is a major energy or public works project.
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable.
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APPEAL NO:

. ' DATE FILED:

. DISTRICT




a. __Planning Director/Zoning c :_Planning Commission

4~ City Council/Board of d. _ Other_

7. Local government's file number (if any): _ﬂb"\l? M‘)?/C—Df/aﬁ

~b. Names and na111ng audresses as available of ithcese who tesiified

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT D ION OF VERNM P
5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

Administrator

Supervisors

6. Date of local government's decision: 3’23 "'Zm0 @)

SECTION III. ification of Other In Person

Give the names and addresses of the followihg parties. (Use
additional paper as necessary.)

a. Name and mailing addre§§ of permit applicant:
C S A
. R

a&unz\s]_q.__ﬁzy%-

(either verbally or in writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s).
Include other parties which you know to be interested and should

receive notice of this appeal.
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SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

in completing this section; which continues.on the:;nex

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are .
1imited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assis
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PPEAL FROM _COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (P

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary
description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master

Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is
inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing.
(Use additional paper as necessary.)

. BioloGical IMpacts tpony BISECTIvG LUy CReFK &
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: Note: Tne above description need not be a complete or exhaustive fﬂh"*@?tit !Sff
. statement of your reazsons of appeal; however, there must be H-a-&wmf BU.
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is f¥3Q5319u£ oSt
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may DLAVE &Sl
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to §‘ :
support the appeal request. A

SECTION V. Certification

MJThe information and fatts statédvabove afe‘cofféﬁfmidltﬁe bésf of‘my}jv
knowledge.

Signe
Appell

Date é;"lé9’1:h5>

Agent Authorization: I designate the above identified person{s} to
act as my agent in all matters pertaining to this appeal.

Signed
Appeliant

. ' Date
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3855 Manchester Ave. _ Y
Encinitas, Ca. 92024

(760) 753-2818

jefernald@accessl.net

California Coastal Commission

San Diego Coast Area .
3111 Camino del Rio North #200
San Diego, Ca. 92108-1725

Attn: Gary Cannon and Coastal Commissioners
Re: Manchester Sports Complex

Polls show a very large part of our town is opposed to this “sports complex” in Olivenhain.
We like the soft design, but not the active sports use. It is the right thing in the wrong place,

Most of the site is south and east of the giant landmark torrey pine. This is not the corner
parcel. It is really “down in there,” -adjacent to the county ecological regional park, and
partially in the floodplain. It would be a massive scar and an intrusion on the lagoon, which
needs more of a buffer to such an intense use. This is passive use land.

I live not across from the site nor is it in my viewshed. But mine is one of 60,000 cars that pass
this highly visible and scenic site daily. The view helps make people’s commute bearable. It is
land of subtle beauty: not Yosemite, but like Yosemite, it’s threatened by too many cars. too

many people.

Is Community Serv:ces reaily serving peopie wino prefer a quiet, nziurally scenic, and spiritual
Y Ly g peop P q puit
place? Competitive sports are noisy for animals and people. This is too ‘much human activit

If there is any kind of land to be saved from development and for future generations this is the

kind. It can always be developed, but why here and why now? Why not on the old dump site,

on the Hall property, or on Ecke lands? There was room for a golf course (or maybe 50 soccer
ﬁelds) there. It would be closer to all the people

This is lagoon and greek bottom land, most valuable for its bxology, its aesthet:cs, its spminahiy,
and for the “property values” of all our residents. We live in the town between the two
beautiful lagoons. ' :

Natural open space, the places where we don’t put buildings, pavement, or structured
landscaping, may be the most undervalued commodity of our time. It is the artist’s concept of
“negative space,” that which makes the drawn or developed parts meaningful. It is the
architect’s concept of “less is more.” Natural open space is the Mies van der Rohe of land use.

The city of Encinitas is often insensitive to environmental issues. Commissioners, please save a
small part of the California of my childhood, the wayv California used to be.

Yours sincerely,

eff Fernald
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

. N DIEGO COAST AREA
‘ CAMINO DEL RIO NORTH, SUITE 200

“DIEGO, CA ' 92108-1725
(619) 521-8036

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT
DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT | o

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing

This Form. e 75_7;,7 ML/P/CDP/glA
SECTION I. Appellant

Name; mailing address and telephone number of appellant:

7\>ol3*é=m‘ T- Naddmng g = 1928 deucndin Scenic CT-
ENC/HITHS [£A4.
2634 (22 FY4=S5/39
Zip Area Code Phone No.

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed

1. Name of local/port
government:

2. Briaf _description of development being v
‘ appealed: SR TS fPariC — 3 Soccer [r/&/ps
LA KNG LoT-

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel
no., cross street, etc.): o :
Marchesdoc fve (X EC Calind Benl

_ 4. Description of decision being appealed:

a. Approval; no special conditions: g
b. Approval with speciﬂa:'lh conditions:. /\//M, LlsH'Tlhlb

c. Denial:

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial o o
decisions by a local government cannot be appealed unless ~ -~
the development is a major energy cr public works project.. - s
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable. :

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:

APPEAL NO: | RE@@E@(]E®

. DATE FILED: ‘%J’UN;Z 0 ZGQGHM

DISTRICT:




- b. Names ané w= iling addrecsas as availitle of those vho testﬁ. sd -

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

a. __Planning Director/Zoning c. zfglanning Commission

Administrator
b. # City Council/Board of d. _ _Other
| Supervisors
6. Date of local government's decision: MA'rfﬂ ;3, K000

7. Local government's file number (if any): _ ¢ ~ 127 MVPI/C@P/E/A"’

SECTION III. ifi r Inter

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use
additional paper as necessary.)

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant:
C’IT\/ OF ENCINITAS
plcan AT
5NC!NIJL$'§ A 12502

(either verbally or in writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s).
Include other parties which you know to be interested and should
receive notice of this appeal.

v p)qu%5@ mlls

C_EALNiTRs, L8 92029-4917

‘Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance
Lin comp eting this section, which continues on th

@ B _ _
(@) )
SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are
Timited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal




APPEAL FR ASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCA VERNMENT (P

State briefly vour reasons for this appeal. Include a summary
description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master
Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is
inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing.
(Use additional paper as necessary.)

This (S THe WRord Place _For Soch _on éxlenfme~ﬂrvjé¢(ﬂj_
AS )1 twil] hau B SioniEice st J:mma# Bh H\i g(:o[o?(/
ge_Sau €£uo éﬁgcéuf The Cf’f"/ oF Enapitur Fneiws
This, Bot B ﬁuﬁmq Polibics hedore Envigonmental s*us,cm,,d
'T'h'/ c;T\/ has Not &wrkaj /) Goad FrirH with
l?&Sqr/enH *:LO <4 /’FHS Dr\m&c} f/St"Cu'Lff‘C /n /’/»66‘17‘7/

Th.s pfés(fl” wxf[ ce/ga Se#a)mrpné’n# Bx ﬁ&m

d_LMLLP_mg *l’ éln'wno/ Sas Eéf\r/lo 447,40.91.

Note: The above description need nut be a compliete or sxhaustive

. statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal may
submit additional information to the staff and/or Ccmm ssion to
support the appeal request.

o SECTION V. rtification

' The information and factyed above are correct to the best of my

Agent Authorization: I designate the above identified person{s) to
act as my agent in all matters pertaining to this appeal.

Signed
Appellant

.' : Date

0016F




Cityor

Encinitas |
July 14. 2000 | A ConsAUFORNIA . |
SAN DIEGO comn/SSION

COAST DISTRICT

Mr. Gary Cannon

California Coastal Commission, San Diego District
7575 Metropolitan Drive. Suite 103

San Diego, CA 52108-4402

SUBJECT: Manchester Park Commissior: Appeal No. A-6-ENC-00-086

Dear Gary:

This is in response to the June 27, 2000 information regarding the appeal notification for
the Manchester Park project; Commission Appeal No. A-6-ENC-00-086. City staff
would like to take this opportunity to provide clarifications on some of the factual

information included in the appeals.

Appellants: Wan, Kehoe

Appeal states that 0.02 ~ 0.04 acre of riparian wetland will be affected by the
project.

Response:  This is incorrect. As stated in the City’s certified Final EIR, the project .
was modified to shift the Lux Canyon Creek crossing north to a location characterized as

unvegetated channel (page 2, Preface to the Final EIR). The current project design calls

for two crossings, a pedestrian crossing that will affect no riparian wetland or

unvegetated channel and an at-grade vehicular crossing that will affect 0.02 acre of

unvegetated channel (page 4-2, Addendum to the Final EIR).

"~ Appedl siates inail banik stabiiization wili occur wiiini sux Canyon Crevi. T

Response: This is incorrect. As stated in the City’s certified Final EIR, bauk
stabilization materials would be placed in ruderal areas adjacent to Lux Camnyon Cieeh
No wetland vegetation would be affected by the stabilization efforts (page 2 of Table 1,
Preface to the Final EIR).

Appeal states that the City’s approval did not include a requirement for preserving
ilic wetlands and their buffers through the application of an open space easement or
other device. :

Response: This is incorrect. Condition SC8 of the Resolution of Approval (2000-39)
requires that an open space easement shall be dedicated on the buffers and open space
areas adjacent to and including the alkali marsh. EXHIBIT NO. 8

APPLICATION NO.

U s Vwaan Soenoe Dnciniume Celifornia 92u2--353 0 TOD Toe-033-2790 A~6~ENC*00-86

City’s Response to
Appeal
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Mr. Gary Cannon
July 14,2000
Page 2

Appellant: Mills

Appellant states planting plans are not indigenous to alkali marsh.

Response: Plantings within the buffers adjacent to the alkali marsh habitat will consist
of natives that are non-invasive. Since the buffers will be upland habitat, alkali marsh
plant materials will not be suitable for the buffers. Alkali marsh habitat is a wetland
vegetation community and plant materials that thrive in this area are those that are
regularly exposed to wetland hydrology. The only portions of the buffer adjacent to the
alkali marsh habitat that will be planted are the 4 — 6 foot berms within the buffer. Since
these berms wili be 4 — 6 feer tall. they wiil not be exposed 1o wetiand hydroiogy and will
not support alkali marsh plants. Proposed plantings will be compatible with. and limit
access to. the adjacent marsh.

Appellant states concern regarding removing gnatcatcher habitat without
mitigating for it.

Response: This underlving assumption is incorrect. As stated in the City’s certified
Final EIR, nu gnatcatchers will be directly affected by the project. Lifects on gnatcatcher
foraging habitat will be mitigated at a 2:1 ratio including 1.34 acres of onsite

conservation and 2.46 acres of offsite habitat purchase within an established mitigation

bank (page 2 of Table 1, Preface to the Final EIR).

Thank you for the opportunity to address the subject appeal at this time. If you have any
questions in this matter please do not hesitate to contact me at (760) 633-2714.

Sincerely,

Diane S. Langager
Associate Planner

cc: Sandy Holder, Community Development Director
Dave Wigginton, Community Services Dir.
June Collins. Dudek & Associates
Glenn Schmidt. Schmidt Design
Nancy Lucast, Lucast Consulting

DLE GO-023a07/14H00)



RESOLUTION NG, 2000-39

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF ENCINITAS CITY COUNCIL
APPROVING A MAJOR USE PERMIT, COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
AND 4(d) HABITAT LOSS PERMIT FOR A PROPOSED PUBLIC SFORTS
COMPLEX, FOR THE PROPERTY LOCATED ON THE EAST SIDE OF
MANCHESTER AVENUE; SOUTH OF '"HE MANCHESTER AVENUE/
EL CAMINO REAL INTERSECTION.

(CASE NO.: 96-127 MUP/CDP/ELA; APN: 262-073-03 & 25)

WHEREAS, a request for consideration of a Major Use Permit, Coastal
Developient Permit and 4(d) Habitat Loss Permit was filed by the Community Services
Department on behalf of the City of Encinitas to aliow for a proposed sports complex to
include three playing fields, purking lovdrop off area, picnic areas, a playground,
restrooms, creek crossings and a walking trail and the proposed impact of approximately
1.9 scres of gnatcatcher foraging habitat in accordance with Chapter 30.74 (Use Penmits)
and Chapter 30.80 (Coastal Developmuent Permit) of the Encinitas Municipat Code, und
pursuant to the City adopted Guidelines for 4(d) Habitat Loss Permits, for the property
focated in the Rural Residentinl (RR) and Ecologicat Resource/Open Space/Parks
{(ER/QOSMA’K) zones, legally desciibed as:

(SEE ATTACHMENT"A")

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission conducted a noticed public hearing on the
applicationon Murch 23, 2000, at which time all tose desiring to be heard were heard;

WIIEREAS, the Planning Commission approved the application on March 23,
2000, and an appeul was timely filed by the Sun Elijo Lagoon Conservancy. The appeal was
reviewed by the City Council at an Initial Consideration on April 23, 2000 at which time the
City Council directed staff to sct the uppeat for an Administrative Hearing; and

" WHEREAS, an Adminisirative Hearing was conducted by the City Council on
May 24, 2000, at which time all those desiring to be heard were heard; and

WHEREAS, the City Council considered, without imitation:

I The Planning Comimission agenda report for the meeting of March 23, 2000
with attachments, nnd the City Council agenda reports for the April 23, 2000
luitial Considerationand the May 24, 2000 Administrative Hearing;

2. The General Plan, Local Coastal Program, Municipal Code, and associated
Land Use Maps;

3 The Final Environmental Impact Report and Appendices prepared by Dudek
© & Associates, dated June 1998, and associaled Addendum prepared by
© Dudek & Associaies, dated October 1999,

CURCCISIT.039 {5/16/00) |
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4. Oral ¢vidence submitted at the hearing;
5. Written evidence submitted at the hearing;
6. - Project plans consisting of four sheets total, including the Preliminary Master

Plan, Preliminary Restroom Plan, Preliminary Stream Modifications, ‘and
Pretiminary Master Plan Details, all dated received by the Cﬁy of Encinitas
on January 12, 2000; and

WHEREAS, the City Council made the following {indings pursuant to Chapter
30.74 amd 30.80 of the Encinitas Municipal Code and pursuant 1o the City adopted
Guidelines for 4d permits (Habitat Luss Penmits):

(SEE ATTACHMENT"B")

NOW, THEREFORE, BE I'T RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of
Encinitas hereby approves application 96-127 MUP/CDF/EIA subject to the followmg
conditions:

(SEE ATTACHMENT "C")

S 1 FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council, in its independent
Judgenent, tinds the project to be consistent with the Environmental Impact Report prepared
Tor the piojuct snd certified as complete by the Planning Commission on June 11, 1998 by
Resolution Nu. PC- 98-37. .

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 24 day of May, 2000, hy the following vote, 1o wil:j‘
AYES: |
NAYS:
ABSENT:

ABSTAIN;

James Bond, Mayor
City of Encinitas

ATTEST:

eborah Cepvone
ity Clerk

1OTE; This sction is subjéct to Chapter 1.04 of the Municipal Code, which Specnﬁcs time
mils for legal challenges.

VAVRCCYIE127.039 (5/16/00) 2
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ATTACHMENT A"
Resolution No. 2000-39
Case No.: 96-127 MUP/CDP/ELIA

LEGAL DESCRIPTION
(APNs: 262-073-03 & 25)

The Northerly 668.00 feet of the South % of the Northwest Quarter of Section 25, Township
13 South, Range 4 West, San Bernardino Meridian, in the County of San Diego, State of
California, according to the Official Plat thereof.

Excepting therefrom that portion lying within the Northeast Quarter of the Northwest
Quarter of Section 25,

Excepting therefrom that pontion lying southeasterly of a line described as follows:

Beginuing at a peint ou the North Line of the South Half of the Nonheast Quarter of the
Northwest Quarter, distant thereon 725.18 feet from the Northeast corner of said South Half;
being a peint on the Sowtheasterly right of way line of proposed Manchester Avenue; thence
along said Southeasterly line South 51° 39" 01 West 1o the West line of Section 25.

Also excepling that portion described in deed 10 .he County of San Diego recorded July 7,
1978, Recorder’s File No. 78-283319 of Official Records, set out as foliows:

Parcel No, 77-0336-A

All that portion of the Southwest Quurter of the Northeast Quaner of the Northwest Quarter
of Section 25, Township 13 South, Range 4 West. San Bernardino Meridian, in the County
of San Diego, State of California, described u deed to Frances M. Brewer, recorded
February 6, 1976 at File/Page No. 76-037272 of Official Records in the Office of the
County Recorder of San Diego County.

Parcel No, 77-0731-A

All that portion of the Northerly 668.00 feet of the South % of the Northwest Quarter of
Section 25, Township 13, South Range 4 West, S3an Bernardino Meridian, in the County of
San Diego, State of California, described in deed to Frances M. Brewer, recorded February
6, 1976 at File/Page No. 76-037272 of Officinl Records in the Office of the County
Recorder of San Diego County, lying Southessierly of the Northwesterly Line of that
portion thereof described in deed 1o Berman Swartz, recorded April 6, 1972 at File/Page No.
84954 in said Recorder’s Office.

CIAVRCCO6127.038 (5/16/00) 3 /0- / 7
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ATTACHMENT "B" .
Resolution Ne. 2000-39
Case No.: 96-127 MUP/CDP/EIA

FINDINGS FOR A USE PERMIT

STANDARD: In sccordance with Section 30.74.070 ¢f the Municipal Code, a use
permit application shall be approved unless findings of fact are made, based upon the
information presented in the application or during the hearing, which support sne or
more of the following conclusions:

1. The location, size, design or operating characteristics of the proposed project will be
incompatible with or will adversely affect or will be inaterially detrimental to
adjscent uses, residences, buildings, structures or natural resources, with
consideration given (o, but not Hmited to:

. The inadequacy of public fucilities, services and utilities to serve the

proposed project;
b. The unsuitability of the site for the type and intensity of use or development

which is proposed; and

. The hannful effect, if any, upon environmentasl quality and natural resources
of the city;

Faets: The subject application includes a Major Use Permit, Coastal Development
Peunit, und 4(d) Habitat Loss Permit request to authorize a proposed sports
complex w include three playing fields, parking lovdrop off area, picnic arees, a
playground, restrooms, creek crossings and a walking trail, The 4(d) Habitat Loss
Pennit is for the proposed impact of approximaiely 1.9 acres of gnaicaicher
foraging hubitat. Lighting of the complex other than low level security lighting is
not propused and is otherwise prohibited pursuant to the Municipal Code,

Adjucent lund uses include Manchester Avenue to the west, vacant land (proposed
Cuuntry Duy School site) to the north, San Elijo Lagoon directly to the east and
south. 'The Greek Orthodox Church and Mira Costa Junior College are located
further to the west on the oppusite side of Manchester Avenue.  Although not
directly adjacent to the site, residential uses are located iny the vicinity of the site 10
the west, north and northeast.

Due o the environmental jmpacis associafed with the fonr-ficld project, the City
opted to parsye the alterpative project design/three- field project addressed within the
Final Enviroymental tmpact Report (FEIR).

Diseussivn: The sports camplex is compatible with the church and junior college
on the west side of Manchester Avenue in that they are public/semi public uses.

[0-18



The site is compatible in use with the adjacent wetland resources 10 the south and
east in that 1) adequate buffers are provided, 2) visual open space is maintained,
3) structure size and quantity is nominal, 4) native plantings are utilized for the
most pant, 5) d.g. surfaces are utilized in lizu of hardscape, and 6) no field lighting
is proposed or authorized. Additionally, the site is compatible with the residential
properties located in the vicinity in that fizld lighting is prohibited pursuant to the
Municipal Code and proposed hours of operation are limited to daylight hours.

The primary objective of the alternative project design was to avoid or reduce 10 a
level below significance the significant unmitigated Jand use and biological impacts
associated with the four-ficld project. The FEIR concluded that Land Use and
Biological impacts are ecither avoided or mitigated with the “three-field” project
since impacts to wetland resources are avoided and adequate buffers would be
provided adjacent 1o lagoon-related resources,

Conclusion: The City Council finds that the proposed project will be compatible
with or will not adversely affect or will not be materially detrimental to adjacent
uses, residences, buildings, structure or natural resources.

The impacis of the proposed project will adversely affect the policies of the
Encinitas General Plan or the provisions of the Municipal Code; and

The project fails to comply with any other regulations, conditions, or policies
imposed by the Municipal Code.

Facts: The subject propenty is designated on the Land Use Map of the General Plan,
primarily, as Residential with split density allowances of 0.26 - 0.50 dw/ac and 0.00 -
(.25 dw/ac; the extreme eastern postion of the site is designated as Ecological
Resource/Open Space/Parks.  The site is zoned Rural Residential (RR) and
Ecological Resource/Open Space/Parks (ER/OS/PK) which corresponds with the
General Plan Land Use designations. Pursuant to Chapter 30.09 of the Municipal
Code (Zoning Mutrix), public recreational facilities are allowed in the RR and

© ER/OS/PK zone upon issuance of a Major Use Permit.

The application is being processed pursuant to the provisions of the RR zone, and
Chapter 30.32 (Ecological Resource/Open Space Parks), Section 30.34.040
(Floodplain Overlay Zone), Chapier 30.74 (Use Permits) and Chapter 30.80 (Coastal
Development Permit) of the Municipal Code.  Additionaily, the project is being
processed pursuant o the City adopted Guidelines for 4d permits (Habital Loss
Permits).

Discussion: Pursuant to Section 30.34.040B3.b of the Municipal Code, a
minimum bufler of 100 feet shall be maintained adjacent 10 saltwater weilands
with a 50 foot buffer adjacent to riparian weiland unless, in consultation with the
resource agencies, a buffer of lesser width is demonstrated 1o protect the wetland
resources. Buiffers to the site were established in consultation with the California

 Department of Fish & Game (DFG), the U. 8, Fish & Wildlife Service (LSFWS)

and the California Coastal Commissin. A minimum 50 foat buffer is
maintained adjacent 1o the alkali marsh and a berm is proposed for visual

CHAIRCCIBIT.039 (5/16/00) §

10-17

—

separation. The berm location varies in relation to the 50 foot buffer (in front,
behind and straddling) depending on site constraints. As measured from the
westward side of the berm, the buffer widih varies from a minimum of 50 feetto a
maximum of approximately 150 feet. The berm is proposed with varying heights
of 4 — 6 feet and varying slope ratios of 3:1105:1, which will also result in varying
berm widihs. The varying design parameters will create an undulating natural
appearance for the berm. Drain pipes are proposed within the berm to allow
drainage. Both sides of the berm will be heavily planted with native species that
will discourage access into the buffer/marsh area. To discourage access during
the period of establishing the berm plantings, a 6” high temporary chain link fence
will be placed at the base of the berm on the field side. Upon establishiment of the
plantings, the temporary fencing shall be removed and replaced with a 4 foot high
split rail fence (pve material}. The rails will be spaced to stop soccer balls from
penetrating the fence,

A 50 foot buffer is maintained adjacent to the southern willow serub {riparian)
area in the southwestern portion of the site (south of Field 1) and along Lux
Canyon creek (riparian). Four foot split rail fencieg is also proposed along both
sides of the Lux Canyon Creek.

‘The minimumn 50 foot buffer required for riparian wetlands is met adjacent to Lux
Cunyon Ureek and adjacent to the southern willow scrub. The reduced buffer
width proposed for the alkali marsh (50 foot minimum) was accepted by the
resource agencies as adequale 10 protect the adjacent wetland rcsources due to the
propuscd berm and scope of development,

With acceptance of the wetland buffers and with conditions of approval, the
project is in conformance with the provisions of the General Plan, the Lucal
Coastal Plan and appropsiate chapiers of the Municipal Code.

Conclusion: The City Council finds the projuct in conformance wx:h the General
Plun, the Lucal Coastal Plan, and the Municipal Code.

CAdVRCCH6127.034 (5/16/00) 6
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FINIHNGS FOR A COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

STANDARD: Scction 30.80.090 of the Municipal Code provides that the authorized
agency must make the following findings of fact, based upon the information presented
in the application and during the Public Hearing, in order to approve a coastal
development permit; :

1

12

The project is consistent with the certitied Local Coastal Program of the City of

Encinitas; and

The proposed development conforms with Public Resources Code Section 21000
and following (CEQA) in that there are no feasible mitigation measures or feasible
alternatives available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse
impact that te activity may have on the environment; amnd

For projects involving development between the sea or other body of water and the
nearest public road, approval shall includs a specific finding that such development
iz in conformity with the public sccess and public recreation policies of Section
30200 et. seq. of the Coastal Act.

Fuets: The subject application includes a Major Use Permit, Coastal Development
Permit, and 4(d) Habitat Loss Permit -equest to authorize a proposed sports
complex to include three playing ficlds, parking lot/drop off area, picnic areas, a
playground, restrooms, creek crossings and a walking trail. The 4(d) Habitat Loss
Permit is for the propased impact of approximately 1.9 acres of gnalcatcher
foraging habitat. Lighting of the complex other than low level security lighting is
not proposed and is otherwise prohibited pursuant to the Municipal Code.

A Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), dated June 1998, was prepared by
Dudek & Associates for the project and was certified by the Planning Commission
on June 11, 1998, The FEIR anslyzed the project with four playing fields. The
FEIR concluded, in short, that the “four-field” project would result in significant
and unmitigable effects with respect 1o land use and biological resources. A “three-
field” project was included within the FEIR as an alternative design. The primary
objective of the alternative project design was to avoid or reduce 10 a level below
significanee the significant unmitigated land use and biological impacts associated
with the four-field project. The FEIR concluded that Land Use and Biological
impacts are either avoided or mitigated with the “three-field” project since impacts
10 wetland resources are avoided and adequate buffers would be provided adjacent
to lageon-related resources. The impacts and mitigation measures for the “three-
ficld” project were nualyzed within the FEIR, additionally, specific mitigation
measuies associated with the *three-field” project aliernative were presented in the
Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) of the FIR. Due a the
environmental impacis associated with the “four-field” project, the City apfed 1o
pursue the “theee-fickl” project design, which is proposed as part of the subjest
application.

CdrdRCCIG127.039 (5/16/00) 7
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Discussion: Related to Finding No. 1, with acceptance of the reduced buffer width
adjacent 1o wetland resources as provided in 3ection 30.34.040B3.b of the
Municipal Code, the project is in conformance with the provisions of the Local
Coastal Plan which includes the General Plan, and appropriste chapters of the
Municipal Code. Related to Finding No. 2, an Environmental Impact Report was
prepared and certified for the project in conformance with Public Resources Code
Section 21002.1, The FEIR concluded that the original 4-field project design would
creale significant adverse impacts, therefore the alternative 3-field project design
was developed which with mitigation measures reduces impacts to a level below
significance. Related to Finding No. 3, the project is a public sports park adjacent to
wetland resources.  The park is designed to maintain adequate buffers to the
resources, Yet pedestrian pathways are provided around the site 10 give public access
1o the scenic qualities of the surrounding wetland.  In order to preserve the natural
resources of the lagoon no direct access points will be provided, however public
aceess to the fagoon is currently provided funther to the west across from Mira Costa
Junior College.  The ability of the public to access the lagoon is not adversely
impuacted with this project; therefore no condition requiring public access is imposed
with the project.

Conclusion:  The City Council finds that 1) the project is consisteni with the
certified Local Coastal progean of the City of Encinitas; 2) that an alternate project
design has been utilized and mitigation measures have been required as part of the
project whereby any significant adverse impacts that the activity may have on the
cuviromnenthave been lessened; and 3) the ability of the public to access the lagoon
is not adversely impacted with the project.

CdidVRCCY6127.039 (5/16/00) 8
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FINDINGS FOR A SECTION 4(d) HABITAT LOSS PERMIT

STANDARD: In accordance with the November 1993 State NCCP Conservation
Guidelines and with the Multiple Habitat Conservation Plan (MHCP), and the
implementing proceduores adopted by (he Encinitas City Council on October 14, 1994,
the authorized agency must make the following findings, based upon the information
presented in the application or during the hearing, in order to permit any proposed
“tuke” of Coastal Sage Scrub habiiat:

D The proposed habitat foss is consistent with the interim loss criteria in the November
1993 State NCCP Conservation Guidelines, and with any subregional process if
established for the MHCP subregion.

a) The habitat loss does not cumulatively exceed the 5% guideline,

b) The habitat toss will not preciude connectivily between areas of high habitat
values.

c) The habitat loss will not preclude or prevent the preparation of the
subregional NCCP,

&) The habitet loss has been minimized and mitigated to the maximum extent

practicable in accordance with Section 4.3 of the November 1993 State
NCCP Process Guidelines.

bg| The ‘habital_ loss will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival and
recovery of listed species in the wild.

k) The habitat loss is incidental 1o otherwise lawful activities.

Facts: The proposed project involves the destruction or “take” of approximately 1.9 acres
of Jsocoma Scrub/gnatcatcher foraging habitat, and thus requires issuance of the Section
4(d) Permit. .

Discussion: Based upoen the Finul Environmental limpact Report, dated June 1998, prepared
by Dudek and Associates, the following evidence supports the above-listed findings:

i The proposcd habitat Joss is consistent with the interim loss criteria in the November
1993 State NCCP Conservation Guidelines and with the Mubhiple Habitat
Conservation Plan (MHCP) process since:

a) The 1.9-acre gnatcaicher-occupied habitat Joss does not cumulatively exceed
the 5% allounent for the City of Encinitas. The City includes 55.1 acres of
coasial sage scrub, of which, 34.9 acres have been 1aken leaving 20.2 acres
available for future development (£5 of January 14, 2000),

b) - The loss of habitat associated with the development of the property would
. noj preclude connectivity of areas of high habilat value. The pmposcq
project would preserve Lux Canyon Creek, which pravides a connection

CHGYRCCI1IT O3 (5/16/00) 9
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between San Elijo Lagoon and a block of coastal sage: scrub north of
Manchester Avenue.

c) The habitat loss would not preclude or prevent the preparation of a
subregional NCCP. The loss would be minimal, would be mitigated within
the subregion, would not preclude connectivity, and would not jccpardum
conservationefforts toward any sensitive species.

d) The habitat loss has been miligated in accordance with the mitigation
guidelines. The loss of 1.9 acres of Isocoma scrub witl be mitigated at a 2:1
vatio for a total mitigation of 3.8 acres. Mitigation will be in the form of
onsite preservation (1,34 acres) and offsite purchase (2.46 acres). This option
is offered by the Conservation Guidelines as one of several solutions for
impacts of less than 10 acres. The project will be required 1o acquire the
offsite mitigation acreage prior to issuance of a grading permit. The location
of the offsite purchase will be coordinated with the USFWS. The mitigation
land purchased will preferubly be within Encinitas in the vicinity of the San
Eliju Lagoon, and should consist of coastal sage scrub habitat occupied by
the California gnatcatcher.

2. The 1.9 acre habitat toss will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival
and/or recovery of the California gnatcatcher. One pair of California gnatcatchers
was observed using the Isocoma scrub habitat for foraging.

3. The habiun loss associated with the development of the property is incidental lo
otherwise lawful activities. The property is zoned for Rural Residential (RR) and
Ecological Resource/Open Space/Parks (ER/QS/PK); public recreational facilities
ar¢ ullowed in the subject zones upon issvance of a Major Use Permit. Findings for
approval of the Major Use Permit and Coastal Development Permit are included
hercin, The project will be conditioned to receive all permits and clearances from
locul, stae und federal govermmental agencies and appropriate utility and service
distsicts. Al requirements associnted with the Major Use Permit and Coastal
Development Permit will be implemented or secured prior 10 grading permit
issunnce,

Conclusiont The Chly Council detennines that the proposed habitat loss associated with

this projuct is consistent with the interim loss criteria in the November 1993 Staie NCCP
Conservation Guidelines and with the Muliiple Habijtat Conservation Plan (MHCP).

Cd/dVRCCO6127.039 (5/16/00) 10
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ATTACHMENT "C"
Resolution No, 20-39
Case No.: 96-127MUP/CDP/EIA

Applicant:  Community Services Department 00 behalf of the City of Encinitas

Location: [Zast side of Manchester Avenue  south of the Manchester Avenue/El
Camino Real intersection

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

SC2 This approval will expire on May 24, 2002 at 5:00 pm, iwo years afier the approval
of this project, unless the conditions have been met or an extension of time has been
approved pursuant to the Municipal Code.

SC5  This project is conditionally approved as set forth on the application and project
plans dated received by the City on January 12, 2000, consisting of four sheets total,
including the Preliminary Master Plan, Preliminary Restroom Plan, Preliminary
Stream Modifications, and Preliminary Master Plan Details, designated as approved
by the City Council on May 24, 2000, and shall not be altered without express
authorization by the Community Development Deparntment.

S8 Prior to grading permit issuance, an open space easement shall be dedicated on the
buffer and open space area adjucent to and including the alkali marsh.

SC9  The keeping of pets by the en-sile caretaker is prohibited.

$C10 The City shall allow the San Elijo Lagoon Conservancy (SELC) to enter the
property 1o conduct water quality monitoring. The SELC shall submit findings and
results 10 the Director of Community Services and to the Director of Engineering for
review and consideration. Any feasible mieasures (o improve water quality shall be

" implemented.

SCi1  Field lighting shall be prohibited.

SC12 Vegemtion-clearing and/or grading activities shall not occur during the gnatcatcher

’ breeding season, from February 15 through August 30, However, the measures
stipulated in the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) of the
Final Environmental Tmpact Report (FEIR) for grading dunng the gnatcatcher
breeding season may be utilized if they are accepted by the United States Fish &
Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the Department of Fish & Game (DFG).

SC13 Priorto grading permit issuance, 2.46 acres of coastal sage scrub shall be purchased
to mitigate the scrub habitat loss associated with this project.  Documenlation
verifying the purchase shall be submitted 1o the Community Development
Department, the USFWS and the DFG.

-t
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SCi14

SC15

8Ci6

sC17

SCi8

5C19
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On-site security lighting shall be low-sodium and provided with back and side
shields to prevent lights from iltumninating areas of alkali marsh, Isocoma scrub, or
the San Elijo Lagoon Preserve.

The Community Services Department shail consult with the Army Corps of
Engineers and the DFG to determine permit requirements associated with the creek
crossings and creek stabilization. Prior 1o grading purmit issuance, any and all
permits required for the creek improvements shall be obtained. Copies of the
permits or exemption documentation shall be provided to the_ Director of.
Engineering and the Director of Community Services. :

All measures stipulated within the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(MMRP) as set forth in the FEIR herein referenced shall be instituted for the project.

Manchester Avenue shall be dedicated by the developer along the project frontage
based on a centerline to right-of-way of 56 feet and in conformance with the City of
Encinitas Standards. lmprovements to Manchester Avenue shall be completed prior
10 use of the sports complex. 1f the improvements to Manchester Avenue are not
completed under the Capital Improvement Program, the developer shall be
responsible for construction of the improvements to the satisfaction of the
Engincering Services Director.

The upplicant shall use Best Management Practices (BMP) in the construction and
operations of this facility. The applicant shall submit 8 BMP plan 10 the NPDES
adininistrator for review and approval, At a minimum the following shall be
addressed: ‘

. A detailed list of pesticides, fentilizers, and other chemicals used in the
operation of the facitity. The list shall comtzin expecied quantities to be used
and stored.

b. Personnel shall be certificd 1o use pesticides, fertilizers, or other chemicals if
teqyuired by manufacturer specifications.,

[ Storage of pesticides, fertilizers, and other chemicals shall be in a lockéd
shied or other facility acceptable to the NFDES administrator. The storage
shied may require a spill containment area. '

d. The BMP plan shall denote drainage of undisturbed lands and allow for the
conveyance of storm walers around the facility. Any fields or yards under
the use of pesticides, {ertilizers, and other chemicals may require on-site
retention with a capacity for a 2-year storm or as approved by the NPDES
udwinistrator,

‘The uppticont shall exiend the storm drain in Manchester Avenue at Station 75 100
through Field No. 1 10 an acceptable outles.

0ok
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The following San Dieguito Water District conditions apply to the subject project:

a. The alignment and profile of District water main shall be verified and
depicied on the grading plan. District personnel will assist in locating the
water line,

b. No grade changes within the 25° District easement will be allowed without

prior Distoct approval,

b. Mo permanent structures or trees will be allowed in the District easement
without prior District approval.

The following Otivenhain Municipal Water District conditions apply (o the subject
project:

a. Project plans including water demand information shall be submitted 1o the
District in order 10 conduct a hydraulic analysis to determine the District's
capability to serve the project. All cosis associated with the study and
subsequent plan check of improvement plans, if any, shall be paid for by the
applicant.

b. In accordance with Assessment District 96-01 , the minimum size meter to
serve this parcel will be a 1 % inch meter. However, the appropriate size
meter can only be determined upon study of the demands of the project.

c. Any meter(s) serving the project will be required to install 8 Reduced
Pressure Principle (RPP) backflow prevention device.

Prior to final occupancy approval of the restroom structure, the project site shall be
apnexed 10 the Cardiff Sanitation District.  If the Cardiff Sanitation District is

. dissolved, this condition will becoms inoperative,

The project is subject to Chapier 23.26 of the Municipal Code (Water Efficient
Landscape Program), which requires a landscape and irrigation plan 10 be prepared
by a State licensed landscape designer. The requirements for the plans are listed in
Chapier 23.26. The final landscape and irigation plans must be submitied as part of
the grading permit application for the project.

Al required landscape plantings shall be in place prior to use of the sponts complex.
All reguired plantings and auiomaled irrigation systems shall be maintained in good
condition, and whenever necessary, shall be replaced with new materials 1o ensure
continued compliance with applicable landscaping, buffering, and screening
requirements.  All landscaping and imrigation systems shall be maintained in a
manner that will nol depreciate adjacent property values and otherwiss adversely
affect adjacent propertics.

Upon completion of the installation of the landscaping and the irrigation system a
final field observation shall be conducted and a ceptification of substantial

10-¢
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5C26

sca7
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completion shall be completed and signed by a state licensed landscape architect,
landscape contractor or an irrigation designer who also holds a state license in the
landscape field.

Prior to grading permit issuance, a Coastal Development Permit shall be obtained
from the California Coastal Commission for project improvements included within

the original jurisdiction of the California Coastal Commission, a

The security lighting, conditioned in SC14 above, shall be located only on the cast

side of the restroom building and it shall be enclosed within a lock box. Accessio™™

the lock box shall be made available only to the site caretaker, City staff and Law
Enforcement personnel.

The pad for the caretaker wrailer shall be relocated to the northwest corner of the
parking lot. In order to shield the interior lighting, an enclosure shall be provided for
the trailer. Additionally, the trailer enclosure shall be screened on the exterior with
plantings.

The covenant agreement between the San Elijo Lageon Conservancy and the City of
Eucinitas which sets forth limitations on lighting within the project shall be recorded
with the County Recorder within 7 calendar days of the City Council adoption of
this resolution. Conditions SC26 and SC27 shall only be enforceable upon the
execution and recordation of the covenant agreement between the San Elijo Lagoon
Conservancy and the City of Encinitas which also stipulates that the San Elijo
:,agi‘mn Conservancy shall not oppose the project at any Coastal Commission
earings. : :

STANDARDCONDITIONS:

CONTACT THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT RECARDING
COMPLIANCE WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITION(S):

G2

G3

Giz
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This uppsgvul may be appealed o the City Council within 15 calendar days from‘the
dhate of this approval in accordance with Chapter 1.12 of the Municipal Code.

This project is located within the Coastal Appeat Zone and may be appealed to the
Californin Coastal Comimission pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30603 and
Chapter 30.04 of the City of Encinitas Mupicipal Code.  An appeal of the
Plauning Commission’s decision must be filed with the Coastal Commission
within ) days following the Coastal Commission’s receipt of the Natice of Final
Action. Applicants will be notified by the Coastal Commission as 10 the daje the
Commjssion's appeal period will conclude. Appeals must be in writing 1o the
Constal Commission, San Diego Coast Disirict office.

Privr o any yse of the project site pursuant to this permit, all copditians of appraval
coptaipedd herein shall be completed or secured 1o e satisfaction of the Community
Development Depanment.
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Al parking areas and driveways shall conform with Chapter 30.54 of the Municipal
Code and the City's Oftstreet Parking and 1resign Manual incorporated by reference
therein, .

At all times during the effective period of this permit, the responsible party shall
obtain and maintain in valid force and effect, each and every license and pennit
required by 4 governmentad agency $or the operation of the authorized activity.

[n the event that any of the conditions of this permit are notl satisfied, the
Community Development Department shall cause a noticed hearing to be set before
the authorized agency to detennine whether the City of Encinitas should revoke this
permit.

Upon a showing of compelling public necessity demonstrated at a noticed heasing,
the City of Encinitas, acting through the authorized agency, may add, amend, or
delete conditions and regulations contained in this penmit.

Nothing in this permit shall relieve the applicant from complying with conditions
and regulations generatly imposed upon activities similar in nature  to the  activity
authorized by this permit,

Nothing in this permit shall suthorize the applicant to intensify the authorized
activity beyond that which is specifically described in this permit.

Any future modifications 1o the approved project will be reviewed relative to the
findings for substantial conformance with a use permit contained in Section
30.74.105 of the Municipal Code. Modifications beyond the scope described therein
will require submittal and approval of an amendment to the use permit by the
authorized agency.

All project grading shall conform with that shown on the approved project plans. If
no prading is proposed on the approved plans, or subsequent grading plans are

* inconsistent with the grading shown on the approved plans, a us¢ permit

HWI

HW6

modification for such grading shall be obtained from the authorized agency of the
City prior 1o issuance of grading or building permits.

Approval of the 4(d) permit in conjunction with this application does not constitute
authorization for the tuke of habitat at this time. The City has a “first-come, firsi-
served” policy for interim taking of habiiat lands through the 4(d) permitting
process, such that the take will be authorized only at such time that a grading plan is
submitted and spproved by jhe City as being within the cumulative 5% take
limitation for babitat Junds,

This project has been identified as havipg a potential impact on fish andfor wildlife;
therefore, pursuant v Section 71 1.4 of the State Fish and Game Code, the applicant
must submil to the City of Encipitas a negotiable check in the amount of $1,275.00
if this project includes a Negative Peclagation, or a check in the amount of $875.00
if this project includes an Environmenial Impact Report. The purpose of the above
State established fee is w defiay the st of managing and protectng fish and
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wildlife resources which may be impacted by the development. The check, made
payable to the County Clerk of San Diege County, must be submitied prior to the
end of the 4th day following the City™s action. Failure to submit a negotialde check
will cause the project approval 1o become null and void since the Notice of
Determination can not be filed without payment of this tie or authorized notice of
exemption as provided in Section 711.4. NO BUILDING PERMITS OR OTHER
ENTITLEMENTS WILL 8E PROCESSUED UNTIL THIS CONDITION 1S
SATISFIED.

Bl BUILBING CONDITION(S):

CONTACT

THE  ENCINFTAS  BUILDING  DIVISION  REGARDING

COMPLIANCE WI'TH THE FOLLOWING CONDITION(S):

B2

The applicant shall submit 2 complete set of construction plans to_the Building
Division for plancheck processing. The submittal shall include a Soils/Geotechnical
Report, structural calculations, and State Energy comphiance documentation (Tile
24). Construction plans shall include a site plan, a foundation plan, floor and roof
framing plans, floor plan(s), section details, exterior clevations, and materials
specifications.  Submitted plans must show compliance with the latest adopted
editions of the California Building Code (The Uniform Building Code with
Culifornis Amendments, the California Mechanical, Electrical and Plumbing
Codes). Comunercial and Multi-residential construction must also contain details
and notes w show compliance with State disabled accessibility mandates. These
conunents are preliminary only. A comprehensive pluncheck will be completed
prior fu permit issuance and additional technical code rvequirements may be
identitied and changes to the originally submitted plans may be required.

Fl FIRE CONDITIONS:

CONTACT THE ENCINITAS FIRE DEPARTMENT REGARDING COMPLIANCE
WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITION(S):

Fii

FIRE HYDRANTS & FIRE FLOWS: The applicant shall provide fire hydrants
of u type, number, and focation satisfactory to the Encinitas Fire Deparunent. A
jetter from the water agency serving the area shall be provided thut states the
required fire flow is available, Fire hydrants shall be of a bronze type. A two-
sidud blue reflective road marker shall be installed on the road surfice to indicate
the lucation of the fire hydrant for approaching firs apparatus,

INSTALL FIRE HYDRANT(S) AS FOLLOWS: At the southwest comer of the
project eilrance.

Cd/dYRCCY6127.039 (5/16/00) §6
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ENGINEERING CONDITIONS:

CONTACT THE ENGINEERING SERVICES DEPARTMENT REGARDING
COMPLIANCE WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITION(S):

All City Codes, regulations, and policies in effect at the time of building/grading permit
issuance shall apply.

Grading Conditions

[EG3  The developer shall obtain a grading permit prior to the commencement of any
clearing or grading of the site.

EG4  The grading for this project is defined in Chapter 23.24 of the Encinitas Municipal
Code. Grading shall be performed under the observation of a civil engineer whose
responsibility it shall be to coordinate site inspection and testing to ensure
compliance of the work with the approved grading plan, submit required reports to
the Engineering Services Director and verify compliance with Chapter 23.24 of the
Encinitas Municipal Code.

EGS No grading shall occur outside the limits of the project uniess a letter of permission
is obtained from the owners of the affccted properties.

1:G6 A separate grading plan shall be submiited and approved and a separate grading
permil issued for the borrow or disposal si‘e if located within the city limits.

EG7 Al newly created slopes within this project shall be no steeper than 2:1.

1:G8 A soils/geological/hydraulic report (as applicable) shall be prepared by a qualified
engineer licensed by the State of Californ’a to perform such work. Such report shall
_be submitied and approved: At first submittal of a grading plan.

EG9  Prior to hauling dint or construction materials 1o any proposed construction site
within this project the developer shall submit 10 and receive approval from the
Enginecring Services Director for the proposed haul route. The developer shall
comply with all conditions and requirements the Engincering Services Director may
impose with regards to the hauling operation.

EG10 In accordance with Section 23.24.370 (A) of the Municipal Code, no grading permit
shall be issued for work occurring between Oclober @ st of any year and April 151h of
the following year, unless the plans for sogh werx include details of protective
measures, including desilting basins or other temporary drainage or control
measures, or both, as may be deemed necessery by the field inspector to protect the
adjoining public and private property from damage by erosion, fleoding, or the
deposition of mud or debris which may originate from the site or result from such
grading operations.

Cd/dIVRCCY6127.039 (5/16/00) 17
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f\ ED! Drainage Conditions .

ESI

ED2 The developer shall exercise special care during the construction phase of this
project to prevent any offsite siltation. The developer shall provide erosion contro}
measures and shall construct temporary desiltation/detention basins of type, size and
location as approved by the Engineering Services Director. The basins and erosion
control measures shall be shown and specified on the grading plan and shall be
constructed to the satisfaction of the Engineering Services Director prior to the start
of any other grading operations. Prior to the removal of any basins or facilities so
constructed the area served shall be protected by additional drainage facilities, slope
erosion control measures and other methods required or approved by the
Engineering Services Director. The developer shall maintain the temporary basins
and erosion control measures for a period of time satisfactory to the Engineering
Services Director and shall guarantee their maintenance and satisfactory
performance through cash deposit and bonding in amounts and types suilable to the
Engineering Services Director.

ED3 A drainage system capable of handling and disposing of all surface water originating
within the subdivision, and all surface waters that may flow onto the subdivision
from adjacent lands, shall be required. Said drainage system shall include any
easements and structures as required by the Engincering Services Director 10
properly handle the drainage.

ED4 The proposed project falls within areas indicated as subject to flooding under the
National Flood Insurance Program and is subject to the provisions of that program
and City Ordinance.

EDNS  The developer shall pay the current local drainage area fee prior to approval of the
grading permit for this project or shall construct drainage systems in conformance
with the Master Drainage Plan and City of Encinitas Standards as required by the
Engineering Services Director.

ED7 Concentrated flows across driveways and/or sidewalks shall not be permitted.

ES3  The developer shall make an offer of dedication to the City for all public streets and
casements required by these conditions or shown on the site development plan.
‘The offer shall be made prior to issuance of any building permit for this project.
All land sa offered shall be granted to the City free and clear of all liens and
encumbrances and without cost 1o the City. Streets that are already public are not
required 1o be rededicated.

ES5 Prior to any work being performed in the public right-of—way,'ﬁ right-of-way

construction permit shall be obtained from the Engineering Services Director and
appropriate fees paid, in addilion 10 any other permits required.
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S8 The design of all private streets and drainage systems shall be approved by the
Engineering Services Director prior to issuance of any grading or building permit
for this project. The structural section of all private streets shall conform to City of
Encinitas Standards based on R-value tests. The standard improvement plan check
depositis required.

Utilities

U2 The developer shall comply with all the rules, regulations and design requirements
of the respective utility agencies regarding services to the project.

U3 The developer shall be responsible for coordination with 8.D.G. & E., Pacific
: Telephone, and other applicable authorities.

IEU4  All proposed utilities within the project shall be installed underground including
existing utilities unless exempt by the Municipal Code.

Cd/dIVRCC6127.039 (5/16/00) 19
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Letters of Support

EXHIBITNO. 10

APPLICATION NO.
A-6-ENC-00-86
6-00-54

Letters of Support

cCalifomia Coastal Commission
e




July 18, 2000

Dear Coastal Commissionn Member:

As a concerned member of the Encinitas community I encourage you to approve the Manchester Ave.
park plan as proposed by the Encinitas city council and approved by the Encinitas Planning Commission
for the following reasons:

e Restoration of the Lux Canyon Creek and its surrounding reparian habitat.

s 25% of the park site is to be restored to its orginal natural state.

e The San Elijo lagoon will be protected from any potentially harmful run-off by large buffer zones,
sediment traps, and filtration systems.

e The habitat will not be disturbed by any intrusive artificial lighting.
e The planﬁng plan consists of only native species, and playfields.
e  Provides a much needed community space for family activities.

» Completion of the proposed park plan will help fulfill the recreational element of out city General
Plan.

e  This site was purchased with taxpayer dollars specifically for this proposed park plan, which includes
both passive and active uses.

Thank you very much for your consideration in this manner.

Yours very truly,

chﬁﬁ poe S Bloo~—

L, 2 Corro St
EVL/(/W\ 04
G202

The Commission has received 336 copies
of this signed letter from individual supporters.
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The proposed Manchester Avenue Park Project in Encinitas, California consists of dedicated open space, re-vegetatmn
of the Lux Canyon Creek to a quality Riparian Environment, picnic areas, trails, and open space play fields.
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FAX NO. :
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July 7, 2000

Christine K ehoe, City Council Member
City of San Diego, California

202 “C" Street

San Diego, CA 92101

Dear California Coastal Commission member:

As a homeowner in the City of Encinitas, and as acting President of
the Cardiff Soccer Club, I encourage you to approve the Manchester
Avenue Park Plan as proposed by the City of Encinitas Plarming
Commission for the following reasons:

~  Restoration of the Lux Canyon Creek and its surrounding

~  25% of the park site is to be restored to its original natural state
~  The San Elijo lagoon will be protected from any potentially
harmful nun-off by large buffer zones, sediment traps & filtration

~  The habitat will not be disturbed by intrusive artificial lighting
~  The planting plan consists of only native species, and playficlds
~ The plan provides for much needed community space for
activities such as soccer games for the local children

~  Completion of the proposed park plan will help fulfill the
recreational element of the City of Encinitas peneral plan

~  This site was purchased with taxpayer dollars specifically for this
proposed park plan, which inchucles both passive & active uses

Thanks in acdvance for your help.

Tttt

Joh K utilek
President
Cardiff Soccer Club

Nov. 23 1999 18:08AM P3

D 4if
JOCCER
BYTHE JER
2000 Board of Dircctors

Greg Alardo

Competitive Coondinator
Pani & Jeff Arsictt
Opening Day Coordinatoss

Ramona & Mike Cemper
Unifosms / Equipment

Julie Chippendale
In-Service Coondinator

Jon Cohen
Vice Presulent

Pam Daugherty
Rofiree / Field Coorditator

Juiiz Durkin
Gid Teams Coondirsator

Jerry GrofT
Sposorship / Club T rainer

N ate Hetherington
Professiomal Trainer

Olivier & Amber Kolpin
Treasurer/ Coordinators

John Eutilek

President

Steve Levinson
Technology Cocedinator
Jim Sadler

Head Coach

Jerome Stocks
Spomsorship

Mark Thiede

Boy Teams Coodinator

Julie Thunder
Registrar

Jeamme Vilsack
Sectetary / Past President

Cardiff Soccer Club

449 Samta Fc Drive: # 115

E ncinitas, California 92024
760-962-9378
worw.cardifisoccer.com



Encinitas Soccer League T}@”‘Fﬁf\gﬁp
204 North EI Camino Real {“ﬂﬁgﬁw i
Box 225 3708152000
Encinitas. CA 92024

760-634-3824 (phone/FAX) CAUFORNIA

COASTAL COMMISSION
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT

Dear Coastal Commissioner,

I am writing on behalf of the Encinitas Soccer League in regards to the
Manchester Sports Park Coastal Commission Appeal No. A-6-ENC-00-086. The
Encinitas Soccer League is a nonprofit organization that provides recreational and
competitive level soccer for approximately 1300 children in Encinitas every year.
We are in support of the Manchester Sports Park and very disappointed by the
efforts now being made at this late date to stop the project. We are asking that you
consider in favor of the city of Encinitas and the Manchester Sports Park.

We have been working with the Encinitas City Council over the last 5 years
to negotiate more sonccer fields for our city’s youth. Currently, the city of
Encinitas has one soccer field which is considerably inadequate for the number of
children we serve. Field availability is a huge conflict among the many sports
organizations in Encinitas. Soccer must rely on using the ¢ity’s baseball and
softball fields, which then limits the fields available to those organizations. We
also must pay the schools to use their fields, which are closed parts of the year.
Every year there is more and more competition for the fields, as the cities of
Encinitas and Carisbad continue to build more houses resulting in greater numbers
of children who want to play sports. The city is currently not meeting the
community’s needs for fields.

We watched as the initial plans for 7 fields at Manchester were reduced to
3 fields, and are dismayed that these 3 fields are now in jeopardy. We believe that
the city has been responsible in insuring every environmental issue was addressed.
These fields will not have lights, they will be closed 4 months of the vear for
breeding of birds, they are using special fertilizing procedures to avoid run-off,
there will be no concrete, and they are restoring the Lux Canyon Creek and
some of the natural habitat. We believe the park will improve the current
appearance of the area. It will provide a beautiful place for the residents to
enjov the environment. We see the park as a complement to the natural
habitat and not in conflict with it,

We also see it as the only way to meet the community needs for fields and

park space for recreational purposes. Large amounts of land are just not available
anymore in Encinitas. There is no other place to build such a park in the city.
Some one needs to be responsive to the families and children who live in this area.

I have enclosed some support letters from voters who live in the
area. | respectfully ask that you seriously consider that this park is a-well thought
out project that meets both the environmental and community needs in the area.

Sincerely yours,
% g s
(Z{(’ié( ;//( <jzz.’¢¢,_//,(J
.

Karen A, Sawchenko

Executive Administrator
Encinitas Soccer League
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The California Coastal Commission &

3111 Camuno Del Rio North #200

San Diego CA 92108-1725 SEP 1 52000
CAUFCRNIA
Date: September 11, 2000 | COASTAL COMMISSON

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT

To Whom It May Concern:

I am totally in favor of the new park that the City of Encinitas is proposing. The
company [ work for, Skyhawks, has had an excellent relationship with the City of
Encinitas for the past five years. We run several summer and after school programs with
the city.

A park with soccer fields such as these is exactly what Encinitas needs. If you need to

contact me directly, I would be happy speak to you about this issue at greater length.
Thank you for your time,

Sinc e;:e:f

-7 !
% Simpson

San Diego Area Director
(619) 461-4936

 bsimp@gateway. net
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Letters of Opposition

ExHIBIT NO. 11 I

APPLICATION NO.
A-6-ENC-00-86
6-00-54

Letters of Opposition

| tCa}ifomia Coastal COu\mvssionI




1
‘2
Encinitas. CA 92024 w3l

TR 1R

4030 Manchester Avenue @[2@‘,2“ u'.‘%:-“ : QE
APR 04 2000
CAUFORNIA

COASTAL COMMISSICON
SAN DIEGO COAST DISIRICT

April 1, 2000

California Cuastal Commission, San Diego Coast Area
3111 Camino del Rio North. Suite 200
San Dicgo, CA $2108-1725

Re: Encinitas, CA Case #96-127 MUP/CDP/EIA (Sports Complex planned on Manchester
Avenue) appealed to the Coastal Commission

We have lived on raral Manchester halfway between El Camino Real and Encinitas _Boul@:v_a:ds for uver
(hurty vears--within earshot of this proposed 20-acre Spons Complex that the City of Encinitas planning
comumission approved at its hearing on March 23, 2000,

We are complerel v opposed to this proposed sports complex of 3 saccer fiekds, parkmg Testrooms,
caretaker howse, i this location for many differcnt reasons, but among them are these:

i i : G i . This 20-acre parcel, being
i on space is already the Most Preclous resource any g(anmgmxy can OwR. Te | 2
?‘fwr 10 2 nature teserve and bird sanctuary and draining into the Escondido Creek, is ¢ven more
valuable because of its natural uadeveloped beauty.

<. Eneinitas is alrendy Ruhemy 3 josing batle with pollution of the city’s water steasus, }K’hy.shua@ the
ity be allowed 1o neavily pveiop i awd draiaing tuv escoudido Cresk--adpreond iv ihc San Fiijo
Lagoon?

‘this Sports Complex is developed. who would be in charge of cleaning the reéstrooms, empLymy the
g‘n‘i:;? climin g dcl}:xs left bchindplc;y careless or homeless visitors. Who acts as secunity guarq‘lf tl»xe
property has to be fenced to be protected ag_z&inst misuse and abuse? bmagine mg soda b?ht}nlswa:tanx
plastic rings (death to birds and other wildlife) paper debris, garbage and graffiti left behind grm a
hotly contested game? Maybe the crows, ravens, squitrels, coyotes and possun could swvive
think of the devastation it will wreak cn the resident songbirds, hawks, owls, herous and egrets.

>

PLEASE DO NOT ALLOW THIS BADLY LOCATED PROJECT TO PROCEED.

Ttym
The Wally Gme

./08/00 THU 08:08 FAX 819 {38 1838 ¥ediaDNA, Inc.

California Toastal Commigslon, San Diego Coast Avea
3112 Camine del Ria Nortn, Suize 200
San Dlego, Ca. 92108-1728

Tax: §1% $21-3672

APR

CA
COASTAL
SAN DIEG

Re; Manchester Sport Complex

e R

To Whom IT May Concsyn:

I teg you to consider the following and I will he 2rief.
Inminicay sgree that we nesd asogeer fields., I am o
child wha would benefir from ik,

Many Zelks in
one cf them. T have a

Towever, my child and our family would pensfic morg 2rom maintawzing an
open, undeveloped San Elijo lagoon area. This i3 sne of the few
temaining undeveloped ayeas in north county ard we wumb, must protected
it. It is fruly a sensitive and precicus Tesource.

The city of Encinicas zan and will find an alternace locacion - one
closer o where people actually live., The ¢ite 239y previcusly ze_ected
wan resisved by local reaidenzu, hefore evervone agreed 50 have nc nlgac
lisats. Had this bees decided pravicusly, =heay woeuld zave agresd. o
heard three city council members vote ‘n faveor =f the sporss Tomp.ex but
praceded their comments with: “I do this with a gremat discomfort andg
Jueasiness.” I heard it with my own garg. They were gusasy secause
rhay ¥naw i 13 tha weang loeaticn for the complex.

Piease relp stop thic development.

(ny Loy

Larry vernsc
3764 drand Crean
gncintas, CA %2024

. Goorse0r

REC=IvED

06 2000

LIFORNIA

COMMISSION
COAST DiSTRICT
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COASTAL COMMISSION
SAN DIEGD COAST DISTRICT

Dear Coastal Commission members,

1 urge you to deny the City of Encinitas permission to proceed on the sports complex adjacent 1o
{and incorporating parts of) the San Elijo Lagoon. As you are well aware, the lagoon is a very
sensitive area, already highly impacted by “I-5". 1 much favor the concept of the acreage in
question being added to the reserve.

Surely, there are other areas in Encinitas which might be utilized for the sports park concept. To
further encroach on one of the few quasi-natural areas around is very shortsighted. T worry about
the effect the construction would have on the birdlife in the area, and later, the impact of the
people themselves. (I realize there is a plan for low impact lighting).

My furnily and I enjoy walking along the lagoon and do not, in any way support the new
development proposed. Additionaily, Manchester Ave., feeding into El Camino Real, is one of
the few rural feeling areas in the nearby vicinity. For wildlife and people, please save this area.

Sincerely,

‘l/am‘ qup C@WC@@'
w0 TN
V&”“h’/ %mm%@az

Kim Cook
Brent Cook

Savannah Cook
Cadence Cook

July 21, 2000 10:51 AM From: Walsh Fax #; (760) 944-7342 Page 20f 2

Richard G. Walsh «
16801 Avanida Mimosa + Encinitas, CA 92024
(760) 436-2673 » Fax {760) 044.7342
RECEIVE
July 21, 2000
UL 21 2000 - ...
o . CAUFORNIA
California Coastal Commission COASTAL COMMISSION
7575 Metropolitan Drive, #103 SAN DIEGO COAST DIsTRICT

San Diego, CA 92108-4402
To Whom This May Concem:

This is to request that the Coastal Commission take whatever action it has in its power o overturm the
decision by the City of Encinitas to use 20 acres of land southeast of the intersection of Ei Camino Real and
Manchesier Avenue for a sports complex. Please help preserve this land as an ecological reserve to
maintain #s value to the area as a natural enhancement to our quality of Iife. As a 24-year resident of
Encinitas, | am in favor of projects such as the proposed sports complex. However, !t is my earnest wish that
another site be used that does not denv our city an exceptional pait of the ever-shrinking natural areas it st
possesses.

Thank you for your consideration of this important matter.

V Sihcemﬁy,

Bichard G. Walsk

Richard G. Walsh
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F
COA;:: [c%m?ss;on 3300 Dove Hollow Road
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT Encinitas, Califomia 92024

(858) 736-8247

July 15, 2000

Gary Cannon, Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission

Sun Diego Coast Area

7375 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103
San Diego. CA 921084402

RE: Commission Appeal No. A-6-ENC-00-086

Dear Mr. Cannon:

| am writing in support of the appeal to the California Coastal Commission which
opposes the Manchester Sports Park. 1 am not personally opposed 1o sports parks in
seneral. nor am [ an expert in conservation, but it is clear to me that this is the wrong
location for an active-use sports park.

For the record., T also believe it is the wrong location for residential development. This
parcel. and neighboring parcels, shouid be part of a conservation program which
maintains and enhances the natural state of this rare open space.

| attended the Encinitas Planning Commission session where this project was approved.
One commissioner voted against approval. Two commissioners admitted to feeling
“queasy” about approving such a project so close to the San Elijo Lagoon Ecological
Preserve, but approved it anyway.

The comments below are based on review of the approved project plans, review of the
Final Environmental Impact Report and personal observation.

Environmental Setting

The adopted San Elijo Lagoon Area Enhancement Plan prepared by the County of San
Diego Department of Parks and Recreation recommends preservation and angmentation
of a gradient of self-sustaining habitats to support a diverse ecosystem and satisfy
regional habitat needs while aiso maximizing passive recreational and educational
opportunities for the public. The proposed sports park is hardly passive.

Land Use

All examination of adiacent land use ignores the fact that Manchester Avenue is a clear
dividing line. Mira Costa Community College. the Greek Orthodox Church. and
dev.laped residential properties are all on the opposite sides of Manchester Avenue,

Page 1

It is never stressed that only San Elijo Lagoon and vacant parcels are located in the
immediate vicinity. This project would be the first in that area and would be a dangerous
precedent for development near or adjacent to the Lagoon.

I contend that the City of Encinitas is not meeting many of the goals set in the General
Pian and Local Coastal Program. The applicable environmental plans and policies of the
City of Encinitas include the following:

+ General Plan/Local Coastal Program

¢ Protect. maintain, and where feasible gnhance and restore the overall quality of
the coastal zone environment and its natural and artificial resources. While the
current plan incorporates native plantings, grass soccer fields are not part of the
coastal zone natural resources.

¢ Maximize public recreational opportunities in the coastal zone consistent with
sound conservation principles. This project would certainly maximize public
recreational opportunities. but do so at the expense of nature. Hardly consistent
with sound conservation principles. ;

¢ General Plan Land Use Element Goals and Policies

+ Goal 6 ~ Every effort shall be made to ensure that the exiting desirable character
of the communities is maintained. Many, if not most, residents of Qlivenhain do
not agree that a soccer park fits into the community character. especiaily in this
sensitive habitat area.

+ Goal 8 -- Preserve, to the greatest cxtent possible. environmentally and
topographicallv sensitive and constrained areas. This project has been designed to
protect only those parts of the area which are required by law to be protected.

+ Goal 9 - Preserve the existence of present natural open spaces, slopes, bluffs,
lagoon areas. and maintain the sense of spaciousness and semi-rural living within
the I-3 view corridor and within other view corridors, scenic highways and
vista/viewsheds as tdentified in the Resource Management Element. This project
does not preserve the present natural open space.

+ General Plan Resource Management Element Goals and Policies

¢+ Goal 10 - The City will preserve the integrity. function. productivity, and long-
term viability of environmentally sensitive habitats throughout the city, including
kelp beds, ocean recreational areas, coastal water, beaches, lagoons and their
uplands, riparian areas, coastal strand areas, coastal sage scrub and coastal mixed
chaparral habitats. This property is lagoon upland. This project does not preserve
the habitats found on the parcel.

Biological Resources

While the FEIR characterized much of this parcel as ~“disturbed”, the Letters of Comment
submitted by the US Fish and Wildlife Service / California Depariment of Fish and Game
inciude comments which indicate that the land is recovering as a habitat:

5=
2
@
()

i




Mitigation and Monitoring

Must of the monitoring of project mitigation and major use permit conditions will be
done by the City of Encinitas, usually the Community Development Director. Bince the
Community Development Department is the lead agency in developing this project, this
certainly sounds wrong.

I wili close by noting that the San Elijo Lagoon Ecological Preserve and the surrounding
upland areas to the south and west of Manchester Avenue are a precious resource. | hope
they can be treasured as natural open space rather than exploited.

Sincerely.

4’2%( aa/ﬂ /4“"“/

Patricia A. Klaus

Page 4

+ The habitat ranked as very high in terms of habitat value in the Habitat Evaluation
Model developed for the MHCP. This site is directly adjacent to an Ecological
Reserve where the endangered light-footed clapper rail has been documented within
300 feet of the subject property.

+ A pair of threatened coastal California gnateatcher have been observed on-site overa
span of several vears. No other listed species were observed on-site; however, it
should be noted that the subject property abuts an ecological reserve where several
state and/or federally listed species occur such as the light-footed clapperrail.” 7~

Belding's savannah sparrow. California least tem, and the western snowy plover.
Other sensitive vertebrates observed on-site include the orange-throated whiptail and
the San Diego horned lizard. Sensitive plants observed on-site include southwestern
spiny rush and the Torrey Pine.

4+ Gnartcatcher ﬂedg!mgs have been observed in the vicinity (1996) which indicates that

gnateatcher numbers mav be increasing in this area and new territories may have been
established.

Note also that the project plan incorporates 50-150" “buffers™ between the fields and the
wetiand area, and then puts drain pipes through the buffering berms to allow drainage
from soccer fields to alkali meadow.

Noise

In the Letters of Comment, the US Fish and Wildlife Service / California Departmem of
Fish and Game observed the Hllowing:

¢ The sports complex will generate a lot of noise and activity that may be difficult o
confine 10 play field locations.

The city’s noige element identifies that community noise exposure for outdoor spectator
sports are conditionally acceptable w0 70 dB. The FEIR does not indicate that noise
measurements were conducted at any soccer games, much less three simultaneous soccer
games. There is no estimate given for the level of noise which can be expected.

Except for constraining construction noise during gnatcatcher breeding season, all
mitigation measures identified in the FEIR are designed to protect humans from the noise
of the soccer games. There is no mention of the affect of the noise levels on gnatcatchers
outside breeding season, nor is there mention of the affect on other sensitive specxes in
the area.

Visual Quality

The visual quality study seems to have overlooks something very obvious. All the land
visible to the west and south of Manchester Avenue is in a natural state progressing from
weedy upland to lagoon wetlands. Close vour eyes and picture, if you will. one to two
acres of parking lot and [0-12 acres of grass intruding into this area. Will it affect the
visual quality? Yes it willl Now add to that picture a white motor home for a

caretaker. ..

Page 3
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PACSIMILE 619 767-2384

DECEIVE]

To:  Coastal Commission, Gary Cannon JuL 17 2000
From: Fitch Household CALIFRNIA
: A
Pate: 14 1uly 2000 COASTAL COMMISSION
; v . . eSAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT .
Subject: Appeal No. A-6-ENC-00-086Against Encinitas Sponts Park located on the
San Elijo Lagoon

Qur soccer playing houschold is AGAINST allowing the Sports Park in this location for
3 reasons:

1) The plan allows very heavy usc, too deep into the lagoon habitat

2) Encroachments disturbing the banks (like the Del Mar racetrack in that heavily
disturbed lagoon), should be avoided; proximate activities should be passive use.

3) The city bas refused 1o put in writing a promise to never add night lighting (a tenant
of the Qlivenhain community character)

There are many vther reasons; traffic, alternative locations, coordinaton with schools, et
but, in summary, the project should be massively scaled back if atlowed at all

Thanks you for counting our input

PAGE  1/1 ‘
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SAN DIEGO COAST DisSTRICT

California Coastal Commission
7575 Metropolitan Drive, #103
San Diego, CA 92108-4402
Fax: 619-767-2384

July 19, 2000

Reference: Proposed use of land in Encinitas: El Caming Real and Manchester Averne

With this letter { would like to present my firm opinion that the 20 scres south east of
El Camino Real snd Manchester Avenue be acquired as part of the adjscent scological
reserve. | feel strongly that this land should not be used for the proposed sports complex.
It is one of the few locations of high visibility in Encinitas without development. Please
help preserve this land!

I maved to Encinitan is 1976, The City has allowed strip mall developers to devour
mindreds of acres of Iand, why muyst they now take one of the few remsining open spaces
of pature?! If the City of Encinitas waats 10 offer a sports commiex, I ask that they 100k
elsewhere. The spons complex wilt serve the commuunity weil, but I do not feel it should
be built at a sacrifice to the precious few open spaces of nature left in this city.

Sincerely,

1801 Avenids Mimosa
Encinitas, CA 92024

] TELTIDORGY (ONW DRl

L
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Tuly 14, 2000
Solnoa Beach

Dear Coastal Conmmission menbers,

I u to deny the City of Encinitas permission to proceed on the sports complex adjacent to
(m‘:?‘ugrpomhgpuaof)tb%ﬁﬁom Aswummnxm,dzhgoonka‘very
sensithve arcs, aiready highly mpected by “I-5". I much favor the concept of the acreage in
question being added to the reserve.

i i § To
Smb,dmvmoﬂmmmﬁmxﬁlwhhdﬂnhmm&rmempxpdm
ﬁmhamn-nhanmofth&quﬁ-malmmmdumydmmb@ed. I worry about
mcewmemmmmmﬂnbi&iﬁhtbmmdm.ﬁumofﬂn
people themselves. (1 reatize there is a plan for low fmpact lighting).

Myﬁmiynﬂl@ymﬁm.ammwwdomnhmwmtham

development proposed. Additionally, Manchester Ave., foeding into El Camino Real, is one of
mﬁwmgimgmhﬁzmbyvicmy For wildlifs and people, please save this area.

W > Coglone@ el
li e s pBeEIVE])

Kim Cook JUL 1 7 2000
Breat Cook
Savannah Cook cms%:;,“m‘;‘ssm

Cadence Cook SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT

FUL-16-3Q @3:2% PM F-DILAYTON ' 619 3IBB 1329

@[E@’ Jge
JUL1720m

CAUFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISE = ;
. SANDIEGO COAST By ._:
SERIFCT: PROPOSED 7ONING CHANGE TO ALLOW A “SPORTS COMPI EX™ TO RE
BUILT ADJACENT TOQ SAN ELIJO L AGOON ECOLOGICAL PARK

TO CALIFORNIA COSTAL COMMISSION FAX: (619} 767.2384

FROM: FRANK & SHIRLEY LAYTON FAX: (858) 350-1329

WE HAVE BEEN RESIDENTS OF SOLANA BEACH SINCE 1976, WHEN WE PUREHASED
OUR HOMT: ON SANTA HIDALGA. OUR HOME OVER LOOKS AND IS ADJACENT TO
THE SOUTH SIDE OF THE SAN ELIJO LAGOON COUNTY PARK & LCOLOGICAL
RESERVE.

OVER THE YEARS WE HAVE SEEN A GRADUAL DECREASE [N THE MIGRATING
WATER FOUL( DUCKS AN GEFSE), USE OF THE LAGOON, :

{118 VERY FASY 70O MAKE A DIRFCT CORRELATION 10 THE INCREASE OF
TRAFFIC ON MANCHESTER AVE, AND THE DECREASE IN THE AMOUNT OF TITR
MIGRATING WATER FOUL WHICH STILL UTILIZE THE LAGOON.

WE ARE AFRAID THAT THE PEOPLE WHUY ARF NOW ABOUT TO MAKE THE
DECISION ON THE PROPOSLD DEVELOPMENT OF A “SPORTS COMPLEX™ ADIACENT
T0 SAN ELHO LAGOON ARF NOT AWARE OF TUE CONSFQUENCES OF SUCH A
DEVELOPMENT DIRECTLY ADJACENT 113 THL WILD LIFE ECOLIOXHCAL RESERVE

I BAVE NEVER SEEN A “SPORTS COMPLEX™ ANYWHERE THAT DOFS NOT
GRENFRATE LARGE VOLUMLS OF TRAFFIC,NOISE, AND CONGLSTION IN ORDER T0
ACCOMODATE THE COMING AND GOMNG OF THE PEOPLE WHO FRFQUENT IT.THIS
WOULD ALL BE DONE ON MANCHESTER AVE ABOVE AN REYOND THU ACTIVITY
IN THE 20 ACRE DEVELOPMENT. OF COURSE, THI: MAJOR USE OF A “SPORTS
COMPLEX" IS TO HAVE ORGANIZED GAMES AND ACTIVITIES WHICT! Wi,
EVENTUALLY REQUIRE NIGHT TIME USE WHICH WILL NECFSSITATE LIGITTS AND
MORE CONGESTION. : :

ITREALLY DOESN'T TAKE A ROCKET SCIENTIST TO SEE WHY THIS DEVELOPMENT
WOULD BE DEVASTATING FOR THE CURRENT INTENDED USE OF THE LAGOON. IT
IS ALS0 VERY EASY TO SEL WHY [1{E INTENDED DEVELOPEKRS BEHIND THIS
PROJECT WANT TIUS PARTICULAR PROPERTY, IT IS CHEAPER AND MUCH CLOSER
TOTHE POPULATION MASS OF NORTH COUNTY THAN 20 ACRES OF PROPERTY
FURTHER NORTH AND EAST OF SOLANA BEACH AND ENCINITAS.

YESTERDAY, THERE WAS A COYOTE TRAVERSING TIHE LAGOON. CAN YOU
IMAGINF THF. REACTION OF CITLDRFN WHEN ACCOSTED BY A WILD ANIMAL?
BOTH THE WILDERNESS AND THE CHILDREN CAN SURVIVE, BUT NOT IN CLOSE

‘%7' fp“‘j A %r /LQ ,;{Z,& ?(%
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Date;:  Joly 14, 2000

PECSIVE]) :' RECEIVE

JUL 1 4 2000 CAUFORNIA
; COASTAL COMPAISSION
To:  California Coastal Commission CALIFORMIA T0; Culifoin o SAN DIEGO COnst NSTRICT
Saa Disgo, CA COASTAL COMMISSION tia Coustal R :
Pax: 519-767-2384 SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT FROM: Tudith Dotan
From: . Slems Thompeon DATE: Ry 13, 2000

Re:  Spets Commler- Encinitns Wetland, CA SUBJECT:  Eacinias Spons Complex

writing 10 enconrage you 1B tovended use of the area an Manchester Road in Encinitas » ’
s wo T The proposed Encinitad spors comphex would ovcupy Tand that includes wettands of the San Elijo Lagoon,
Turge you o protect this.visible md ictogically sesicive site for fuure genceations.
This preciovs piece of ming wee laad is fust that- precious, and a “wetdand’. 1t hosts the landrark ;
Tm?mis“wmaawwmnmwwmtmxmmmww :
arens in coastal nocth county, not to menson Califorma, JM:

pressare i i : 309 N.iSolana Hills Dr. #89
As mounts (o buiki on mon god more of what littde coastal lancly we have remaimiog, wo :
enoouTEgE YR W pRoiect whiat GanRot prot=ct toelf mad to discourage the continend development Solanx Beach, CA 92075

and 2xploitation of our remaining opernt SPALE.

x'mma@mmmnmkmmrmmmmh&mm.

mmmmmwmw«mmmmmmm.mmmmm
locations, Your decisians tody set a preosdent for 10marTow. :

e

760.436.4392
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£§i9 s -967-
To:  Caastal Commission

From: Fitch Household

Date: 5 April 2000

Subject; Against Encinitas Sports Park located on the San Elijo Lagoon

Our soccer playing household is AGAINST allowing the Sports Park in this location for
3 reasons:

1) The plan allows very heavy use, too decp into the lagoon habitat

2} Encroachments disturbing the banks (like the Del Mar racetrack in that heavily
disturbed lagoon), should be avoided; proximate activities should be passive use,

3) The city has refused to put in writing a promise to never add night lighting (a tenant
of the Olivenhain community character)

There are many other reasons; traffic, alternative locations, coordination with schools, ete
but. in summary, the project should be massively scaled back if allowed at all

Thanks you for counting our input

gk S )
BEEIV R
J

APR 05 2000
CALFCRNIA
COAmhtqmmws

DIEGO COAST Dréneier

i1

Appeal 0. 4-3-313-20-088

dr. ary Ssprron

california Joastal Tonmlissicn
7578 ‘evronolitan Irive

Sulte 103 o o
31 Diago, Ca. 92108-4402

L

Jesr Mr. Jeanont

i85 2 comeazrned zal inlorued ecitlzen, I wish to reg}ster
ny strongest ojposition to ;;is;.;}xi.\:.ed slans to is":efsp S
so-called sports jark nex:t to The currsat scologlcal
raserve Li Jan ZZljo Lagood.

Since 1948, I nave lived most ol u

San Diego Jounty and have ss-n ths

o ze=ay of our most vital and prec

under the uzual wuisplaced title of

If thers is any iten which this sr:l:‘e_a-"‘“a}:ea dozs gl_g_iz_"na?a,
it i3 more aspnowit ond concrste and aeztarm.inmep.u at
ths expense of our lrrsplanesadble natural rescurcess,

Since ay retirszant 13 Jsars o 0,*2 QL }iv;e;ivi:n T
vizited all 20 stetes and aave witnesssd zuch ,,‘:milew
21l cruel destruction of our pristize snd bountiful
0pan Spaces,

I aa utterly szazed at the short-sightednesﬁ of fcha f}:}ffenﬁ
Encinttas City Counclil and other so-—ce‘.llgd rapresentalive
poiies and agencles who should be oroteciing tne’uual
interests, no% only of our curreat clti:zary, dYat cur
great Geaeraticons To Cone.

Cne nesdd no science or ecolegy 4egres Yo recoghiﬂ..’;; t’p_gt
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L .. Dr. Jack R, Estes
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COASTAL COMMISSION
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT

Calitornia Coastal Commission
7375 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103
San Diego, CA - 92108-4402

Appeal No. A-6-ENC-00-086
Agengon: Gary Cannon

Deur Mr. Cannon:

1 am writing to you and the Coastal Commission to express my oppesition to the proposed sports park in
Encinitas on the edge ot the San Elijo Lagoon. My oppositien especailt needs to be brought 10 vour attention
since | iutially signed the pedoon supportng the project. My knowledge of the region ar the ome was
rudimentary, and. as soon as a friend gave me more complete derals on the proposed locaton, I regretted
signing and have been looking for 2 way since o remove my support.

As 2 civil engineer and planner involved in the water environment (with graduar: degrees in Sustainability),
T bave further concerns which revolve around the way the proposed project was presented to me. These means
(essentully biased/incomplete wnformation) led me 1o the conclusion thar it was further from the Lagoon and
would have fewer impacts than [ now believe would occur. This is potentally a greater 1ssue, as [ am concerned
about how manv ather people signed the petiion under a similar set of {mislimpressions

Please also openiy acknowledge the political pressure currenty being applied to the San Eljo Lagoon
Conservancy {hstone protector of the Lagoon) by the Encinitas Council, in order to restrict SELCs ability to
voice the concerns and opposttion w0 the project of their members and others.

I am now strongly opposed to this project, both as an Encinitas resident, and as a conscientious engineer
working locally and hevond to assist all development in becoming more Sustainable. I urge vou to reject this

project on the above grounds and thar, in the long run, it will harm cather than enhance our community’s
environment and hence our community.

Sincerely,

vy

SR

. Linda Flournoy

PS. Please, do unt use my name withour first contacung me for permission.

83T STRATFORD DRIVE « EMNCINITAS  CA « 92u2s

WORA PITONE: (760 338.7755 « EAN: Tguy 338-T40t
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CAUFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT

April 6, 2000

California Coastal Commission
San Diego Coast Area

3111 Camino del Rio North
Suite 200

San Diego, CA 92108-1725

Regarding the Manchester Sports Complex Project in Encinitas:

Please do not approve this project! The comer of the city proposed for this sports
complex, is one of the last natural and undeveloped spots in Encinitas. Itis an
inappropriate site on which to build sports fields, restrooms. and parkx_ng lots. Part
of the site is in the floodpiain, Here is an undisturbed area that is used only by
birds and other wildlife and it should remain so.

We implore you to step forward and be the protectors of this beautiful L'md and put
a stop to this proposed development. It is up to you, the Coastal Commission, to
do the right thing and call a halt to those who would pave over and deswoy every
bit of natural, undeveloped land in the city, not to mention the county.

If you allow this land to be developed, it’s gone forever.

Phyllis and Chet Atlas
2139 Ranch View Terrace
Olivenhain, CA 92024
760-753-2610
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July 17, 2000

California Coastal Commission
7575 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103
San Diego, CA 92108-4402

Re: Appeal No. A-6-ENC-00-086
Attention; Garv Cannon

. We are strongly opposed to the development by the city of Encinitas of a sports park on
land adjacent to the San Elijo Ecological Preserve.

We live close to the Preserve. and recognize how rare and special is this prime habitat for
wildlife, which is increasingly threatened by people pressures. The area of the proposed
development is a seamiess extension of the werlands and chapparal environment so vital
to creatures of the estuary. Soccer fields can be located elsewhere, but migrant birds and
resident wildlife in southern California have nowhere else to go.

Regardiess of the city’s assurance that night lighting would be banned and “people”
access limited during the spring breeding season, the difficulties are enormous in
maintaining either provision. Most importantly, the loss to habitat would be bevond
reckoning. With all our hearts, we urge that this appeal by the city be denied.

Sincerely,

Pk, FEEL.

Mac and Audrey tt
2530 San Elijo Ave.,
Cardiff, CA 92007
760/ 944-7324
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., From: Shandra Pickering
Home owner adjacent to the proposed Sports Park.

W W WM 20 Manchester Ave., Encinitas. Ca.
g 09 C:ﬁf/ 9 a ! O 8 Dear Commissioners. .

+ \ { am not in favor of the use of the San Elijo Lagoon for a so-catled “Sports Park”, for the t“ollowmg
g ; 7 ', reasons:
o 9.Mf/ @ m@ 7

To: The California Coastal Commissioners

I Impact on the environment. This one of a kind bird and wildlife sanctuary. could be adversely
affected by the noise and traffic that loud and repeated. soccer games would create. where there has
never. ever been activity of any HUMAN kind before. This is now 2 protected haven for countless
species of birds and animals. which call these wetlands, home. Not to mention the migratory birds.
that fly the coastal zone. to and from Mexico and Canada, How they are to survive this intervenuon.
fas not becn studies or is known. Undl there is a berter understanding of how to best preserve. not
just use this aren. perhaps it is best to leave it asis. Any kind of human development could damage
this ecosystem. V

2. The road near this “Sports Park™ has become a traffic nightmare. replete with gridlock and accidents.
‘There is not a weil-planned turn out or in. to the parking arca as [ understand it. The traffic flow will
be future bortle necked at the near by traffic lights. with tum arounds to and from the park and
freeway. Without a well-planned easy access area for the cars. coming and going, sither south or north
on Manchester Ave. it could certainiy become problematic for any emergency “ehicle to service, as
well.

3. While the idea for this “Sports Park™ as it is being called. might sound fine 1o most, it is neither an all
sports facility nor is it a park. This area would serve only those piaying soccer, While this is the
current and most popular sport, how can one predict its popularity in 140 yrs? This is not a park for all
the citizens of Encinitas to use. This is an exclusive use area that only betters a small minority of the
peopie in this city. While a park in the true sense of the word. invites all. voung and oid. to enjoy its
placement, for no particular reason. but for just being there. Oncalsohopesthaxbwnscofnsnm
proximity 10 the freeway, that it doesn’t become 3 gang hang out,

4. Umtil the city has a greater and long term plan for it's wetlands and the state of Califorria has aflocated
funds for such areas. the San Elijo Lagoon and it's outlined areas should be protected from any z\pcof
development. what 50 ever.

Thank you for allowing me to share my thoughts and concerns.

Sta~ta P(,w:&%

Shandra Pickering

) ‘ o
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3637 Manchester Ave.
Encinitas, Ca. 92024

March 23, 2000

Ms. Diane Langager -

Community Development Department
505 South Vulcan Ave.

Encinitas, Ca. 92024

Dear Ms. Langager:

As a resident of Manchester Avenue west I wish to express
my desire that the Encinitas Planning Commission not approve
the sports park, case #96-127 MUP/CDP/EIA. I believe that the
proposed park will crezte traffic problems along Manchestar
Avenue. I also believe thai the park will affect the natural
habitat of many species of birds and other small animals,
especially the gnat catcher.

At a time when many local zoning boards are looking to
recover natural wetlands I believe our Encinitas Planning
Commission should not be looking to develop this type of land.
I believe natural areas, such as this site, should be allowed
to remain in their existing pristine state.

Yours truly,

o7

Yo N, > ;

e BUPIL S S I
Rosalind Beasley /

(760) 632-7082
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RE: Manchester Ave Sncorte Park

¥y name g Mary Azn Vecd, I live on nreverty adicini

ing
the rrencsed SPCRTS PiRK. My srandfsthner idam Wiegand

bought this nroverty in 18J1. My fatker 1ived on this
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seeing desr come down ths wsterway and grazing with the
cattle, ’

¥e need the quiet so thzt we may hear scmething else
than the noise of tr=ffic.

Sincerely,

Mary Ann Wisgand ¥ood
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March 14, 2000

Diane Langager

City of Encinitas

Community Development Dept.
507 S. Vulcan

Encinitas, CA 92024

RE: Manchester Sports Park (#96-127MUP/CDFP/EI4)
Dear Ms Langager,

I am opposed to the Manchester Sports Park. It is in a dangerous
location.

It will create more traffic, noise and pollution, which will disturb the
wildlife and the lagoon.

3‘;/é”oq ,
/84 207
CW@ %eoo‘i

We need to keep this area as natural open space. )

Sincerely, W Wg p
ﬂ‘@»ﬁ” v Wm,z
Gwen Terry ; i V’G/M/{W‘:@Wﬁ % o}

311 Trailview Road
Encinitas, CA 92024
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Nadine L. Scott
550 Hoover St.
Oceanside CA 32054

760-757-6685
e-mail: deannie@nctimes.net

7-25-00

California Coastal Commission
Attn: Gary Cannon

7575 Metropolitan Dr., Ste. 103
San Diego CA 92108-4402

re: Appeal No. A-8-ENC -00-086- Opposition to Proposed Project

To the Coastal Commission

I would like to voice my opposition to the proposed project an the San Elijo Lagoon;
this is one of our last beautiful estaurine areas in Southern California and should be
protected at ALL costs.

As we all know, over 90% of our wetlands have disappeared in California. Why
would the Commission even consider such a project when Encinitas has many, many more
desirable sites that would not negatively affect this wetlands environment?

1 grew up in Encinitas and am certain there are many other site options that were not

consciously nor seriously explored by the City of Encinitas. | love kids and can see that

soccer fields would be a good addition to this rapidly urbanizing city, BUT NOT AT THE
PROPOSED LOCATION!

Veg truly yours,

Nadine L. Scott

cpy: fite




Mr. Gary Cannon
California Coastal Commission
7575 Metropolitan Dnve

Suite 103

San Diego, CA 92108-4402

September 1, 2000

Regarding Appeal A-8-ENC-00-086, Please Reject This Proposal.

Dear Mr. Cannon:

We are writing this letter to urge you t¢ vote against having a ball park placed in the immediate
vicinity of Manchester Lagoon. With the explosive development occcurring in San Diego North
County, very littte undisturbed land remains to offer a wildlife refuge. A ball park will attract lots
of people and lots of noise very close to the lagoon, and will have a large negative impact on the
quickly diminishing indigenous wiidlife remaining in Southern Coastal California. The area
shouid be preserved as open space continuing {o provide a small buffer from the encroaching
population.

Additionally, a ball park will negatively affect the surrounding area based upon increased noise,
traffic, etc. If this land must be used... it should be developed into a park area that will serve all
the people of North county, not just a few ball players.

We sincerely hope that this letter is not too late to influence you. And we sincerelv hope that you
will regect the bal park gioposal.

Sincerely,

— / Jm(w

oy /,
-~ Joseph & Susan Conway

1224 Calle Christopher
Encinitas, CA 92024




Revised Project Description
and Wetland Enhancement

RECOED ? ACKET COPY Plan Submitted by City

Encinitas
August 24, 2000

Mr. Gary Cannon

California Coastal Commission, San Diego District
7575 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103

San Diego, CA 92108-4402

SUBJECT: Manchester Park Commission Appeal No. A-6-ENC-00-086; City of Encinitas
Case No. 96-127 MUP/CDP/EIA.

Dear Gary:

This is in regard to the June 27, 2000 information regarding the appeal notification for the
Manchester Park project; Commission Appeal No. A-6-ENC-00-086. The City Council
approved a Major Use Permit, a Coastal Development Permit and a 4(d) Habitat Loss Permit for
the proposed Manchester Park Project on June 6, 2000 with conditions as stipulated in
Resolution No. 2000-39. The project design approved by the Council included three playing
fields, a parking lot/drop off area, picnic areas, a playground, restrooms, two creek crossings,
creeK stabilization/widening, a walking trail and a vehicular access road. Field and security
lighting was prohibited as part of the project approval (Condition SC11). Additionally, the
project was conditioned whereby park use is limited to passive recreational activities on the west
side of the creek from March 1 through June 30 of each year. Furthermore, if the Least Bell’s
Vireo is found to be present on-site during said period, the entire site shall be closed.

Based on our meeting with Coastal Commission staff on July 26, 2000, project plans were
modified to address Coastal staff concerns related to potential impacts to riparian wetlands and
the alkali marsh as well as potential conflicts with the City’s certified Local Coastal Program.
Project revisions include the following:

1) The creek crossings were consolidated into a single multi-purpose (vehicular and
pedestrian) span bridge with all bridge improvements located within disturbed upland
areas. The crossing is located at the narrowest point of Lux Canyon Creek over the
existing grouted concrete rubble cover which protects an existing 30” water line in an
area characterized as unvegetated channel.

2) * Proposed improvements for the vehicular access road along the southern propertyline
were eliminated. Existing access for periodic maintenance, which typically occurs on an
annual basis, will continue over existing ground.
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3)

The Lux Canyon Creek Habitat Creation, Restoration and Enhancement Plan was
developed to further define the scope of work associated with Lux Canyon Creek
improvements. Areas proposed for stabilization were reduced from the original project
design and are limited to approximately 225 linear feet on the east side of the creek and
50 feet on the west side of the creek in the vicinity of the existing Torrey Pine tree.

The following attachments are included herein to further describe and depict the project
modifications and to provide response/clarification to the appeal issues:

Manchester Sports Park Issues Matrix

Lux Canyon Creek Habitat Creation, Restoration and Enhancement Plan dated August
2000

Lux Canyon Creek Enhancement/Conceptual Revegetation Plan (Full Size) (11”7 x 17”
reduction is included in the above report)

Modified Project Design Site Plan dated 8/18/2000 (Full size and 11” x 17” reduced
version)

As we discussed three sets of the attachments are included at this time; additional copies will be
submitted in September.

Thank you for the opportunity to address the subject project at this time. Hopefully the enclosed
information will assist you in preparing the agenda report for the upcoming hearing. If you have
any additional concerns or questions in regard to this matter please do not hesitate to contact me
at (760) 633-2714.

Sincerely,

c-—-"—"m’\/M & 2 30‘
Diane S. Langager
Associate Planner

(S oN

Kerry Miller, City Manager

Sandy Holder, Community Development Director

Dave Wigginton, Community Services Dir.

June Collins, Dudek & Associates

Glenn Schmidt, Schmidt Design '
Nancy Lucast, Lucast Consulting

Mayor and City Council Members

DLE 00-031(8/24/00)



MANCHESTER SPORTS PARK APPFEAL - ISSUES MATRIX

RESPGNSE/CLARIHCAT!ON f

REFERENCE DOCUMENTS

0.02 - 0.04 acre riparian
wetland affected

The certified EIR concludes that no wetland would be
affected by the project. The modified project design
consolidates both pedestrian and vehicular crossing of
Lux Canyon Creek to a single crossing. The single
crossing would be located at the narrowest point of Lux
Canyon Creek, in an area characterized as unvegetated
channel; the crossing would be located over an existing
30" water line which is located under a grouted,
concrete, rubble protective cover. At this location, a
span bridge would be provided. All bridge improvements
would be located within disturbed upland areas. There
would be no direct effects to wetiand habitat. Since the
crossing would be over an unvegetated channel, in a
location where a protective cover of grouted, concrete,
rubble has been placed in the channel, potential indirect
effects from shading of existing habitat would be

| avoided.

®  Preface to the Final EIR, pg. 2;

®  Addendum to the Final EIR, pg. 4-2;

® Lux Canyon Creek Habitat Creation, and
Restoration Enhancement Plan (August 2000)

® Modified Project Design Site Plan (August
2000)

1. Wan, Kehoe
2.  Wan, Kehoe

Bank stabilization proposed
in Lux Canyon Creek

Activities associated with Lux Canyon Creek would be
limited to those associated with the Lux Canyon Creek
Habitat Creation, Restoration and Enhancement Plan.
Bank stabilization activities are proposed only to protect
the existing fandmark Torrey Pine tree adjacent to the
creek and all stabilization activities would occur above
the high water mark of the creek. Within the Lux Canyon
Creek Habitat Creation, Restoration and Enhancement
Plan, stabilization activities would be fimited to
approximately 225 finear feet on the east side of the
creek and 50 feet on the west side of the creek, in the

®  Preface to the Final EIR, Table 1, pg. 2

®  [uxCanyon Creek Enhancement Plan (August
2000)

® Modified Project Design Site Plan (August
2000)
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MANCHESTER SPORTS PARK APPEAL - ISSUES MATRIX

ISSUE

| RESPONSE/CLARIFICATION

| REFERENCE DOCUMENTS

vicinity of the existing Torrey Pine tree. This extent of
stabilization would be less than the 65% of the creek
area anticipated in the certified EIR. Stabilization would
consist of placement of a rock blanket over the existing
slope above the ordinary high water mark. Larger rocks
would be placed over the rock blanket with upright PVC
placed in spaces between the larger rocks to provide
containers for planting. The stabilized area would be
backfilled, planted with willow cuttings, hydro seeded,
and provided temporary imigation. When plantings
mature, the stabilized bank would appear as a natural
slope.

3. Wan, Kehoe

Application of open space
easement not proposed to
preserve wellands and their
buffers

City approval requires that an open space easement be
dedicated on the buffers and open space areas adjacent
to and including the alkali marsh. In addition, the City

| will accept an additional condition as part of the Coastal

Permit to add this restriction to Lux Canyon Creek and
associated buffers,

@  Condition SC8, Resolution of Approval (2000-
39)

® New condition to be included in Coastal
Permit

4, Wan, Kehoe

Project would filt 250 sq.1t.
of satt water marsh for
vehicle access road.

The modified project design eliminates this project
improvement. Existing access for periodic maintenance
(approximately annual} of the manhole will continue over
existing ground.

® Modified Project Design Site Plan (August
2000)

5. Wan, Kehoe

Conflict with RM Policy
10.4

The property has been acquired and the onsite portion of
Lux Canyon Creek ins is public ownership. As noted in
Item 3 of this matrix, the creek corridor will be preserved
and protected in an open space easement.

®  Resolution of Approval (2000-39)
®  Matrix tem 3
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MANCHESTER SPORTS PARK APPEAL — ISSUES MATRIX

APPELLANT ISSUE RESPONSE/CLARIFICATION REFERENCE DOCUMENTS
6. Mils Concemn regarding right- | The traffic analysis determined thatthe proposed access | ®  Final EIR, Section 4.3, pg. 64
tum only access plan would operate effectively, consistent with other
projects along El Camino Real, and acceptable levels of
service would result. The project will provide for tum
pockets and signal phasing at affected intersections to
facilitate U-tumns.
7. Mils Emergency vehicles Emergency Vehicle access will be provided viathe multi- | ®  Modified Project Design Site Plan (August
purpose bridge depicted on the site plan. 2000)
8. Mils Planting plans not | No alkali marsh would be affected by the project and | ®  Preface to the Final EIR, pg. 1 and Table 1
indigenous to alkali marsh | therefore, no alkali marsh habitat is proposed to be {pgs. 1and 2)
created; buffer plantings on the 4'-6' berm adjacentto | ®  Final EIR, Response to Comments #5
alkali marsh would be natives compatible with alkali | ®  Modified Project Design Site Plan (August
marsh habitat. As shown on the project site plan, native 2000)
alkali marsh plant materials will be used on the lower
portion of the side of the berm facing the alkali marsh.
8. Mils Gnatcatcher habitat | No coastal sage scrub habitat will be affected by the | ®  Preface to the Final EIR, pg. 2 and Table 1,
removed without mitigation | project.  Effects on gnatcatcher foraging habitat pg. 2
(isocoma scrub) will be mitigated ata 2:1 ratio including | ®  Final EIR Response to Comment #4
1.34 acres of onsite conservation and 2.46 acres of
offsite purchase within an established mitigation bank.
10. Mills Split rail fence would not | The buffer design incorporates split rail fence with rails | ®  Final EIR Response to Comment #5
provide protection for | spaced to prevent penetration by soccer balls as well as
gcological reserve dense, difficult to penetrate plantings and a
comprehensive signing programs. Construction fencing
is also proposed. The combination of these features will
sufficiently restrict access to the ecological reserve.
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MANCHESTER SPORTS PARK APPEAL — ISSUES MATRIX

in sensitive areas adjacent
creek and lagoon.

incorporate features torestrict and control human activity

in proximity to the creek and lagoon, including:

®  Site development limited to 3 soccer fields (2
regulation fields and 1 smaller field) to
accommodate onsite habitat preservation and
incorporation of buffers. :

®  Basketball and tennis courts eliminated

®  Single crossing span bridge at Lux Canyon Creek

@ Buffers at alkali marsh, Lux Canyon Creek,
southem SWS area

®  No lighting

® Comprehensive habitat signing program

® Restrictions on use are incorporated in the
conditions of approval for the project including
elimination of field use for 4 months during the
year (March 1 - June 30), a period of time that
generally coincides with the breeding season for
the California gnatcatcher; restrictions on all uses
east of Lux Canyon Creek and passive uses only
west of Lux Canyon Creek during this peried; and
elimination of all uses during the breeding season
for least Bell's vireo if vireos are observed on the

property.

lIssuE ' RESPONSE/CLARIFICATION | REFERENCE DOCUMENTS
11. Mills inconsistency with | The approved project prohibits all field and security | ® Condition SC11, Resolution of Approval
: Olivenhain Dark Skies | lighting, therefore, there would be no conflict with the (2000-39)
policy dark skies policy.
12. Mills Too much human activity | The approved project and modified project design

®  Modified Project Design Site Plan (August
2000)

® Condition SC26, Resolution of Approval
(2000-39)
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MANCHESTER SPORTS PARK APPEAL - ISSUES MATRIX

| ISSUE. RESPONSE/CLARIFICATION | REFERENCE DOCUMENTS
13. Femald Biological impacts on Lux | See matrixitems 1, 2, 8, 9, 10. See matrix items 1, 2, 8, 9, 10.
Canyon Creek, lagoon,
wetlands and uplands
14. Femald Visual impacts on scenic | No structures or lighting are proposed that would | ®  Modified Project Design Site Plan (August
highways significantly atter views of the site from nearby 2000)
roadways. The primary natural and visual features ofthe | ®  Lux Canyon Creek Plan (August 2000)
site, the alkali marsh area, Lux Canyon Creek, and the
existing landmark Torrey Pine tree would remain and
would continue to be visible for travelers on roadways.
15. Femald Too much human activity | See matrix ltem 12 See matrix item 12
16. Femald Deficiency of passive | The project would add passive parkland within the City | ®  Modified Project Design Site Plan (August
parkland in Encinitas of Encinitas the project design includes a walking trail 2000)
and picnic available for use during normal park hours. | ®  Resolution of Approval (2000-39)
Additionally, as noted in matrixitem 12, during 4 months | ®  Matrix item 12
of the year the park would be available exclusively for
passive park uses. ,
17. Nanninga Wrong place for project | See Matrix items 1, 2, 8, 9, 10, 12. Three alternative | ®  Final EIR, pgs. 129 - 132
due to impacts on ecology | sites were considered for the project. it was concluded
of lagoon that two of the sites would have equal or greater impacts
to biological resources. The third site would avoid
impacts to biological resources, however, the City was
unable to successfully negotiate to acquire the property.
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LUX CANYON CREEK
HABITAT ENFIANCEMENT PLAN

1.0 INTRODUCTION

On June 6, 2000, the City of Encinitas City Council approved development of the City
of Encinitas Sports Complex — Manchester Avenue on an 18.9-acre site within the city’s
Community of Olivenhain. The site is approximately two miles east of the Pacific Ocean.
Manchester Avenue forms the westernmost project boundary. El Camino Real is
approximately 750 feet north of the project site. The San Elijo Lagoon Ecological Reserve
forms the eastern and southern boundaries. The site is generally flat with onsite topography
ranging from 35 feet above mean sea level (amsl) at the northern project boundary to 20 feet
amsl at the southern project boundary. Figures 1 and 2 present regional and vicinity maps of
the project site.

The predominant hydrological feature of the site is a portion of Lux Canyon Creek
that flows north to south through the central portion of the site. The area of the entire Lux
Canyon watershed is approximately 600 acres. Flow enters the site through an existing
double 60-inch diameter concrete mortar pipe culvert system crossing below Manchester
Avenue along the Lux Canyon streambed onto a concrete apron and rip-rap section.

Immediately downstream of the culvert, the flow from Lux Canyon drops off steeply
to a wash approximately 20 feet deep and 60 feet across the top. This wash gradually
decreases in depth and width as the stream flows south across the site. One area along the
stream channel has been reinforced with grouted, concrete rubble, most likely in an effort to
protect a 30-inch underground waterline that traverses the site near the lagoon (see Figure 5).

The existing culvert drainage system drains approximately 402 acres and has 50-year
flood flow of approximately 422 cfs. The 100-year storm under natural ground conditions
is 403 cfs. Under the existing conditions (1990) the 100-year flood is 584 cfs, with an
ultimate flow of 645 cfs for full buildout of the watershed (Cook 1991). Since 1991, there
hasn’t been development in the area that would change these estimates.

The proposed project would develop the site with a variety of uses including three
soccer fields (two regulation and one non-regulation); trails and picnic area; a
pedestrian/service vehicle crossing of Lux Canyon Creek, designed and located to avoid
impacts to wetland habitat; and a 137-space parking lot.

LK 2695-01
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Lux Canyon Creek € Habitat Enhancement Plan

As described in the certified EIR for the project (Case No. 96-127, SCH No.
96081042), both direct and indirect impacts to resources associated with the San Elijo Lagoon
Ecological Reserve and Lux Canyon Creek would be avoided or reduced to a level below
significance with features incorporated in the project design. With respect to Lux Canyon
Creek, improvements in the vicinity of the creek would be limited to a single pedestrian/
vehicle crossing at the narrowest part of the creek, in an area characterized as unvegetated
channel. In conjunction with this crossing, a habitat creation, restoration and enhancement
plan is proposed (see Figure 7).

2.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Lux Canyon Creek traverses the site in a north/south direction for a distance of
approximately 650 feet. Onsite, the width of the creek ranges from approximately 25 feet
to 85 feet.

Mapping conducted by DUDEK biologists from February 1992 to September 1997,
characterized vegetation within Lux Canyon Creek as southern willow scrub and unvegetated
channel habitats.

o Southern Willow Scrub: Holland (1986) describes southern willow scrub as a
dense, broad-leafed, winter-deciduous riparian thicket dominated by several
willow species (Salix spp.), with scattered emergent Fremont cottonwood
(Populus fremontia) and sycamores (Platanus racemosa). Willow density typically
inhibits the development of a diverse understory.

Onsite, this community is present within Lux Canyon Creek. The drainage
supports a dense band of young arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis), approximately
2-3 m tall. Interspersed with the willow within the drainage are small patches
of coast and Valley freshwater marsh dominated by several species of rushes,
including southwestern spiny rush (Jumcus acutus var. sphaerocarpus), Mexican
rush (Juncus mexicana), and mariposa rush (Juncus dubius). Also present are
cattail (Typha sp.) and a few scattered individuals of mule fat (Baccharis
salicifolia) and acacia (Acacia sp.). In 1997, southern willow scrub occupied
approximately 0.39 acre of the site.

DUDEK
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Lux Canyon Creek € Habitat Enhancement Plan

] Unvegetated Channel: Unvegetated channel is not a native plant community
(Holland 1986). It is a habitat type that develops within topographically well-
defined drainage where surface and/or subsurface water is not reliable enough
to support a riparian community, or where flows scour and remove the
vegetation.

In 1997, onsite, approximately one-half of Lux Canyon Creek was considered
unvegetated channel. Apparently, vegetation was removed from the channel
historically. At that time, a narrow band of willows was in the process of
recovering. In 1997, unvegetated channel occupied 0.67 acre of the site.

DUDEK performed site visits on August 1st, 10th, and 15th 2000 to review and
photo-document the site, perform a wetland delineation, and determine the ordinary high
water line. Figures 3 to 5 present photographs depicting existing conditions (August 2000) on
site within and adjacent to Lux Canyon Creek. During the site visit, DUDEK biologists
observed some changes in the vegetation since the original biological survey was conducted.
First, the portion of the creek south of the water utility line, on the west side of the creek,
that was previously mapped as unvegetated channel, has since recovered to young, high
quality, southern willow scrub habitat with a freshwater marsh component. This entire area
is within the "Riparian Corridor" designated for preservation as part of the project site plan;
therefore, there is no need to plant or seed this area as part of the creek enhancement plan.
DUDEK mapped the limits of the recovered vegetation with a GPS unit accurate to within
three feet. The updated vegetation mapping is depicted in Figure 6 and has been used as the
basis for this habitat enhancement plan. The previously unvegetated portion of the channel
bottom located immediately north of the 30" water pipeline has since revegetated with a mix
of non-native and native species. The predominant non-native species include annual grasses
(Bromus and Avena ssp.), fennel, and hottentot fig. The predominate native species include
western ragweed (Ambrosia psilostachya) and coast golden bush (Isocoma menziesis). DUDEK
visually estimated the cover to be 50% non-native and 50% native. The channel banks are
either barren, or very sparsely vegetated with a mix of upland non-native species. This
portion of the channel bottom will not be affected by the project.

& ASSOCIATES, INC.
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Lux Canyon Creek € Habitat Enhancement Plan

In addition, there are approximately four more Torrey pines (Pinus torreyana)present
on the site that were not previously mapped. Most are in the six to ten feet tall range and
growing on or just outside the creek banks. These trees were probably seedlings during the
time of the original survey. DUDEK has indicated the location of these trees on the updated
vegetation map (see Figure 6). One eight-foot tall Torrey pine will be required to be removed
and replanted as it is within the proposed wetland creation area. The rest of the trees are
within the riparian corridor and will be avoided/protected during the revegetation effort.

3.0 PROPOSED HABITAT CREATION, RESTORATION AND

ENHANCEMENT PLAN

Activities associated with Lux Canyon Creek would be limited to those associated
with the Lux Canyon Creek Habitat Creation, Restoration and Enhancement Plan. Bank
stabilization activities are proposed only to protect the existing landmark Torrey Pine tree
adjacent to the creek and all stabilization activities would occur above the high water mark
of the creek. Stabilization activities would be limited to approximately 225 linear feet on the
east side of the creek and 50 feet on the west side of the creek, in the vicinity of the existing
Torrey Pine tree. This extent of stabilization would be less than the 65% of the creek area
anticipated to be stabilized in the certified EIR. Stabilization would consist of placement of
a rock blanket over the existing slope above the ordinary high water mark. Larger rocks
would be placed over the rock blanket with upright PVC placed in spaces between the larger
rocks to provide containers for planting. The stabilized area would be backfilled, planted
with willow cuttings, hydro-seeded, and provided temporary irrigation. When plantings
mature, the stabilized bank would appear as a natural slope.

The proposed enhancement plan for the Lux Canyon Creek riparian area includes
creating 0.17 acre of new wetland habitat, creating a 50-foot wide buffer zone on both sides
of the creek, removing exotics from the existing habitat, and restoring 0.07 acre of southern
willow scrub (see Figure 7).

A 225 feet long section of creek is proposed to be widened, (see Figure 7) thereby creating
7,200 sq. ft. (0.17 acre) of wetlands. The newly created wetland areas will be vegetated with
southern willow scrub and mule fat scrub species. Widening of the creek will help ensure the
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Photo #5: View of 30" water pipeline encased in concrete and rip-rap
material (proposed bridge crossing location)

Photo #6: View of proposed restoration area

Lux Canyon Creek Habitat Creation, Restoration & Enhancement Plan

Site Photos 5 & 6
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Lux Canyon Creek € Habitat Enhancement Plan

long-term survival of the landmark Torrey pine tree located on the east side of the creek. The
wetland creation area will be irrigated until seed and container plants are established, which
generally takes two to three years.

The 0.07 acre restoration area lies within the existing creek bed and is currently
dominated with sweet clover and Sydney golden wattle, see Figure 5 and 7. This area will be
cleared of weeds and exotics, seeded with riparian under story species and planted with
willow (Salix spp.) and mule fat (Baccharis salicifolia) cuttings. No grading (i.e., cut or fill)
will be done in this area.

A 90-foot span bridge is proposed to cross the narrowest portion of Lux Canyon Creek;
the crossing would be located over the existing 30" water line which is located under a
grouted, concrete rubble protective cover. Conceptual bridge details are depicted in Figure 8.
All bridge support and foundations would be constructed within disturbed upland areas. No
direct effects to wetland habitat would result from bridge construction. Since the crossing
would be located over an unvegetated channel, in an area overlain with a grouted, concrete
rubble protective cover, indirect effects from shading of existing habitat would be avoided

The portion of the creek immediately upstream of the 30" water line will have the
eroded banks stabilized with small (8"- 24") native and imported stone that will be back-filled
with soil and planted with native riparian species, (see Figure 4 and Section “A” on Figure 7).
Stabilization of the creek banks with the stone and riparian vegetation will stop the stream
bank erosion and corresponding downstream turbidity and sediment deposition. The creek
‘banks will be irrigated until the native seed and container plants growing in the backfilled
"voids" are established.

The buffer zone, which is currently ruderal habitat, will be cleared of weeds and
planted and seeded with coastal sage scrub and isocoma scrub species. The buffer zone will
be irrigated with an automated irrigation system until the plants and seed are established.
The following exotic and target weed species within the existing creek habitat will be
removed: eucalyptus trees (Eucalytus sp.), pampas grass (Cortaderia selloana), hottentot fig
(Carpobroutus chilensis/edulis), Sydney golden wattle (Acacia latifolia), mustard (Brassica sp.),
sweet clover (Melilotus sp.), wild radish (Raphanis setivus) and fennel (Foeniculum vulgare).
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