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SUMMARY OF STAFF REPORT 

DESCRIPTION OF THE SUBMITTAL lJf(.'{': 
1\- ,_.·,~· 

Amend the Dana Point Local Coastal Program (LCP) to certify the presently uncertified 
Dana Strands area and replace the 1986 Dana Point Specific Plan LCP as it pertains to 
the remainder of the 121.3 acre project site with the LCP that consists of the City's 
1996 Zoning Code and the Land Use Element, Urban Design Element, and 
Conservation/Open Space Element of the City's General Plan and amend those 
documents, through the Headlands Development Conservation Plan (HDCP) to, among 
other things, authorize creation of a Planned Development District for the site to 
authorize development of 125 single family residential lots, a maximum of 110,750 
square feet of visitor serving commercial land use including a 65 room inn, a 40,000 
square foot commercial site and 62 acres of public parks, coastal trails and open space. 
The amendment affects the City's certified Land Use Plan and Implementation Plan. 

The proposed LCP amendment affects 121.3 acres of land which is owned by a single 
entity, Headlands Reserve LLC. The site is located in the City of Dana Point, Orange 
County, immediately upcoast of the Dana Point Harbor (Exhibit 1 ). 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

This LCP amendment affects both the Land Use Plan and the Implementation Program. 
Commission staff recommends that the Commission DENY the proposed Land Use 
Plan and Implementation Plan Amendments. As submitted the land use plan and 
implementation amendments are inconsistent with various Coastal Act Policies 
pertaining to the protection of environmentally sensitive habitat, avoidance of hazards, 
protection of visual resources, and the protection of the marine environment. The 
motions to accomplish this begin on Page 8. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Dana Point Headlands (herein the 'Headlands') is the last large, relatively 
undeveloped area of land within the City ofDana Point's coastal zone, and among the 
few remaining such areas of its size along the Orange County coastline. The 
Headlands consists of a large promontory surrounded by steep bluffs that protrudes 
into the Pacific Ocean (which is the areas namesake land feature) as well as a smaller 
down-coast promontory with tall bluffs, known as Harbor Point, that overlooks the 
Pacific Ocean and Dana Point Harbor (Exhibit 2a). There are also several interior land 
features that define the site, including a depression known as the 'bowl', and a ridge 
line and hilltop that form the southern and eastern rim of the bowl area. Upcoast of the 
Headlands promontory, there are steeply to more gently sloping bluffs that descend to a 
sandy beach, known as the Strand. A portion of the Strand bluffs contain the remnants 
of a former mobile home park. Other than the remnants of the mobile home park and a 
plant nursery located in the bowl, the site is largely undeveloped (Exhibit 2b). The 
Headlands site offers expansive views to and along the shoreline of open spaces, rocky 
and sandy shorelines, the harbor, the Pacific Ocean, kelp beds, and the off-shore 
islands. The Headlands and Harbor Point promontory, the ridge line, hilltop and the 
interior sloping sides of the bowl, as well as smaller areas upon the Strand bluff face, 
contain coastal sage scrub and other native plant communities where fourteen (14) 
special status plant species have been documented (including Blochman's dudleya), 
and seven (7) special status wildlife species have been documented (including 
California gnatcatcher and Pacific pocket mouse). For its significant habitat, 
recognizable and visually stunning landforms, and remarkable views, the Dana Point 
Headlands are one of the California coastline's landmark resources -of local and 
statewide significance- worthy of the most careful planning efforts. 

Planning efforts at the site, under the Coastal Act, date from 1980's at which time the 
area was unincorporated and a Local Coastal Program was adopted by the County for 
a significant portion of the site (Exhibits 3a-3c). The proposed LCP amendment would 
replace that plan with a new plan that does have many attractive features. Of particular 
note is the proposed designation of more of the Headlands promontory for conservation 
and placing more of the ridge and hilltop areas within recreational open space than is 
specifically contemplated in the existing plan. The proposed plan also contains 
significant pedestrian and bicycle trails and overlooks, view parks, new vertical access 
to the sandy beach, and the designation of the Strand beach for public use. The plan 
also contemplates a water quality management system that would treat on-site and off
site flows. 

However, it must be remembered that the standard of review for an LUP amendment is 
consistency with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act and not the existing certified 
Plan or whether it improves upon the existing plan. With that in mind, the proposed 
LCP amendment raises several significant issues under the Coastal Act. First, the LCP 
amendment contemplates the destruction of sensitive habitat to allow the construction 
of single family residences, commercial development including a hotel, roads, parking 
areas, and community facilities including a lighthouse and several community and 
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interpretive buildings. Second, the LCP amendment contemplates about two million 
(2,000,000) cubic yards of grading (Exhibit ?b) and the construction of a 2,100 linear 
foot shoreline protective device (Exhibit ?a)to accommodate the construction of single 
family residences upon the Strand bluff face. Commission staff are recommending 
denial of the proposed LCP amendment due to the proposed plan's inconsistency with 
Sections 30210, 30212, 30213, 30240, 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

Commission staff, the City, and Headlands Reserve LLC (the landowner) have made 
efforts to resolve the issues raised by the proposed LCPA. These efforts have been 
challenging due to fundamentally different positions on: 1) the presence of sensitive 
habitat (i.e. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area) on the site and whether Section 
30240 of the Coastal Act is applicable; 2) the role of a 1996 Natural Community 
Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP) in both the identification of 
ESHA on the site and whether impacts to that habitat can be mitigated through that 
plan; 3) whether extensive grading of the bluff face to overcome geologic stability 
problems and the removal and reconstruction of an existing revetment to protect new 
development in the Strand is consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act; and 4) if 
a basis for authorizing the shoreline protective device could be found, the need to 
maximize the quantity of dry sandy beach available to the public by choosing a type and 
alignment for the shoreline protective device to achieve that goal. The proposed LCPA 
also raises several other issues, such as gating the residential community in a manner 
that prohibits public entry by vehicle, the need to provide public access along the top of 
any shoreline protective device; in order to offset economic exclusivity in the coastal 
zone, the need to provide lower cost overnight visitor accommodations within coastal 
zone plans; and the need to address changes to the LCPA to ensure the presence of 
strong water quality policies, among other issues. 

As is noted in some detail in the following findings, the City and landowner have offered 
some changes to the plan that partly address the issues above (Exhibit 6a-6b). For 
instance, the City and landowner have offered to reduce the footprint of the residential 
development in the bowl area in order to reduce the quantity of native vegetation 
impacted by development in that area. Also, the City and landowner have offered to 
provide a 'turn-key' hostel within the development that will provide lower cost overnight 
accommodations for visitors. In addition, the City and landowner have offered to 
implement some type of mechanized access from the bluff top to the beach (e.g. a 
funicular), in-lieu of allowing public vehicular access through the residential 
development to be located in the Strand. The City and landowner have also offered to 
limit the size of the reconstructed revetment to one that is no taller than, and in some 
cases, less tall than, the existing revetment. In addition, there has been an offer to 
place an 8 foot wide public trail along the top of the revetment in order to provide 
additional lateral access along the shoreline. These offers are 'informal' in the sense 
that they were made by City staff and the landowner and the City Council did not hold a 
public hearing and adopt or submit any changes to the LCPA by resolution, as is 
required under the Coastal Act statute and regulations. 
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Commission staff recognize the importance of resolving potential deficiencies in the 
existing LCP relative to the protection of ESHA and the intensity of residential and 
commercial development contemplated therein by replacing that existing LCP with a 
new plan. However, Commission staff do not concede that the existing LCP is as weak 
on the protection of ESHA as the City and landowner have indicated. Furthermore, 
Commission staff also recognize the importance of putting to rest questions over the 
nature of certain interests that may be present under a pre-1929, 291-lot subdivision of 
the Headlands property (Exhibit 2d). Thus, Commission staff have given careful 
consideration to the formal LCP amendment and the City and landowner's informal 
offers. The reduction to impacts upon ESHA, the provision of a hostel, the provision of 
public access along the revetment; and the provision for a funicular are all steps that 
improve the overall quality of the plan. 

However, even with the changes offered, the plan would continue to authorize direct 
impacts upon ESHA for the construction of the hotel, the residential development in the 
bowl, and the various community facilities on the site. Furthermore, the plan continues 
to require the construction of a shoreline protective device to protect the new 
development in the Strand. It is therefore inconsistent with multiple Coastal Act 
policies, and staff recognizes that the Commission could only approve such a proposal 
under a "balancing" approach. Moreover, the Commission cannot even consider such 
an approach unless denial of the current proposal would be affirmatively inconsistent 
with Coastal Act policies. Still, Commission staff do believe there are significant 
challenges to development of the site, particularly given its past planning history and 
previously adopted planning documents. In addition, staff believes that a modified 
version of the current proposal could present the sort of conflict that would allow 
consideration of the proposal despite some remaining inconsistency with Coastal Act 
policies. Thus, staff remains open to the potential for a reasonable tradeoff in order to 
devise a plan that is, on balance, the most protective of coastal resources. However, 
the plan offered is not that plan. 

Staff continues to be strongly opposed to developing the coastline in a manner that, at 
the outset, requires shoreline armoring. However, the circumstances present at this 
site leads staff to conclude that this may be where a trade off Gould occur in order to 
achieve protection of the significant biological resources on the site. A portion of the 
Strand has been previously developed with a mobile home park and most of the area 
presently has limited biological value. Whereas the biological resources are 
concentrated upon the Headlands promontory, Harbor Point promontory, ridge line, 
hilltop and the slopes of the bowl. Commission staff believe that, on balance, it would 
be most protective of coastal resources to protect the ESHA, in exchange for allowing 
development in the Strand and more level areas of the bowl that do not contain ESHA. 

Commission staff continue to believe that the goal of protecting ESHA can be 
accomplished while at once continuing to allow the basic concepts brought forth in the 
proposed and newly offered plans to proceed. There is ample space within the Strand 
and bowl to accommodate a balanced mix of residential, overnight visitor 
accommodations, public view parks, visitor facilities including lighthouse and veterans 
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memorial, trails, and beach accessways. It also remains possible to develop the area 
near the corner of Pacific Coast Highway and Green Lantern with commercial uses and 
hostel without causing impacts to ESHA. 

Staff remain prepared to work with the City and landowner on a plan like the one 
described above. However, significant changes to the LUP and IP are needed in order 
to implement those changes. Changes would need to be implemented within five 
interrelated documents that would comprise the LUP and IP (Land Use Element, Urban 
Design Element, Conservation Open Space Element, Zoning Code, and the Headlands 
Planned Development District). Without City and landowner support for the changes 
outlined above, Commission staff chose not to invest the significant quantity of time 
necessary to identify the specific changes necessary to the plan that was submitted by 
the City. However, the findings do outline in general the kinds of changes that would be 
necessary and are designed to serve as a framework upon which to build a new plan. 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

For further information, please contact Karl Schwing at the South Coast District Office 
of the Coastal Commission at: 562-590-5071. This amendment to the City of Dana 
Point LCP, is available for review at the Long Beach Office of the Coastal Commission 
or at the Community Development Department for the City of Dana Point. The City of 
Dana Point Community Development Department is located at 33282 Golden Lantern, 
Dana Point, CA 92629. Genia Garcia is the contact person for the City's Planning 
Department, and she may be reached by calling (949) 248-3588. 
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I. Commission Resolutions on City of Dana Point Local 
Coastal Program Amendment 2-02 

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

A. RESOLUTION #1 (RESOLUTION TO DENY CERTIFICATION OF THE 
DANA POINT LAND USE PLAN AMENDMENT 2-02, AS SUBMITTED) 

Motion #1 

"I move that the Commission CERTIFY the City of Dana Point Land Use Plan 
Amendment 2-02, as submitted." 

Staff recommendation 

Staff recommends a NO vote and the adoption of the following resolution and findings. 
An affirmative vote by a majority of the appointed Commissioners is needed to pass the 
motion. 

Resolution #1 

The Commission hereby DENIES certification of the Land Use Plan Amendment 2-02 
as submitted by the City of Dana Point and adopts the findings set forth below on the 
grounds that the amendment does not conform with the policies of Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act. Certification of the Land Use Plan amendment would not comply with the 
California Environmental Quality Act because there are feasible alternatives or 
mitigation measures which could substantially lessen any significant adverse impact 
which the Land Use Plan Amendment may have on the environment. 

B. RESOLUTION #2 (RESOLUTION TO DENY CERTIFICATION OF THE 
CITY OF DANA POINT IMPLEMENTATION PLAN AMENDMENT 2-02, 
AS SUBMITTED. 

Motion #2 

"I move the Commission REJECT the City of Dana Point Implementation Plan 
Amendment 2-02, as submitted." 
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Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in rejection of 
Implementation Program and the adoption of the following resolution and findings. The 
motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 

Resolution #2 

The Commission hereby DENIES certification of the Implementation Program submitted 
for City of Dana Point certified LCP and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds 
that the Implementation Program Amendment as submitted does not conform with, and 
is inadequate to carry out, the provisions of the certified Land Use Plan. Certification of 
the Implementation Program Amendment would not meet the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act as there are feasible alternatives and mitigation 
measures that would substantially lessen the significant adverse impacts on the 
environment that will result from certification of the Implementation Program 
Amendment as submitted. 

II. Procedural Process (Legal Standard For Review) 

A. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

The standard of review for land use plan amendments is found in Section 30512 of the 
Coastal Act. This section requires the Commission to certify an LUP amendment if it 
finds that it meets the requirements of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Specifically, 
Section 30512 states: "(c) The Commission shall certify a land use plan, or any 
amendments thereto, if it finds that a land use plan meets the requirements of, and is in 
conformity with, the policies of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200). Except as 
provided in paragraph (1) of subdivision (a), a decision to certify shall require a majority 
vote of the appointed membership of the Commission." 

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

B. PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 

Pursuant to Section 13551 (b) of the California Code of Regulations, a resolution for 
submittal must indicate whether the local coastal program amendment will require 
formal local government adoption after Commission approval, or is an amendment that 
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will take effect automatically upon the Commission's approval pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Sections 30512, 30513 and 30519. The City's resolution of adoption 
(Ordinance No. 02-01) states that this LCP amendment will take effect upon 
Commission certification. If this certification is subject to suggested modifications by 
the Commission, this local coastal program amendment will not become effective until 
the City of Dana Point formally adopts the suggested modifications and complies with 
all the requirements of Section 13544 including the requirement that the Executive 
Director determine the City's adoption of the amendment to the Land Use Plan and 
Implementation Program is legally adequate. 

Ill. Background 

A. HISTORY OF CERTIFICATION OF CITY OF DANA POINT 

Dana Point is a shoreline community in southern Orange County (Exhibit 1 ). Prior to 
the City of Dana Point's incorporation in 1989, the Commission approved the 
segmentation of formerly unincorporated Orange County's coastal zone into the 
Capistrano Beach, Dana Point, Laguna Niguel, and South Laguna segments. Following 
the City's incorporation in 1989 all of the geographic areas covered by the former 
Orange County LCP segments of Capistrano Beach, Dana Point, and Laguna Niguel 
were included within the city limits of the new City of Dana Point. In addition, a portion 
of the South Laguna segment was within the new City's boundary. The City combined 
the Capistrano Beach and Dana Point segments, and the portion of the South Laguna 
segment within its jurisdiction, into one certified LCP segment. After some minor 
modifications, the City then adopted the County's LCP documents as its first post
incorporation LCP. On September 13, 1989, the Commission approved the City's post
incorporation LCP. Meanwhile, the City did not adopt the LUP which had been certified 
as the Laguna Niguel segment (which contained the area known as the Strand). In 
order to differentiate between the new City of Laguna Niguel (which was also 
incorporated in 1989) and the Laguna Niguel planning area (which was within the new 
City of Dana Point and not within the new City of Laguna Niguel), the Laguna Niguel 
LUP planning area was re-named 'Monarch Beach'. 

Since initial certification of the City's LCP, the City has taken steps to consolidate the 
LCP documents and update those documents to refJect the current needs of the City. 
The first step involved certification of a new land use plan (LUP) and implementation 
plan (IP) for the Monarch Beach area of the City under LCP Amendment 1-96. This 
action adopted, with modifications, a new Land Use Plan ("LUP") component consisting 
of three elements of the City's General Plan: Land Use, Urban Design, and 
Conservation/Open Space 1. The implementing actions component of the LCP for the 
Monarch Beach area is the City's Zoning Code, as changed according to modifications 

1 
Certain sections and policies within these documents that pertained to areas that were not being updated/re-certified were 

excluded from the certification. Among the areas excluded were the policies associated with the Dana Point Headlands, the harbor 
and the town center areas. 
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suggested by the Commission (herein referred to as the '1996 LCP'). When the 
Monarch Beach area was certified, the City chose to whitehole 'the Strand'. Thus, the 
Strand remained uncertified (Exhibit 3a). 

The second step involved updating the Capistrano Beach area and incorporating it into 
the 1996 LCP. Similar to LCPA 1-96, LCPA 1-98 adopted the 1996 LCP comprised of 
the LUP that consists of the three elements of the City's General Plan and the IP 
consisting of the City's zoning code. The City adopted the modifications to the LUP and 
IP suggested by the Commission. The modified LCP for Capistrano Beach was 
effectively certified on July 13, 1999. 

Those certified portions of the City that have not been updated remain controlled by the 
former County LCP documents that the City adopted when it incorporated (Exhibit 3a-
3c). The City continues to incrementally update these areas to bring them into the 1996 
LCP. The areas that remain to be updated are the town center, harbor, and the Dana 
Point Headlands (all of which are within the former County LCP segment known as the 
'Dana Point Specific Plan Local Coastal Program', a.k.a. the '1986 LCP'). In addition, 
the Strands remains uncertified and has yet to be brought into the 1996 LCP. 

B. AREA OF THE SUBJECT LCP AMENDMENT 

The proposed LCP amendment focuses on the 121.3 acre Dana Point Headlands site 
(herein 'Headlands')(Exhibit 1 ). The Headlands, is one of the last undeveloped coastal 
promontories in Southern California. Topography of the site is varied. The highest 
elevation on the site is a conical hill that is approximately 288 feet above sea level 
(a.k.a. the 'hilltop'). The northern portion of the site is the location of a former trailer 
park on the bluff face. Some of the ancillary improvements including roads, a 
clubhouse, and tennis courts, still exist. The trailer park, and the steep eroded hillside 
to the south of it, is referred to as "the Strand." Slope gradients in the Strand range 
from 1.5:1 to 2:1 2

. A former nursery facility is located east of the Strand and south of 
Pacific Coast Highway and consists of greenhouses, ornamental plantings and 
disturbed areas, in an area referred to informally as the 'bowl' (Exhibits 2a-2b). South 
and east of the nursery facility lies a large patch of coastal sage scrub (CSS) with 
patches of southern coastal bluff scrub occurring along the rim of the 'bowl'. Maritime 
succulent scrub occurs in the hilltop area and southern needlegrass grassland occurs 
near the Pacific Coast Highway, in the northwesterly portion of the site. Southern 
mixed chaparral occurs along the westerly portions of the site closest to Street of the 
Green Lantern. 

The southwestern and southeastern portions of the Headlands site are underlain with 
sandy soils and have been labeled the Headlands promontory and the Harbor Point 
promontory, respectively. These promontories are terraces that extend seaward to 

2 URS Corporation. 2001. Terrestrial Biological Resources Errata and the Biological Resources Report, The Headlands, Prepared 
for the City of Dana Point as Attachment B: to EIR Section 4.3 dated September 2001. 
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coastal bluffs that are from 155 to 220 feet in height. Coastal sage scrub, southern 
coastal bluff scrub and southern mixed chaparral cover these promontories (Exhibit 15). 

Dana Point Marine Life Refuge and the Niguel Marine Life Refuge lie immediately 
offshore of the Headlands site. Doheny Marine Life Refuge lies to the south. These 
refuges have been so designated due to the high quality of the marine resources that 
occur there (Beauchamp 1 993). 

Of the 121.3 acre area, 95.1 acres are presently certified under the 1986 LCP (Exhibits 
3a-3c, 5c). The existing LCP divides the project site into residential, visitor serving 
commercial, and open space/conservation land uses. The following chart describes the 
distribution of land uses for the Headlands site as presently certified compared with the 
proposed land uses, including the area to be newly certified: 

Land Use Certified LCP Proposed LCP 
(Acres) (Acres) 

Certified Un-certified Certified Area Un-certified Area 
Area Area to be Certified 

(26.2 ac.) 
Residential 23 0 34.2 18.2 

(approx.) 

(310 Units) 0 (125 Units) 

TourisURecreation/ 20 0 6.94 0 
Commercial 3 (approx.) 
+ public right of 
way 

I Recreational Open 6.5 0 23.7" 8 
i Space (approx.) 
i Conservationb ! 27.3 i 0 30.3 0 
1 Other Open 

I 
18.3 ' 0 No such 

I 

No such category 
i Space

8 i category under under proposed ' I I ! 
I I : proposed LCP LCP I 
1 Subtotal l 95.1 26.2 95.1 26.2 
: Total I 121.3 121.3 

3 The Tourist/Recreation/Commercial (5.31) land use designation in the certified LCP contemplates a mixture of recreational open 
space and commercial structures such as hotels and visitor serving commercial. Whereas the Visitor/Recreation Commercial land 
use category contemplated in the proposed LCP is focused on visitor serving commercial development (i.e. hotels/commercial) 
exclusive of open space 
4 This number comprised of proposed Planning Areas (PA) 4 and 9 plus 2.5 acres public right of way 
5 This number comprised of proposed PA 1, 3, 5, and SA 
6 The "Conservation" land use category in the certified LCP and proposed LCP is the most restrictive on development generally 
limiting the land to natural conservation but allowing minor appurtenances 
7 

This number comprised of proposed PA 7 and 88 
8 The "Other Open Space·· land use category in the certified LCP are lands "of notable scenic, natural and cultural attraction, or 
special ecological. wildlife or scient1fic study potential. and areas of topographical, geographical, and historical importance". 
Principal permitted uses are pedestrian access, passive recreation. coastal viewing, and parking to support those uses. The 
category allows trails. stairways. signs, view points, roads. off street parking, restrooms, weather shelters, other park facilities such 
as seating, maintenance buildings and information centers. walls, fences, drainage facilities. 
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C. CURRENT SUBMISSION 

On May 30, 2002, staff for the South Coast District of the Coastal Commission received 
from the City of Dana Point Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA) 2-02 (Exhibits 
4a-4f, 22-24 ). This LCP Amendment affects the City's certified Land Use Plan and 
Implementation Plan. The proposed LCP amendment has a complex structure and is 
packaged in a manner that can be confusing to the reviewer. First, the existing LCP 
document that applies to the area, the 1986 plan (Exhibit 3b), including LUP and IP are 
to be entirely replaced for the Headlands area. The LCP amendment proposes to 
replace the 1986 plan, with the 1996 plan, which consists of three elements of the City's 
General Plan (the Land Use Element (LUE), Urban Design Element (UDE), and 
Conservation Open Space Element (COSE)) (Exhibit 22) as the LUP, and the City's 
Zoning Code as the baseline IP (Exhibit 23). Next, the submittal modifies and adds 
policies to the LUP to accommodate the development plan at the Headlands through 
the proposed Headlands Development Conservation Plan (HDCP) (Exhibit 24 ). The 
HDCP adds a new chapter to the zoning code, Chapter 9.34, that allows the City to 
create planned development districts (PODs). Finally, the HDCP includes a POD for 
the Headlands area. The POD is part of the IP, not the LUP. 

There is a document titled the 'Headlands Development and Conservation Plan' or 
HDCP dated July 24, 2001, that packages some, but not all, of the components of the 
above described LCP amendment (Exhibit 24 ). The HDCP document does not contain 
the baseline 1996 LUPin its entirety or IP. Rather, the HDCP contains five sections. 
Section 1.0 identifies only the proposed changed and new policies of the 1996 LUP. In 
addition to the changes to the 1996 LUE, UDE, and COSE, Section 1.0 shows changes 
to other elements of the City's General Plan, such as the Circulation Element, Public 
Safety Element, and Public Facilities/Growth Management Element. These other 
elements are not part of the 1996 LCP and the proposed amendment does not seek to 
certify these other elements as part of the 1996 LCP. Section 2.0 contains new 
Chapter 9.34 which is proposed to be added to the 1996 IP/Zoning Code. Sections 3.0 
and 4.0 are the proposed POD for the Headlands. Section 5.0 of the HDCP is an 
analysis of the proposed POD with the Coastal Act. 

On June 12, 2002, Coastal Commission staff notified the City of Dana Point that the 
submittal was incomplete and that additional information would be required to complete 
the submittal. Pursuant to Section 30510(b) of the Coastal Act, the submittal was 
deemed to be complete and in proper order for filing as of August 5, 2002. 

Pursuant to Sections 30512 and 30514 of the Coastal Act and Section 13522 of the 
Commission's regulations, an amendment to a certified LCP affecting the land use plan 
and implementation plan, must be acted on by the Commission within 90 days after the 
submittal request has been deemed to be in proper order for filing. However, on 
September 12, 2002, the Commission pursuant to Section 30517 of the Coastal Act 
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granted an extension to the ninety (90) day time limit. This time limit extension is valid 
until November 3, 2003. 

1. LAND USE PLAN AMENDMENT 

This LCP amendment proposes to replace -in its entirety- the certified Land Use Plan 
(the 1986 plan) presently effective on 95. 1 acres of the 121.3 acre Dana Point 
Headlands site and to newly certify the remaining 26.2 acres (commonly known as the 
'Strand'). The new plan will consist of the 1996 LUP comprised of the Land Use 
Element, Urban Design Element, and Conservation/Open Space Element of the City's 
General Plan which are to be further amended to authorize development of 125 single 
family residential lots on 52.4 acres, a total of 4.4 acres of visitor serving commercial 
land use including up to 110,750 square feet including a 65 room inn on 2.8 acres, a 
40,000 square foot of commercial on 1.6 acres, 62 acres of public parks, coastal trails 
and open space, and 2.5 acres of public right-of-way/roads at the 121.3 acre site 
(Exhibits 5a-5c). Each of these elements is discussed more fully below. 

The proposed LUP amendment is focused on the Headlands site, however, certain 
changes to policies in the 1996 LUP to accommodate the Headlands development plan 
would be effective everywhere in the City that the 1996 LUP is the controlling LUP. For 
instance, the LUP amendment contains language regarding the creation of planned 
development districts (PODs) in the City that would apply to the entire area controlled 
by the 1996 LUP. 

As stated in the LUP itself, one characteristic of the LUP is an absence of specificity 
regarding development of the Headlands site. The LUP states the purpose of this is 
" ... to provide both the City and property owner with the flexibility needed to allow 
consideration of alternative development designs ... " Accordingly, the LUP policies are 
non-specific. When specificity is provided, the detail is deferred to the IP/PDD for the 
Headlands area. 

a) Resideutial Laud Use 

The proposed LUP would designate 52.4 acres of the 121.3 acre Headlands area for 
residential uses. The residential land use is divided into two areas, one within the 
Strand, and one in the area of the site commonly called the 'bowl' (Exhibits 2a, 5a). In 
the Strand, the proposed LUP would allow a density of up to 3.5 dwelling units per 
gross acre. Within the bowl, the LUP would allow a density of 2.5 dwelling units per 
gross acre. Although general floor area ratios are identified in the LUP, specific policies 
identifying maximum structural size, height, or setbacks are not provided in the LUP, 
rather, they are deferred to the IP/PDD for the site. 

The configuration of the residential area would overlap areas containing existing native 
vegetation and sensitive wildlife and habitat areas that have been identified as 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHAs) by the Commission's biologist (Exhibit 
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15a). Of the approximately 50.3 acres of ESHA depicted on Exhibit 15a, there is an 
overlap of at least 15.1 acres for Planning Areas 6 (residential) and 9 (hoteiNRC) plus 
additional acreage associated with the roads, parking areas, and community facilities 
(Exhibit 15c). Furthermore, the area of required fuel modification extends beyond the 
boundary of the residential land use designation into the area identified in the proposed 
LUP as Recreation Open Space and/or Conservation Open Space. The maximum 
width of fuel modification is not identified in the LUP, however, additional detail is 
supplied in the IP/PDD. Nevertheless, any detail provided is conceptual and subject to 
additional negotiations between the landowner, City and Orange County Fire Authority. 

Also, developing a residential area in the Strand to the density proposed would -
according to the City and landowner- necessitate significant grading and geologic 
remediation of the site (Exhibit 8a-8f). The area to be graded and developed in the 
Strand is almost entirely bluff face. Furthermore, the development configuration 
contemplated relies on the construction of a 2,100 linear foot long shoreline protective 
device. In this case, the shoreline protective device contemplated in the LUP would be 
a revetment in the same alignment as an existing dilapidated revetment (Exhibit ?a). 

b) Commercial Land Use 

The proposed LUP would designate 2.8 acres of visitor/recreation commercial land use 
in the bowl/hilltop area that will allow a maximum of 110,750 square feet of visitor 
serving commercial use including a sixty-five (65) room inn. In addition, at the corner of 
Coast Highway and Street of the Green Lantern, a 1.6 acre area is designated for up to 
40,000 square feet of visitor/ recreation commercial use. 

As modified by the LUP amendment, the "Visitor/Recreation Commercial" designation 
includes primarily visitor-serving uses, such as restaurants, resort uses, such as hotels 
and motels uses, commercial, recreation specialty and convenience retail goods and 
services, auto service businesses, open space/recreational uses, and community public 
facilities. Other supporting uses include conference facilities and cultural uses, such as 
museums and theaters. 

The 2.8 acres slated for the 65 room inn is almost entirely within ESHA as identified by 
the Commission's biologist. In addition, portions of the commercial area at the corner 
of Coast Highway and Green Lantern overlap ESHA. 

c) Recreatioll!Opell Space & Roads 

The Recreation/Open Space designation in the LUP does not differentiate between 
open space oriented toward more active recreational uses such as ball fields from more 
passive recreational uses such as trails, nor does it separate recreation oriented open 
space from habitat preservation oriented open space. As noted elsewhere, such details 
are deferred to the IP/PDD. The proposed LUP would designate a total of 62 acres of 
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recreation/open space, plus 2.5 acres of public right-of-way/roads, on the 121.3 acre 
Headlands site. 

Although there are no distinguishing designations in the LUP or specific policies that 
make a distinction, narrative in the Conservation/Open Space Element (COSE) portion 
of the LUP identifies the quantity of recreation/open space to be provided in the 
Headlands and the type of recreation/open space uses these areas are to 
accommodate. Recreation oriented open spaces totaling 31.7 acres include Strand 
Vista Park (9.9 acres) that would overlook Strand Beach (5.2 acres); Harbor Point Park 
(4.3 acres) that would overlook the Dana Point Harbor; and Hilltop Park with greenbelt 
(12.3 acres) an inland high point that includes the rim of the bowl area oh the site that 
would include ocean view and overlook open space areas and the proposed 
commercial and residential areas. Conservation oriented open space areas totaling 
30.3 acres include the Headlands Conservation Park (24.2 acres) and Harbor Point 
Park (6.1 acres) that are both bluff with bluff top promontories on the Headlands site. 

Excepting Strand Vista Park, Strand Beach, existing asphalt roads, and certain pockets 
of highly disturbed native vegetation, all of the proposed recreation/open space areas 
have been identified by the Commission's biologist as existing ESHA. The proposed 
LUP would allow some uses within certain recreation/open space areas that would 
disturb and degrade the ESHA. These uses include community structures such as a 
lighthouse and community/visitor facility buildings, hardscape, parking lots, and fuel 
modification. The proposed LUP also designated 2.5 acres of public right-of-way/roads 
on the Headlands site. Some of these roads/right-of-way overlap ESHA. 

d) Orange County Central Coastal Subregion NCCPIHCP 

The proposed LUP acknowledges that certain types of sensitive habitat and wildlife 
would be impacted should development be undertaken as contemplated in the LUP. 
The LUP proposes to mitigate impacts to sensitive habitat on the site by requiring 
restoration of native habitat on-site within recreation/open space areas that are 
presently or are proposed to be disturbed or otherwise degraded and through the 
Headlands' landowners' participation in the Central Coastal Orange County Natural 
Communities Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan (herein 'NCCP/HCP') 
adopted by the U.S. Department of Interior, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS), the California Resources Agency, the California Department of Fish and 
Game (CDFG), the California Department of Forestry and Fire, the California 
Department of Parks and Recreation, and the Orange County Environmental 
Management Agency, in conjunction with participating property owners, in 1996 
(Exhibits 11 a-11 c). 

The LUP does not refer to the sensitive habitat and wildlife areas to be impacted on the 
site as ESHA. Rather, the LUP adds language to certain policies in the 1996 LUP that 
defer to the findings made in the NCCP/HCP and associated CEQA documents relative 
to the quality and long term viability of the habitat on the site and the circumstances 
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under which habitat on the Headlands site may be impacted and then mitigated through 
participation in the NCCP/HCP. 

The NCCP/HCP creates a habitat reserve and management program designed to 
conserve a variety of sensitive plants and wildlife. Among other species, the 
NCCP/HCP provides coverage for impacts to California gnatcatcher, Pacific pocket 
mouse, Blochman's dudleya, Cactus wren, western dichondra, Nuttall's scrub oak, cliff 
spurge, Palmer's grappling hook. In total, the habitat reserve consists of 38,738 acres 
of land located in two areas of the county. A portion of this reserve, 10,960 acres, is 
located within the coastal zone (Exhibit 11 c). All of the reserve area located in the 
coastal zone consists of land that had previously been preserved as parkland or other 
publicly held land or of privately owned land previously committed to dedication as open 
space under existing development entitlements (e.~. The Irvine Company, Irvine Coast 
Wilderness, Muddy Canyon, Los Trancos Canyon) . Approximately 50% of the reserve 
in the coastal zone contains coastal sage scrub habitat. About 740 acres of suitable 
pocket mouse habitat is within the proposed NCCP reserve, however, none of this 
acreage is known to be occupied by the Pacific pocket mouse. In addition, although the 
NCCP/HCP provides coverage for impacts to Blechman's dudleya, no existing or 
suitable habitat for Blechman's dudleya was identified within the proposed NCCP/HCP 
reserve. 

As a landowner participant to the agreement, the NCCP/HCP requires the Headlands' 
landowner to: 

• Contribute $500,000 toward a $10.6 million endowment for the 'NCCP Non-Profit 
Corporation' and 'Adaptive Management Program' 

• Establish an 8-year temporary 22 acre preserve for Pacific pocket mouse on the 
headlands (with option for additional 4 years of extensions), to expire in 2008 

• Commit to negotiate an option agreement to provide opportunity for the USFWS 
and CDFG to purchase the 22 acre pocket mouse preserve at the end of the 8 
year temporary preserve period, to expire in 2004. If the preserve is not 
acquired within the specified period, and following a pocket mouse relocation 
effort, the participating agencies have authorized the take of all species covered 
by the NCCP/HCP within the 22 acre preserve. 

• Contribute $350,000 to fund Pacific pocket mouse population propagation, 
enhancement, relocation and recovery efforts upon issuance of Section 
1 O(A)( 1 )(A) permit for pocket mouse 

• Contribute to the cost of preparation of the NCCP/HCP 

9 Figure 14, County of Orange & U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1996. Natural Community Conservation Plan & Habitat 
Conservation Plan & EIR & EIS, County of Orange, Central & Coastal Subregion, Map Section (Figures 1 through 76). May 1996. 

Page: 17 



Dana Point LCP Amendment 2-02 

• Commit to transplant, at CDFG's request, any Blechman's dudleya populations 
at Headlands Reserve's expense (not to exceed $23,000) that would be directly 
impacted by development on the property. Subject to CDFG approval, the 
landowner may collect and sow seed, rather than translocate individual plants. 
Under this commitment, the landowner has no responsibility to acquire or 
maintain land to which Blechman's dudleya would be transplanted. Furthermore, 
if CDFG fails to identify and secure an appropriate translocation site within one 
year of the landowners' request to identify such location, the landowner is no 
longer obligated to translocate the Blechman's dudleya. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Game have 
indicated that the landowners have 'carried out all of their conservation commitments 
according to schedule' 10

. 

There are a variety of other mutual agreements between the participating landowners 
and agencies that are established in the NCCP/HCP Implementation Agreement. For 
instance, CDFG and USFWS agreed to provide letters to the City of Dana Point and the 
Commission with respect to the development of the subject property. In addition, the 
landowner agreed to propose and promote certain measures within the temporary 
Pacific pocket mouse preserve 11 (Exhibits 14b, 14c). 

In exchange for the landowner's commitments identified above, the participating 
agencies have authorized the landowner to impact up to 30 acres of coastal sage scrub 
(CSS) habitat on their property. In addition, the landowner is allowed to 'take' (within 
the meaning of this term under the Federal and State Endangered Species Acts) any of 
the sensitive species covered by the NCCP/HCP on Headlands property. The actual 
take is authorized under an incidental take permit issued by USFWS (TE81 0581-1 ). 

2. IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM AMENDMENT 

This LCP amendment proposes to replace -in its entirety- the certified Implementation 
Plan (the 1986 plan) presently effective on 95.1 acres of the 121 .3 acre Dana Point 
Headlands site and to newly certify the remaining 26.2 acres (commonly known as the 
'Strand'). The new Implementation Plan (IP) will consist of the 1996 IP comprised of 
the City's Zoning Code which is proposed to be further amended to include provisions 
for the creation of planned development districts (PODs) in the City and at the same 
time create a POD for the 121.3 Headlands site (Exhibits 4a-4f, 5b). 

The proposed IP amendment is focused on the Headlands site, however, certain 
changes to the 1996 IP to accommodate the Headlands development plan would be 

10 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service & California Department of Fish and Game. 2003. Dana Point Headlands Development and 
Conservation Plan, City of Dana Point. Orange County, California. Letter from William E. Tippets, CDFG, and Karen A. Goebel, 
USFWS to Mike Reilly, California Coastal Commission dated March 28, 2003. 
11 Section 8.3.2(a)(1 )(C), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service & California Department of Fish and Game, et. al. 1996. Implementation 
Agreement Regarding the Natural Community Conservation Plan for the Central/Coastal Orange County Subregion of the Coastal 
Sage Scrub Natural Community Conservation Plan. Dated July 17, 1996. 
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effective everywhere in the City that the 1996 IP is the controlling IP. For instance, the 
IP amendment adds a section pertaining to the creation of planned development 
districts (PODs) in the City that would apply to the entire area controlled by the 1996 IP. 

a) Adoption of 1996 IP/Zoning Code 

The Commission has previously certified the 1996 I P through LCP Amendments 1-96 
(which made it effective in the Capistrano Beach area of the City) and 1-98 (which 
made it effective in the Monarch Beach area of the City). The proposed IP amendment 
would apply the 1996 IP/Zoning Code to the Headlands area. 

b) Modifications to 1996 IP!Zoning Code 

The proposed amendment would also modify the previously certified 1996 IP/Zoning 
Code to create Chapter 9.34 that inserts the ordinance that allows the City to adopt 
Planned Development Districts (PODs). PODs are similar to specific plans in that both 
implement general plan/LUP policy by establishing regulations, conditions, and 
programs concerning development standards and precise location for land use and 
facilities; standards and locations for streets, roadways, and other transportation 
facilities; standards indicating population density and building intensity, and provisions 
for supporting services and infrastructure; specific standards designed to address the 
use, and development and conservation of natural resources. According to the LUP, 
PODs are different from specific plans in that they also establish regulations, conditions 
and programs concerning developments that provide a mix of land uses; creative 
approaches in the development of land; more accessible and desirable use of open 
space area; variety in the physical development pattern of the city; and utilization of 
advances in technologies and programs that are innovative to land development. 

c) Headlands Planned Development District (Key Features) 

The Headlands POD is comprised of Sections 3 and 4 of the HDCP (Exhibit 24 ). 
Section 3.0 establishes the project zoning and development standards, and 
incorporates by reference the general provisions, the land use plan, and definitions. 
Section 4.0 provides development guidelines for the area. The POD augments the 
development standards identified in the IP/Zoning Code, and supercedes those 
standards where they conflict with the IP/Zoning Code or where the POD otherwise 
specifies that the standards identified supercede those identified in the IP/Zoning Code. 

The HDCP also contains Section 5.0 that contains the City and landowners analysis of 
the HDCP's conformance with the Coastal Act. Section 5.0 does not contain any 
provisions beyond those described in Sections 3 and 4 of the HDCP. 
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The POD breaks the Headlands site up into various planning areas, labeled Planning 
Areas 1-9 (Exhibit 5b). The major elements of these planning areas are discussed 
below: 

(1) Residential, Planning Area 2 (The Strand) 

The POD creates 25.7 acres of residential zoning in the Strand. A maximum of 75 
single-family residences would be allowed within this area. Maximum height is 2-
stories, 28 feet above finished grade (not existing or natural grade) for primary 
structures, and 16 feet for detached accessory structures. A minimum 15-foot rear yard 
setback, measured from the top of slope for the building pad, is required on all lots. 
There is no distinct, shorefront development setback. Thus, the 15-foot rear yard 
setback is the shorefront setback. No stringline for shorefront development is 
established either. 

The POD specifies that grading will terrace the area to maximize views from the 
residential lots. Furthermore, as described above, the POD allows for the construction 
of a 2,100 linear foot shoreline protective device to protect the new residential 
development. The POD also specifies that the residential area will be gated to control 
vehicle access. Allowances are made for the provision of public pedestrian and bicycle 
access through the area. 

(2) Residential, Planning Area 6 (Upper Headlands/Bowl 
Area) 

Planning Area 6 is comprised of 26.7 acres of residential use. A maximum of 50 single
family residences could be authorized in this area. Maximum height is 1-story, 18 feet 
above finished grade for primary and accessory structures. Soil removed as part of the 
grading and geologic remediation in the Strand would be deposited in Planning Area 6 
and graded into terraces so that the residences in Planning Area 6 would have ocean 
views. The residential community would be gated to control vehicle access. There are 
no specific provisions for public pedestrian and bicycle access through the area. 

(3) Visitor/Recreation Commercial, Planning Area 4 (PCH & 
Green Lantern) 

Planning Area 4 is a 1.6 acre site located at the corner of Pacific Coast Highway and 
Street of the Green Lantern. Up to 40,000 square feet of commercial and office uses 
would be allowed on this site. The first floor is limited to retail commercial uses, and the 
second floor could have retail or professional offices. Maximum height is 2-stories, 31-
35 feet, measured from either finished floor, finished grade, or the ceiling of the 
basement or subterranean parking garage of the structure, whichever is lower. 
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Permitted uses in Planning Area 4 under the POD are bed and breakfast inn, clinical 
services, cultural uses, educational uses, food service uses/specialty, fractional 
ownership, hotel, marine uses, open space, personal service uses, photographic, 
reproduction and graphic service uses, professional office uses on the second floor or 
below street level, restaurant, and retail sales. A variety of other uses are also 
permitted subject to conditional use permits or as accessory uses such as commercial 
antennas, day care centers, furniture stores, massage establishments, membership 
organizations, walkup and take-out restaurants. 

(4) Visitor/Recreation Commercial, Planning Area 9 (Resort 
Seaside Inn) 

Planning Area 9 is a 2.8 acre site generally located near the corner of Street of the 
Green Lantern and Harbor Drive, and overlooks Harbor Point and the Dana Point 
Harbor. The POD would authorize up to 110,750 square feet of commercial floor area, 
with a maximum height of 3 stories, 42 feet measured from either finished floor, finished 
grade, or the ceiling of the basement or subterranean parking garage of the structure, 
whichever is lower. 

The primary permitted use of Planning Area 9 is a bed and breakfast inn or hotel (e.g. 
65 room inn). Permitted uses, only in conjunction with a seaside inn, are caretakers 
residence, clinical services, cultural uses, fractional ownership, and restaurant. Uses 
subject to a conditional use permit, also only in conjunction with an inn, are commercial 
antennas, commercial entertainment uses, commercial recreational uses, day care 
centers, educational uses, live entertainment uses, massage establishments, walkup 
restaurant, and video arcades/game rooms. Accessory uses allowed are food service 
uses/specialty, personal service uses, professional office uses, recreational use, and 
retail sales use. 

(5) Recreation Open Space, Planning Area 1 (Strand Vista 
Park/Public Beach Access) 

Strand Vista Park would consist of 9.9 acres. This park would be located seaward of 
the existing County park and landward of the proposed residential development. A 
linear trail with benches and tables along the bluff top would provide views of the Pacific 
Ocean. Planning Area 1 also contains the existing County stairway that presently 
provides access to Strand Beach along the northerly edge of the Headlands site. The 
POD includes provisions to upgrade this existing stairway. At the southerly end of 
Planning Area 1, the POD includes provisions to construct a new public access pathway 
from the bluff top to the beach. Finally, a new public pedestrian access is contemplated 
from the bluff top through the central portion of the Strand residential to the beach. 

Under the POD, uses permitted in areas designated Recreation Open Space 
(REC/OS), are visitor recreation facilities, cultural uses, kiosks/gazebos, outdoor 
artwork, public land uses, hiking and biking trails. Commercial uses would also be 
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allowed subject to a conditional use permit, and temporary uses would also be allowed 
subject to special use standards identified in Chapter 9.39 of the IP/Zoning Code. 

(6) Recreation Open Space, Planning Area 3 (Strand Beach) 

According to the City and landowner, Strand Beach, located seaward of the Strand, is 
presently private property to the mean high tide line 12

, 
13

, 
14

. The proposed POD 
indicates this beach (5.2 acres) is to be dedicated to the public. However, neither the 
event triggering the dedication requirement nor the timing by which the dedication must 
occur is identified. The public would access this beach from the bluff top and existing 
County parking lot via the existing and proposed to be upgraded North Strand Beach 
Access, and the Central Strand and South Strand Beach accessways proposed in the 
POD. 

(7) Recreation Open Space, Planning Area 5 (Hilltop Park & 
Greenbelt Linkages) 

Planning Area 5 comprises 12.3 acres and contains the 'hilltop' portion of the property 
and the rim of the 'bowl' portion of the property, as well as open space corridors, or 
greenbelt linkages, around the perimeter of residential Planning Area 6. Uses identified 
in the POD are an open air visitor/education center, trails, overlooks, seating, parking 
for access to the open space, signs, fencing, habitat preservation, landscaping and fuel 
modification. 

(8) Recreation Open Space, Planning Area 8A (Harbor Point 
Park) 

Planning Area 8A would be 4.3 acres and contain the more level, interior portions of the 
Harbor Point promontory that overlooks Dana Point Harbor. The POD designates this 
area for visitor recreation education facilities, such as a lighthouse, cultural arts center, 
nature interpretive center, trails, memorials, picnic areas, scenic overlooks, benches, 
signs, kiosks, fencing, and landscaping. 

12 Headlands Reserve LLC. 2002. City of Dana Point LCP Amendment No. 2-02, Headlands Development and Conservation Plan. 
Letter dated July 30, 2002 from W. Kevin Darnall, Headlands Reserve LLC to Karl Schwing, California Coastal Commission. 
13 Chicago Title Company. 2002 .. Polic;y No. 7300387-M07. Letter from Charles Axen, Chicago Title Company toW. Kevin Darnall, 
Headlands Reserve LLC regarding ownership and status of lots within Tract No. 697, 771 and 790 
14 County of Orange v. Chandler-Sherman Corporation (1976) 54 Cai.App.3d. 561 

Page: 22 



Dana Point LCP Amendment 2-02 

(9) Conservation Open Space, Planning Area 88 (Harbor 
Point Park) 

Planning Area 8B is 6.1 acres and consists of bluff edge, bluff face areas and rocky 
beach as the base of the bluff at the Harbor Point promontory which overlooks Dana 
Point Harbor. 

Areas designated Conservation Open Space (CON/OS) are oriented toward habitat 
preservation and enhancement. The PDD prohibits all uses other than 'public land 
uses' 15 and hiking trails. 

(10) Conservation Open Space, Planning Area 7 (Headlands 
Conservation Park) 

Planning Area 7 contains 24.2 acres and would contain the Headlands portion of the 
property that consists of bluff top promontory, bluffs and rocky beach. This area 
contains significant sensitive habitat including coastal sage scrub, southern coastal bluff 
scrub, California gnatcatcher and Pacific pocket mouse. Improvements within the area 
would be limited to a bluff top trail, overlooks, seating, and fencing. 

The PDD states the area is to be conserved by a non-profit trust and perpetual 
endowment. Additional information indicates that the endowment will come from the 
Harry and Grace Steele Foundation (Exhibit 16). 

D. INFORMAL REVISED SUBMISSION 

Commission staff have, on several occasions, met with the City and landowners to 
discuss the key substantive issues raised by the proposed LCP amendment. In 
summary, those key issues include: 

• Siting development within ESHA and fuel modification impacts on ESHA 

• Siting single family residences in the Strand that rely upon significant geologic 
remediation/grading and the construction of a 2,100 linear foot long shoreline 
protective device (i.e. revetment) 

• Exclusion of public vehicular access through the Strand to the beach 

'
5 Chapter 9. 75 of the IP/Zoning Code defines "public land uses·· as "shall mean land and/or facilities owned. operated and 

maintamed by public agencies for the use and en1oyment of the general public. Typical uses would include, but not be limited to, 
beaches. parks and open space" 
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• Over emphasis of exclusive, luxury, overnight visitor accommodations and lack 
of consideration for the provision of lower cost, overnight visitor accommodations 

• Over emphasis on uses considered a lower priority under the Coastal Act, such 
as residential development 

• Notwithstanding Coastal Act prohibitions on shoreline protective devices 16
, the 

absence of lateral public access between the proposed shorefront ·residences in 
the Strand and the proposed shoreline protective device 

• Notwithstanding Coastal Act prohibitions on shoreline protective devices, the 
absence of consideration of alternative shoreline protective devices that would 
minimize the encroachment of such structures onto sandy beach 

The above issues raise fundamental questions about the LCP amendment's 
consistency with Chapter 3 Coastal Act policies including Sections 30240, 30253, 
30250, and 30213. Other issues raised by the LCP amendment include, but are not 
limited to: 

• Absence of access to and information about visitor facilities at the Headlands 
directly from Pacific Coast Highway 

• Lack of beach visitor support facilities (e.g. restrooms) at the southern end of 
Strand Beach 

• Lack of direct pedestrian access from the existing County parking lot inland of 
Planning Area 1 to the proposed Central Strand Beach Access 

The City and landowner have countered that the existing certified LCP raises similar 
issues and that the proposed LCP would significantly reduce any inconsistencies 
comparing build-out under each plan. The City and landowner have also provided 
information indicating that there is an existing subdivision of the property (discussed 
below) and have raised the specter of constitutional/takings issues that may be averted 
if the current proposal is authorized. 

City staff and the landowner have submitted an edited version of the LCP amendment 
that represents their effort to address some of the issues identified above 17

,
18 (Exhibits 

6a, 6b, 25). This edited version of the LCPA is not a formal submittal. Accordingly, the 
edited version of the LCPA has not been subject to local hearings, nor reviewed and 
approved by the City Council, nor submitted by resolution as is required pursuant to 
Sections 3051 O(a) of the Act and 13551 of the Commission's regulations, if the 

16 I.e. Sections 30211, 30213, 30253 
17 City of Dana Point. 2003. Dana Point Local Coastal Program Amendment, No. 2-02. Letter dated August 18, 2003 from 
Douglas C. Chotkevys, City Manager, City of Dana Point to Deborah Lee, California Coastal Commission. 
18 

City of Dana Point. 2003. Revised- The Headlands Development and Conservation Plan. Submittal includes Section 1.0 
General Plan Amendment and Local Coastal Program Amendment, Section 3.0 Headlands Planned Development District, Section 
4.0 Development Guidelines. Submittal dated August 21, 2003. 
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Commission is to consider this as a formal request. Rather, the City and landowner 
have asked Commission staff to consider these edits as 'suggested modifications' 
made by the Commission pursuant to Sections 30512 and 30513 of the Coastal Act. 

In summary, the revisions to the LCPA that the City staff and landowner have made are 
as follows: 

• Reduce impacts to ESHA by shrinking the size of the Upper Headlands 
Residential area (Planning Area 6) from 26.7 acres to 20.2 acres, adding the 
difference to the areas designated recreational/conservation open space. Direct 
impacts to ESHA remain within Planning Area 6, as well as within Planning 
Areas 4, 8, and 9. 

• Provide a 40 bed hostel in Planning Area 4; reduce VRC in Planning Area 4 from 
40,000 sq. ft. to 35,000 sq. ft.; increase quantity of allowable luxury 
accommodation rooms from 65 to 90 within Planning Area 9 

• Provide a visitor information center and 6 public parking spaces in Planning Area 
4 that will be directly accessible from Pacific Coast Highway 

• Provide an 8 foot wide walkway, plus benches along the top of the revetment 
seaward of the Strand residential area 

• If the Strand residential area is allowed to be gated to vehicular access, provide 
public mechanized access (e.g. funicular) from the County parking lot to the 
beach along the northern Strand Beach Access walkway 

• Provide new Mid-Strand Beach Access stairway from the County parking lot to 
the Central Strand Beach access. 

• Provide restrooms at the south end of Planning Area 1 for beach visitors 

Commission staff have indicated to the City and landowner that while the above 
represent positive changes to the proposed LCP amendment, the changes fail to 
address the significant adverse effects the plan continues to propose upon ESHA, the 
potential need to identify an alternative location for the hotel, and the consideration of 
alternatives relative to shoreline protection in the Strand. Commission staff believe 
extensive changes to the LUP and IP amendment, both substantive and procedural, 
beyond those supplied by the City and landowner, are necessary to adequately address 
ESHA, hazards, visitor serving commercial uses, water quality, public views and public 
access. Commission staff have presented to the City and landowner the basic concept 
of the type of plan that would garner a positive staff recommendation. However, the 
City and landowner have been unsupportive of that plan. Thus, it did not appear 
prudent to identify the extensive changes, which would necessitate an enormous 
investment of staff time and resources, with the knowledge that the City intended to 
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reject them. Thus, Commission staff have chosen to recommend denial of the LCP 
amendment, without suggested modifications. 

E. STATUS OF LAND OWNERSHIP AND SUBDIVISION 

According to the City and landowner, the Headlands area that is the subject of this LCP 
amendment was subdivided under recorded Tract No.'s 697, 771, and 790, in 1924, 
1925, and 1926, respectivel/ 9

, 
20 (Exhibit 2d). Copies of the tract maps were supplied 

to staff by the landowner, along with evidence of title insurance21
. The tract maps 

appear legitimate. The tracts affect the Headlands promontory, hilltop, and bowl areas 
of the property. In total, the tract maps show approximately 291 lots, typically 40-50 
feet wide, and 100 feet long. Public rights-of-way are also shown on the tract maps to 
access each of these lots. A small number of the lots (less than 20) were sold and 
developed over time by individuals. The remainder of the lots have remained under the 
ownership of a single entity, Chandler-Sherman unti11998, and now Headlands 
Reserve LLC. Although the status of any pre-1929 subdivision is subject to some 
question, no specific evidence has been supplied to the Commission that would 
indicate the land owned by Headlands Reserve LLC is not legally subdivided as shown 
on the above identified tract maps. 

The subject LCP amendment also affects the Strand area of the site. Based on the 
maps supplied by the landowner, this area is divided into 3 large irregularly size lots. 
Portions of these lots were used as a mobile home park until its closure in 1988. 

IV. Summary of Public Participation 

The City Planning Commission held a public hearing for the proposed LCP 
amendment on December 5, 2001, and the City Council held a public hearing for the 
proposed LCP amendment on January 8, 2002. This LCP amendment request is 
consistent with the submittal requirements of the Coastal Act and the regulations 
which govern such proposals (Sections 30501, 30510, 30514 and 30605 of the 
Coastal Act, and Sections 13551, 13552 and 13553 of the California Code of 
Regulations). 

19 Headlands Reserve LLC. 2002. City of Dana Point LCP Amendment No. 2-02, Headlands Development and Conservation Plan. 
Letter dated July 30. 2002 from W. Kevin Darnall, Headlands Reserve LLC to Karl Schwing, California Coastal Commission. 
20 Headlands Reserve LLC. 2002. City of Dana Point LCP Amendment NO. 2-02, Headlands Development and Conservation Plan. 
Letter dated July 31. 2002 from W. Kevin Darnall. Headlands Reserve LLC to Karl Schwing, California Coastal Commission 
regarding transmittal of copies of Tracts 697, 771 and 790 with copies of maps attached. 
21 Chicago Title Company. 2002. Policy No. 7300387-M07. Letter from Charles Axen, Chicago Title Company toW. Kevin Darnall, 
Headlands Reserve LLC regarding ownership and status of lots within Tract No. 697, 771 and 790 
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V. Findings for Denial of the City Of Dana Point's Land Use 
Plan Amendment 

The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows. The following pages contain the 
specific findings for denial of the City of Dana Point Land Use Plan Amendment. 

A. ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE HABITAT 

Section 30240 of the Coastal Act requires that environmentally sensitive habitat areas 
be protected against any significant disruption of habitat values and only uses 
dependent on those resources be allowed within those areas. Section 30240 also 
requires that development adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas plus 
parks and recreation areas will be sited and designed to prevent impacts that would 
significantly degrade those areas and should be compatible with the continuance of 
those habitat and recreation areas. 

Environmentally sensitive habitat areas are defined in Section 30107.5 of the California 
Coastal Act as follows: 

"Environmentally sensitive area" means any area in which plant or anima/life or their 
habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or role 
in an ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by human 
activities and developments. 

1. LOCATION OF ESHA ON THE HEADLANDS SITE 

As described more fully in Exhibits 15a and 15b, and incorporated here by reference, 
the upland ESHA at the Headlands site is defined by the presence of rare vegetation, 
the presence of special status plant species and the presence of special status wildlife 
including the presence and habitat required of the Federally threatened California 
gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) and the Federally endangered Pacific 
pocket mouse (Perognathus longimembris pacificus). 

Fourteen special-status plant species have been identified on the Headlands site over 
time, as follows: Bloch man's dudleya, Coulter's saltbush, Nuttall's scrub oak, Cliff 
spurge, Vernal barley, California box-thorn, Woolly seablight, Western dichondra, Small 
flowered microseris, Cliff malocothrix, Palmer's grappling hook, Golden rayed 
pentacheata, and California groundsel. Not all of these special status plants have been 
observed during each plant survey. The occurrence of some of these species has been 
influenced by drought and ongoing impacts from recreational uses. However, at one 
time or another each of these species has been observed on the site. This serves to 
illustrate the point that native communities on-site function as habitat for a large suite of 
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special status species. Floristically, this site is more diverse than sage-scrub found in 
most locales in the region (Beauchamp 1993 ). Coastal sites with this much diversity 
are uncommon (Exhibit 13c). The unusually large number of special status plant 
species observed on this site over time is an indication of the unique nature of this 
setting. More rare plants are known from the Dana Point Headlands than from Crystal 
Cove State Park, which is 20 times the size (Exhibit 13g). 

Seven special status wildlife species have been observed on the Headlands property 
over time, as follows: California gnatcatcher (Federally threatened), Pacific pocket 
mouse (Federally endangered), Cactus wren (State Species of Concern), Orange 
throated whiptail (State Species of Concern), San Diego woodrat (State Species of 
Concern), Coronado skink (State Specie of Concern), White-tailed kite (Fully 
protected), Quina checkerspot butterfly (Federally endangered). Of particular interest, 
is the presence of the federally protected California gnatcatcher and Pacific pocket 
mouse. 

Native plant communities on the Headlands site include, CSS, southern coastal bluff 
scrub, southern mixed chaparral, and disturbed southern needlegrass grassland. In 
addition there are disturbed areas and ornamental plantings. Four of these plant 
communities are highly threatened; coastal bluff scrub, Diegan coastal sage scrub, 
maritime succulent scrub and needlegrass grassland. These habitats are inherently 
rare and/or perform important ecosystem functions at the Headlands site by providing 
habitat for two federally listed wildlife species and up to thirteen special status plant 
species. Furthermore, these habitat areas are easily disturbed and degraded by 
human activity. As such, these areas constitute ESHA pursuant to the Coastal Act. 

Factors determining the location of ESHA include the presence of special status 
species, gnatcatcher territories, present and historical use of the site by gnatcatchers, 
and contiguity of habitat. The large contiguous patch of coastal sage scrub on the LCP 
site as well as the coastal bluff scrub, needlegrass grassland, and maritime succulent 
scrub are ESHA. In addition, the small patch of CSS adjacent to the northern 
residential enclave where a breeding pair of gnatcatchers was observed in 1991 and 
again in 2000 is ESHA. The boundaries of the upland ESHA on the HDCP LCP site are 
shown in Exhibit 15a. 

2. EFFECTS ON ESHA 

The proposed LUP amendment eliminates the 1986 LUP and replaces that LUP with 
the 1996 LUP. Furthermore, under the current proposal, policies would be added to 
and modified within the 1996 LUP in such a way as would render the LUP inconsistent 
with Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. 

The policies proposed in the LUP that are most directly related to open space and the 
protection of sensitive upland habitat on the Headlands site are found in the proposed 
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Land Use Element (LUE) and Conservation Open Space Element (COSE) of the LUP, 
as follows: 

New Policies22 

LUE Policy 5.3: Preserve natural open space within the Headlands, especially 
along the coastal bluffs, and provide open space areas integrated throughout 
the development. (Coastal Act/3021 0-212.5, 30250, 30253) 

LUE Policy 5.12: Establish and preserve as public open space, the most unique 
and significant landforms on the property, which have been incorporated into 
the Headlands Conservation Park, the Harbor Point Park, the Hilltop Park, 
and the Strand Beach Park, all as shown on Figure LU-6. 

LUE Policy 5.17: Incorporate design elements into private development, such 
as view lot premiums, which will lower the amount of gross acreage devoted 
to development, and thus increase the acreage devoted to public recreation, 
open space, parks and visitor facilities. 

LUE Policy 5.25: Comply with the requirements of the Central Coastal Orange 
County Natural Communities Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan 
(NCCP/HCP) approved by the California Department of Fish and Game for 
the Headlands and avoid duplicative regulatory controls, in particular with 
respect to wildlife management programs such as the NCCP/HCP. (Coastal 
Act/3040 1 , 30411 ) 

City-modified 1996 LUP Policies23 (modifications proposed by the City shown in 
underline) 

COSE Policy 3.1: Environmentally sensitive habitat areas, including important 
plant communities, wildlife habitats, marine refuge areas, riparian areas, 
wildlife movement corridors, wetlands, and significant tree stands, such as 
those generally depicted on Figure COS-1, shall be preserved. Development 
in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be sited and 
designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade those areas 
through such methods as, the practice of creative site planning, revegetation, 
and open space easement/dedications, and shall be compatible with the 
continuance of those habitat areas. A definitive determination of the 
existence of environmentally sensitive habitat areas on a specific site shall be 
made through the coastal development permitting process. For the 

22 As noted elsewhere, the proposed LUP amendment would replace the 1986 LUP with the 1996 LUP that the Commission 
cert1fied for the Capistrano Beach and Monarch Beach areas of the City. When the 1996 LUP was certified, certain policies, groups 
of policies, and narrative that specifically related to portions of the City that were not being updated, were not certified by the 
Commission at that time. One example are the policies and groups of policies that related to the Headlands. The City's LUP 
subm1ttal inaccurately presents these policies as existing certified policies in the 1996 LUP that are being changed, whereas, since 
the Commission never certified these polic1es they are actually entirely 'new· to the 1996 LUP. 
23 Portions of these policies were previously certified by the Commission when the 1996 LUP was certified for the Capistrano Beach 
and Monarch Beach areas. The proposed LUP would certify these policies as applicable to the Headlands and would add the 
language shown in underline to the pol1cy. 
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Headlands, the determination of native habitats will be based on the findings 
of the NCCP/HCP and compliance with CEQA. (Coastal Act/30230, 30240) 

COSE Policy 3.7: Environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA) shall be 
protected against any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses 
dependent on those resources shall be allowed within those areas. For the 
Headlands, a combination of on-site preservation and compliance with the 
requirements of the NCCP/HCP shall fulfill ESHA requirements. (Coastal 
Act/30240) 

In the proposed COSE of the LUP, there is also narrative discussing the NCCP/HCP 
and the landowners participation in that program. A table (COS-4) is also provided in 
the proposed COSE that describes proposed open space areas and the uses, in 
general, contemplated in those areas. Finally, the proposed LUE contains drawings 
depicting the land uses described above. 

Proposed COSE Policies 3.1 and 3. 7 include language that closely mirrors Section 
30240 of the Coastal Act. However, the proposed policies also contain language that 
would make no allowance for a site-specific determination of the presence of ESHA 
based on the Coastal Act definition of ESHA. Rather, the findings of the NCCP/HCP 
relative to the habitat on the project site -which are not based on Coastal Act 
standards- would be used for a "determination of native habitats". It should be noted 
that the meaning of the phrase "determination of native habitats" within the proposed 
policies is ambiguous in at least two ways: (1) since the NCCP/HCP does not purport to 
identify ESHA for purposes of compliance with the Coastal Act, it's unclear what it 
means to simply refer to the findings of the NCCP/HCP as if it lists ESHA; and (2) in 
both proposed COSE Policies 3.1 and 3.7 the first sentence discusses protecting ESHA 
but then the policy goes on to discuss the identification of "native habitats", however, 
neither of the policies states either the relevance of native habitat or how it will define 
"ESHA". For purposes of this analysis, the Commission has interpreted this proposed 
policy language to mean that the areas on the Headlands site identified as sensitive in 
the NCCP/HCP is the ESHA and that this sensitive habitat and any other habitat on the 
site may be impacted in the manner allowed in the NCCP/HCP. 

The NCCP/HCP findings24 recognize the presence of native habitat and the variety of 
sensitive plant and animal species found on the Headlands site and state that the site 
was considered for inclusion within the NCCP/HCP reserve system due to the presence 
of this habitat (Exhibits 11 a, 11 b). However, according to the NCCP/HCP and findings 
supporting the adoption of the NCCP/HCP (Exhibit 11 a, 11 b), the site was not included 
in the NCCP/HCP reserve system because 1) it was isolated from other elements of the 
Reserve System; 2) due to it's isolation from the other elements of the Reserve System 
the site would not provide any biological connectivity function for the Reserve System; 
3) the small size of the site in combination with existing disturbance "make it a poor 

24 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Game. et.al. 1996. Findings and Facts in Support of 

Findings Regarding the Central and Coastal Subregion Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan Joint 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Report No. 553 (SCH No. 93071061) and Draft Environmental Impact Statement 95-59. 
Exhibit A dated April 9. 1996. 
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candidate for long-term management and maintenance of existing biological values"; 4) 
the high cost of trying to include the site in the Reserve System; and 5) the site does 
not meet the requirements established in the NCCP/HCP reserve design guidelines for 
inclusion of a site within the reserve. The criteria used in the NCCP/HCP to determine 
whether a site should be included in the NCCP/HCP Reserve System are not the same 
criteria used to identify ESHA under the Coastal Act. Thus, even though the USFWS 
and CDFG found that the site doesn't qualify to be included in the NCCP/HCP Reserve, 
doesn't mean that habitat on the Headlands site doesn't qualify as ESHA. As described 
above and in Exhibits 15a, and 15b, there is habitat on the Headlands site that qualifies 
as ESHA under the Coastal Act. In order for the analysis required to be undertaken in 
the LUP policies to comply with the Coastal Act, that analysis would need to consider all 
the standards which apply when making a determination of ESHA. Proposed COSE 
Policies 3.1 and 3.7 fail to utilize the Coastal Act definition of ESHA. Thus the policies 
are inconsistent with Sections 30240 and 30107.5 of the Coastal Act. 

Using Coastal Act standards for determining ESHA, the project site contains 
approximately 50.3 acres of ESHA (Exhibit 15a). As described above, the LUP would 
designate 26.7 acres of land within the bowl area of the site for residential land use, 
another 4.4 acres of land would be designated for visitor/recreation commercial, and 
another 16.6 acres of land would be designated for recreation open space. The 
boundaries of these land use areas overlap the boundaries of the ESHA identified by 
the Commission (Exhibit 15c). The uses authorized by the LUPin these areas would 
allow grading and clearing vegetation; the construction of residential and commercial 
structures and appurtenances; roads, utilities and other infrastructure; and thinning and 
clearing native vegetation for fuel modification purposes, among other development. 
These uses would significantly disrupt habitat values and would not be uses dependent 
on the resources. Thus, the uses allowed under the LUP would be inconsistent with 
Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. 

COSE Policies 3.1 and 3. 7 would allow impacts upon ESHA on-site, and then allow the 
impacts to the ESHA to be mitigated either on-site or off-site by the landowners 
participation in the NCCP/HCP. Section 30240 of the Coastal Act does not provide for 
such measures in lieu of protecting existing ESHA resources. A recent Court of Appeal 
decision [Balsa Chica Land Trust v. Superior Court, 71 Cal. App. 4th 493, 83 Cal Rptr. 
2d 850 (1999)] speaks to the issue of mitigating the removal of ESHA through 
development by "creating" new habitat areas elsewhere. This case was regarding a 
Commission action approving an LCP for the Balsa Chica area in Orange County. The 
Commission determined that a eucalyptus grove that serves as roosting habitat for 
rap tors qualified as ESHA within the meaning of Section 30107.5 of the Coastal Act. 
The Commission found that residential development was permissible within the ESHA 
under Section 30240 because the eucalyptus grove was found to be in decline and 
because the LCP required an alternate raptor habitat be developed in a different area. 
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In the decision, the Court held the following: 

The Coastal Act does not permit destruction of an environmentally sensitive 
habitat area [ESHA] simply because the destruction is mitigated offsite. At the 
very least, there must be some showing that the destruction is needed to serve 
some other environmental or economic interest recognized by the act. 83 
Cai.Rptr.2d at 853. 

The Court also said: 

{T]he language of section 30240 does not permit a process by which the habitat 
values of an ESHA can be isolated and then recreated in another location. 
Rather, a literal reading of the statute protects the area of an ESHA from uses 
which threaten the habitat values which exist in the ESHA. Importantly, while the 
obvious goal of section 30240 is to protect habitat values, the express terms of 
the statute do not provide that protection by treating those values as intangibles 
which can be moved from place to place to suit the needs of development. 
Rather, the terms of the statute protect habitat values by placing strict limits 
carefully controlling the manner uses in the area around the ESHA are 
developed. 83 Cai.Rptr. 2d at 858. 

Thus, the requirements of Section 30240 of the Coastal Act cannot be met by 
destroying, removing or significantly disrupting an ESHA and attempting to create, 
restore or preserve commensurate habitat elsewhere: In order to protect ESHA, neither 
grading, nor construction of houses, commercial structures, roads, public facilities or 
fuel modification could occur within the habitat. However, the proposed LUP would 
allow the ESHA on the Headlands site to be partially destroyed for just these purposes. 
The proposed policies are therefore inconsistent with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and 
cannot be approved. 

The court's statement that "[a]t the very least, there must be some showing that the 
destruction is needed to serve some other environmental or economic interest 
recognized by the act" is a reference to a balancing approach that will be discussed 
separately below (see Section V.G.). Suffice it to say that there is no overriding 
Chapter 3 resource protection policy advanced by the current proposal that would 
authorize the construction of houses, commercial development, or roads in the coastal 
zone or the establishment of fuel modification zones within sensitive habitat. 
Furthermore, any benefits that are provided by this project could be achieved without 
the destruction of ESHA, as there are alternative locations for the hotel and public 
facilities that would not result in impacts to ESHA. 

In sum, the proposed LUP cannot be approved as submitted because it authorizes the 
destruction of ESHA on the Headlands site, in violation of Section 30240 of the Coastal 
Act as interpreted by the Court of Appeal in Bolsa Chica. 
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3. ESHA BUFFERS 

The development that is contemplated in the proposed LUP for the Headlands will bring 
with it significant threats to the integrity and continued functioning of the ESHA that is 
currently present. Section 30240 of the Coastal Act requires that development adjacent 
to ESHA be sited and designed to prevent impacts that would significantly degrade 
those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat areas. 
Buffers and development setbacks protect biological productivity by providing the 
horizontal spatial separation necessary to preserve habitat values and transitional 
terrestrial habitat area. Furthermore, buffers may sometimes allow limited human use 
such as low-impact recreation, and minor development such as trails, fences and 
similar recreational appurtenances when it will not significantly affect resource values. 
Buffer areas are not in themselves a part of the environmentally sensitive habitat area 
to be protected. Spatial separation minimizes the adverse effects of human use and 
urban development on wildlife habitat value through physical partitioning. The greater 
the spatial separation, the greater the protection afforded the biological values that are 
at risk. Buffers may also provide ecological functions essential for species in the 
ESHA. 

Typically, buffers are identified by a certain distance between the resource to be 
protected and development activities that are prohibited (e.g. 50 foot wide buffer 
between ESHA and the limits of grading for development). The proposed LUP contains 
policies that contain language corollary to Section 30240(b) of the Coastal Act. 
However, the proposed LUP policies place limitations on the application of that policy to 
the Headlands. In addition, the LUP makes reference to certain 'greenbelt buffers' that 
are to be located between the habitat that is proposed to be conserved (i.e. the 
Headlands Conservation Park) and other development areas. However, the LUP does 
not identify specific buffer standards or widths with which development must conform. 
Furthermore, the LUP identifies the types of uses authorized within the 'greenbelt 
buffer', as public trails, open space parking, visitor recreational facilities, seating, 
signage, fuel modification, landscape features, security fencing, public roads necessary 
to access open space areas. Some of these uses, such as trails, signs, and seating, if 
sited properly, such as at the outer edge of the buffer away from the ESHA, would be 
allowable within a buffer. However, other uses, such as buildings, parking lots, roads, 
and other more intense uses are generally inappropriate within habitat buffers. In order 
for the Commission to find an LUP consistent with Section 30240(b) of the Coastal Act, 
the LUP must contain policies that establish appropriate minimum buffers between 
ESHA and development areas and identify the uses that would be allowed within those 
buffers, excluding inappropriate uses. 

More specifically, in this case, the Commission finds that the LUP needs to contain 
policies that implement a minimum 50 foot wide buffer between all areas designated as 
ESHA and development. Furthermore, where there is an interface between ESHA and 
intense urban uses, such as residential or commercial development, the outer edge of 
the habitat buffer should be delineated with a fence that is impervious to dogs. 
Adjacent to new residential areas, the fence should be constructed of block material 
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with no openings and be at least 6 feet high. Within the buffers all exotic vegetation 
should be removed and appropriate native species reestablished. Such fenced buffers 
will inhibit incursions by people and pets, inhibit the spread of ornamental vegetation, 
and reduce the intensity of noise, visual stimuli, and light pollution. 

Despite the above precautions, the increased human presence will have negative 
effects on coastal resources. To mitigate those effects, the Commission would require 
that existing degraded ESHA be restored and that a habitat management plan be 
completed and funded in perpetuity. This will provide a vehicle for public education, 
informative signs, weed control, trail maintenance, and on-going needs for repair and 
restoration. 

4. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CURRENT PROPOSAL, 
THE EXISTING LCP, AND THE EXISTING 
SUBDIVISION 

The City and landowner have presented their view that the proposed LCP amendment 
is, on balance, more protective of coastal resources than the existing LCP that pertains 
to 95.1 acres of the 121.3 acre site. The City and landowner have argued that full 
build-out under the existing LCP would result in up to 310 single family residences, 
hotels, commercial structures and other development within areas that under the 
proposed LCP would be at least partially conserved in either recreation or conservation 
oriented open space. Furthermore, the City and landowner have argued that the 
existing LCP fails to identify any ESHA on the project site, and in fact, makes an 
affirmative determination that the habitat is notESHA. The City and landowner base 
this assertion, in part, on non-policy narrative which discusses the general state of 
coastal sage scrub habitat in the Dana Point area. Specifically, that non-policy 
narrative states "[t]he Dana Point area contains a mix of native and introduced biotic 
communities including riparian, coastal sage scrub, and ruderal communities which do 
not fit into the Coastal Act definition of environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas. 25"(Exhibit 3b) The City and landowner also refer to subsequent narrative which 
states that the regional significance of several coastal strand species found in areas of 
exposed sand on in the Headlands area is questionable. The City and landowner have 
argued that the existing LCP affords little protection to existing on-site habitat, and 
endorses off-site mitigation for impacts to sensitive habitat. The City and landowner 
have argued that language within the LCP that refers to a mitigation plan suggests that 
the LCP contemplates impacts to ESHA by development such as houses and 
commercial structures, and allows those impacts to be mitigated, including off-site 
mitigation. 

The Commission has reviewed and given consideration to the City and landowners 
arguments regarding the existing versus proposed LCP. Although the City and 

:s Orange County Eiwironmental Management Agency. 1986. Local Coastal Program. South Coast Planning Unit, Dana Point, 
Volume 3. Section II.B.2.a., pages 5-6. 
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landowner have raised valid concerns reiative to the LCP, the Commission disagrees 
with the characterization that the existing LCP makes an affirmative determination that 
the site contains no ESHA. The narrative to which the City and landowner refer is 
background information discussing the general understanding at the time about the 
overall habitat mix in the Dana Point area. This is not a specific discussion about the 
habitat on the subject site or at any given area within the greater Dana Point area. In 
fact, the LCP contains specific LUP policies, most notably Policy 18, which mandate a 
site-specific analysis for the identification of any rare, endangered, threatened or 
especially valuable species and their habitats on a given site at the time of a permit 
application. The IP (see Policy G.2.L.) contains further details regarding this 
requirement (Exhibit 3b). The Commission's findings adopting the existing LCP26 

(Exhibit 3c) make clear there was information suggesting that habitat at the Headlands 
site could qualify as ESHA, but that additional surveys and analysis was necessary to 
make the determination27

. Furthermore, the Commission disagrees with the contention 
that there are no provisions in the existing LCP that would prevent impacts on sensitive 
habitat. The existing LCP contains policies that substantially conform with the 
requirements of Section 30240 and in fact directly reference that Coastal Act policy 
(see LUP Policies 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 14, and 18, and IP Policy G.2.L.). Thus, 
there are policies in the existing LCP that could be relied upon to both identify ESHA 
and protect those areas from development that would disturb the ESHA. 

Furthermore, the Commission disagrees with the City and landowners assertion that the 
reference to 'mitigation' within the existing LCPs policies suggests that impacts for 
residential, commercial or other development upon ESHA are authorized provided that 
such impacts are mitigated. The intent of the language regarding 'mitigation' is stated 
clearly in the Commission's findings relative to approval of the existing LCP (Exhibit 3c). 
First, Part II of those findings states the intent of the policies is to implement the 
mandatory protections identified in Section 30240(a) of the Coastal Act and limits the 
uses within ESHA to those dependent upon the resource. The concept of mitigation is 
limited to mitigation to offset impacts to ESHA that are produced by uses that are 
dependent upon the resource and don't significantly disrupt habitat values, and which 
are therefore allowed. For instance, the Commission has found that construction of 
nature trails are uses dependent on the resource. Nonetheless, the construction of a 
nature trail may cause impacts that would need to be mitigated. Whereas, 
development such as houses, a hotel or commercial development are not resource 
dependent uses, and thus would not be allowed within ESHA. Since such uses are 
prohibited, the impact wouldn't be allowed and the need for mitigation would be moot. 
Second, Part IV of those findings reaffirms that "[t]he objective of the Commission's 
suggested modification for the Headlands sector is to protect environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas consistent with Coastal Act Section 30240". The findings describe the 

26 
California Coastal Commission. 1985. County of Orange, Resubm1ttal of Dana Point Local Coastal Program for Public Hearing 

and Commission Action at the meeting of October 22, 1985, that fully incorporate by reference the findings dated December 23, 
1983 regarding County of Orange, Resubmittal of Dana Point Local Coastal Program for possible Commission action at the 
meeting of January 10-13, 1984, as described in the meeting notice. 
27 

In any event. the standard for the Commission's review of the proposed LCP amendment 1n this respect is whether it accurately 
characterizes the ESHA that exists on the ground at the present time, not whether it is more or less protective than the existing 
system. Thus, even if the existing LCP were to state unequivocally that this area contained no ESHA, that would not alter the task 
before the Commission. The question before the Commission is whether, as an empirical fact, the area is ESHA. 
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concept of identifying the location of ESHA and then expanding open space areas to 
capture and preserve these sensitive habitat areas, at the time a coastal development 
permit is sought. The findings specifically contemplate reconfiguring the land uses 
identified in the LCP so that resources are protected from impacts, not impacted and 
then mitigated. The concept of transplantation is also discussed in the findings, but this 
is in the context of situations where transplantation is necessary in order to both save 
the habitat and address an unavoidable hazard (such as a collapsing cliff), or as a 
means of creating or enhancing habitat elsewhere provided that such transplantation 
does not significantly disrupt the habitat at the donor site28

• 

The City and landowner have also pointed out the presence of an existing subdivision 
of the property that carves the Headlands site into about 300 lots. The City has 
expressed concern regarding the potential that the bulk of these lots -which are 
presently commonly owned by a single entity- could be sold and developed in 
fragments29 (Exhibit 18a). Furthermore, the City expresses concern about the potential 
for inverse condemnation actions in association with these lots. 

The Commission recognizes the landowners rights to some economic use of their 
property. However, while no evidence has been submitted to the Commission that 
would call into question the legality of the existing subdivision, there is also no evidence 
that the landowner has perfected their right to develop each lot (see, e.g., District 
lntown Properties v. District of Columbia, 198 F.3d 874 (D.C. Cir. 1999). It is also 
notable that the existing LCP does not mention or recognize any existing subdivision on 
the property. There is no recognizable correlation between the existing lot configuration 
and the land use areas designated in the existing LCP. In fact, many of the small 
parcels created by the existing subdivision are designated for use as conservation or 
other open space under the existing LCP. Furthermore, the landowner would need to 
reconfigure lots to create a functional residential development and consolidate many of 
the small parcels into larger parcels in order to reasonably develop that land for the 
hotel and commercial uses that are designated under the existing LCP. Based on the 
historic level of community concern over the importance of the Headlands as a 
resource in Dana Point, it can be reasonably anticipated that the process of obtaining 
entitlements based on the existing subdivision at the local level (and the State level if 
appealed) would, at a minimum, be arduous. Nevertheless, barring the surfacing of 
information that would call the legality of the lots into question, the Commission would 
recognize that the landowner does have at least some legally recognizable right to an 
economic use of its property at the permitting stage. Thus, the existing subdivision 
represents an interest -albeit of uncertain value- that the Commission should consider 
and weigh in its decision regarding the present LCP proposal and any alternative 
development plans for the site. Moreover, as the courts have held, the LCP is not the 
point in the regulatory process when taking arise. Sierra Club v. California Coastal 
Commission (1993), 12 Cal. App. 4th 602. While takings concerns need not be ignored, 

28 Of course, as is indicated above. the relative degree of protection provided by the proposed LCP amendment versus the existing 
LCP is not the standard for the Commission's review of this proposal in any event. The Commission's review of the current 
eroposal is based on the standards established by the policies in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 
•

9 
Rutan & Tucker. 2003. Dana Point Local Coastal Program Amendment. Letter dated August 19, 2003 from A. Patrick Munoz, 

City Attorney, City of Dana Point, to Deborah Lee, Deputy Director, California Coastal Commission. 
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they are more properly addressed at the permitting stage. See Cal. Pub. Res. Code 
§ 30010. 

5. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ESHA AND NCCP/HCP 

The landowner has challenged Commission staff on its determination that the 
Headlands site contains ESHA. The landowner's primary arguments were set forth 
most formally in an August 11, 2003 letter from the landowner's counsel. 30 (Exhibit 
18b ). That letter raises several issues to which the Commission hereby responds. 
Most of the issues relate to the NCCP/HCP discussed above, in section III.C.1.d. As 
indicated above, that plan allows development to impact up to 30 acres of coastal sage 
scrub habitat on the land at issue in this action. It is against this background that the 
landowner makes the following arguments. 

Citing Sections 30401 and 30411 of the Coastal Act, the landowner asserts that the 
Commission's identification of ESHA on the project site runs counter to state law in two 
respects. Because Section 30411 (a) recognizes the Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) and the Fish and Game Commission as" the principal state agencies 
responsible for the establishment and control of wildlife and fishery management 
programs," the landowner asserts that the Commission must defer to CDFG's 
conclusion that the Headlands habitat is "of low biological significance. "31 However, this 
is wrong for three reasons. First, there is no declaration in the findings32 for the 
NCCP/HCP that the Headlands habitat is of low biological significance as is suggested 
by the landowner. Contrarily, the findings state the site was considered for inclusion in 
the reserve system due to the variety of sensitive plant and animal species that are 
found on the site. Rather, those findings state that the Headlands site is not a viable 
candidate for inclusion in the NCCP/HCP Reserve System (Exhibit 11 a, 11 b) largely 
because of its isolation from the other components of the Reserve System and the 
difficulty and expense of adequately managing the area as a component of the Reserve 
System. Furthermore, as is indicated in Exhibit 15a , the NCCP/HCP's failure to include 
the subject area as part of the NCCP/HCP Reserve System does not mean that CDFG 
found the area to be of low biological significance. The very essence of such plans is to 
decide which of many ecologically valuable areas are the most important ones in 
accomplishing the goals of the plan. Moreover, those goals are related to protecting 
certain target species and communities from extinction. 33 Thus, the decision is 
inherently focused on a narrower subject-matter than the Commission's ESHA analysis 
(which looks at all rare and especially valuable species and habitats rather than just 

30 Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton. 2003. Headlands Reserve LLC Project, LCP Amendment (2-02) to Dana Point LCP, City 
of Dana Point, California. Letter dated August 11, 2003, from Joseph E. Petrillo. Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton to Ralph 
Faust, California Coastal Commission. 
31 Letter at 3. 
32 U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Game, et.al. 1996. Findings and Facts in Support of 
Findings Regarding the Central and Coastal Subregion Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan Joint 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Report No. 553 (SCH No. 93071061) and Draft Environmental Impact Statement 95-59. 
Exhibit A dated April 9. 1996. 
33 See NCCP/HCP, Part I. § A.3.c. 
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target ones)34 and on a narrower goal than the Commission's charge under Section 
30240 (to protect ill! ESHA against significant disruption of habitat values and prohibit 
non-resource-dependent uses in any such area, rather than just the "most important" 
ones). Second, even if the NCCP/HCP had implied a conclusion by CDFG that the 
area was not ecologically valuable, that assessment would be pursuant to a different 
standard from the Commission's standard for identifying ESHA. Indeed, the Coastal 
Act definition of ESHA requires designation of "rare" as well as valuable species and 
habitats. In any event, the Commission is statutorily obligated to make its own 
determination under its own standard, as established by the Coastal Act, and while it 
can take into account information and opinions expressed by CDFG, the Commission 
must look at all of the relevant information and come to its own conclusion. 35 

The other respect in which the landowner claims the Commission's ESHA identification 
runs contrary to state law flows from the necessary consequences of that ESHA 
identification. Once ESHA has been identified, Section 30240 of the Coastal Act 
requires that the ESHA be protected and that only uses dependent on the ESHA 
resources be allowed within the area. Consequently, the landowner argues that the 
very identification of ESHA imposes controls that constitute a 'wildlife management 
'strategy.' Section 30411 (a) of the Coastal Act prohibits the Commission from 
establishing or imposing any "controls" with respect to "wildlife and fishery management 
programs ... that duplicate or exceed regulatory controls established by [CDFG, 
among others]." Neither the identification of ESHA nor the development restrictions 
that flow from that identification, both of which are the responsibility of the Commission 
under the Coastal Act, and no other agency, constitute the imposition of controls on, or 
the implementation of, wildlife or fishery management programs within the meaning of 
Section 30411 of the Coastal Act. Indeed, the Commission has consistently read and 
applied Section 30411 not to apply to the Commission's basic role in carrying out the 
land use policies in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 

More generally, the landowner's argument is based on the false assumption that the 
subject of CDFG's regulatory authority and the subject of the Commission's regulatory 
authority are one and the same. Thus, they conclude, any regulation by the 
Commission of an area already subject to CDFG's regulation via an NCCP must be 
duplicative. In fact, the two agencies have complementary roles, with distinct regulatory 
foci. CDFG enters into natural communities conservation plans ("NCCPs") pursuant to 
the Natural Community Conservation Plannin~ Act36 ("NCCP Act") and its authority 
under the California Endangered Species Act. 7 While CDFG's focus in entering into 
NCCPs is on the management of endangered species, the Commission's separate and 
unique regulatory focus is the use and development of land and the impacts thereof on 

34 One example of where these two approaches diverge is Coulter's saltbush, a rare plant listed on CNPS list 1 B, which was used 
by the Commission as one indication of ESHA, but which appears not to have been covered by the NCCP. See NCCP/HCP 
~ 4.5.1, Table 4-8. 

5 The prior Commission actions that the landowner's counsel cites in footnote six of the letter are inapplicable. In the case of the 
first one (permit number 6-98-127), the letter cites a February 28, 2002 staff report that did not even go to the Commission. That 
report was modified, and it was only the revised version that was presented to the Commission. The revised approach, approved 
bl' the Commission in May of 2002, relied on other factors in concluding that an area was not ESHA. 
3 Cal. Fish & Game Code§§ 2800 et seq. (see, specifically, section 2810). 
37 Cal. Fish & Game Code §§ 2050 et seq. 
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a whole host of coastal resources. This distinction is made clear by focusing on any 
one of the many Chapter 3 policies other than section 30240. The Commission can 
and must regulate development in this area on the basis of its impact on any of the 
coastal resources the Commission is charged with protecting. 

The landowner next argues that the NCCP/HCP is binding on the Commission because 
the chief of the California Resources Agency, the Secretary of Resources, was a 
signatory to the NCCP/HCP Implementing Agreement, and the Commission is part of 
the Resources Agency. However, this argument fails for a whole host of reasons, 
ranging from the statutory language and purpose of the NCCP Act to the very text of the 
Implementing Agreement itself. To begin with, it is notable that three Resources 
Agency departments (CDFG, the Department of Forestry, and the Department of Parks 
& Recreation) are all parties to the agreement. If, as the landowner argues, every 
department within the Resources Agency were automatically bound by the Resources 
Agency's execution of the Implementing Agreement, there would have been no reason 
for these three departments to be signatories to the agreement. Moreover, the 
statutory scheme explicitly states that the planning agreement, at least, is only binding 
on agencies that are a party to ;e8

. It is also notable that the phrase "assurances 
policy" is defined as certainty for private landowners "in [Endangered Species Act] 
Habitat Conservation Planning" - not all planning-related review of development in the 
subject area generally. Furthermore, the findings of the agreement state that the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service ("USFWS") and CDFG find that the agreement "meets the 
requirements for a habitat conservation plan for purposes of [the state and federal 
Endangered Species Acts] and the NCCP Act," without any reference to other statutory 
or regulatory schemes. Finally, Section 8 of the agreement (on mutual assurances) 
specifically lists commitments made by "County and Cities" (section 8.1 ), Participating 
Landowners (section 8.2), USFWS (section 8.3), CDFG (section 8.4), and CDF (section 
8.5), and then says, in section 8.6, that the parties "acknowledge that the Participating 
Landowners may also be subject to permit requirements of agencies not parties to this 
Agreement." All of the above factors demonstrate that 1) the Commission was not a 
signatory to the NCCP/HCP; 2) the Commission is not bound by the NCCP/HCP 
Implementation Agreement simply because the Resources Agency was a signatory to 
the agreement; and 3) the NCCP/HCP is only designed to carry out the requirements of 
the NCCP Act and Endangered Species Act requirements, and not the Coastal Act39

, 

and thus, that Section 30411 is not applicable here. 

The landowner also points to Government Code Section 12805.1 's requirement that the 
Secretary of Resources facilitate coordination between CDFG and the Commission. 
The landowner cites this provision as evidence that her signature on the Implementing 

38 Cal Fish & Game Code§ 2810(b)(1) 
39 The landowner also argues that the Commission is estopped from designating ESHA on the site based on a 19961etter from the 
Commission's South Coast District Director commenting on the proposed NCCP/HCP. Letter from Chuck Damm to Gary 
Medeiros. Orange County Envtronmental Management Agency (Jan. 29, 1996). The Commission is not bound by these statements 
made in this letter, which are, in any event, general statements, see,~. page 2 ("Generally speaking, therefore, the NCCP/HCP 
fulfills [the] two criterta [of Sect1on 30240])'". and explicitly non-committal See, ~. page 3 ("However. in some cases the HCCP 
process may be more liberal than the Coastal Act because 1t would allow development in some areas that qualify as ESHA"); page 
5 ("Any plans required by the NCCP/HCP to Implement the provis1ons of the Adaptive Management Program may have to be 
submitted as amendments to the certified LCPs") 
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Agreement must be assumed to reflect an incorporation of the Commission's role. This 
argument turns Section 12805.1 on its head. Section 12805.1 was adopted to facilitate 
such coordination specifically in order to clarify the complementary roles of the two 
agencies. It was adopted as an alternative to a separate proposal that would have 
curtailed the Commission's authority under Section 30240 of the Coastal Act based on 
CDFG's actions. The Legislature's rejection of that other bill, and the subsequent 
failure of the formal attempts at mediating a coordinated approach pursuant to Section 
12805.1 ,40 left the Commission's 30240 authority fully in tact and unimpaired by 
CDFG's actions pursuant to the NCCP law. 

The underlying principle in all of the above is that the NCCP/HCP process was never 
intended to, and does not, supplant the Commission's regulatory authority over land 
use and development. This is clear from numerous disclaimers and references in 
guidelines and agreements applicable to NCCPs and HCPs. For example, the Habitat 
Conservation Planning Handbook adopted in 1996 by the USFWS and the National 
Marine Fisheries Service specifically states in its "Helpful Hints" section (pages 1-17) 
that the "activities addressed under an HCP may be subject to federal laws other than 
the ESA, such as the Coastal Zone Management Act. ... Service staff should check 
the requirements of these statutes and ensure that Service responsibilities under these 
laws, if any, are satisfied, and that the applicant is notified of these other requirements 
from the beginning." Similarly, the California Resources Agency's 1993 NCCP Process 
Guidelines state that "A variety of state and federal laws may apply to the area subject 
to a subregional NCCP. Inasmuch as any other law affects land planning an 
conservation issues, it is desirable that the NCCP anticipate these requirements so as 
to minimize conflicting purposes ... ". Indeed, the very purpose of legislation such as 
the federal Coastal Zone Management Act and the California Coastal Act is to provide 
heightened protection for areas of special significance, beyond that which may be 
provided by legislation of more general geographic scope. 

None of this is to say that the Commission does not respect the NCCP/HCP process or 
that it does not take into account the information and analyses presented by CDFG or 
other resource agencies. The Commission has made concerted efforts to integrate its 
role with these important programs and has repeatedly indicated that the most effective 
and meaningful way to do so is for the Commission to be involved in the development 
of NCCPs and HCPs so that NCCP-related provisions can be integrated into LCPs in a 
coordinated planning process. 

Finally, independent of the NCCP/HCP issues, the landowner asserts that the habitat 
on the Headlands site simply does not meet the definition of ESHA under the Coastal 
Act. The Commission disagrees with the landowners assertions and -as elsewhere
incorporates herein by reference the response to this assertion provided in Exhibits 15a 
and 15b. The Commission wishes to place particular emphasis on three points made in 
that memorandum (Exhibit 15a). First, the Commission's determination of whether any 

40 It is also notable that this NCCP/HCP predated the entire mediation process. The Secretary obviously did not believe that her 
signature on the Implementation Agreements bound the Commission at that time. If she did, she would not have needed to initiate 
the mediation to work out a means of involving the Commission in future NCCPs. 
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given areas constitutes ESHA under the Coastal Act is based on the totality of evidence 
it receives, and is always based on site-specific analyses and recommendations made 
by its staff. Accordingly, in this instance, as in all instances, the Commission's decision 
to delineating the area listed in Exhibits 13a and 13b as ESHA is not based solely on 
the presence of coastal sage scrub in the area. Secondly, although the Commission 
considers the functionality of habitat in determining whether an area constitutes ESHA, 
it does not consider the concept of viability in the sense put forth by the applicant (i.e., 
likelihood of long-term survival) as a factor that is directly relevant to the Commission's 
delineation. Accordingly, in this instance, the Commission's delineation is based on its 
assessment of the ability of the species and habitat in the delineated areas to function 
effectively and thereby to serve an especially valuable role in the ecosystem. Finally, 
the Commission delineates ESHA based on the statutory definition in Section 30107.5 
Nothing in that provision allows the Commission to exclude an area from classification 
as ESHA simply because it has suffered significant disturbance and/or degradation. As 
long as the area meets the other criteria in that definition and remains susceptible of 
being easily disturbed or degraded beyond its current level of disturbance or 
degradation, the area can and will be delineated as ESHA. 

6. OTHER ESHA ISSUES 

As noted above, the Headlands site is affected by an existing subdivision that created 
lots that are located partly or wholly within ESHA. The City and landowner have argued 
that the proposed LCP would eliminate adverse impacts to sensitive habitat by 
designating significant areas of sensitive land within the Headlands area as open 
space. However, the designation of open space may not be an adequate means of 
assuring that the lots within those designated areas will be preserved in perpetuity as 
open space. The owner of any lot within the area designated open space could assert 
a takings claim if some type of development is not authorized on that lot. If 
development were to occur, it would cause significant adverse impacts upon ESHA. 
Other impacts from developing each lot would also occur, including significant visual 
impacts. In order to minimize or avoid this situation, the LUP must contain provisions 
for a lot retirement program, such as a Transfer of Development Credit (TDC) Program 
and reversion to acreage process, that would allow subdivision and more intense 
development of non-ESHA areas, such as the more level areas of the bowl and the 
Strand, in exchange for retiring any existing development rights upon those lots that 
partly or wholly contain ESHA. The LUP contains no such program, thus, the LCP does 
not achieve the purported ESHA protection program. Thus, the Commission finds the 
proposed LUP cannot be found consistent with Section 30240 of the Coastai.Act. 

7. ANALYSIS OF REVISED INFORMAL SUBMITTAL 

The City staff has submitted some proposed changes to the LUP that respond, in part, 
to the issues raised above41

. Most notably, the proposal reduces the 26.7 acre 
residential area that overlaps ESHA to 20.2 acres, and it places the remainder acreage 

41 
Although these changes are not formally submitted. the Commission provides this guidance in response to the submittal in order 

to clarify the Coastal Act's requirements for an approvable program 
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into the areas designated recreation open space (Exhibit 6b). Nevertheless, the 20.2 
acres of residential area would still overlap ESHA. Furthermore, the LUP places no 
prohibitions on fuel modification within ~SHA. Since the remaining 20.2 acres of 
residential would be located immediately adjacent to potentially flammable habitat area, 
fuel modification would be necessary to reduce fuel loads to protect the new residential 
structures from fire hazards. Fuel modification would necessitate clearing and thinning 
vegetation, which are activities that would disturb the habitat and degrade the ESHA. In 
addition, no changes are made to the siting or configuration of the commercial areas. 
Thus, commercial retail and hotel uses would still be allowed by the proposed LUP 
within ESHA. Finally, no changes were made to the types of uses contemplated in the 
hilltop and harbor point promontory areas. Roads, parking lots, community structures 
such as a lighthouse, among other development, could still be constructed within ESHA 
under the proposed LUP. Construction and operation of these uses within the ESHA 
would remove or degrade the ESHA. Therefore, additional changes to the LUP, 
beyond those identified by the City, are necessary in order for the Commission to find 
the LUP consistent with Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. 

B. HAZARDS 

The principal Coastal Act policy relative to Hazards is Section 30253. Another 
applicable policy is Section 30235 of the Coastal Act. These policies along with other 
applicable policies will be used to evaluate the conformance of the LCPA with the 
Coastal Act. Section 30253 of the Coastal Act mandates that development minimize 
risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard. It also 
requires that development assure stability and structural integrity and neither create nor 
contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or 
surrounding areas, or in any way require the construction of protective devices that 
would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs or cliffs. Section 30235 requires 
the Commission to permit the construction of protective devices to serve coastal 
dependent uses, to protect existing structures, and to protect existing beaches in 
danger of erosion, despite the conflict that such construction might present with other 
Coastal Act policies; however, Section 30235 limits its mandate to the three instances 
listed above and even then to situations in which the project is designed to eliminate or 
mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply and where there are existing 
structures in danger from erosion. 

The proposed LUP would allow the development of approximately 50 lots for private 
custom homes in a depression ("the Bowl") area, and now containing a greenhouse and 
nursery; and approximately 75 lots for private custom homes on a sloping site 
consisting of an ancient landslide complex above Strand Beach and previously 
occupied by a trailer park. Approximately 2.2 million cubic yards of grading would be 
required to implement the development contemplated. The majority of the grading 
would take the form of the removal of about one million cubic yards of material from the 
upper portion of the landslide complex above Strand Beach, the removal and re
compaction of 33,000 cubic yards of material in the lower portion of this landslide 
complex, and the addition of approximately one million cubic yards of fill to the Bowl 
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area. Together, this grading is proposed in order to accomplish two main purposes: it 
would balance the landslide forces to yield acceptable factors of safety against sliding 
for the Strand, allowing development there, and it would elevate building pads in the 
Bowl to provide better coastal views from the development that would be allowed to be 
constructed there. To protect the development of the Strand area, and as part of the 
stabilization plan for the ancient landslide complex, the LUP would allow the rebuilding 
and enlargement of an existing approximately 2,240 foot long revetment that extends 
nearly the length of Strand Beach, and is contiguous with several thousand feet of 
revetment protecting development upcoast of the Headlands area. 

In order to allow for this type of development, the proposed LUP amendment includes 
the following policies: 

COSE Policy 2.8: Minimize risks to life and property, and preserve the natural 
environment, by siting and clustering new development away from areas 
which have physical constraints associated with steep topography and 
unstable slopes; and where such areas are designated as Recreation/Open 
Space or include bluffs, beaches, or wetlands, exclude such areas from the 
calculation of net acreage available for determining development intensity or 
density potential. For the Headlands, minimization of risk to life and property 
and preservation of the natural environment is met by a requirement that new 
development be sited and clustered into areas determined by geological 
feasibility studies to be suitable, such as by remediation of unstable slopes 
impacted by such new development. (Coastal Act/30233, 30253) 

COSE Policy 2.14: Shoreline or ocean protective devices such as revetments, 
breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff retaining walls, and other 
such construction that alters shoreline processes shall be permitted when 
required to serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or 
public beaches in danger from erosion, and when designed to eliminate or 
mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply and minimize 
adverse impacts on public use of sandy beach areas. For the Headlands, the 
potential for coastal slope erosion shall be minimized and public safety and 
coastal access protected by reconstruction of the existing revetment. Such 
reconstruction must not encroach seaward of the toe of the existing 
revetment at bedrock unless improvements are necessary to create or 
enhance new public access and/or public safety. (Coastal Act/3021 0-12, 
30235) 

The proposed policies would explicitly allow the reconstruction of a shoreline protective 
device along the Strand without any analysis of the negative impacts of the device or a 
showing that the device is necessary to serve the purposes listed in Section 30235. 
Furthermore, COSE Policy 2.8 is designed to allow the construction of homes along the 
Strand, relying on that rebuilt revetment, even though it would be new development that 
required the construction of the revetment, in violation of Section 30253. Thus, the 
proposed policies are inconsistent with Sections 30235 and 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

Page: 43 



Dana Point LCP Amendment 2-02 

The City and landowner have argued that the shoreline protective device is not 
prohibited in this case because the area where the shoreline protective device would be 
located is neither a bluff or natural landform, thus the prohibitions regarding protective 
devices incorporated into Section 30253 don't apply. Furthermore, the City and 
landowner have argued that there are existing structures in the Strand that necessitate 
protection by a shoreline protective device, thus the allowances within Section 30235 
do apply. The Commission disagrees with the City and landowner regarding these 
assertions. The basis for this determination is described below and further detailed in 
Exhibits 1 Oa-1 Od (incorporated here by reference). 

1. FACTORS RELATIVE TO CONFORMANCE WITH 
SECTION 30253 

a) The Presence of Bluffs At the Strand 

The Headlands owes its prominence in large part to the resistance nature of the rock 
underlying the Headlands portion of the site. This rock, the San Onofre Breccia, is a 
resistant conglomerate unit that also forms headlands along the coast to the north. 
Although generally very resistant to erosion (bluff retreat rate is approximately 1. 7 
inches/yr) and relatively stable, landslides do occur. In contact with the San Onofre 
Breccia is the Monterey Shale, which forms the slopes in the Strand area, and underlies 
portions of the Bowl and properties offsite to the south and east. Throughout California, 
the Monterey Shale is susceptible to landsliding. Despite a relatively favorable bedding 
orientation, the coastal bluff in the Strand area is characterized by a complex of ancient 
landslides, none of which have shown any recorded historic movement. 

The City and landowner have questioned whether the slope above the Strand should be 
considered a coastal bluff. They argue that the slope, which has an overall gradient of 
approximately 22%, is not steep enough to be considered a bluff. Further, they argue 
that previous grading on this slope has resulted in its alteration to the extent that it can 
no longer be considered a natural landform. Accordingly, they do not consider the 
proposed development at the Strand area to lie on a bluff face, and have declined to 
identify a bluff edge line in the Strand. 

Although the slope below this upland is much less steep at the Strand than at the 
Headlands, the geomorphic features-bluff top and bluff face-are continuous. The 
difference in slope between the Headlands and the Strand is explained by the 
underlying geology and geologic processes that have been operating on the coastal 
bluff. The San Onofre Breccia is much stronger, and accordingly capable of standing at 
steeper slopes, than is the Monterey Formation. Further, at the Strand, the bluff must 
have been steeper at some point in the past, to provide a driving force for the creation 
of the large landslide complex that exists there today. The scalloped plan view of the 
bluff edge, the gentle slope of the bluff and to some extent the hummocky, irregular, 
slope of the Strand area itself, are the results of these slope movements in the past. 
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Thus, while the slope of the landform is less steep than at other locations in the 
Headlands, the landform is unquestionably a bluff. The Commission's geologist has 
been to the site and in his professional opinion, the area constitutes a bluff. This 
determination is consistent with the Commission's prior characterization of the area as 
a bluff contained within the existing certified LCP. Thus, the controlling language in 
Section 30253 relative to bluffs is applicable to the Strand, as it is equally applicable to 
the undisputed bluffs located elsewhere at the Headlands. 

The Coastal Act definition of bluff edge is contained in California Code of Regulations, 
Title 14, § 13577 (h) (2). In keeping with this definition, the bluff edge would be defined 
under the Coastal Act to lie at "the landward edge of the topmost riser." Thus, the bluff 
edge line would be drawn at the demarcation between the relatively flat bluff top and 
the much steeper bluff face. The LUP must be revised to define bluff edge and 
demarcate its location consistent with the Coastal Act. 

b) The Strand as a Natural Landform 

The landowner also questions whether the slope above the Strand can be referred to 
as a "natural landform" due to the fact that it has been previously graded. According to 
the landowners, beginning in the mid 1920's roads, parking lots, a mobile home park, 
and other appurtenances have been constructed and have modified the landform. 
Grading has occurred over much of the northern portion of the Strand. However, the 
geologic cross sections supplied show that cuts and fill slopes generally were on the 
order of less than 5-10 feet. The southernmost part of the Strand was not graded 
extensively, as is apparent from aerial photographs. 

Although the grading of the Strand created a stepped surface topography that allowed 
the construction of roads, mobile home pads, and parking areas, the overall form of the 
slope was little altered. Despite the grading at the site, the area is still recognizable as 
a bluff, a natural landform. In contrast, an artificial landform is a topographic feature 
that did not exist prior to grading or construction activities, such as a quarry pit 
excavation, a landfill, a freeway ramp, or a causeway. The Commission generally has 
recognized that natural landforms may be altered by grading-both cut and fill-but that 
they do not cease to be "natural landforms" because of such alteration. In this instance, 
it is also notable that the Commission's geologist has been to the site and unequivocally 
recognized the topography as being characteristic of a landslide complex (Exhibit 1 Oc), 
which is a natural landform. The Commission finds that the Strand represents a natural 
landform that has been altered, but fundamentally remains a natural landform 
nonetheless. Thus, the controlling language in Section 30253 relative to natural 
landforms is applicable to the Strand, as it is equally applicable to the undisputed 
natural landforms located elsewhere in the Headlands area. 
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c) Effects of a Revetment 011 those La11djorms 

The Strand is a natural landform that consists of a bluff containing a landslide complex. 
As is discussed below, in order to develop the Strand in the manner proposed in the 
LUP, a significant quantity of geologic remediation will need to be implemented, and a 
shoreline protective device will need to be constructed to protect the newly remediated 
landmass. The shoreline protective device will halt the erosion of the toe of the 
landslide, preventing the slide mass from slipping as buttressing forces at the base of 
the complex are reduced by erosion of this material. Since the shoreline protective 
device would prevent the landslide from its natural tendency to reactivate and slide over 
time, the shoreline protective device would alter the natural landform. 

d) Hazard Co11strai11ts at the Stra11d 

The Strand is characterized by an ancient landslide complex. These landslides and 
their stability were investigated extensively as part of the preparation of the proposed 
LUP amendment. Although there is no evidence of historic movement on any of the 
ancient slide planes, the overall global factor of safety against sliding (static) for this 
complex ranges from 0.83 to 1.67. Notwithstanding the fact that a mobile home park 
previously occupied this area, the site is not suitable for the construction of fixed, 
permanent structures for human habitation without remedial work to stabilize these 
landslides. 

Development on this landslide complex with permanent structures for human habitation 
requires that the stability of the site be improved, as required by City and County 
grading codes, and Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. Stabilization of the site could 
presumably be achieved through several means, but the approach proposed by the 
landowner, and contemplated in the LUP, is mass grading to balance the landslide 
forces and a revetment to protect the toe of the proposed manufactured slope from 
marine erosion, ensuring that the forces balanced by the grading operation remain 
balanced. The grading plan contemplated results in slopes that meet standards-of
practice stability guidelines for all reasonable failure modes, and can be constructed 
with slopes that are at or near that factor-of-safety of 1.2 that is standard-of-practice for 
temporary construction slopes. 

The analysis above demonstrates that the slopes contemplated in the LCP will stabilize 
the Strand area and can be constructed safely. They do not demonstrate the stability of 
the site given ongoing marine erosion at the toe of the manufactured slopes. Just as 
for the ancient landslide complex, marine erosion of the proposed manufactured slope 
would lead to decreased slope stability over time. Accordingly, the design requires that 
marine erosion at the base of the manufactured slope be prevented. Given the 
environment at the site and the fact that sea level is currently rising, preventing the 
erosion of the toe of the manufactured slope requires that a shoreline protective device 
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protect the site from marine erosion. The proposed LUP would allow the existing 
revetment, which currently is in a state of disrepair, to be rebuilt and enlarged to 
accomplish this task4243

. 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act requires that new development not "in any way 
require the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural 
landforms along bluffs and cliffs." The proposed LUP would authorize the construction 
of 75 homes that, in order to achieve accepted standards of geologic stability, would 
require the construction of a shoreline protective device, a revetment, which, as shown 
above, would substantially alter natural landforms along the bluffs. Thus, the LUP 
policies would be inconsistent with Section 30253. The City and landowner were asked 
to consider whether development could occur in the Strand area without reliance on a 
revetment, or with reliance only on the existing revetment in its current condition. In 
response, the landowner supplied an analysis of an alternative that contained a soft 
"sacrificial" artificial slope fronting the development, and setting the development back 
sufficiently to assure its stability for its assumed design life of 75 years. The analysis 
predicts that the removal of the revetment would cause 29 to 87 feet of bluff retreat 
over the next 75 years, that this would result in the destabilization of the site such that 
by the end of the 75 year design life slope stability would be severely compromised, 
and that public safety, water quality, and existing and proposed development would be 
impacted. These impacts are similar to those expected of a naturally eroding shoreline. 
It could be concluded from these reports that the "sacrificial" artificial slope would 
protect the development for the required 75 years, but that at the end of that time the 
first line of development would be compromised. However, the impacts identified by 

42 The existing revetment is not adequate to provide the kind of protection necessary to protect the new development 
contemplated in the proposed LUP (see Exhibits 10a-10d). 
43 City and landowner have made various proposals for ways to reconstruct the revetment that they claim would qualify as a form or 
repair or maintenance. However none of the approaches suggested to date would qualify under the repair and maintenance 
exemption from Coastal Act permitting requirements, and thus. none of them would be approvable without independent Chapter 3 
review. thus rendering an LUP policy providing carte blanche authority to reconstruct the revetment un-approvable. As noted above 
and in Exhibits 10a-10d, the amount of work necessary to provide an effective shoreline protective device for the new houses that 
are proposed to be built on the Strand const1tutes a new structure. not a repa1red structure. Section 13252(b) of the Commission's 
regulations clarifies that ··replacement of 50 percent or more of revetment. .. IS not repair and maintenance .. but instead 
constitutes a replacement structure requ1ring a coastal development permit." At least 2.100 linear feet (i e 95%) of the 
approximately 2.200 linear foot long revetment at the Strand 1s proposed to be 'reconstructed.' In conjunction with grading (i.e. cut. 
fill. andre-compaction) all along the Strand. the reconstruction would consist of removal of the existing rock. re-compaction of the 
supporting earthen slope (including cut, rework, fill). seaward of the reworked fill, a 20 foot thick surface of geosynthetically
reinforced compacted fill would be constructed (no geosynthetically-reinforced compacted fill exists on the slope at present). 
excavation of a new foundation to bedrock where necessary. placmg geotextile material upon the geosynthetically reinforced 
compacted fill as a foundation layer (which would also be entirely new material. not replacement of existing material), seaward of 
the geotext1le layer will be a be a layer of small rock. Class No. 2 backing, and finally placement of rock np-rap upon the new 
reinforced fill and backing to form a revetment. Much of the ex1st1ng rock could be re-used (i.e. recycled) 1nto the new structure, 
however. all the existing rock will need to be completely removed as part of a reconstruction effort. This is a new structure, not 
repair to the existing structure. 

Also. even if it were possible to characterize the reconstruction of the revetment as repair and maintenance, and the above 
discussion indicates that such charactenzation is not possible, the work would require a coastal development permit. 14 C.C.R. 
§13252(a)(1 )(A) requires a perm1t for repair or ma1ntenance involving substantial alteration of the foundation of the protective works. 
In this case, an entirely new foundation consisting of newly compacted soil and geotextile fabric will be constructed. 14 C.C.R. 
§13252(a)(1 )(8) requires a permit when there is temporary or permanent placement of rip-rap, berms of sand, or other materials on 
a beach, and 14 C.CR § 13252(a)(1 )(D) requires a perm1t when mechanized construction equipment is placed on a beach. In this 
case. during construction the rock would be lifted from its present location with mechanized equipment likely staged on the beach, 
and then stored on the beach as a cofferdam to protect the slope and the workers from possible flooding. Similarly, it would 
certainly be the sort of "extraordinary method" of repair and maintenance envisioned in 3061 O(d), both because it involves a seawall 
revetment (see 14 C.C.R. § 13252(a)(1 )) and because of the work on the beach (id at§ 13252(a)(3)). that would necessitate a 
coastal development permit and be subJect to the polic1es in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 
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these references are not consistent with good engineering practice, and could be 
construed as construction with the intent of "benign neglect." In meetings with staff, the 
City has indicated that they would not issue a building permit that assumed the 
continued erosion of the new development. 

It is clear from the City and landowners submittal that developing the site in the manner 
proposed would necessitate both the geologic remediation of the site and the 
construction of a shoreline protective device to protect that development. However, it 
should be noted that there are no Chapter 3 Coastal Act policies which would compel 
the Commission to approve a land use plan which would allow the construction of 
residential development in a location that is subject to significant hazards which can 
only be remediated through significant grading and the construction of a shoreline 
protective device. Other less intense densities of the proposed use, or less intense 
uses could be accommodated in this area without relying on the stabilization scheme 
contemplated in the LUP. 

Furthermore, as noted above, information submitted by the City and landowner suggest 
the Strand is presently comprised of three (3), large, irregularly sized legal lots. The 
proposed LUP would allow re-subdivision of this land to accommodate 75 single family 
residences. While the landowner presently has a right to obtain an economic benefit 
from its existing lots, there is no guarantee of maximum economic gain from those lots. 
In addition, the landowner has no guaranteed right to subdivide the land, particularly in 
a manner that engenders the need for significant grading and the construction of a 
shoreline protective device. The hazards present on the site were described in public 
documents available to the landowner at the time of their acquisition of that land, 
including the certified LCP. Alternative development which avoids extensive grading or 
additional shoreline protection has not been considered by the landowner. However, 
such development might include facilities for recreation, such as a campground or 
hiking trails. Even residential development might be possible on limited parts of the 
site, such as the area formerly occupied by tennis courts, landward of the bluff edge, 
near the center of the site. 

The proposed LUP would allow a type and intensity of land use that would necessitate 
significant grading and the construction of a shoreline protective device along a natural 
bluff. This development would be inconsistent with a prohibition against such 
development contained in Section 30253. Thus, the Commission has no ability to 
authorize the proposed LUP, which would allow development to occur in a manner that 
is inconsistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. Thus, the proposed LUP must be 
denied. 

2. FACTORS RELATIVE TO CONFORMANCE WITH 
SECTION 30235 

Section 30235 of the Coastal Act requires the authorization of shoreline protective 
devices that alter natural shoreline processes "when required to serve coastal-

Page: 48 



Dana Point LCP Amendment 2-02 

dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public beaches in danger from 
erosion, and when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline 
sand supply." The proposed LUP amendment would allow the existing revetment to be 
reconstructed to minimize the potential for coastal slope erosion in the Strand. The 
LCP amendment also states that the revetment should be rebuilt to ensure public safety 
and coastal access. Neither of the reasons identified in the proposed policies -as 
justifying the re-construction of the revetment- is contained in Section 30235 of the 
Coastal Act. Furthermore, there are no other Chapter 3 policies in the Coastal Act that 
supply a basis for allowing the shoreline protective device. 

In order for the Commission to find the proposed LUP policies consistent with Section 
30235 of the Coastal Act, the Commission would need to determine either that the 
reconstruction of the protective device is generally consistent with the Chapter 3 
policies of the Coastal Act or that, despite inconsistency with at least one of those 
policies, there are coastal dependent uses, existing structures, or public beaches in 
danger from erosion that override the other inconsistencies and necessitate approval of 
a shoreline protective device. The primary reason for constructing a shoreline 
protective device is to protect the proposed new residential development in the Strand 
from erosion hazards. Residential development is not a coastal dependent use. In 
addition, the residential development would be new, not existing. Finally, there are no 
identifiable public beaches in danger from erosion that the shoreline protective device 
would protect. Thus, the proposed policies, which would allow the construction of a 
shoreline protective device to protect new residential development, are inconsistent with 
the requirements of Section 30235 of the Coastal Act. 

The City and landowner have urged that the proposed LCP is consistent with Chapter 3 
Coastal Act policies (Exhibits 18b-18d). In summary, these arguments include: 1) there 
are existing structures in need of protection in the Strand associated with the former 
mobile home park such as roads, foundation pads, septic sewer system, storm drains, 
utilities, tennis courts, and five community structures (all highly dilapidated), and other 
development including a public accessway, sewer pump station, emergency vehicle 
beach access, lifeguard station and upcoast and downcoast residential development; 
2) coastal processes will not measurably change/be affected by the shoreline protective 
device; 3) the shoreline protective device is needed to protect offshore marine habitat 
including kelp beds; 4) new water treatment and anti-erosion devices that will improve 
water quality could be constructed if a new shoreline protective device is constructed; 5) 
new coastal access will be accommodated by the new shoreline protective device. The 
Commission's response to these claims follows. However, before assessing the City 
and landowners' arguments, it should be briefly noted that shoreline protective devices 
are inconsistent with several Coastal Act policies. For instance, as described above a 
shoreline protective device at the subject site will alter natural landforms along the 
Strand bluffs, thus it will be inconsistent with Section 30253. Furthermore, a shoreline 
protective device will contribute to erosion of the beach in front of the device, another 
factor rendering the device inconsistent with Section 30253. The shoreline protective 
device contemplated in the LUP, a revetment, will occupy significant beach area. In 
addition, over time, as sea level rises, the width of the beach will shrink because the 

Page: 49 



Dana Point LCP Amendment 2-02 

back beach has been fixed, making the beach less usable, or unusable by the public. 
These factors render the shoreline protective device inconsistent with Section 30213 of 
the Coastal Act. Finally, shoreline protective devices, including that contemplated at 
the Strand, have adverse visual impacts to and along the shoreline, thus rendering the 
development inconsistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. These issues are 
discussed elsewhere in these findings. 

a) The Presence of Existing Structures 

A majority of the existing development cited by the City and landowner as necessitating 
protection by a shoreline protective device would be completely demolished with the 
development of the Strand for residential purposes. The Commission has generally not 
considered development 'existing', for purposes of Section 30235 of the Coastal Act, 
and not allowed 30235 to be invoked to "protect [such] existing structures" if the 
structures will be demolished as part of the ultimate development plan. Furthermore, 
even if the development goals were to change toward rehabilitating and using the 
existing development, engendering the need for protection from erosion, the existing 
revetment could be repaired -without full reconstruction- to accomplish this goal. Note 
that repair of the existing revetment wouldn't allow for the stabilization needed to use 
the Strand for the planned residential development. Also, it should be noted that the 
Commission has traditionally taken the position that Section 30235's mandate to permit 
shoreline devices to protect existing development is limited to the protection of existing 
development that is substantial. 

The City and landowner have not submitted substantial evidence that the other 
development, such as the remains of a mobile home park including a road network, 
retaining walls, abandoned buildings in severe disrepair and a storm drain system; 
County public accessway; County parking lot inland of the Strand; sewer pump station; 
emergency access; lifeguard station and residential development are in need of 
shoreline protection. Nevertheless, for illustrative purposes to assess whether the City 
and landowner have a meaningful argument relative to the need to protect the existing 
structures, it is useful to place the existing structures into two categories, those that can 
continue to be used without significant repair or upgrade, and those that are in such a 
severe state of disrepair that their use would necessitate significant re-construction. 

For instance, the existing storm drain system could continue to be used (however, 
some minor repair and maintenance may be necessary). However, if protection of the 
storm drain system is the only goal, then there would likely be some shoreline 
protection options for this purpose that are far less extensive than the planned re
construction of a 2,100 foot revetment, including no present action at all. 

The other structures in the Strand area, such as the abandoned buildings, and perhaps 
the roads and retaining walls, would fall in the other category, those requiring significant 
upgrade. The kind of upgrade likely needed would be so significant that their 
reconstruction would be considered 'new development' under the Coastal Act. In the 
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case of these structures, as with any new development, the new development should 
be designed in a manner that does not require a shoreline protective device. 

With respect to off-site structures that may necessitate some type of shoreline 
protection along the Strand, there are the County facilities inland and upcoast of the site 
and the residential neighborhood upcoast of the site. For the inland County facilities, 
due to their significant setback, there is likely little need for a shoreline protective device 
at this time. As for the upcoast County facilities and residential area, there may be 
some argument that some kind of shoreline protection is needed on the site to protect 
this existing development, however, as with the storm drain system, there would likely 
be options that are far less extensive than the planned re-construction of a 2,100 foot 
revetment. For instance, portions of the existing revetment could be repaired or a much 
smaller shoreline protective device (e.g. a few hundred linear feet rather than 2,100 
linear feet) could be considered. 

b) Effects of Shoreline Protective Device on Coastal Processes 

The City and landowner argue that coastal processes will show no measurable change 
compared with current conditions. The intent of this statement appears to be an 
assertion that the shoreline protective device will not 'alter shoreline processes' within 
the meaning of Section 30235. The Commission disagrees with the conclusion that the 
existing revetment is not altering natural shoreline conditions. The City and landowner 
have indicated that removal of the existing revetment could cause property damage and 
may alter the marine areas, however, these changes would result from returning this 
section of shoreline to a more natural, unaltered condition. Erosion, slides and slumps 
are part of the unaltered condition for this shoreline and options to perpetuate current 
conditions are options that perpetuate an "altered" shoreline. Thus, it is clear that the 
existing revetment or a reconstructed revetment alter shoreline conditions. Quoting 
from an analysis submitted by the landowner44 (Exhibit 8d): 

In absence of structural shore protection, the shore fronts slopes in either the 
pre- or post-project configuration are made up of unconsolidated sedimentary 
material that is easily eroded by high energy wave events, and by moderate 
wave events if they occur during spring tides. There is no natural form of shore 
protection (eg. wide equilibrium sandy beaches, cobble berms, or consolidated 
formations interior to slope) to prevent or arrest progressive erosion of pre-or 
post-project shore front slopes if structural shore protection is removed from the 
site. 

In its natural condition, prior to construction of the riprap revetments and the harbor, this 
shoreline may or may not have been in dynamic equilibrium. Progressive erosion and 
resulting sedimentation and turbidity would be the natural conditions that would exist in 
this location if there were no shore protection. The continued maintena·nce and 

44 
Scott A. Jenkins, PhD & Joseph Wasyl. 2002. Constraints and Unique Characteristics Effecting Non-Structural Shore Protection 

Alternatives for the Dana Point Headlands Development and Conservation Plan. 17 November 2002. 
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reconstruction of shoreline protection in this location will maintain the current, modified 
conditions at this location45

. 

The above analysis assesses whether the revetment would "alter" shoreline processes 
from their natural state. Another baseline the Commission could use for determining 
whether the revetment "alters" shoreline processes is existing conditions. The existing 
conditions are not the same as natural conditions. Furthermore, the existing conditions 
involve ongoing, progressive deterioration of the existing revetment. The coastal 
condition with the existing revetment and with a reconstructed revetment will be 
different over time. The reports by Noble Consultants46

,
47 and Jenkins and Wasyl show 

that a new riprap revetment can be constructed in essentially the same footprint as the 
existing revetment and such construction should be possible to accomplish in the field. 
Noble Consultants and Jenkins and Wasyl further conclude that since there will be no 
significant seaward encroachment by a new revetment, there will be no significant 
changes from the existing coastal condition if the revetment is reconstructed. This is a 
valid conclusion for the short-term. However, over the long-term, the existing condition 
is that the revetment will continue to deteriorate. Eventually the natural slides, slumps 
and erosion will occur as part of the existing condition. A reconstructed revetment 
would prevent these conditions from developing over the long-term. Over time, the 
coastal conditions that would exist with a new riprap revetment would differ more and 
more from what would exist if the existing revetment were allowed to deteriorate. Just 
because the new revetment would occupy the same footprint, does not mean that the 
new revetment would have the same performance or result in the same future coastal 
conditions48

. 

In the evaluation of projects, the Commission often needs to consider not only the 
immediate impacts from a possible action, but the longer-term effects. For new 
development on bluffs and for shoreline protective structures, that is often assumed to 
be 50 to 75 years, however, as noted by The Headlands Reserve LLC in its November 
21, 2002 memo, "While a typical home may only have a useful life for 50 to 75 years (or 
longer) the development, i.e. legal lots, infrastructure, etc. have an indefinite life as long 
as improvements are maintained." Examination of The Strand Beach with and without 
the proposed revetment reconstruction should begin by considering the next 50 to 75 
years, but this may, in actuality, greatly underestimate the time period over which this 
section of coast would be altered by the reconstruction of the existing revetment. 

Even if the volume of sand at The Strand Beach has remained relatively constant from 
the 1920's to present, this is no guarantee that this condition will continue for the 75 or 
more years that this beach could have an armored back shore. As stated by Robert 

45 California Coastal Commission. 2003. Memo from Lesley Ewing to Karl Schwing dated July 21, 2003. 
46 

Noble Consultants. Inc. 2001. Coastal Processes Assessment for Headlands Development and Conservation Plan. In Appendix 
J
1 

Final Environmental Impact Report prepared by LSA Associates September 2001. 
4 

Noble Consultants, Inc. 2002. Headlands Development and Conservation Plan, Supplemental Assessment for Shorefront 
Protection Alternatives, Dana Point, CA. May 2002. 
48 

California Coastal Commission. 2003. Memo from Lesley Ewing to Karl Schwing dated July 21, 2003. 
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Wiegel in his review of the submitted material49
, "Many uncertainties are involved in 

trying to predict the future, such as decadal changes in wave climate, based on a 
relatively short length of time of observations; trying to know these quantitatively." In 
part, because of this uncertainty, Robert Wiegel concludes that a structure should be 
used along the boundary between the beach and the upland to insure long-term 
protection of the upland development. This conclusion was provided within the context 
that the site will be used for permanent development and that these forms of shore 
protection are the most effective engineering options of the 6 proposed alternatives. It 
would be equally appropriate to conclude that since "(m)any uncertainties are involved 
in trying to predict the future" that it is difficult to predict whether or not shore protection 
will alter shore processes in the future. Such changes could reduce shoreline sand 
supply and most likely reduce access and recreational opportunities. 

Shoreline change is far more common both geographically and temporally than 
shoreline stasis. Acceleration in the rise in sea level or higher high water would 
inundate larger amounts of the narrow wave-cut platform. Without increased sediment 
inputs, the width of dry beach would be reduced in the future. This will be worsened 
slightly by the cumulative reduction in sediment (averaging 1,800 cubic yards annually) 
due to the armoring throughout this mini-cell. 

During the times that the revetment is exposed to wave attack (i.e. when it is really 
needed to protect the backshore ), the revetment will interact with waves and alter wave 
energy dissipation and reflection from what it would be if the revetment were not in 
place. When the revetment is exposed to wave attack there will be changes in the 
mobilization of beach sand, a reduction in beach access and impairment of recreational 
opportunities from what exists when the revetment is not exposed to wave attack. 
Noble Consultants (May 2002) have estimated that the new revetment will be exposed 
to wave attack, on average, 21.94 days per year if the sand level stays at +8.0 feet, 
MLLW. If the sand level fronting the revetment drops by one foot, the potential annual 
exposure would increase to 48 days. With a two-foot drop in sand level. the potential 
annual exposure would increase to almost 60 days. The drop in sand level could occur 
from a continued reduction in the amount of sand getting to the beach. An apparent 
drop in sand would occur if there were a rise in sea level. Either condition would 
increase the amount of time that the revetment is altering coastal processes. 

Surfrider Foundation has submitted photographs of the beach taken on 9 November 
2002 when there was a 5.5-foot high tide. It is clear that during times that the 
revetment is being impacted by waves, the beach is inundated and impassible. 
(Attachment to 26 December 2002 letter from Michael Lewis) These impacts will 
increase in frequency and significance if the sand levels drop and the revetment is 
exposed more regularly to wave attack. The impacts will also increase in frequency and 
significance if there is a rise in sea level or high and higher high water. 

49 
Robert L. Wiegel. 2003. Peer Rev1ew of Reports on Coastal Engineering Aspects of the Headlands Development and 

Conservation Plan. Dana Po1nt, Orange County. California" 20 March. 2003. as amended on March 21, 2003 letter from Kev1n 
Darnall. 
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The existing revetment does alter coastal processes, local sand supply, beach access 
and opportunities for coastal recreation when there are wave structure interactions. 
These will continue in the future with either the existing revetment or a proposed new 
structure. These impacts will worsen if there is a drop in sand level or an increase in 
sea level. Thus, the existing and _contemplated shoreline protective devices alter 
coastal processes and are subject to the requirements of Section 30235 of the Coastal 
Act. 

c) Necessity of Shoreline Protective Device to Protect Offshore 
Habitat 

The City and landowner have asserted that the existing and contemplated shoreline 
protective devices are necessary to protect existing marine habitat offshore of the 
Strand. The study submitted50 hypothesizes a catastrophic landslide as a possible 
result of revetment removal, followed by high turbidity from the erosion of the Strand 
area, and that this turbidity would have a negative impact on the kelp beds. Although 
turbidity associated with the erosion of landslides such as these certainly is likely, the 
event hypothesized is the largest, most severe event that could be contemplated; more 
likely is the gradual failure of the Strand area though repeated, smaller landslide 
events. Aerial photographs taken in 195251

, before the revetment was constructed at 
the site, show thriving kelp beds immediately offshore. Apparently, the erosion of the 
landslide complex that must have been occurring prior to the construction of the 
revetment did not interfere with the growth of healthy kelp beds. 

Furthermore, even if a landslide were to occur, the City and landowner have provided 
no empirical evidence that the landslide would in fact cause adverse impacts to the kelp 
beds located offshore of the Strand. Surfrider Foundation has submitted a letter 
(Exhibit 9d) indicating the City's and landowner's analyses of the kelp forest impact 
issue was reviewed by several well renowned researchers who concluded the reports 
submitted by the City and landowners do not substantiate the claim that a shoreline 
protective device is necessary to protect the kelp beds. The Commission concurs that 
no compelling evidence has been submitted that a new shoreline protective device is 
necessary in order to protect the kelp beds. 52 

It should be noted that CDFG has submitted comments regarding alternatives to the 
reconstruction of the revetment and potential effects on the off-shore reefs53 (Exhibit 
14a). The letter identifies potential issues regarding beach nourishment, in-lieu of a 
shoreline protective device, and removal of the revetment, including the potential for a 
sacrificial dune in lieu of a hardened shoreline device. In these instances, CDFG 
expresses some concern regarding potential adverse effects due to turbidity and 

50 Scott Jenkins Consulting. 2002. Evaluation of coastal processes effects associated with removal of the revetment from the 
Headlands Development and Conservation Plan. 72 p. report dated 2 May 2002 and signed by S. A. Jenkins and J. Wasyl. 
51 Continental Aerial, date 12.12.1952, images 3K49 and 3K50 
52 Furthermore, the Comm1ssion notes that Section 30235 of the Coastal Act requires the permitting of protective devices in a very 
limited, enumerated set of circumstances, and the protection of offshore habitat is not within that list. 
53 California Department of Fish and Game. 2003. Alternatives to Reconstruction of the Existing Rip-Rap Revetment for the Dana 
Point Headlands Development and Conservation Plan. Memorandum from Eric J. Larson, CDFG, to Karl Schwing, CCC. 
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sedimentation upon the reef and associated marine life. Given the alternatives 
identified in the letter, CDFG concludes that reconstruction of the existing revetment 
would be the least environmentally damaging alternative and urges the Commission to 
consider impacts to marine resources in its review of alternatives for shoreline 
protection. 

The Commission notes that the letter does not make any assertion that a new shoreline 
protective device is necessary to protect the off-shore reefs. Rather, the letter simply 
states that if some kind of shoreline protection is found to be necessary, that the 
alternative chosen should be one that would not lead to significant increases in turbidity 
and sedimentation that would adversely impact the off-shore reefs. Furthermore, the 
letter does not attempt to analyze any alternatives other than the ones specifically 
mentioned in the letter. The letter does not attempt to analyze alternatives such as 
other hardened structures, such as vertical walls, nor does it analyze alternatives that 
may include more landward alignments of shoreline protective devices. 

d) Shoreline Protection, Water Quality & Erosion 

The City and landowner have argued that new water treatment and anti-erosion devices 
that will improve water quality could be constructed if a new shoreline protective device 
is allowed at the Strand. The City and landowner indicate that storm water and low flow 
nuisance water from inland areas presently travels through an existing storm drain 
system that passes through the former mobile home park and discharges at the 
revetment onto the sandy beach at the Strand. The City and landowner indicate that 
these storm water flows are presently untreated. Further, the City and landowner 
indicate that the existing discharge locations are dilapidated and are causing erosion on 
the beach. The City and landowner state that under the proposed LCPA, the water 
flowing from inland areas, and water discharged from the new development that would 
occur under the LCPA in the Strand, would be treated and discharged in a non-erosive 
manner at the beach. The City and landowner assert this is only possible with the 
shoreline protective device. 

The Commission finds there is no substantive link between the provision of water 
quality treatment, the control of erosion from storm water discharges and the need for a 
protective device at the Strand. Non-structural and structure best management 
practices to treat storm water and nuisance flows from existing development could be 
implemented at the source of these existing flows. No evidence has been submitted 
which demonstrates that the proposed project is the only alternative to treating existing 
storm flows. Furthermore, the existing outlets could be repaired and upgraded to 
address the existing erosion problem. No evidence has been submitted which 
demonstrates that a new shoreline protective device is necessary to address the 
existing problem. Meanwhile, no evidence has been submitted which demonstrates 
that development in the Strand can only be accommodated in the manner 
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contemplated in the LUP, which relies on significant grading and a shoreline protective 
device5 

. 

e) Shoreline Protection & Public Access 

The City and landowner have argued that significant public access benefits will be 
conveyed to the public in conjunction with the construction of the residential 
development and a shoreline protective device in the Strand. These public access 
benefits would include a re-constructed public access stairway along the upcoast 
boundary of the Strand, a new pedestrian accessway through the residential 
development including a new path directly to the beach, a new emergency vehicle 
access at the southerly portion of the Strand, various beach support facilities including 
restrooms, and dedication of Strand Beach to the public. The City's informal revised 
submittal also includes a public walkway lateral to the beach along the top of the 
shoreline protective device/revetment. While these features would improve public 
access to the Strand, none are reliant upon the reconstruction of the revetment, as 
contemplated in the LCPA. Alternative alignments, setbacks and other tools could be 
used to provide these same proposed amenities, while any existing facilities could be 
maintained without the type and size of shoreline protective device contemplated in the 
LCPA. 

3. OTHER ISSUE AREAS RELATED TO HAZARDS 

a) Geologic stability and coastal erosion at the Headlands 

Long-term coastal erosion rates for the Headlands have been investigated by the City 
and landowner. The investigation found that erosion in the Harbor Point Area was 
about 10 feet during the previous 70 years. Based on this, the expected bluff retreat in 
this area, over the 75 year useful economic life of the development, is less than 11 feet. 
Accounting for slope stability and ongoing bluff retreat over the expected economic life 
of the development, the Commission finds that a 50 foot setback from the bluff edge 
would be required for any structures in the Headlands area. Other than COSE Policy 
2.1 0, which describes a minimum 25 foot setback from bluff edge or a setback that 
accommodates 50 years of erosion, the proposed LUP does not implement the required 
50 foot setback. In order to find the LUP consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal 
Act, the LUP would have to include policies that implement a minimum 50 year 
structural setback from the bluff edge at the Harbor Point Area. 

54 Furthermore, the Commission notes that Section 30235 of the Coastal Act requires the permitting of protective devices in a very 
limited, enumerated set of circumstances, and the protection of water quality is not within that list. 
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b) Infiltration at the Headlands and the Strand 

Although slope stability is of limited concern in the Headlands/Harbor Point promontory 
area, at least as compared to the Strand area, the relatively low global factors of safety 
for the Headlands/Harbor Point promontory bluffs, the presence of the two moderately 
large, active, landslides at the northern and southern end of the site, and on-going 
surficial slumping all indicate that caution is in order. Accordingly, development should 
be set back at least 50 feet from the bluff edge as recommended above. In addition, it 
would be prudent to limit the infiltration of ground water throughout the site, but 
especially close to the bluff edge and in the vicinity of the mapped inactive faults. In 
these areas, especially, the use of infiltration as a water quality BMP is not appropriate. 
Further, irrigation should be kept to a minimum to limit the increase in ground water 
levels that commonly accompany residential development in southern California. The 
LUP must include policies that directly address these issues. 

Similarly, due to the instability of the Strand area, it is especially important to limit the 
build up of ground water in either the natural landslide deposits or in any fill slopes 
constructed at the site. Fill slopes should have adequate drain systems, and the 
infiltration of ground water should be kept to a minimum. In the Strand area, the use of 
infiltration as a water quality BMP is not appropriate. Further, irrigation should be kept 
to a minimum to limit the increase in ground water levels that commonly accompany 
residential development in southern California. To be approvable, any proposed LUP 
amendment must include policies that directly address these issues. 

c) Other Revisions 

Furthermore, to address hazards issues, the LUP would need to incorporate revisions, 
including but not limited to, the following: 

o Prohibit new development in hazardous areas where adequate factors of safety 
cannot be achieved; 

o Only the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative should be used for 
hazard remediation and stabilization; 

o Land divisions should be prohibited that would create lots that are subject to 
flooding, erosion and geologic hazards or that would have other significant 
adverse, including cumulative, impacts upon coastal resources; 

o All applications for new development on a beach, bluff or bluff top should be 
accompanied by a geologic and wave uprush hazards analysis; 

o Hazards analyses for shoreline development should incorporate anticipated 
future changes in sea level; 

o New development on a beach or bluff should be sited outside the anticipated 
hazard area; 

o State Lands Commission should be consulted on all beachfront development; 
shoreline and bluff protection structures to protect new development should be 
prohibited; 
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o Shoreline and bluff protection to protect ancillary or accessory development 
should be prohibited; 

o Where shoreline protection stru~tures can be justified, 'vertical' seawalls should 
be used in order to minimize impacts upon sandy beaches; 

o Property owners voluntarily developing in hazardous areas should be required·to 
record deed restrictions against their property that prohibit future shoreline 
protection and require the landowner to assume the risks of developing in a 
hazardous area. 

C. SHORELINE AND COASTAL RESOURCE ACCESS 

Coastal Act Sections 30210 through 30214 are the predominant polices that will be 
used to evaluate the conformance of the LUP with the access requirements within the 
Coastal Act. Sections 30210 through 30214 of the Coastal Act establish, among other 
things, that public coastal access opportunities must be maximized, that development 
must not be allowed to interfere with certain rights of public access, that public facilities 
must generally be distributed throughout the City's coastal zone, that lower cost visitor 
serving opportunities must be protected and encouraged, and that public access can be 
regulated in terms of time, place, and manner. Section 30252 of the Coastal Act 
requires that new development should maintain and enhance public access to the 
coast. 

The proposed LUP contemplates providing public access to the coast in a variety of 
ways including a trail network linking the major land use areas on the site, public 
pedestrian access from the existing County parking lot in the Strand to Strand Beach, 
the dedication of the presently privately owned area of Strand Beach to the public; and 
the dedication of other open space. The public access components contemplated in 
the LUP would significantly enhance public access to the coast. However, there are 
components of the proposal that raise significant public access issues under Chapter 3 
of the Coastal Act. First, the proposed LUP contemplates the construction of a 
shoreline protective device to protect new development in the Strand that could cause 
immediate and long term adverse impacts upon the public's ability to access the 
shoreline. Second, the proposal contemplates the prohibition of public vehicular access 
to the beach through the residential development in the Strand. Third, the proposed 
LUP raises concerns relative to the absence of procedures and timing to control 
implementation of the public access components of development in the Headlands 
area. 

1. SHORELINE PROTECTIVE DEVICES & PUBLIC 
ACCESS 

Section 30211 of the Coastal Act states that development shall not interfere with the 
public's right of access to the sea where such rights were acquired through legislative 
authorization or use. Section 30210 of the Coastal Act requires that access be 
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maximized and recreational opportunities provided. Section 30213 of the Coastal Act 
requires the protection and, and where feasible, provision of lower cost visitor and 
recreation facilities. Shoreline protective devices can have adverse impacts upon 
public access in 3everal ways. First, the shoreline protective device can occupy sandy 
beach area, prohibiting the use of that area by the public. Second, shoreline protective 
devices permanently fix the back of the beach which leads to narrowing and eventual 
disappearance of the beach in front of the structure. Third, shoreline protective devices 
contribute to the sustained erosion of the beach during the winter season and impair 
the ability of the public beach to rebuild through accretion during the summer season. 
Fourth, shoreline protective devices can exacerbate erosion of the resultant narrow 
public beach area by accelerating erosion of the beach and by increasing the time that 
the public beach is covered by ocean waters. 

The proposed LUP would allow the construction of a shoreline protective device along 
the Strand. There presently is an existing revetment along the Strand that was 
constructed in the 1950s. The development contemplated in the proposed LUP 
necessitates the complete removal of the existing revetment and the construction of a 
new one. The City's informal submittal adds an allowance for the replacement of the 
old revetment in a modified form that, regardless, is still a new shoreline protective 
device because it would be completely removed and reconstructed. The LUP 
specifically calls for the reconstruction of a revetment, with no allowance for the 
consideration of other types of shoreline protective devices. The LUP would prohibit 
seaward encroachment of the new shoreline protective device, compared with the 
footprint of the existing device, except for public access and public safety. 

It should be noted that the beach above the mean high tide line is presently privately 
owned. The proposed LUP would designate the beach as public recreation open 
space, thus, the City intends for the beach to be transferred into the public domain in 
association with allowing the development contemplated in the proposed LUP. 
However, as will be more fully explained below, the LUP contains no strong mechanism 
to ensure that this transferal occurs, Furthermore, the proposed LUP which would allow 
a revetment to be constructed to protect new development is inconsistent with Section 
30253 of the Coastal Act. 

The policies in the LUP that contemplate a revetment are also inconsistent with Section 
30213 of the Coastal Act. By allowing a revetment to be constructed, the LUP policies 
will extend the period of time over which the back beach will be fixed by a shoreline 
protective device. According to The Coast of California Storm and Tidal Waves Study 
for Orange County the beach retreat rate in this area is about 0.17 to 0.2 ft/yr. The 
Strand beach is at about its maximum holding capacity for sand, meaning that the 
beach cannot widen by moving seaward. The beach has been held at its current 
location since the 1950's when the current revetment was installed. Assuming that the 
shoreline had not been armored, and assuming that there would not have been a 
massive slide during the past 50 years, the current back beach line would be 
approximately 10 feet further landward than it is now (0.2 ft/yr x 50 years). Over the 
next 75 years, which is the anticipated economic life of development, the shoreline 
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could be expected to retreat an additional 15 feet, with the same assumptions (Exhibit 
1 Oa). However, with the back beach fixed by a shoreline protective device, the beach 
cannot grow landward. Meanwhile, sea level is conservatively anticipated to rise 0.66 
feet over the next 75 years. With an average shoreface slope of 0.033 rise to run in 
this area, sea level rise is anticipated to inundate 20 feet of beach more than is 
inundated todal5

. The beach will become more narrow over time. Waves will 
inundate the dry beach and interact with the shoreline protective device more regularly, 
thus the beach will be available to the public for progressively smaller periods of time 
until at some point the beach becomes so narrow and so regularly inundated that no . 
dry sandy beach is available to the public. Thus, the policies that allow the construction 
of the revetment will allow development that progressively destroys a lower cost visitor 
and recreational facility, the sandy beach, which is inconsistent with Section 30213 of 
the Coastal Act, thus the proposed LUP must be denied. 

Also, as noted above, the LUP specifically calls for the construction of a revetment 
along the Strand to protect the proposed development. It should be noted that if the 
Commission were to find it possible to approve an LUP that would allow the 
construction of a shoreline protective device along the Strand, for instance by using the 
balancing provisions of the Act, the LUP would need to include provisions that would 
allow for an analysis of alternative shoreline protective device designs with the goal of 
minimizing the amount of sandy beach occupied by that device. The discussion above 
notes that the existing revetment has fixed the back beach along the Strand since the 
1950's, based on back beach retreat rates for the area, the current back beach line 
would be approximately 10 feet further landward than it is now. Over the next 75 years, 
the shoreline could be expected to retreat an additional 15 feet, with the same 
assumptions. If a shoreline protective device were to be constructed along the Strand, 
designs should be considered that would establish a back beach line consistent with 
where the back beach line would have been had the beach existed in its natural 
condition. For instance, a vertical seawall, rather than a revetment, would have a 
smaller footprint and occupy less beach area, thus providing additional dry beach for 
the public to use now and in the future. The analysis could also consider more 
landward alignments of the shoreline protective device to gain more beach area. The 
proposed LUP lacks such policies. 

Also, if LUP policies were to allow a shoreline protective device along the Strand, such 
development must be accompanied by alternative lateral access and parkway along the 
beach, in a location protected from tidal action, such as immediately on top of and 
inland of the shoreline protective device. This lateral access and parkway would allow 
the public to enjoy the shoreline at times that tidal action prevents or severely limits 
public access to and along the sandy beach. A parkway with grass or other similar 
surface with space for individuals and families to gather and enjoy the ocean is an 
important and necessary component in order to offset the loss of sandy beach that 
would otherwise be used for this purpose. The proposed LUP lacks policies to 

55 This estimate is based only on the change in water elevation relative to the existing beach, and does not account for possible 
shifts in sediment on the shoreface to otherwise modify the location of the shoreline. 
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implement these components necessary to assure public access to and along the 
shoreline. 

The City and 'andowner have submitted an informal proposal that partially addresses 
the lateral access issue identified above. This proposal would incorporate a narrow 
pedestrian path along the top of the revetment. While this proposal would address the 
lateral access issue, it fails to address the parkway/gathering area necessary to offset 
the loss of access to sandy beach. Thus, without the additional provision for a public 
parkway area, the Commission could not find that proposal consistent with the public 
access policies of the Coastal Act. 

2. GATING OF THE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 

The residential area contemplated by the proposed LUPin the Strand would be located 
between Selva Road (a public road) and the sea56

. The proposed LUP does not 
contain any explicit policy that prohibits public vehicular access through the proposed 
residential area. This prohibition is more directly carried out in the IP (i.e. the 
Headlands POD), however, the issue is discussed here in detail. 

Presently, there is no public vehicular access near the sandy beach in the Headlands 
area, nor in nearby surrounding areas. Rather, beach access is limited to pedestrian 
access. Under the proposed LUP, similar types of pedestrian beach access would be 
provided from the County parking lot above Strand beach. The lack of vehicular access 
near to the beach limits the use of those beach areas to individuals capable of long, 
steep descents and ascents to and from the beach. Where feasible and opportunities 
arise to remedy a limitation on public access, such limitations should be addressed. 
The proposed LUP contemplates the construction of a residential neighborhood, 
including a road network, that could provide, at minimum, a drop-off area for the public 
near the sandy beach that would be accessible by vehicle. Upon completion of drop
oft, the driver could return to the existing County parking lot. 

The City and landowner have expressed concerns regarding public vehicular access to 
a drop off in this area. First, the City and landowner have indicated that the roads 
contemplated in the Strand residential area are narrow and are not designed to 
accommodate traffic beyond that anticipated for the residents and guests of the 
neighborhood. Also, the City and landowner have suggested that opening the road 
network to public vehicles will suggest that there is public parking available along those 
streets. Once drivers realize they cannot park, they will need to turn around, leading to 
traffic congestion in the neighborhood and possible safety concerns for the pedestrians 
traveling along the public pedestrian pathway that is proposed through the Strand. 

The Commission generally does not sanction exclusivity in the coastal zone by allowing 
gated development between public roads and the beach. Gated neighborhoods 
adjacent to the beach give an impression that the beach is also private. However, the 

56 Note that Selva Road is not identified on the CommiSSion's post-certification map as the 'first public road', presumably because 
the road is not continuous. Rather, the more landward Pac1fic Coast Highway is identified as the first public road. 
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circumstances at this site suggest that gating the residential area to public vehicles 
would not result in an adverse impact upon the public's ability to access the beach. For 
instance, the presence of the large County parking lot that accommodates public 
parking makes it clear there are public access opportunities present. Appropriate 
signage and visual cues to pedestrians would further minimize adverse impacts. 
Specific LUP policies to implement these mitigation measures would be appropriate. 
Nevertheless, the absence of, at minimum, a drop off near beach level within a new 
street network that could feasible provide such access is an adverse impact, a clear 
failure to maximize access (30210), and a failure to provide access in new development 
(30212). The City and landowner must identify alternatives to provide an alternative 
type of access that will allow individuals of all physical abilities to access the beach. 

Under the informal submittal, City staff have added language to the Urban Design 
Element of the LUP that would explicitly allow gating of the Strand residential 
community to vehicles provided that mechanized access from the existing County 
parking lot to Strand Beach, likely in the form of a funicular, is included as part of the 
plan. The Commission could find this alternative acceptable, provided that additional 
policies are included in the LUP to assure adequate public access. For instance, the 
LUP should provide clear mechanisms triggering the requirement to construct the 
mechanized access and the period by which it must be available to the public, as well 
as an appropriate management entity, operation and maintenance plan, and cost 
controls to assure the system is available to the public during reasonable time periods 
for a reasonable cost. Furthermore, LUP policies which mandate appropriate signage 
and visual cues to clearly demarcate the public pedestrian path through the 
neighborhood to the beach, as well as strict controls limiting changes to the 
management of the County parking lot that would discourage the public from using that 
public parking lot must be incorporated. 

3. SCHEDULE FOR PROVISION OF PUBLIC ACCESS 
CO:\IPONENTS 

The proposed LUP purports to provide extensive public access amenities such as the 
dedication of Strand Beach, a public trail network and accessways to the beach, as well 
as various public open space areas. However, the LUP only contains relatively 
unspecific narrative in the Conservation Open Space Element regarding the need to 
prepare an open space program for the creation and management of the public access 
program. The fact the Headlands area is presently owned by a single landowner 
currently simplifies the implementation of an open space plan. However, the existing 
subdivision makes it possible for individual or groups of parcels to be transferred to 
another landowner. If such a transfer were to occur, the procedures and timing 
necessary to implement the public access components would become more complex. 
In either case, the Commission finds that the proposed LUP lacks sufficient detail 
regarding the timing and mechanisms for implementing the open space program. The 
LUP must contain policies which identify a trigger for dedication of public access and 
open space areas and the phasing by which the various public access and open space 
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amenities must be open to the public. Some of these measures are contained in the 
proposed POD, but without corresponding provisions in the LUP, it is not possible to 
assess whether those provisions conform with the LUP. These and other policies must 
be incorporated into the LUP to assure that the public access and open space 
amenities are transferred into the public domain and made available for public use in a 
timely way. 

D. RECREATIONAL AND VISITOR SERVING FACILITIES 

Coastal Act Sections 30212.5, 30213, 30221, 30222, and 30223 address the provision 
of recreation and visitor serving facilities in the coastal zone. Section 30212.5 requires 
that visitor serving public facilities, such as parking be distributed to prevent any one 
area from becoming overcrowded. Section 30213 requires that lower cost visitor 
serving facilities will be protected, encouraged, and were feasible provided. Section 
30221 states that oceanfront land suitable for recreational use will be protected for 
recreational use and development unless present and foreseeable future demand for 
public or commercial recreational activities that could be accommodated on the 
property is already adequately provided in the area. Section 30222 requires that private 
lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational uses designed to enhance 
public opportunities for coastal recreation will have priority over private residential, 
general industrial, or general commercial development, but not over agriculture or 
coastal-dependent industry. Section 30223 requires that upland areas necessary to 
support coastal recreational uses shall be preserved for such uses, where feasible. 

The proposed LUP raises several concerns with the Coastal Act. The first is reserving 
appropriate land in the Headlands area to provide visitor overnight accommodations 
and appurtenant visitor serving uses consistent with Section 30223 of the Coastal Act. 
Another issue is the provision of lower cost visitor recreation facilities, in particular, the 
provision of lower cost overnight accommodations. A third issue, largely associated 
with the IP, is the allowance for fractional ownership of the visitor accommodations. 

The findings herein discuss the presence of ESHA in the Headlands area and the 
proposal to designate 2.8 acres of land that contains ESHA for visitor/recreation 
commercial land use near the intersection of Green Lantern and Cove Road. The LUP 
targets this area for a 65 room inn and associated visitor serving commercial amenities. 
Construction of the hotel would result in the destruction of ESHA, which would be 
inconsistent with Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. Thus, the location contemplated in 
the LUP for a hotel and the policies enabling construction of the hotel in that location 
are inconsistent with the Chapter 3 policy protection ESHA (30240). 

The Headlands area is the last large, mostly vacant, privately owned area of land in the 
coastal zone in the City of Dana Point, and among the largest vacant privately owned 
lands in coastal Orange Countl7

. The Headlands is also one of the few significant 
areas of land that has ocean frontage. There are significant portions of the site that 

57 
Bolsa Chica 1n Huntington Beach and Bann1ng Ranch in the Newport Beach area are larger at approximately 308 and 412 acres. 

respectively. 
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contain ESHA which must be protected from development that would disturb the ESHA. 
However, there remain significant portions of land on the site that are developable with 
more intense uses, such as within the bowJ area of the site. There are also 
opportunities for development within the Strand, provided such development can be 
undertaken consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. In order to advance 
Coastal Act goals relative to the provision of visitor serving commercial and recreation 
oriented facilities, the City must carefully consider identifying a suitable location within 
the Headlands area for visitor serving overnight accommodations that avoids impacts 
upon ESHA. Furthermore, the City should strongly consider providing various types of 
accommodations, including lower cost oriented accommodations. 

Also, it should be noted that the proposed LCP would allow fractional ownership of the 
lodging facility. Fractional ownership would be similar to timeshares. Though fractional 
ownership/time-shares are similar to hotels in many ways there are significant 
differences that favor interpreting fractional ownership/time-shares as a form of 
residential development. Fractional ownership/time-shares cannot be considered to be 
a true visitor serving development, like a hotel, since it is membership based and it 
would be possible for members to stay for significant periods of time. In fact, it would 
be possible for a fractional owner/time-share member to buy enough time slots to cover 
an entire year, which would basically make the time-share member a year round 
resident. Furthermore, the Commission recognizes that fractional ownership/time-share 
membership, though it is available to general public, once purchased by the member 
would not promote maximum public access opportunities on a first come first serve 
basis such as hotels provide. 

Fractional ownership/timeshares typically involve the "selling" of units to more affluent 
vacationers who typically stay in the units for longer periods of time than overnight use. 
Because they are occupied for longer periods of time by those who buy interests in 
them, they are almost considered to be a residential use rather than a transient visitor 
serving use. Under Section 30222 of the Coastal Act, residential development is a low 
priority use in the Coastal Zone. 

Therefore, for the reasons stated above, the proposed LUP is not in conformance with 
nor does it meet the requirements of the Coastal Act and must be denied as submitted. 

E. VISUAL RESOURCES 

Section 30251 of Coastal Act provides the principal policy for evaluating the visual 
aspects of the proposed LUP for conformance with the Coastal Act. Section 30251 
states that the scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and 
protected as a resource of public importance. Development should be sited and 
designed to protect public views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to 
minimize the alteration of natural landforms, to be visually compatible with the character 
of surrounding areas, and to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded 
areas, where feasible. 
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As noted elsewhere, the proposed LUP contemplates the construction of a revetment 
along Strand Beach. The shoreline protective device contemplated would be visible 
above the sand line in varying degrees during different periods of the year. During 
summer, when there tends to be more sand on the beach, more of the revetment would 
be covered, than during winter when less sand is available to cover the revetment. In 
either case, the revetment would be visible by the public visiting the beach, as well as 
from more distant view points. Rather than visually upgrading the views that are 
presently degraded by the existing revetment, the proposed LUP would perpetuate the 
presence of the revetment. Thus, views would not be upgraded, but would continue to 
be degraded in a manner inconsistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. 

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act requires that landform alteration be minimized in new 
development. One purpose of minimizing landform alteration is to maintain the 
aesthetic qualities of the coastal zone. Minimization of landform alteration and grading 
also addresses other Chapter 3 Coastal Act objectives such as protecting habitat which 
is discussed elsewhere in these findings. Techniques to minimize landform alteration 
include designing new subdivisions to avoid changing significant landforms and 
avoiding geologically hazardous areas such as landslides and steep slopes where 
significant grading would be required to develop those areas. The project contemplated 
in the LCPA would necessitate more than two million (2,000,000) cubic yards of grading 
(Exhibit 7b ). This grading would be necessary to prepare the Strand bluff face for 
residential development, including geologic remediation. In addition, a majority of the 
material cut from the Strand would be placed into the bowl area of the site, and graded 
into pads that would provide ocean views from the residential lots to be located in that 
area. The bluffs and the bowl constitute natural landforms that would be substantially 
altered by this grading. Thus, by allowing significant landform alteration, the proposed 
LUP is inconsistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. 

Also, the proposed LUP identifies several important public view points from various 
proposed public areas including views from the Hilltop Park and the Strand Vista Park. 
The City and landowner have claimed that the proposed LCP would provide new public 
viewing opportunities to and along the shoreline. However, the proposed LUP would 
allow significant grading that would alter the existing topography within the Strand and 
the bowl areas of the property. The City and landowner have asserted that, even 
though the land seaward of the proposed viewing areas would be developed, the 
proposed LCP would maintain public views. The IP contains building height limits 
(based on finished grade) and a conceptual grading plan that together are intended to 
implement the proposed view preservation. However, there are no policies in the LUP 
which mandate a particular grading plan or development configuration. Thus, the 
grading plan could change in a way that subsequently changes the heights of the 
structures to be placed on that land, subsequently causing impacts upon views from the 
proposed public viewing areas. Alternatively, in order to minimize landform alteration, it 
may be necessary to implement different structural heights rather than changing those 
heights by changing the landform. In order to avoid adverse impacts on public views, 
the LUP must contain policies which mandate the preservation of public views from the 
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various designated areas and outline with some specificity the kind of view that must be 
preserved (e.g. white water views of the ocean, views of the sandy beach, distant views 
of the ocean, etc.). In absence of such. specificity, the LUP is inconsistent with Section 
30251 of the Coastal Act and must be denied. 

Therefore, for the reasons stated the LUP, as submitted, is not in conformance with nor 
does it meet the requirements of the Coastal Act and must be denied. 

F. WATER AND MARINE RESOURCES 

Marine related policies contained in the Coastal Act are principally found in Sections 
30230 through 30236. These policies along with other applicable policies will be used 
to evaluate the conformance of the LUP with the Coastal Act. In general the marine 
related policies of the Coastal Act mandate that marine resources shall be maintained, 
enhanced, and where feasible, restored. Furthermore, they require that the biological 
productivity and quality of coastal waters be maintained, and, where feasible, restored, 
for optimum populations of marine organisms and the protection of human health. 

These policies also require that the marine environment be protected from hazardous 
materials, limit the fill of coastal waters to eight enumerated uses, and require that the 
least environmentally damaging feasible alternative be implemented and that feasible 
mitigation be provided where such fill is to occur. 

The proposed LUP raises one primary concern with the water quality protection 
provisions of the Coastal Act. This concern relates to how urban runoff will be captured 
and treated so that when it is discharged into the marine environment it will have a 
minimal adverse impact. Pollutants commonly found in urban runoff include: petroleum 
hydrocarbons, heavy metals, synthetic organic chemicals (such as pesticides, 
herbicides, paints and household cleaners), soap, fertilizers, yard wastes, litter, animal 
waste, and pathogens such as bacteria an viruses. Additionally, many coastal 
communities have been experiencing sewage spills due to inadequate design, aging 
infrastructure, and inadequate maintenance. The discharge of these pollutants into 
coastal waters can cause: eutrophication and anoxic conditions (resulting in fish kills 
and diseases), the alteration of aquatic habitat (resulting in changes to species 
composition and size), excess nutrients (resulting in algae blooms), increased 
sedimentation and turbidity which reduces the penetration of sunlight needed by 
aquatic vegetation which provide food and cover for aquatic species, disruptions to the 
reproductive cycles of aquatic species, and acute and sub-lethal toxicity in marine 
organisms leading to adverse changes in reproduction and feeding behavior. These 
impacts reduce the biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, including 
streams, which reduce the optimum populations of marine organisms and have adverse 
impacts on human health, which can in turn severely limit public recreational access 
and opportunities. 
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The proposed LUP contains various policies that reference elements of Coastal Act 
Sections 30230 and 30231, but do not collectively comply with those policies. Policies 
referencing Section 30230 include LUE policies 4.4, 5.26, 5.27, COSE policies 3.1 and 
3.9. Policies ref.3rencing Coastal Act Section 30231 include LUE policies 5.26, 5.27, 
COSE Policies 1.1, 1.2, 1.4, 1.5, 1. 7, and 3.1 0. While these include certain 
components of Coastal Act Sections 30230 and 30231, collectively, they do not include 
all components of the Coastal Act language. As an example, Policy 4.4 in the Land 
Use Element states: 

Preserve, maintain, and where feasible, enhance and restore marine resource areas 
and coastal waters. Special protection shall be given to areas and species of 
special biological or economic significance. (30230) 

The introduction to the Preservation of Natural Resources Section in the LUP discussed 
the application of the policy, which includes providing a sense of place and openness, 
protecting persons and improvements from hazards, and providing recreational 
opportunities. Therefore, the intent of this policy, ostensibly providing for certain 
protections of marine resources and coastal waters is unclear given the conflict 
between the language and the explanation, and the policy does not seem a direct link 
to BMPs for water quality protection. In addition Policy 4.4 states "preserve, maintain, 
and where feasible, enhance and restore marine resources" which differs from Coastal 
Act Section 30230, which states "marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and 
where feasible, restored." The Coastal Act policy requires enhancement regardless of 
feasibility, whereas the proposed LUP does not. 

A second iteration of Section 30230 of the Coastal Act is found in LUE Policy 5.26 
which states: 

Protect the quality of coastal waters and human health by minimizing the potential 
for harmful impacts from storm water runoff (coastal act 30230, 30231) 

This policy falls short of 30231, because the LUP policy does not require that "biological 
productivity and the quality of coastal waters ... appropriate to maintain optimum 
populations of marine organisms and for the protection of human health shall be 
maintained, and where feasible, restored .... " In addition, it is important to protect 
against adverse impacts of nuisance flows (dry weather runoff) in addition to storm 
water runoff; the LUP mentions only storm water runoff. 

In addition, Policy 3.1 of the COSE discusses the preservation of ESHA, riparian areas, 
wetlands, and marine refuge areas, among others: 

Environmentally sensitive habitat areas, including important plant communities, 
wildlife habitats, marine refuge areas, riparian areas, wildlife movement corridors, 
wetlands, and significant tree stands, such as those generally depicted on Figure 
COS-1, shall be preserved. Development in areas adjacent to environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would 
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significantly degrade those areas through such methods as, the practice of creative 
site planning, revegetation, and open space easement/dedications, and shall be 
compatible with the continuance of those habitat areas. A definitive determination of 
the existence of environmentally sensitive habitat areas on a specific site shall be 
made through the coastal development permitting process. For the Headlands, the 
determination of native habitats will be based on the findings of the NCCP/HCP and 
compliance with CEQA. (Coastal Act/30230, 30240)" 

This policy would provide for protections of marine life refuges, which would accomplish 
the goal of special protections to areas and species of special biological significance as 
stated in 30230; however, it is specific only to areas adjacent to ESHA. It still does not 
capture the requirements of 30231 to protect the biological productivity and quality of 
coastal waters. 

In order to bring the LUP into conformance with the marine resource and water quality 
protection policies of the Coastal Act, numerous additional policies need to be 
incorporated into the LUP. Among these changes are: 1) a policy that establishes the 
basis for site design and source control BMPs ; 2) a policy that requires that 
development minimize the introduction of pollutants to coastal waters by the 
implementation of Best Management Practices, and that Coastal Development permit 
applicants submit, for review of city planning staff, water quality management plans 
describing the BMPs appropriate to the development and site; 3) a policy that 
addresses the means by which COPs will be reviewed for their impact to water quality, 
including a description of how Site Design, Source Control, and Treatment Control 
BMPs shall be required or implemented on a development site; 4) a policy which 
establishes a progression approach to BMPs including site design and source control, 
minimizing the alteration of the hydrologic landscape, including "water quality friendly" 
design features, reducing impervious surfaces, and minimizing the introduction of 
pollutants to runoff. Subsequent to determining site design and source control BMPs, 
the need for and design of treatment control BMPs shall be considered; 5) For most of 
the Headlands, infiltration would not be possible in many areas due to concerns with 
geologic instability and landslides. In these instances, non-infiltration type BMPs should 
be used. However, in geologically stable areas, LUP policies should encourage 
infiltration where feasible; 6) a policy specifying review criteria for the city when 
reviewing a development ; 7) a policy requiring the education of site occupants and 
users such as residents, grounds managers, landscapers, and restaurant staff 
regarding the implementation of BMPs; 8) without regular inspection and maintenance, 
BMPs can cease to function properly; therefore, the LUP should contain a policy 
requiring COPs to contain criteria for inspection and maintenance activities at such 
frequencies as is necessary to ensure the successful operation of the particular BMP 
implemented on the site. 

Continuing to allow untreated urban runoff to discharge into coastal water would be 
inconsistent with Sections 30230 and 30231. As submitted, the LCP fails to fully 
conform to the requirements of Sections 30230 though 30236 of the Coastal Act 
regarding the protection of the marine environment. Therefore, for the reasons stated 
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the proposed LUP is not in conformance with nor does it meeting the requirements of 
the Coastal Act policies regarding the protection of marine resource and must be 
denied. 

G. ALTERNATIVES 

The proposed LUP amendment would allow the City to authorize the construction of 
single family residences, commercial structures including a hotel, roads, parking areas, 
and community structures in areas that qualify as ESHA. This development would 
significantly disrupt the habitat values of the ESHA and would not constitute uses 
dependent on the resource. Thus, the proposed LUP is inconsistent with Section 
30240 of the Coastal Act and must be denied. Furthermore, the proposed LUP 
amendment would allow the City to authorize the construction of single family 
residences in the Strand in an area that necessitates significant geologic remediation 
and construction of a shoreline protective device to protect and maintain the stability of 
the slope upon which the new residences would be built. This development would be 
inconsistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. The proposed LUP is also 
inconsistent with several other sections of the Coastal Act identified above. Thus, the 
LUP must be denied. 

There are alternatives to the development plan contemplated in the proposed LUP that 
could be found consistent with the Coastal Act. For instance, the LUP could designate 
the ESHA for preservation and concentrate development in the portions of the 
Headlands area that do not contain ESHA, such as the more level areas of the bowl. 
Meanwhile, the Strand could be designated for an alternative, less intense use that 
would not necessitate the geologic remediation and new shoreline protective device 
that is presently contemplated. The other inconsistencies between the LUP proposal 
and the Chapter 3 policies listed above could also be remedied. 

In discussions with Commission staff, the City and the landowner suggested that, even 
if the Commission were to reject their arguments for how the proposal could be seen as 
being consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act, it could still be approved 
through a balancing approach, pursuant to sections 30200(b) and 30007.5 of the 
Coastal Act. The Commission does not agree with the City and the landowner that the 
current proposal could be approved through the use of balancing because, pursuant to 
Section 30200(b ), a balancing approach can only be invoked when there is a conflict 
among Chapter 3 policies. The current proposal does not present any such conflict. 
The Coastal Act simply requires that the plan be denied for the multiple reasons listed 
above. 

However, the Commission does agree with its staff's conclusion that there are modified 
versions of the current proposal that, even though remaining inconsistent with some 
Chapter 3 policies, would advance resource protection as required by other policies to 
such an extent that it would be inconsistent to deny it, thus presenting a conflict that 
could be approved through the use of balancing. In order to promote a dialogue and in 
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the interest of open decision-making, the Commission hereby presents the broad 
outlines of its thinking about the approvability of such alternative versions of the current 
proposal. 

Section 30200(b) states that, "[w]here the commission ... identifies a conflict between 
the policies of this chapter [Chapter 3, sections 30,200-265.5], Section 30007.5 shall be 
utilized to resolve the conflict." Section 30007.5 states that any conflict among Chapter 
3 policies must be resolved "in a manner which on balance is the most protective of 
significant coastal resources." It goes on to state: · 

"In this context, the Legislature declares that broader policies which, for example, 
serve to concentrate development in close proximity to urban and employment 
centers may be more protective, overall, than specific wildlife habitat and other 
similar resource policies. " 

For the Commission to utilize the conflict resolution provisions of Sections 30200(b) and 
30007.5, the Commission must first establish that a substantial conflict between two 
statutory directives contained in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act exists. The fact that a 
project is consistent with one policy of Chapter 3 and inconsistent with another policy 
does not result in a conflict. Rather, the Commission must find that to deny the project 
based on the inconsistency with one policy will result in coastal zone effects that are 
inconsistent with another policy." 

The basis for a potential conflict in this case is that, as noted above, there is an existing 
certified LCP and a property subdivision that divides the Headlands area into small lots, 
some of which are wholly ESHA. In addition, the existing certified LCP contemplates 
development not only in the bowl area, but also further seaward, away from existing 
development, out upon the Headlands and Harbor Point promontories that jut out into 
the Pacific Ocean. Thus, there is a potential under the existing regime that 
development could occur that is inconsistent with both Section 30250's mandates to 
concentrate development near or contiguous with other development and section 
30240's mandate to protect ESHA against significant disruption of habitat values, and 
to limit uses of ESHA to uses that are dependent on those resources. The Commission 
has a responsibility to consider changes that would prevent development that is 
inconsistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 

If the current proposal were modified to require (1) the retirement of any legal lots that 
are wholly within ESHA and (2) re-designate land uses to ensure that no development 
would be approvable within ESHA, approval of the proposal would protect ESHA that 
may now be vulnerable, in accordance with the directive in Section 30240 of the 
Coastal Act. Under that scenario, there would be a statutory directive that would only 
be fulfilled by approval of the project. Denial of the project would forfeit the opportunity 
to fulfill the Commission's charge under 30240. This would create a conflict situation. 

If, in addition, the proposal were modified to more clearly preserve the hilltop and the 
associated landform and the seaward portions of the promontory by concentrating 
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development in the bowl and the Strand area, approval of such a proposal would also 
ensure that new development in the Headlands area would be as close as possible to 
the existing developed areas, in accordance with the directive in Section 30250 of the 
Coastal Act. Concentrating development in these areas has several benefits in terms 
of addressing water quality issues as well as accommodating public access features. 
For instance, the bowl and Strand are located within the same drainage area as the 
existing development to the north and northwest. Storm water and low flows draining 
from these existing developed areas presently flow to the ocean, untreated, causing 
adverse impacts upon water quality. By concentrating development in the bowl and 
Strand areas, storm water flows from the existing developed areas and new 
development in the bowl and Strand can be captured by a single drainage system that 
incorporates water filtration devices that could treat all of the water prior to discharge to 
the ocean. Accordingly, approval of such an LCP would satisfy the Commission's 
responsibilities under both Sections 30240 and 30250. 

In sum, were the Commission presented with a modified version of the current proposal 
that would protect all of the ESHA and concentrate all development in the bowl and 
Strand and away from the promontories and hilltop, there would opportunities to comply 
with Chapter 3 mandates that would be lost by denying the project. That would not 
change the fact that there would be other Chapter 3 policies that would still be violated 
by the proposal as a whole, most significantly by the extensive construction on the 
Strand in violation of Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. However, where approval of a 
proposal would fulfill the Commission's duties under certain provisions of Chapter 3, 
and denial would forfeit an opportunity to fulfill those charges; but approval would also 
be inconsistent with other Chapter 3 policies, the proposal presents a conflict among 
various Chapter 3 policies that could serve as a predicate for a balancing analysis. 

The benefits to concentrating development in the bowl and Strand identified above are 
significant, but are not necessarily so significant, in and of themselves, as to justify 
authorization of a new LUP that would allow the construction of a new shoreline 
protective device to accommodate new development. However, once a balancing 
approach is adopted, the Commission can consider additional benefits of the project as 
well. For example, the proposal does include some significant public access 
improvements, such as the dedication of the Strand beach to public use. The City's 
informal submittal also includes additional public access components such as a 
funicular, additional restrooms, and additional lateral accessways. 

In sum, the Commission believes that a proposal that would protect all of the ESHA that 
may now be vulnerable to displacement, concentrate new development near existing 
developed areas, and substantially increase public access to the beach, even if it would 
allow for the construction of new development that requires the construction of a 
shoreline protective device in contravention of section 30253, may well satisfy the 
30007.5 standard of being, on balance, most protective of significant coastal resources. 

The Commission notes that this sort of proposal was discussed in meetings among the 
applicant, the landowner, and Commission staff. In this case, Commission staff felt that 
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a proposal of the type outlined above would be most protective of coastal resources. 
With that in mind, Commission staff suggested to the City and landowner that, were it 
willing to modify its proposal in accordance with the suggestions above, Commission 
staff could recommend approval of such a proposal. However, the City and landowner 
were unsupportive of the suggestion and rejected it. Consequently, the Commission is 
not now proposing this as a suggested modification with which the proposal could be 
approved. Moreover, because the suggestion is not formally before the Commission, 
the Commission has not conducted the detailed level of review necessary to conclude 
that such a proposal would necessarily be approvable. The Commission simply notes 
that such a proposal would create a conflict that would authorize the Commission to 
balance the competing mandates of various Chapter 3 policies and that such a 
balancing could be used to approve such a proposal. 

VI. Findings for Denial of the City's Implementation Program 
Amendment 

The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows. Below are the specific findings 
for denial of the City of Dana Point Implementation Program Amendment, as submitted. 

The proposed Implementation Program consists of the City's zoning code as was 
previously certified for the Monarch and Capistrano Beach portions of the City; a newly 
added section to the zoning code to allow the creation of planned development districts 
(PODs), and the proposed POD for the Headlands. The POD is the IP and not the LUP. 
Thus, the standard of review for the IP including the POD is the LUP. As noted above, 
the LUP is being denied due to inconsistencies with Sections 30240, 30253, 30230, 
30231, 30213, among others. Since the IP is substantially reliant upon the certification 
of the proposed LUP, which is being denied, there is no logical way to review the IP for 
conformance with the LUP. One alternative would be to review the proposed IP for 
conformance with the existing certified LUP (i.e. the 1986 LUP). However, the land use 
designations and goals of the land use plan are substantially different than the 
proposed IP. The proposed IP would be unable to carry out and implement the 1986 
LUP. Thus, the proposed IP must be denied. 

VII. Consistency with the California Environmental Quality 
Act 

Section 21080.5 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) exempts local 
governments from the requirement of preparing an environmental impact report (EIR) in 
connection with a local coastal program (LCP). Instead, the CEQA responsibilities are 
assigned to the Coastal Commission. Additionally, the Commission's Local Coastal 
Program review and approval procedures have been found by the Resources Agency to 
be functionally equivalent to the environmental review process. Thus, under Section 

Page: 72 



Dana Point LCP Amendment 2-02 

21080.5 of CEQA, the Commission is relieved of the responsibility to prepare an 
environmental impact report for each local coastal program submitted for Commission 
review and approval. Nevertheless, the Commission is required when approving a local 
coastal program to find that the local coastal program does conform with the provisions 
of CEQA. 

The proposed LCP amendment has been found not to be in conformance with several 
Coastal Act Policies regarding public access, protection of the marine habitat, 
protecting environmentally sensitive habitat areas, promoting visitor serving uses, 
protecting visual resources, and minimizing the impact of development in hazardous 
locations. Thus, the LCP amendment is not adequate to carry out and is not in 
conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Furthermore, the proposed 
LCP amendment would result in significant adverse environmental impacts within the 
meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act. 

Relative to the Implementation Program, the Commission finds that approval of the 
Implementation Program, as submitted, will result in significant adverse environmental 
impacts under the meaning of CEQA. 

The Commission finds that the City of Dana Point Local Coastal Program Amendment 
2-02 will result in significant unmitigated adverse environmental impacts under the 
meaning of the CEQA. Further, future individual projects will require coastal 
development permits issued by the City of Dana Point. Throughout the coastal zone, 
specific impacts associated with individual development projects are assessed through 
the coastal development permit review process; thus, without an adequate LCP, an 
individual project's compliance with CEQA cannot be assured. Therefore, the 
Commission finds that there are feasible alternatives within the meaning of CEQA that 
would reduce the potential for significant adverse environmental impacts. Therefore, 
the proposed LCPA must be denied. 
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dated November 21, 2001 
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dated November 21, 2001 

17d Draft EIR Comments (1998 Plan) # 
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18b Letter from Sheppard Mullin Richter & # 
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8. Protection and enhancement of views to and along the ocean 
and other scenic coastal views. 

9. New development to be visually compatible with surrounding 
areas and to minimize the alteration of natural landforms. 

2. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas 

a. Existing Conditions 

Although most undeveloped areas of the coastal zone, as well 
as many isolated pockets of open space within urban areas, 
provide a •habitat• for many species of animals and plants, 
the intent of the Coastal Act is preservation of significant 
habitat resources. Environmentally sensitive habitat areas 
are defined as •any area in which plant or animal life or 
their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because 
of their special nature or role in an ecosystem and which 
could be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and 
developments• (Coastal Act, Section 30107.5). 

At the time this Local Coastal Program was originally prepared 
no officially recognized rare, endangered, or threatened plant 
or animal were known or expected to exist within the entire 
Dana Point area. However, in mid May 1983, several rare plant 
species were identified on the Dana Point Headland~ by the 
California Native Plant Society. The plant species included 
Blechman's dudleya, Palmer's grappling hook, western dichondra 
and cliff spurge. A resource inventory included in the Orange 
County Conservation Element identifies two marine life refuges 
within the Dana Point area, the Doheny Beach Marine Life 
Refuge and the Dana Point Marine Life Refuge (Figure 1). The 
rocky shore of the Dana Point Headlqn~ is an important 
intertidal area within the marine life refuges. The adjacent 
area, which encompasses the steep bluffs of the Headlands, 

. ----provldes a buffer to the rocky shore area. Both areas are 
designated 5.41 (Conservation). The Doheny Beach Marine Life 
Refuge is adjoined by the Doheny State Beach Park which has a 
land use designation of 5.3 (Recreational). 

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board has 
established the concept of •areas of special biological 
significance" (ASBS) which designates areas requiring 
protection of species of biological communities to the extent 
that alteration of natural water quality is undesirable. The 

_ASBS designation gives recognition to the fact that certain 
biological communities because of their value or fragility 
deserve very special protection consisting of preservation and 
maintenance of natural water quality conditions to the extent 
practicable. Neither of the above marine Uftl ~fP<li:A.biY~SION 
been granted ASBS status. GUA~IAL ~UMIYII~ 

The Dana Point area contains 
biotic communities including 

-s-
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ruderal communities which do not fit into the Coastal Act 
definition of environmentally sensitive habitat areas. 

The westerly edge of San Juan Creek is one of the boundaries 
delineating the Dana Point area. This creek flows through the 
coastal zone to the ocean and its natural state (which 
included the presence of riparian vegetation) has been 
modified to some extent for purposes of drainage and flood 
eontrol. 

Within the undeveloped t.antem Bay ProjeCt Sector are remnants 
of a coastal sage scrub ccmmunity. Although the majority of 
this area has been affected by urbanization, a north-south 
trending steep walled canyon bisecting this sector is host to 
the diminished coastal sage scrub community. Coastal 
chaparral thrives in the canyon bottom nd on shady slopes, 
merging to coastal aage scrub on higher, dryer canyon walls. 
This community is very diverse in native species, and to-date 
has received only minor disturbances. Toyon and Lemonade
berry dominate the coastal chaparral element, while California 
sagebrush and California backwheat dominate the the coastal 
sage scrub element. Wildlife in the canyon includes 
amphibians and assorted mammals. Because of the limited size 
of the canyon and its proximity to urbanization, many of the 
usual larger chaparral inhabitants have already vanished. 

Many birds are attracted to the canyon because of its diverse 
flora, which pcovides cover, nesting sites and roosts. 

Thei.eadland• Sector also contains some remnants of a coastal 
sage scrub community, and vegetative and wildlife species 
similar to those found in the aforementioned canyon can be 
anticipated. Several coastal sage scrub species appear to be 
stunted due to prevailing wind and salt conditions. In 
addition, several coastal strand species are found in areas of 
exposed sand. The regional significance of both of these 
species is questionable. 

Ruderal ecosystems, made up of invasive weedy species, and 
annual grasses and herbs that grow where the vegetational 
cover has been disturbed, is predominant in areas of the 
Lantern Bay Project Sector (excluding the canyon) resulting 
from its use as a borrow site for the Dana Point Harbor. 
Habitat diversity and productivity have been greatly reduced, 
so consequently the diversity and abundance of animals is very 
limited. 

Issue Analysis 

Issues associated with the protection of marine life refuges 
are discussed in Section 3, Watershed Management. 

The major impact to other biotic resources in the Dana Point 
area from new development would occur within the Lantern Bay 

-6-



Project Sector. Development of the Lantern Bay Project Sector 
according to land use designations in the Dana Point Specific 
Plan would require filling the entire on-site canyon system 
and the diversity and general integrity of the canyon would 
thus be affected. However, even if the canyon were designated 
5.4 (Other Open Space) or 5.41 (Conservation), the presence of 
humans, animals, noise, and litter from future adjacent 
development would disrupt wildlife populations and degrade the 
habitat. 

Other biotic resources will not be altered by land use 
designations specified within the Dana Point Specific Plan. 
For example, the~eadl~s Sector designates 18.3 acr~s of 
land as 5.4 (Other Open Space) and 22.3 acres as 5.41 
(Conservation) to ensure protection of remaining biotic 
communities. 

c. Policies 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT# 3b 
PAGE Lf OF I 1.. 

Policies associated with the protection of marine life refuges 
are discussed in Section 3, Watershed Management. However, 
policies related to the protection of other habitat areas are 
listed below. 

1. To identify fish, wildlife and vegetation habitats 
throughout the County: to require proposed development 
plans to identify affected habitats: to accept habitat 
dedications: and to preserve the fish, wildlife and 
vegetation species of the County. (Conservation Element, 
page III-3) 

2. To prevent the elimination of fish or wildlife species due 
to man's activities, to ensure that fish and wildlife 
populalado not drop below self-perpetuating levels, to 
preserve for future generations representations of all 
animal communities and to provide for public viewing of 
these species. (Conservation Element, page III-3) 

3. To prevent the elimination of native county vegetation due 
to man's activities by providing designated areas where 
these species may be preserved for observation and for 
future generations. (Conservation Element,page III-3) 

4. To identify and protect chaparral and coastal sage scrub 
vegetation as a natural resource of the County warranting 
conservation measures based upon: (1) the uniqueness of 
the vegetation and plant species present: (2) the value of 
the vegetation as a habitat type for wildlife, (3) the 
value of the vegetation as a watershed cover, (4) the 
scenic value of the vegetation and (5) the adaptation of 
the vegetation to fire. (Conservation Element, 
Page III-3) 

-7-
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5. To support strict protective measures designed to maintain 
biological balance by protecting controlling organisms in 
the natural portions of the planning area. (Capistrano 
Valley Area Land Use Element Supplement, page 5) 

6. To preserve riparian areas as sources of shelter and water 
for wildlife. (Capistrano Valley Area Land Use Element 
Supplement, page 5) 

7. Developnaent adjacent to significant and sensitive natural 
areas should be designed to~intmize human encroachment. 
(Capistrano Valley Area Land Use Element Supplement, 
page 3) 

8. '1'0 aintaiD tle0lo9!cjl''.)....,. in the area by preserving 
ecologically sensitive area'~."-, (Capistrano Val.ley Area 
Land Use Element Supple•nt, page 4) 

9. To Mintain the continuity· of nal:tataJ::'ar41u within the 
planning area with similar areas adjacent to, but outside 
of the planning area. (Capistrano Valley Area Land Use 
Element Supplement, page 4) 

10. To place· strict controls{ cm~·~tlc:~ animals in 
developments adjacent to natural areas in order to prevent 
potential damage to wildlife, their habitats and their 
food sources. (Capistrano Valley Area Land Use Element 
Supplement, page 4) 

11. To retain the remaining wildlife-in area, especially 
several forms that are limited in number and sensitive in 
nature. (Capistrano Valley Area Land Use Element 
Supplement, page 4) 

12. To ensure that insect or rodent control programs that may 
be necessary for Health and safety reasons are aimed at 
controlling population levels (not complete eradication) 
in order to maintain natural food supplies for the limited 
diversity. (Capistrano Valley Area Land Use Element 
Supplement, page 4) 

13. Development shall be prohibited in areas with high habitat 
value, except for uses dependent on such resources and 
shall not significantly disrupt habitat values of such 
areas. This policy applies only to areas designated as 
5.41 (Conservation). 

14. 
.........~ .... 

In planning for specific developments, open space should 
be included which is sufficiently large and properly 
located so as to retain wildlife habitat and allow room 
for wildlife thus be most severe in sensitive slide areas 
along the coast activities. (Capistrano Valley Area Land 
Use Element Supplement, Open Space and Conservation 
Development Guideline Number 2, page 5) 
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15. The open space network of cores and corridors must be 
continuous to function ecologically. Encroachment into a 
part of this system influences the whole. (Capistrano 
Valley Area Land Use Element Supplement Open Space and 
Conservation Development Guideline Number 2, page 5) 

16. The Dana Point Specific Plan Land Use Element designates 
the rocky shore and steep bluff areas (i.e. buffer areal 
of the lludlanc!s ~. 41 (conservation) to ensur~ preseYVa
tion of~shore area in its natural state. 

17. DevelOl'mel\t within the bluff area of the ·~s will be 
regulated as provided in Policv Namber 2r;-GeCilogic 
Hazards. 

GB. Prior to application for a Coastal 'Development h'mit for 
any construction in the Dana Pointll11ead,l;!J1dB Sector 
(except for the •outholding• areas shown as li-A-HDR-1 (CD), 

H-A-HDR-2 (CD), H-D-HDR (CD), H-c2-HDR (CT)), and H-cl-TRC (CD) 
in Exhibit ll any rare, endangered, threatened or esoeci
ally valuable species and their habitats shall be 
identified and a mitigation and management program shall 
be prepared and implemented to ~rotect against any 
significant disruption of these habitat values, and to 
prevent impacts from adjacent areas which would 
significantly degrade such areas. 

3. Watershed Management 

a. Existing Conditions 

The quality of surface runoff collected in drainage courses 
within the Dana Point area during heavy rains is currently 
being incrementally degraded by nitrates, agricultural 
chemicals, petrochemicals, and other urban POllutants from 
existing development. 

The general quality of water in the Dana Point Harbor is 
considered good. However, the harbor is affected somewhat bv 
the accumulation of sediment and silt during peak storm flow 
periods. Silt accumulates in the·· Dana Point Harbor area due 
to the build-up of sediment at the mouth of San Juan Creek 
between the opening of the channel and the marina, build-up 
caused by runoff and erosion over the bluff in the vicinity of ~ 

the future Lantern Bav Project, and buildup from runoff 
expelled directly from existing storm drains into the harbor 
itself. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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G. DANA POINT HEADLANDS SECTOR 

1. FORWARD 
' 

The Dana Point Headlands is a separate sector and includes a number of separate 
districts which implement the Land Use Plan (LOP). The District is divided into 
five geographic subareas A-E as shown in Exhibit 1. Subarea C is further 
divided for ease of planning discussion and orientation. 

Several land use designations are applicable to the Headlands Sector and are 
accommodated within the Dana Point Headlands Districts. The regulations 
applicable to the Headlands Sector are solely applicable to the Headlands Sector 
and are preceded by the prefix •a• as well the Subarea identification letter 
(e.g., B-A-~, or Headlands- Subarea A- Tourist Recreational/Commercial). 
Standards are provided for the High Density Residential, Recreational, Tourist 
Recreation/Ccxnmercial, Other Open Space and Conservation districts identified in 
the LOP. Standards for each of these uses may vary between areas A-E. 
Standards are provided in graphic and text form. 

2. GENERAL NOTES - APPLICABLE TO THE DANA POINT HEADLANDS DISTRICT ONLY 

Each development shall meet the requirements of these General Provisions. 

A. Building Height: Application of building height regulations specified 
within each district and indicated on Exhibit 2 shall be based upon the 
following formula': 

Building height shall be measured along vertical lines (plumb lines) from 
the elevation of the natural grade or finished grade (where an existing 
graded building pad of sufficient size for the proposed structure already 
exists) to the maximum height above grade specified in the development 
standards. These measurements shall be made consistent with the •Regional 
Interpretative Guidelines, South Coast Region, Orange County.• Exhibit 3 
portrays the application of the height criteria. Elevators, mechanical 
space, chimneys and architectural treatments (intended to add interest and 
variation to roof design, yet which do not exceed 10% of the roof area, nor 
exceed the base height restriction by more than 12 feet) will be permitted. 

B. Trails: As a condition of a Coastal Development Permit (C.D.P.) for the 
first residential tract map or commercial development valued in excess of 
$100,000 (except in the H-cl-TRC Zone) a plan, acceptable to the Director 
EMA and the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission for the continuous 
blufftop trail as identified in the Access policies of the LUP shall be 
prepared. The plan shall provide for the permanent location, design and 
implementation of the trail in the subarea(s) in which the development is 
proposed, and shall provide an interim trail plan for trail location design 
and implementation in those subareas of the Headlands sector outside that in 
which the development is proposed. The trail plan shall take into account 
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the rare plant management plan required by General Note •L•. The interim 
and permanent trails shall be constructed concurrent with the development 
which is the subject of the CDP, and shall provide a continuous link from 
the north to south ends of the Headlands sector. As additional CDP's are 
requested, interim trails shall be replaced with permanent trails within the 
respective subarea concurrent with the development permitted by the CDP. 
The permanent trail plan shall provide for final design, location, physical 
safety and habitat protection measures, method for integration with public 
use areas, acquisition and dedication JDethods, and construction and 
management responsibilities. 

The plan for interim and permanent trails shall be implemented and the 
trails shall be opened to public use concurrent or prior to issuance of 
certificates of use and/or occupancy permits of any commercial or 
residential structure. 

For developments in Headlands subarea A, the white sand beach shall be 
irrevocably offered for dedication to the County of Orange. ~oreover, 

~oval of the first residential tract shall be conditioned on receipt of 
an acceptable open space management plan acceptable to the Director EMA and 
the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission. The plan shall address 
how the beach is to be maintained and who will maintain it for public use. 
The bluff top trail will provide a continuous public pedestrian link 
generally following the bluff edge. The trail will be located within the B
OOS (Headlands-other Open Space) area with the exception of segm·~ "_fMch 
will follow public roadways, as shown on the •proposed Access• E~Dit~f 
the Land Use Plan and except where it is located in the TR/C area in 
accordance with the bluff top erosion policy of Section Dl.g. of these 
Regulations. Portions of the bluff top trail which follow right of way 
alignments will require easement dedications. Consistent with an approved 
bluff top trail acquisition, construction and management plan, the bluff top 
trail will be improved at a width of ten (10) feet within the H-OOS area and 
five (5) feet along roadways. Rest rooms, drinking fountains, telescopes, 
benches and stairways are permitted and are to be located as often as 
appropriate and in convenient locations. The bluff top trail will provide 
for access to handicapped persons at major entryways, and where topography 
permits. Informational or educational signing will be posted as necessary. 
Signs are to be no larger than six (6) square feet in face size, of natural 
materials and are not to exceed four (4) feet above the finished grade. 

A pedestrian trail along the seaward edge of Selva Road will be dedicated as 
part of the first phase of development within the headlands sector. 
Consistent with an approved trail acquisition, construction and management 
plan, the trail will be grade separated from the road surface and will lie 
adjacent to the seaward edge of the Selva bike trail. The pedestrian trail 
will be located within the Selva Road right of way, dedicated at an eight 
(8) foot width and constructed at a minimum four (4) foot width. 

The pedestrian trailway which leads to the hilltop park in Subarea B will be 
dedicated at a width of six (6) feet. Consistent with an approved trail 
acquisition, construction and management plan, rest rooms, drinking 
fountains, telescopes, benches and stairways are permitted and are to be 
located as often as appropriate and in convenient locationsCO ZR~tional 
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limit the intensity of visitor-serving development. In addition, the 
combined restrictions of these Regulations will provide development areas 
characterized by variations in site coverage, setback and building design. 
The regulations will eliminate the potential for a continuous and uniform 
structure along each development area perimeter. Rather, multiple buildings 
of varying height and location will be permitted. 

K. Regulations: Regulations set forth herein are intended to be applied to the 
Headlands District only. Additional regulations applicabl~ to the Headlands 
include Section 7-9-118 of the Zoning Code, the Orange County Grading and 
Excavation Code, Subdivision Code and other regulations referenced within 
the text of these Regulations. Where regulations may appear to conflict, 
the regulations specific to this district will be deemed applicable. 

L. Site Development Permit: All. development on the Dana Point Headlands 
requiring a Coastal Development Permit shall be subject to a site 
development permit, as described in Section ~. 13. of these Regulations. 
Said site development permit shall demonstrate compliance with: 

(1) Policy 18 (preservation/mitigation of rare plant preservation/species) 

Concurrent with the application for a Coastal Development Permit the 
first residential tract map or commercial development exceeding $100,000 
in value in the Dana Point Headlands Sector (except for the B-cl-TRC 
Zone), the applicant shall submit a botanical survey and management and 
mitigation program prepared by a qualified biologist approved by the 
County and the Executive Director of the California Coastal Commission. 
The survey shall include all portions of the Headlands area and shall 
precisely delineate the location of any rare endangered or especially 
valuable species including, but not limited to: 

1. Dudleya blochmanae, Blechman's dudleya. 

2. Pectocarya (Harpagonella) palmer!, Palmer's grappling hook. 

3. Chorizanthe staticoides ssp. chrysacantha, Orange County ~urkish 
rugging. 

4. Pichondra occidentals, western dichondra. 

5. Euphoribia misera, cliff spurge. 

The survey shall be conducted at the appropriate time{s) of year to 
permit identification of any such species present on site. 

In consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game and the 
Executive Director of the California Coastal Commission the applicant 
shall prepare a mitigation program for the habitat~area of these species 
and any other environmentally sensitive habitat areas found. The 
survey, mitigation and management program shall specifically evaluate 
and provide for appropriate response to all of the following: 
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(1) the significance of the Headlands habitats of these species in relation 
to other locations of these habitats in Orange County and California 
generally. 

(2} the potential for protecting these habitats through development 
standards or by adjusting the boundaries of the •Hilltop Park• and other 
open space and recreation areas of the Headlands to include the habitat 
areas. 

(3) specifications for a management program for the habitat areas which will 
assure their continuing productivity and will avoid adverse impacts on 
these areas from either incompatible human use of the areas or from 
adjacent development (including drainage changes). 

(4) evaluation of the alternative of transplanting and propagating a portion 
of the affected plants to an area where they would be afforded permanent 
protection. '!'he evaluation shall be based on aetual evidence that such 
transplanting would be successful. 

'!'he survey and the mitigation and management program shall be subject to the 
review and approval of the County and the Executive Director of the Coastal 
Commission prior to transmittal of the permit. 

The County shall review the mitigation program and shall assure that the 
program will be carried out consistent with PRC Section 30240. 

(2) •Consideration for the need to set-back, buffer, and otherwise protect 
against incompatible relationships between existing residential and proposed 
tourist residential/commercial and recreation uses.• 

3. CONSERVATION - •H-c• 

A. Purpose and Intent 

Refer to Section III.E.9. of these Regulations. 

B. Land Users - Principal Permitted use 

Refer to Section III.E.9 of these Regulations. 

C. Other Permitted Uses 

Refer to Section III.E.9. of these Regulations. 

D. Site Development Standards 

Refer to Section III.E.9. of these Regulations. 
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
631 Howard Street, San Francisco 94105- (415) 543-8555 

December 23, 1983 

TO: Commissioners and Interested Persons 

FROM: Thomas Crandall, District Director, South Coast District; 
Robert Joseph, Asst. South Coast District Director; 
Jack Liebster, LCP Staff Planner, Dana Point 

SUBJECT: County of Orange, Resubmittal of Dana Point Local Coastal Program 

(For possible Commission action at the meeting of January 10-13, 
1984, as described in the meeting notice). 

SYNOPSIS 

DANA POINT LCP 

Background 

The Dana Point subarea of the South Coast Planning Unit is located 1n 
unincorporated Orange County between the Laguna Niguel subarea to the west and 
the Capistrano Beach subarea to the east. · 

The Dana Point subarea Land Use Plan is a product of efforts of the Orange 
County Environmental Management Agency and the citizen members of the Dana Point 
Specific Plan Committee. The Land Use Plan as revised and the Implementing 
Action Program (South Coast Planning Unit, Dana Point/Volume 3, February 1983) 
were approved for resubmittal by the Orange County Board of Supervisors on June 
1, 1983. 

Recommendation 

The staff recommendation for denial of the Dana Point LCP, as submitted, is 
based upon the insufficiency of certain LUP provisions to carry out Coastal Act 
policies for environmentally sens 1t1ve habitats, and t.he inadequacy of the 
implementation program to carry out access, hazard, and other LUP policies. 
Staff recommends modifications to the LUP and Implementation program which would 
allow certification of the LCP. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The County of Orange started the local Coastal Planning process in 1978 and 
~~~~itted its first phase of the Local Coastal Program {lCP), consisting of the 
Work Program and Issue Identification along with the request for segmentation, 
fn May of 1978. The Coastal Commission approved the Issue Identification/Work 
Program with modifications in February 1979 and the timelines/schedule in May 
1979. The Work Program was further modified by the Commission for all segments 
and was approved in March 1980. This modified and adopted Work Program/Issue 
Identification addressed major issues within Dana Point including the impact of 
parking and circulation on public access, the provision of public access, the 
competjtion of recreation and visitor-serving facilities with residential 
development on the major undeveloped parcels, the provision and protection of 
housing opportunities for persons of low and moderate income, the protection of 
the existing Dana Point and Doheny Marine life Refuges, the cumulative impacts 
of new development on major vacant parcels, and the protection of scenic 
resources. 

Prior to the Commission adoption of the Work Program/Issue Identification, the 
Board of Supervisors, had recognized the need for detailed planning to solve the 
complex problems and issues presented by Dana Point area and on May 3, 1978, 
passed a resolution to direct the Environmental Management Agency (EMA) to 
prepare a Specific Plan for the entire Dana Point community. The Specific Plan 
was prepared by the County staff with the help of consultants and of the 
Specific Plan Advisory Committee -- comprised of representatives of homeowners, 
civic associations, major property owners and other interested persons. Many 
previous planning efforts, such as the Dana Point Reconaissance Study, the South 
Coast Housing and the Commercial Market Study, the Local Coastal Program Issue 
Identification and Dana Point Traffic and Parking Study formed the framework for 
the specific planning efforts. The larger Specific Planning area included the 
coastal zone of Dana Point, and the Specific Plan attempted to incorporate lCP 
issues and policies for the zone. 

The Specific Plan was completed fn April 1980 and on July 9, 1980 the Board of 
Supervisors, by resolution, determined that it would serve as the Land Use Plan 
for the Coastal Zone of the Dana Point area. The lUP was approved by the Board 
of Supervisors on May 13, 1981 and submitted to the Commission. 

On July 22, 1981, the California Coastal Commission conducted a public hearing 
on the Land Use Plan for the Dana Point subarea and Introduction/Volume I of the 
South Coast Planning Unit of the County of Orange. The Commission acted to 
approve the segmentation of the Dana Point subarea from the South Coast Planning 
Unit and to deny, by a 12-0 vote, the Dana Point Land Use Plan and Volume I, as 
submitted. The Commission adopted and transmitted its suggested modification 
to the LUP and Volume I. On June 1, 1983, the County Board incorporated some of 
the suggested modifications, made additional changes to the land Use Map and 
added a policy dealing with rare plants that had been preliminarily identified 
on the Headlands parcel after the Commission's original act1on. The Board 
adopted the Implementing Action Program for the lCP at the same time. These 
documents comprise the LCP resubmittal transmitted to the Commission on July 29, 
1983. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that the Commission take four actions: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Denial of the Land Use Plan as re-submitted. 

Certification of the Land Use Plan with Suggested Modifications. 

Denial of Implementation as submitted. . . 
Certification of Implementation with Suggested Modifications. 

LAND USE PLAN 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS FOR DENIAL AND SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

The Coastal Act requires the Commission to act separately on a Land Use 
Plan (Section 30512) and implementation ordinances {Section 30513). The 
staff recommends that the Commission consider the Total Local Coastal Plan 
under two separate sets of motions; first as the resubmitted Land Use Plan 
under Section 30512 (the motions below) and then as the Implementation 
under Section 30513 of the Coastal Act (the motions on page 12). 

MOTION I 

Staff recommends a NO vote to the following motion and the adoption of the 
following resolutionland findings. An affinmative vote by a majority of 
the appointed Commissioners is needed to pass the motion. 

I move that the Commission certify the Dana Point 
Land Use Plan of the County of Orange Local Coastal 
Program as re-submitted. 

Resolution to Deny Certification 

The Commission hereby denies certification of the Dana Point Land Use Plan 
of the County of Orange Local Coastal Program and finds that the Land Use 
Plan fails to meet the requirements of and does not conform to the policies 
of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act to the extent necessary to achieve the 
basic stated goals specified in Section 30001.5 of the Coastal Act; is not 
consistent with applicable decisions of the Commission which shall guide 
the local government in their future actions under Section 30625(c) of the 
Coastal Act and does not meet the requirements of Section 21080.5 (d) (2) 
(i) of the California Environmental Quality Act, because there are feasible 
alternatives or mitigation measures ·available which would substantially 
lessen any significant adverse impact which the Land Use Plan may have on 
the environment. 
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MOTION II 

Staff recommends a YES vote, and the adoption of the following resolution 
and findings. An a11rlnmative vote by a majority of the appointed 
Commissioners is needed to pass the resolution. 

I move that the Commission certify the Dana Point 
Land Use Plan if it is modified in conformity with 
the suggestions set out on the staff report. 

Resolution to Certify Portions of LUP if Modified 

The Commission hereby certifies the Land Use Plan subject to the following 
modifications and adopts the findings stated below on the grounds that, tf 
modified as suggested below, the Land Use Plan will meet the requirements 
of and conform with the policies of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 
30200) of the California Coastal Act to the extent necessary to achieve the 
basic state goals specified in Section 30001.5 of the Coastal Act; the 
Land Use Plan will contain a specific access component as required by 
Section 30500 (a) of the Coastal Act; the Land Use Plan will be consistent 
with applicable decisions of the Commission that shall guide local 
government actions pursuant to Section 30625(c); and certification of the 
Land Use Plan will meet the requirements of Section 21080.5(d} (2) (i) of 
the Environmental Quality Act, as there would be no further feasible 
mitigation measures or feasible alternatives which could substantially 
lessen significant adverse impact on the environment. The suggested 
modifications to the submittal are necessary to achieve the basic state 
goals set forth in Section 30001.5 of the Coastal Act. 

The Commission further finds that if local government adopts and transmits 
its revisions to the Land Use Plan in conformity with the suggested 
modifications, then the Executive Director shall so notify the Commission. 

II. FINDINGS FOR DENIAL OF THE LAND USE PLAN 

A. Inconsistencv with the Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Policies of 
the Coastal ~ct. 

As the LUP states (p. 5) (resubmittal additions underlined): 

At the time this Local Coastal Program was originally 
prepared no officially recognized rare, endangered, or 
threatened plant or animal were known or expected to 
exist within the entire Danailrc)int Area. However, in 
mid May 1983, several rare tlant species were ident17 
fied on the Dana Point Read ands by the California 
Native Plant Societ • The Plant s ecies included 

The Coastal Act PRC Section 30107.5 defines an Environmentally Sensitive 
Area as: COASTAL COMMISSION 
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Any areas in which plant or animal life or their 
habitats are rare o~ especially valuable because 
of their special nature or role in an ecosystem and 
which could be easily disturbed or degraded by 
human activities and developments. 

Portions of the area of the Headlands site where these species have been 
reported by the California Native Plan Society {CNPS) are proposed for 
development under the LCP as shown in Exhibit 2. The Commission has 
historically found that species listed by the CNPS as Rare or Endangered 
fall within the definition of sensitive areas under PRC sections 30107.5 
and 30240 (eg: Degen, A~peal 276-80, p. 8; Wilderness Estates, eal 
106-80, p.6; Johnson 6- 3-173, p.9.) The C status o eac o t e 
spec1es is as follows: 

• Dudlei: blochmanae, Blechman's dudleya. 
CNPS re • 

• Pectocarxa (Harfafonella) palmeri, Palmer's grappling hook. 
CNPS Rare in Ca i orn1a. 

• Chorizanthe staticoides ssp. chrysacantha, Orange County 
Turkish rugg1ng. 
CNPS Rare and Endangered. u.s. Fish and Wildlife Sevice 
candidate species for Threatened/Endangered listing. 

• Dichondra occidenalis,· western dichondra. 
CNPS Rare in California • 

• Euphorbia misera, cliff spurge. 
CNPS Rare in California. 

Of these species, according to the CNPS (Exhibit 3 p. 1, 2) the presence of 
Blechman's dudleya in particular: 
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• ••• is highly significant beyond its designated status ••• 
••• The taxon was believed to have been extirpated from 
Orange and San Diego Counties ~ecause of urbanization 
of its habitat. It had been formerly known from the 
South Laguna area. In San Diego County are still extant 
populations of a CNPS Endangered and State of California 
Rare listed derivitive of this species, called Dudleha 
brevifolia. The Dana Headlands material appears to ave 
characters which may place it in a taxonomically 
intennediate position between D. blochmanae and 
D. brevifolia. Hence it is or-considerable evolutionary 
!rignificance, as well as being a disjunct population 
about 70 miles south of the terminus of the Malibu area 
distribution ••• 

Based on this information, the Commission finds that the area in which 
these species are found, if their presence is confirmed, would constitute a 
sensitive habitat area under PRC 30107.5 and 30240. Coastal Act Section 
30240 requires that: 



-10-

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

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas ••• shall be sited and designed 
to prevent impacts .which would significantly degrade 
such areas, and shall be compatible with the continu
ance of such habitat areas. 

The County added a new Resource Component policy in its resubmitted LUP to 
attempt the address the presence of these species (LUP policy B.2.c.18, 
page 9). This policy provides: 

This policy is insufficient to provide the protection required by PRC 
Section 30240 for the rare plant species. The LUP does not define what 
qualifies as a rare species (nor do the implementing actions). More 
importantly, the LUP does not establish clear objectives for the mitigation 
program, fails to provide the mandatory protection language required by 
30240(a), and fails to limit uses to those dependent on the resources 
present. 

In its adoption of the LUP for resubmittal, the County also changed the 
land use district boundaries in the Headlands area from those which were 
approved in the previous submittal by reconfiguring the area designated for 
recreation (Exhibits 2, 4). This change provided for additional 
recreational land at the scenic point of the Headlands and reduced the open 
space around the blufftop trail along the southern and western bluffs. 
While the new configuration itself appears to be consistent with the 
policies of the Act, some adjustment of the precise boundaries of land uses 
in the Headlands, as provided in the suggested modifications, may be 
necessary to offer the required protection for the rare plants found on the 
Headlands site. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
III. SUGGESTED MODIFICATION FOR THE LAND USE PLAN 

A. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas EXHIBIT# 3 ~ 
9A~F L. oF 1 a LUP Resource Component Policy 18 (p. 9) shall be rev,sea-to~ad. 
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IV. FINDINGS FOR SUGGESTED MODIFICATION 

As noted in the findings for denial of the LUP resubmittal, incorporated by 
reference here, the proposed policy 18 is inadequate to assure the 
protection of the sensitive areas which, evidence suggersdts, exist on the 
Headlands site. 

The objective of the Commission's suggested modification for the Headlands 
sector is to protect environmentally sensitive habitat areas consistent 
with Coastal Act Section 30240. The Commission finds that the 
identification of habitat areas of rare and especially valuable plants, and 
the provision of a mitigation program to protect these plant habitats as 
provided in the suggested modification, will meet the requirements of PRC 
in 30240. The Commission has required such mitigation and management 
programs in similar situations in the past_(e.g. Broadmoor Development, 
Apaeal No. 326-80; Johnson, 6-83-173~. The Johnson permit involved another 
Du leya species, Dudleya Viscida, wh ch is listed as rare and endangered by 
CNPS. In this permit a portion of the local population of this plant was 
permitted to be removed from the site and transplanted in accordance with a 
plan which was to be developed to assure a high potential of success in the 
transplantation. The critical issue to note in this case, however, was 
that the removal and transplant were permitted as a matter of safety under 
PRC Section 30253. The plants were located on an •existing cliff face 
[which] presents a substantial potential safety hazard ••• • that needed to 
be removed, and the consequent removal of the plants was unavoidable. That 
situtation has not been shown to exist in this case. Depending on the 
results of the identification, mitigation and magagement studies, for 
example, it could be possible to reconfigure the "Hilltop Park" (H-B-REC) 
designation to incorporate and protect the most significant habitat areas. 
Alternatively, development standards could be applied, either through 
amendment to the zoning ordinance, or to individual permits (as suggested 
in the modifications below), to protect the sensitive habitats within the 
open space of a well designed planned development site plan. Transplanting 
of a portion of the subject plants may also be considered if the mitigtion 
and management program concludes that such transplanting has a high 
probability for success and would not produce any significant disruption of 
the habitat within the meaning of the Coastal Act. 

V. OTHER LUP POLICIES 

The resubmitted LUP differs from the LUP the Commission acted upon in July 
1981 in four areas. In addition to the two areas discussed above, 
(Environmentally Sensitive Area Policy 18 and the revised boundaries for 
Headlands Sector land use designations) two other areas were the subject of 
suggested modifications, the housing policies and the policies for Doheny 
State Park. The Housing Subsection of the previous LUP has been deleted 
pursuant to the passage of Senate Bill 626 with regard to Doheny Park, the 
Commission suggested that: 

The LUP shall be modified to indicate the principal 
pennitted use and standards for the 5.3 Re&fM!m COMMISSION. 
designation for Doheny Beach State Park. !at~ 
standards should prohibit additional paving of sandy 
beach area. ~G 

EXH 18! T # =-___;;;;;.._--:::=--

PAGE 7 OF,, 



-12-

The letter of transmittal of the resubmitted LUP states: 

The revised Land Use Plan (Page 83) contains the 
following policy: •d.4 Day use facilities shall 
be maximized within the sandy beach areas. Sandy 
beach areas shall be protected from being pavedu. 

This change, when it is incorporated into the LUP document, will be 
sufficient to meet the intent of the previous suggested modification. 
Therefore, with the County's adoption of modifications to protect 
environmentally sensitive habitats suggested above, the Commission finds 
the LUP consistent with the policies of the Coastal Act • 
• 

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS FOR DENIAL AND SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 

VI. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

These documents were resubmitted as a Total Local Coastal Program. 

The Coastal Act requires the Commission to act separately on a Land Use 
Plan (Section 30512) and Implementation Ordinances (Section 30513). The 
Commission has above considered the resubmitted Land Use Plan under Section 
30512. Staff now recommends action on Implementation under Section 30513 
of the Coastal Act. 

MOTION III 

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

I move that the Commission reject the Implementa
tion portion of the Dana Point segment of the 
Orange County Local Coastal Program. 

Resolution to Reject the Implementation Plan 

The Commission hereby rejects the Implementation Plan of the Dana Point 
Segment LCP on the grounds that it does not conform with or is inadequate 
to carry out the provisions of the Land Use Plan as certified. There are 
feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen any significant adverse impact which the approval of 
the Implementation Program would have on the environment. 

MOTION IV 

Staff recommends a YES vote for the adoption of the following resolution. 
The motion requires~ affirmative vote of a maJQ~L~~~foners 
present to pass the motion. GOA 

i='<:-11 BIT #:_-;.3_C--:-• ...--,_, · n oF.LJ ,_ 
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I move that the Commission approve the Implementa
tion Program of the Dana Point Segment LCP if it is 
modified in conformity with the modifications sug
gested below. 

Resolution to Certify the Implementation Program if Modified 

The Commission hereby approves certification of the Zoning and Implementa
tion portion of the Dana Point LCP based on the findings set forth below on 
the grounds that the zoning ordinance, zoning map, and other implementing 
materials conform with and are adequate to carry out the provisions of the 
land Use Plan as certified. There are no feasible alternatives or feasible 
mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any 
significant adverse impact which the approval of the Zoning and Implementa
tion Program, 1f modified, would have on the environment. 

VII. FINDINGS FOR REJECTION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION. 

Section 30513 of the Costal Act states that, 

••• The Commission may only reject zoning ordinances, zoning district maps, 
or other implementing actions on the grounds that they do not conform with, 
or are inadequate to carry out, the provisions of the certified land use 
plan. 

The Land Use Plan as acted on by the Commission contains four components: 
Resources, Transportation Access and New Development each containing a set of 
Policies and land desequations. The zoning must be evaluated for its 
conformance with the adequacy to carry out these policy components and land use 
designations. · 

A. RESOURCES COMPONENT. The LUP emphasizes protection of the Dana Point Area's 
habitats, scen1c resources and sensitive landforms, and avoidance of its 
environmental hazards. Several policies critical to the approval of the Land 
Use Plan are not adequately carried out in the proposed implementing actions. 

1. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas 

As discussed above (pg.8) the Orange County Board of Supervisors, responding to 
new information which became available after adoption of the LUP, has revised 
the previously approved LUP to take into account the indicated presence of rare 
and threatened plant species in the Headlands area. The new LUP policy needs to 
be strengthened and clarified to be consistent with the Coastal Act (see pg. 10 
above). When it is so modified it will be consistent with other approved LUP 
policies which provide for protection of sensitive habitats (LUP pg. 7, 8 & 72)i 
including the policies (as numbered in the LUP) below: 

1. 

EXHIBIT #.,__...;;:3=---4::-.-~:-
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3. 

7. Development adjacent to significant and sensitive natural areas should 
be designed to minimiz~ human encroachment. 

a. To maintain ecological balance in the area by preserving ecologically 
sensitive areas. 

1D. To place strict controls on domestic animals in developments adjacent 
to natural areas in order to prevent potential damage to wildlife, 
their habitats and their food sources. 

11. To retain the remaining wildlife in area, especially several forms 
that are limited in number and sensitive in nature. 

13. Development shall be prohibited in areas with high habitat value, 
.except for uses dependent on such resources and shall not 
significantly disrupt habitat values of such areas. This policy 
applies only to areas designated as 5.41 (Conservation). 

14. In planning for specific developments, open space should be included 
which fs sufficiently large and properly located so as to retain 
wildlife habitat and allow room for wildlife thus be most severe in 
sensitive slide areas along the coast activities (p. 8 sic.) -

18. 

(And in the Access Component, pg. 72): 

54. Protect the species within their natural habitat from harrassment and 
molestation by controlling access, by regulations and enforcement ••• 

55. Establish rules on access, collection, and other activities to ensure 
the historical, ecological or environmental values of sites are not 
adversely affected ••• 

The zoning ordinances are inadequate to carry out these LUP Policies. The 
zoning merely provides that the Headlands site development plan •shall 
demonstrate compliance with: (1) Policy 18 (preservation/mitigation of rare 
plant preservation/species) ••• • (pg. 161}. This provision does not carry out 
the policies cited above, which specifically require the identification of . 
habitat (policy 1), prohibition of encroachment into them (policies 2, 3, 8, 13, 
14), and design of adjacent development to protect them (Policies 7, 10). The 
failure to carry out these policies could have significant environmental impacts 
as defined by CEQA. 

COASTAL COMMISSIO_N 
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E. POST CERTIFICATION MAP (Figure 11). 

Section 13576 of the Administrative Code delegates to the Commission sole 
jurisdiction in the adoption of maps designating the Commission's retained 
permit authority, under Sections 30519 (b) of the Coastal Act. The County has 
submitted map Figure 11 (appearing after page 92 and referenced again on page 
111) which is the County's interpretation of the post-certification area. 
However, these maps may or may not reflect the final maps adopted by the 
Commission and can not be part of this certification of the Implementing 
Ordinances. 

F. CEQA 

The Commission finds that the Implementing Actions Program as submitted may have 
significant environmental impacts as identified by the California Environmental 
Quality Act and discussed above and that rejection of the program as submitted 
is therefore required. 

VIII. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 

(Additions are underscored, deletions lined out) 

A. General Purpose and Application 

1. Regulation 2(b) (Application) (p. 89) shall be revised as follows: 

• ••• if there is any ambiguity or uncertainty as 
to which regulations of the Zoning Code or DPSP 
apply or when they apply, it will be resolved by 
the Director, EMA in a manner most protective of 
coastal resources." 

B. General Provisions 

1. The following declaration shall be added directly after NC. 
GENERAL PROVISIONS" (p. 89): 

The following general provisions shall apply in 
all Districts. 

2. A new General Provision shall be added to provide for 
implementation of all Land Use Plan policies: 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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13. A new General Provision incorporating the following site standard 
Shall be added to carry out the Archaeology/Paleontology Policy 1, page 41 
of the LUP: 

C. MAPS AND EXHIBITS 

1. The Post Certification Permit and Appeal Map (Figure 11) shall be 
deleted, as well as the reference to 1t on page 111. 

D. "COASTAL DEVELOPMENT11 DISTRICT REGULATIONS 

1. The violation penalty (p. 113) shall be revised to read: 

Anb person who violates any provision of the LCP shall be 
su ~ect to a civil fine of not to exceed ten thousand 
dol ars $10,000}. 

E. ZONING DISTRICTS •RHO•, •RHO" 
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1. The rear building setback site development standards (p. 117, 121) 
shall be amended to read: "25 feet or as required by f, j, or the General 
Provisions, whichever is greater•: 

2. The •selected ocean view corridors" referred to 1n the final site 
development standard (p. 118, 123) shall be depicted on a map and specific 
standards shall be included to "minimize obstruction of these corridors.• 
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Technical Corrections 

A few inconsistencies between.the Land Use Plan and the Implementing Action 
Program merely result from oversights or drafting errors that have been 
acknowledged by the County. The Zoning Map (Figure 12, following page 92) 
incorrectly shows the easterly portion of the Headlands sector along the 
Street of the Green Lantern as C-(CD) (Conservation) whereas the LUP 
designates, and the County intended to show, most of the area as Tourist 
Recreational/Commercial. The County has indicated it will be making this 
change in subsequent versions of the map. 

tt should also be noted that, depending on the results of the rare plant 
survey, mitigation and mangement plan suggested in the modifications, or 
any similar program the County may wish to undertake to resolve this issue, 
it would be appropriate to modify all the maps and figures affected by the 
new information, including the Biotic Resources Map (Figure 1) and the Land 
Use and Zoning Maps as appropriate. 

CEQA 

The Commission finds the Implementing Actions Program if modified is in 
conformance with the California Environmental Quality Act. There are no 
feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen any significant adverse impact which the approval of 
the Zoning and Implementing Actions Program would have on the environment. 
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MAY 3 0 2002 

RESOLUTION NO.- 02-01·22· 05 
CALIFORNIA 

COAS"'A'L~lftj8~ OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
DANA POINT, CALIFORNIA, CERTIFYING FINAL PROJECT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT SC 2001071015 AND 
ADOPTION OF A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING 
CONSIDERATIONS AND A MITIGATION MONITORING AND 
REPORTING PROGRAM AS THE SUPPORTING 
ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION FOR GENERAL PLAN 
AMENDMENT GPA 01.01, ZONE TEXT AMENDMENT ZTA 01· 
02, ZONE CHANGE ZC 01-01, PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
DISTRICT POD 01-01, LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM 
AMENDMENT LCPA 01-02 AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 
DA 01-01. 

Applicant: Headlands Reserve, LLC 
File No.: FF# 0630-30/FEIR SC#2001071015 

WHEREAS, Headlands Reserve, LLC has submitted a proposed project 
for approval of the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan (HDCP). The 
HDCP consists of separate applications for approval of a General Plan 
Amendment (GPA 01-02), Zone Text Amendment (ZTA 01-02), Zone Change 
(ZC 01-01 ). Planned Development District (POD 01-01), Development Guidelines 
for Planned Development District (POD 01-01 ), Local Coastal Program 
Amendment (LCPA 01-02) and Development Agreement (DA 01-01). 

WHEREAS, the HDCP project is for a General Plan Amendment to amend 
the General Plan Land Use Element, Urban Design Element, Circulation 
Element, Public Safety Element, Conservation/Open Space Element, and Public 
Facilities/Growth Management Element; for a Zone Text Amendment to amend 
the Zoning Code to establish Planned Development Districts as a permitted land 
use; for a Zone Change to designate the Headlands ar et Planned Development 
District; for establishment of a Planned Development District for the Headlands; 
for a Development Agreement between the City and Headlands Reserve, LLC; 
and for submittal of said applications as a Local Coastal Program Amendment for 
approval and certification by the California Coastal Commission; and 

WHEREAS, an initial study was prepared for the HDCP and the City 
determined that an Environmental Impact Report was required to address 
significant potential environmental impacts; and 

WHEREAS, in accordance with the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), California Public Resources Code sections 
21000 et seq., the State CEQA Guidelines, 14 C.C.R. section 15000 et seq, and 
the City's local CEQA Guidelines, the City has prepared a Final Environmental 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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Resolution No. 02-01·22-05 
Final EIR • GPA01-02, LCPA01-02, ZTA01-02, P0001-01, ZC01-01, OA01.01 
Pag'e 2 

Impact Report, State Clearinghouse No. 2001071015, (the ·Final Project EIR"), a 
full, true and correct copy of which is on file with the City Clerk of the City of 
Dana Point; and, 

WHEREAS, on December 5, 2001, the Planning Commission of the City 
of Dana Point held a duly noticed public hearing to consider the Headlands 
Development and Conservation Plan (HDCP) and Final Project EIR and 
continued the consideration of the HDCP and Final Project EIR until the meeting 
of December 12, 2001. On December 12, 2001 the Planning Commission 
adopted Resolutions to forward a recommendation for approval to the City 
Council for the HDCP, including specifically, the Final Project EIR through 
Resolution No. 01-12-12-73; and 

WHEREAS, on January 8, 2002, the City Council conducted a duly 
noticed public hearing concerning the HDCP and, specifically, the Final Project 
EIR, and the item was continued as a closed public hearing to January 22, 2002; 
and · 

WHEREAS, at said public hearing, upon hearing and considering all 
testimony and arguments, if any, of aH persons desiring to be heard, the City 
Council considered all factors relating to proposed General Plan Amendment 
GPA 01-02, Zone Text Amendment ZfA 01-02, Zone Change ZC 01-01, Planned 
Development District POD 01-01, Development Guidelines for Planned 
Development District POD 01-01, Local Coastal Program Amendment LCPA 01-
02. and Development Agreement DA 01-01, including potential environmental 
impacts addressed in the Final Project EIR; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council has prior to its approval of the HDCP, 
received, reviewed and considered Final Project EIR as the supporting 
environmental documentation for General Plan Amendment GPA 01-02, Zone 
Text Amendment ZTA 01-02, Zone Change ZC 01-01, Planned Development 
District POD 01-01, Development Guidelines for Planned Development District 
POD 01-01, Local Coastal Program Amendment LCPA 01-02, and Development 
Agreement DA 01-01; and 

WHEREAS, in accordance with Section 15093 of the California 
Environmental Quality Act, the City Council has balanced the economic and 
social benefits of the proposed project against the unavoidable environmental 
impacts. and prepared a Statement of Overriding Considerations, attached as 
Exhibit "A" to this Resolution and incorporated herein by this reference, stating 
the acceptability of those impacts in light of the benefrts of the project; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council hereby finds and detennines that the 
potential environmental effects of the project, including those raised in comments 
in the Final Project EIR, have been considered and recognized by the City, and 

, -. 
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Resolution No. 02..01·22· 05 
Final EIR • GPA01~2. LCPA01~2, ZTA01~2, PDD01.01, ZC01.01, DA01.01 
Page 3 

has prepared Findings of Fact, attached as Exhibit .. A" to this Resolution and 
incorporated herein by this reference; and 

WHEREAS, the Final Project EIR reflects the City of Dana Point's 
independent judgment and analysis; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of 
Dana Point as follows: 

Section 1. That the above recitations are true and correct; 

Section 2. The City Council hereby certifies that the Final Project EIR as 
the supporting environmental documentation for General Plan Amendment 
GPA 01-02, Zone Text Amendment ZTA 01-02, Zone Change ZC 01-01, 
Planned Development District POD 01-01, Development Guidelines for 
Planned Development District POD 01-01, Local Coastal Program 
Amendment LCPA 01-02, and Development Agreement DA 01-01 is 
adequate, complete and in full conformance with the requirements of 
CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines and the City CECA Guidelines and 
hereby adopts: 

A. The Statement of Findings and Facts in Support of Findings, 
Statement of Overriding Considerations attached hereto as Exhibit 
"A"; and, 

B. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program included within 
the Final Project EIR; 

Section 3. The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Resolution. 

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the City Council 
of the City of Dana Point, California, held on this 22nd day of January, 2002. 

ATTEST: 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF ORANGE 
CITY OF DANA POINT 

) 
) 
) 

ss 

I, Cathy Catlett, Interim City Clerk of the City of Dana Point, California, DO 
HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of Resolution 
No. 02-01-22-~ adopted by the City Council of the City of Dana Point at a 
regular meeting thereof, held on the 22nd day of January, 2002, by the following 
vote: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ABSTAIN: 

Council Members K.aufaan, Ossenaacher and Rayfield, 
Mayor Pro Tea McGuire, and Mayor Snyder 

Bone 

Bone 

None 

H \2001 Headlands\01·22-02 Headlands FEIR Reso.OOC 
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CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

RESOLUTION NO. 02-01-22· 06 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
DANA POINT, CALIFORNIA APPROVING GENERAL PLAN 
AMENDMENT GPA 01-02, WHICH AMENDS THE GENERAL 
PLAN LAND USE ELEMENT, URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT, 
CIRCULATION ELEMENT, PUBLIC SAFETY ELEMENT, 
CONSERVATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT, PUBLIC 
FACILITIES/GROWTH MANAGEMENT ELEMENT, TEXT, 
TABLES AND DIAGRAMS, AND SUBMISSION OF GPA 01~2 
AS LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM AMENDMENT LCPA 01~2 
FOR APPROVAL AND CERTIFICATION BY THE CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION. 

Applicant: Headlands Reserve, LLC 
File No.: FF# 0630-30/GPA 01-02/LCPA 01-02 

WHEREAS, on Ju!y 9, 1991, the City of Dana Point adopted its General 
Plan; and 

WHEREAS, Headlands Reserve, LLC has submitted a proposed project 
for approval of the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan (HDCP). The 
HDCP consists of separate applications for approval· of a General Plan 
Amendment (GPA 01-02), Zone Text Amendment (ZTA 01-02), Zone Change 
(ZC 01-01 ), Planned Development District (POD 01-01 ), Development Guidelines 
for Planned Development District (POD 01-01 ), Local Coastal Program 
Amendment (LCPA 01-02) and Development Agreement (DA 01-01). General 
Plan Amendment (GPA 01-02) is attached hereto, marked as Exhibit •A,· and 
incorporated herein by this reference, such GPA would amend the City's Local 
Coastal Program, LCPA 01-02 for the Headlands property; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Dana Point has prepared a Final Project 
Environmental Impact Report for the HDCP, State Clearinghouse No . 

. 2001071015 (the "Final Project EtR·), and the City Council has, prior to the 
adoption of this Resolution, reviewed, considered and certified as adequate and 
complete the Final Project EIR and has adopted the Statement of Findings and 
Facts in Support of Findings, Statement of Overriding Considerations, and 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Final Project EIR; and 

WHEREAS, the City may amend all or part of an adopted General Plan to 
promote the public interest up to four times during any calendar year pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65358; and 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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Resolution No. 02..01·22· 06 
GPA01.02/LCPA01.02 
Page 2 

WHEREAS, the City of Dana Point adopted a Local Coastal Program, 
which was certified by the California Coastal Commission and may be amended 
in whole or in part; and · 

WHEREAS, the General Plan Amendment GPA 01-02 is the second 
General Plan Amendment processed for 2001; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed amendment would make changes to of the 
Land Use Element, Urban Design Element, Circulation Eleme.nt, Public Safety 
Element, Conservation and Open Space Element, and Public Facility/Growth 
Management Element; and 

WHEREAS, the amendment is internally consistent with other elements of 
the General Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the preparation and adoption of the Local Coastal Program 
Amendment is statutorily exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act 
pursuant to Section 21080.9 of the Public Resources Code; and 

WHEREAS. on December 5, 2001, the Planning Commission of the City 
of Dana Point conducted and concluded a duly noticed public hearing to consider 
the HDCP and Final Project EIR, including specifically, the General Plan 
Amendment GPA 01-02, and continued the consideration of the HDCP and Final 
Project EIR until the meeting of December 12, 2001. On December 12, 2001 the 
Planning Commission adopted Resolutions to forward a recommendation for 
approval to the City Council for the HDCP and Final Project EIR, including 
specifically, General Plan Amendment GPA 01-02 through Resolution No. 01-12-
12-74; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council did on January 8, 2002 conducted a duly 
noticed public hearing as prescribed by law to consider the HDCP, the Final 
Project EIR and, specifically, General Plan Amendment GPA 01-02 and LCPA 
01-02 and the item was continued as a dosed public hearing to January 22, 
2002;and 

WHEREAS, at said public hearing, upon hearing and considering all 
testimony and arguments, If any, of all persons desiring to be heard, the City 
Council considered all factors relating to GPA 01-02 and LCPA 01-02; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Councn of the City of 
Dana Point as follows: 

Section 1. That the above recitations are true and correct. 

Section 2. The City Council finds as follows: 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
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A That the proposed action complies with all other applicable 
requirements of State law and local Ordinances; 

B. That the General Plan Amendment under GPA 01-02 is in the 
public interest; 

C. That the Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA 01-02) is 
consistent with, and will be implemented in full conformity with the 
Coastal Act; 

D. That the City Council adopts the following specific findings: 

1. That the- public and affected agencies have had ample 
opportunity to participate in the LCPA process. Proper 
notice in accordance with the LCP Amendment procedures 
has been followed. 

2. That all policies, objectives, and standards of the LCPA 
conform to the requirements of the Coastal Act. The 
amendments to the General Plan are consistent with the 
Coastal Act policies that encourage coastal access and 
preservation of coastal and marine resources. That the 
Land Use Plan as amended is in conformance with and 
adequate to carry out the Chapter Three policies of the 
Coastal Act and that the Implementation Program 
Amendment is in conformance with and adequate to 
implement the Land Use Plan. 

3. That Coastal Act policies concerning specific coastal 
resources, hazard areas, coastal access concerns, and land 
use priorities have been applied to determine the kind 
locations, and intensity of land and water uses. As a 
General Plan Amendment and Local Coastal Program 
Amendment, no specific development is proposed. Any 
proposed development will be reviewed for compliance with 
the City's Local Coastal Program and (in addition) for 
proposed development located within the Commission's 
appeal area, the public access policies of the Coastal Act. 

4. That the level and pattern of development proposed is 
reflected in the Land Use Plan, Zoning Code, and Zoning 
Map. The applicable aections are being amended 
accordingly to be consistent with state law. 

5. That a procedure has been established to ensure adequate 
notice of interested persons and agencies of impending 
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GPA01..Q2/LCPA01..02 
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6. 

development proposed after certification of the LCPA. 
Proper notice in accordance with the LCP Amendment 
procedures has .been followed. 

That zoning measures are in place which are in 
conformance with and adequate to carry out the coastal 
policies of the Land Use Plan. The City's Zoning Code is 
being amended concurrently with the LCP amendment. 

7. The City certifies that with the adoption of these 
amendments, the City will carry out the Local Coastal 
Program in a manner fully in conformity with Division 20 of 
the Public Resources Code as amended, the California 
Coastal Ad. of 1976. 

8. The City certifies that the Land Use Plan, as amended, is in 
conformity with and adequate to carry out the Chapter Three 
policies of the Coastal Act. 

9. The City certifies the implementing ad.ions as amended, are 
in conformity with and adequate to carry out the provisions of 
the certified Land Use Plan. 

1 0. The Resolution of the City Council specifies that Local 
Coastal Program Amendment LCPA 01-02 be submitted to 
the Coastal Commission for certification. 

Section 3. The City Council adopts the amendments to the City General 
Plan as shown in General Plan Amendment GPA 01-02, attached hereto as 
Exhibit "A" (also shown in Sed.ion 1.0 of HDCP) of this Resolution. 

Section 4. The City Council amends the currently adopted Land Use Plan 
of the i 996 Local Coastal Program as shown in General Plan Amendment GPA 
01-02, attached hereto as Exhibit ·A· of this Resolution. 

Section 5. The City Council amends the uncertified areas of the 
Headlands to include the currently adopted 1996 Local Coastal Program, along 
with General Plan Amendment GPA 01-02, attached hereto as Exhibit •A• of this 
Resolution. 

Section 6. The City Councn amends the 1986 Dana Point Local Coastal 
Program (including the Orange County Zoning Code) in its entirety as it applies 
to the property within the· Headlands Development and Conservation Plan 
(HDCP) and replaces these portions of the 1986 Dana Point Local Coastal 
Program with the 1996 Local Coastal Program (as amended). 
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Section 7. The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Resolution. 

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the City Council 
of the City of Dana Point, California, heid on this 22"d day of January, 2002. 

ATIEST: 

CA~~ 
INTERIM CITY CLERK 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF ORANGE 
CITY OF DANA POINT 

) 
) 
) 

55 

I, Cathy Catlett, Interim City Clerk of the City of Dana Point, California, DO 
HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of Resolution 
No. 02-01-22-~ adopted by the City Council of the City of Dana Point at a 
regular meet1ng thereof, held on the 22"d day of January, 2002, by the following 
vote 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ABSTAIN: 

Council Meabers laufaan, Osseuaacber and Iayfield, 
Mayor Pro Tea McGuire and Mayor Snyder 

II one 

Hone 

Hone 
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Local Coastal Program Amendment 
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June 29, 2001 
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ORDINANCE NO. 02·01 . 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF DANA 
POINT, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING ZONE TEXT AMENDMENT ZTA 01· 
02 TO ADD PLANNED DEVELOPMENT DISTRICTS AS A PERMITTED 
LAND USE, AND ZONE CHANGE ZC 01.01 WHICH AMENDS THE 
ZONING MAP DESIGNATION FOR THE HEADLANDS FROM SPECIFIC 
PLAN OVERLAY AND RESIDENTIAL MULTIPLE FAMILY-14, TO 
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT, AND SUBMISSION OF ZTA 01· 
02 AND ZC 01.01 AS LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM AMENDMENT LCPA 
01-02 FOR APPROVAL AND CERTIFICATION BY THE CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION. 

Applicant: Headlands Reserve, LLC 
File No.: FF# 0630-30/ZTA 01-02/ZC 01-01/LCPA 01-02 

.,; 
WHEREAS, Headlands Reserve, LLC has submitted a proposed project for 

approval of the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan (HDCP). The HDCP 
consists of separate applications for approval of a General Plan Amendment (GPA 01-
02), Zone Text Amendment (ZTA 01-02), Zone Change (ZC 01-01), Planned 
Development District (POD 01-01 ), Development Guidelines for Planned Development 
District (POD 01-01 ), Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA 01-02) and 
Development Agreement (DA 01-01 ). Zone Text Amendment (ZTA 01-02) and Zone 
Change (ZC 01-01) are attached hereto, marked as Exhibit "A" and ·e," respectively, 
and incorporated herein by this reference, each of which would amend the City's Local 
Coastal Program, LCPA 01-02 for the Headlands property; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Dana Point has prepared a Final Project Environmental 
Impact Report for the HDCP, State Clearinghouse No. 2001071015 ("Final Project 
EIR' ). and the City Council has, prior to the adoption of this Ordinance, reviewed, 
considered and certified as adequate and complete the Final Project EIR and has 
adopted the Statement of Findings and Facts in Support of Findings, Statement of 
Overriding Considerations, and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the 
Final Project EIR; and 

WHEREAS, in January, 1994, the City of Dana Point adopted its Zoning Code 
and Zoning Map; and 

WHEREAS, Zone Change (ZC 01-01) amends the Dana Point Zoning Code and 
affects properties citywide; and 

WHEREAS, Zone Text Amendment (ZTA 01-02) amends the Dana Point Zoning 
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Map and affects the Headlands property; and 

WHEREAS, Zone Text Amendment (ZTA 01-02), Zone Change (ZC 01-01) and 
Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA 01-02) amend the Dana Point Zoning Code 
by adding a section to permit Planned Development Districts, and to amend the Dana 
Point Zoning Map to designate the property known as the Headlands as Planned 
Development District; and 

WHEREAS, said verified applications constitutes a request as provided by Title 9 
of the Dana Point Municipal Code; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Dana Point adopted a local Coastal Program, which was 
certified by the California Coastal Commission and may be amended in whole or in 
part; and 

WHEREAS, the preparation and adoption· of the local Coastal Program 
Amendment is statutorily exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act; and 

WHEREAS, the Zone Text Amendment and Zone Change will be consistent with 
and will provide for the orderly, systematic and specific implementation of the General 
Plan, as such General Plan would be amended pursuant to the recommendations of 
City Council Resolution No. 02-01-22-06; and 

WHEREAS, the Planned Development District zoning designation on the 
Headlands will be consistent with the zoning of the surrounding properties; and 

WHEREAS. on December 5, 2001, the Planning Commission of the City of Dana 
Point conducted and concluded a duly noticed public hearing to consider the HDCP and 
Final Project Environmental Impact Report, including specifically, Zone Text Amendment 
(ZTA 01-02), Zone Change (ZC 01-01) and local Coastal Program Amendment (lCPA 
01-02), and continued the consideration of the HDCP and Final Project Environmental 
Impact Report until the meeting of December 12, 2001. On December 12, 2001 the 
Planning Commission adopted Resolutions to forward a recommendation for approval to 
the City Council for the HDCP, including specifically, Zone Text Amendment (ZTA 01-02), 
Zone Change (ZC 01-01) and local Coastal Program Amendment (lCPA 01-02) through 
Resolution No. 01-12-12-75; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council held a duly noticed public hearing as prescribed by 
law on January 8, 2002. to consider the HDCP, the Final Project EIR and, specifically, 
said Zone Text Amendment, Zone Change and lCPA and the item was continued as a 
closed public hearing to January 22, 2002; and 

WHEREAS, at said public hearing, upon hearing and considering all testimony 
and arguments, if any, of all persons desiring to be heard, the City Council considered 
all factors relating to ZT A 01-02, ZC 01-01 and lCPA 01-02; and 
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THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF DANA POINT ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. That the above recitations are true and correct; 

Section 2. That the City Council finds as follows: 

A. That the proposed action complies with all other applicable requirements 
of State law and local Ordinances; 

B. That the Zone Text Amendment (ZTA 01-02), and Zone Change (ZC 01-
01) are in the public intere$t; 

C. That the Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA 01-02) is consistent 
with, and will be implemented in full conformity with the Coastal Act; 

D. That the City Council adopts the following specific findings: 

1. That the public and affected agencies have had ample opportunity 
to participate in the LCPA process. Proper notice in accordance 
with the LCP Amendment procedures has been followed. 

2. That all policies, objectives, and standards of the LCPA conform to 
the requirements of the Coastal Act. The amendments to the 
General Plan are consistent with the Coastal Act policies that 
encourage coastal access and preservation of coastal and marine 
resources. That the Land Use Plan as amended is in conformance 
with and adequate to carry out the Chapter Three policies of the 
Coastal Act and that the Implementation Program Amendment is in 
conformance with and adequate to implement the Land Use Plan. 

3. That Coastal Act policies concerning specific coastal resources, 
hazard areas, coastal access concerns, and land use priorities 
have been applied to determine the: kind locations, and intensity of 
land and water uses. As a Zone Text Amendment and Zone 
Change, no specific development is proposed. Any proposed 
development will be reviewed for compliance with the City's Local 
Coastal Program and (in addition) for proposed development 
located within the Commission's appeal area, the public access 
policies of the Coastal Act. 

4. That the level and pattern of development proposed is reflected in 
the Zoning Code and Zoning Map. The applicable sections are 
being amended accordingly to be consistent with state law. 

5. That a procedure has been established to ensure adequate notice 
of interested persons and agencies of impending development 
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proposed after certification of the LCPA. Proper notice in 
accordance with the LCP Amendment procedures has been 
followed. 

6. That zoning measures are in place which are in conformance with 
and adequate to carry out the coastal policies of the Land Use I 
Plan. The City's Zoning Code is being amended concurrently with 
the LCP amendment. 

7. The City certifies that with the adoption of these amendments, the 
City will carry out the Local Coastal Program in a manner fully in 
conformity with Division 20 of the Public Resources Code as 
amended, the California Coastal Act of 1976. 

8. The City certifies that the Land Use Plan, as amended, is in 
conformity with and adequate to carry out the Chapter Three 
policies of the Coastal Act. 

9. The City certifies the implementing actions as amended, are in 
conformity with and adequate to carry out the provisions of the 
certified Land Use Plan. 

10.The Ordinance of the City Council specifies that Local Coastal 
Program Amendment LCPA 01-02 be submitted to the Coastal 
Commission for certification. 

Section 3. The City Council adopts the amendments to the City Zoning Code 
and Zoning Map as shown in Exhibits ·A" (also shown in Section 2.0 of HDCP) and ·e" 
(Zone Change Map) of this Ordinance. 

Section 4. The City Council amends the currently adopted Implementation 
Action portion of the 1996 Local Coastal Program as shown in Zone Text Amendment 
ZTA 01-02 and Zone Change ZC 01-01 as shown in Exhibits •A" and ·e" of this 
Ordinance. 

Section 5. The City Council amends the uncertified areas of the Headlands to 
include the currently adopted 1996 Local Coastal Program, along with Zone Text 
Amendment ZTA 01-02 and Zone Change ZC 01-01 as shown in Exhibits •A• and ·e· of 
this Ordinance. 

Section 6. The City Council amends the 1986 Dana Point Local Coastal 
Program (including the Orange County Zoning Code) in its entirety as it applies to the 
property within the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan (HDCP) and 
replaces these portions of the 1986 Dana Point Local Coastal Program with the 1996 
Local Coastal Program (as amended). 
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Section 7. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this 
Ordinance, is for any reasons held to be invalid or unconstitutional by the decision of any 
court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining 
portions of this Ordinance. The City Council hereby declares that it would have adopted 
this Ordinance, and each section, subsection, subdivision, sentence, clause, phrase, or 
portion thereof, irrespective of the fact that any one or more sections, subsections, 
subdivisions, sentences, clauses, phrases, or portions thereof be declared invalid or 
unconstitutional. 

Section 8. The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Ordinance and cause 
the same to be published and posted as required by law. · 

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this 1211 day of February, 2002. 

ATTEST: 
~~ 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF ORANGE ) ss 
CITY OF DANA POINT ) 

I, CATHY CATLETI, City Clerk of the City of Dana Point, California, do 
hereby certify that the foregoing Ordinance No. 02-ol was duly introduced at a regular 
meeting of the City Council on the 22nd day of January, 2002, and was duly adopted and 
passed at a regular meeting of the City Council on the 12Th day of February, 2002, by the 
following vote, to wit: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSTAIN: 

ABSENT: 

Council Members laufaan, Ossenaacher, and Iayfield, 
Mayor Pro Te• McGuire and Mayor Snyder 

Bone 

Bone 

Bone 

CAT 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF ORANGE ) ss AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING 

AND PUBl ISHING CITY OF DANA POINT ) 

CATHY CATLETI, being first duly sworn, deposes, and says: 

That she is the duly-appointed and qualified Interim City Clerk of the City of 
Dana Point; 

That in compliance with State Laws of the State of California, ORDINANCE 
NO. 02- 01 , being: 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
DANA POINT, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING ZONE TEXT 
AMENDMENT ZTA 01-02 TO ADD PLANNED 
DEVELOPMENT DISTRICTS AS A PERMITIED LAND USE, 
AND ZONE CHANGE ZC 01-01 WHICH AMENDS THE 
ZONING MAP DESIGNATION FOR THE HEADLANDS 
FROM SPECIFIC PLAN OVERLAY AND RESIDENTIAL 
MULTIPLE FAMILY-14, TO PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
DISTRICT, AND SUBMISSION OF ZTA 01-02 AND ZC 01-01 
AS LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM AMENDMENT LCPA 01-
02 FOR APPROVAL AND CERTIFICATION BY THE 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 

was published in summa'X in the Dana Point News newspaper on the 31 11 day of 
Janua~I 2002, and the 21 1 day of February, 2002, and, in further compliance with City 
ResolJtlon No. 91-10-08-1, on the 31 11 day of January, 2002, and the 21 11 day of 
February. 2002. was caused to be posted in four {4) public places in the City of Dana 
Po1nt. to wit: 

Dana Point City Hall 
Capistrano Beach Post Office 
Dana Point Post Office. 
Dana Point Library 

CATHY LETI 
INTERIM CITY CL K 
Dana Point, California 
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EXHIBITS REFERRED TO IN THIS 

ORDINANCE MAY BE REVIEWED 

ON FILE IN THE CITY CLERK'S 

DEPARTMENT 
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RECE~'/"E:J 
South Coast Re~ .;:,n 

MAY ~ 0 ~ :z 

CALIFORNIA ORDINANCE NO. 02· 03 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF DANA 
POINT, CALIFORNIA APPROVING PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
DISTRICT POD 01.()1, AND SUBMISSION OF POD 01~1 AS LOCAL 
COASTAL PROGRAM AMENDMENT LCPA 01..()2 FOR APPROVAL AND 
CERTIFICATION BY THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION. 

Applicant: Headlands Reserve, LLC 
File No.: FF# 0630-30/PDO 01-01/LCPA 01-02 

WHEREAS. Headlands Reserve, LLC has submitted a proposed project for 
approval of the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan (HDCP). The HDCP 
consists of separate applications for approval of a General Plan Amendment (GPA 01-
02). Zone Text Amendment (ZTA 01-02), Zone Change (ZC 01-01), Planned 
Development District (POD 01-01 ), Development Guidelines for Planned Development 
01strict (POD 01-01 ), Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA 01-02) and 
Development Agreement (DA 01-01 ). Planned Development District (POD 01-01) is 
attached hereto, marked as Exhibit "A" and "8," respectively, and incorporated herein 
by this reference, both of which would amend the City's Local Coastal Program, LCPA 
01-02 for the Headlands property; and 

WH!::REAS. the City of Dana Point has prepared a Final Project Environmental 
Impact Report for the HDCP, State Clearinghouse No. 2001071015 ("Final Project 
EIR'). a1d the City Council has, prior to the adoption of this Ordinance, reviewed. 
considered and certified as adequate and complete the Final Project EIR and has 
adopteJ the Statement of Findings and Facts in Support of Findings, Statement of 
Ove:rrd,ng Considerations. and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the 
Fma: ProJeCt EIR, and 

WH:=REAS, on December 5, 2001, the Planning Commission of the City of Dana 
Po1:--rt co:-~d:...~cted and concluded a duly noticed public hearing to consider the HDCP and 
F1na 1 Pro_ect Environmental Impact Report, including specifically, Planned Development 
Drstrict (P:JD 01-01 ), and continued the consideration of the HDCP and Final Project 
Envrronme:--rtal Impact Report until the meeting of December 12, 2001. On December 12, 
2001 the Pla'lning Commission adopted Resolutions to forward a recommendation for 
approval to the C1ty Council for the HDCP and Final Project Environmental Impact Report, 
including specif1cally, Planned Development District (POD 01-01) through Resolution No. 
01-12-12-76, and 

WHEREAS, the City Council conducted a duly noticed public hearing as 
prescribed by law on January 8, 2002, to consider the HDCP, Final Project EIR and, 
specif1cally. Planned Development District for the Headlands as an amendment to the 
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City's Local Coastal Program and the item was continued as a closed public hearing to 
January 22, 2002; and 

WHEREAS, at said public hearings, upon hearing and considering all testimony 
and arguments, if any, of all persons desiring to be heard, the City Council considered 
all factors relating to the Planned Development District for the Headlands as an 
amendment to the City's Local Coastal Program, LCPA 01-02; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Dana Point adopted a Local Coastal Program, which was 
certified by the California Coastal Commission and may be amended in whole or in 
part; and 

WHEREAS, the Planned Development District for the Headlands will be 
consistent with and will provide for the orderly, systematic and specific implementation 
of the General Plan, as such General Plan would be amended pursuant to the 
recommendations of City Council Resolution No. 02-01-22-06; and 

WHEREAS, the Planned Development District promotes creative approaches to 
the development of land, a mix of land uses, more accessible and desirable use of 
open space area, variety in the physical development pattern of the City, and utilization 
of innovative land use programs; and 

WHEREAS, the Planned Development District is generally compatible with the 
character and density of the surrounding neighborhood through the incorporation of 
regulations to guide development and the provision of public facilities to serve the 
ant1cipated population and the surrounding area; and 

vVHEREAS, the Planned Development District includes commercial development 
that is adequate and economically justified for the location, based on the proximity to 
su:roundmg commercial, residential, and recreational uses; and 

V.'HEREAS, the Planned Development District is part of a comprehensive 
p~a~:~::; a~~roach that has included extensive analysis of the natural area, Including an 
Environmental Impact Report, and preservation of 62.0 acres of open space out of the 
total pro;ect area of 121.3 acres; and 

V.'HEREAS, the preparation and adoption of the Local Coastal Program 
Amendr~ent is statutorily exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act, 
pu:suan~ to Section 21080.9 of the Public Resources Code; and 

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF DANA POINT ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1 . That the above recitations are true and correct; 

Section 2. That the City Council finds as follows: 
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A. That the proposed action complies with all other applicable requirements 
of State law and local Ordinances; 

B. That the adoption of the proposed Planned Development District as an 
amendment to the Local Coastal Program is in the public interest; 

C. That the Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA 01-02) is consistent 
with, and will be implemented in full conformity with t~e Coastal Act; 

0. That the City Council adopt the following specific findings: 

1 . That the public and affected agencies have had ample opportunity 
to participate in the LCPA process. Proper notice in accordance 
with the LCP Amendment procedures has been followed. 

2. That all policies, objectives, and standards of the LCPA conform to 
the requirements of the Coastal Act. The amendments to the 
General Plan are consistent with the Coastal Act policies that 
encourage coastal access and preservation of coastal and marine 
resources. That the Land Use Plan as amended is in conformance 
with and adequate to carry out the Chapter Three policies of the 
Coastal Act as provided in Exhibit "C" (Section 5.0 of HDCP) of this 
Resolution and that the Implementation Program Amendment is in 
conformance with and adequate to implement the Land Use Plan. 

3. That Coastal Act policies concerning specific coastal resources, 
hazard areas, coastal access concerns, and land use priorities 
have been applied to determine the kind locations, and intensity of 
land and water uses. As a designation of the property as a 
Planned Development District, no specific development is 
proposed. Any proposed development will be reviewed for 
compliance with the City's Local Coastal Program and (in addition) 
for proposed development located within the Commission's appeal 
area, the public access policies of the Coastal Act. 

4. That the level and pattern of development proposed is reflected in 
the Land Use Plan, Zoning Code, and Zoning Map. The applicable 
sections are being amended accordingly to be consistent with state 
law. 

5. That a procedure has been established to ensure adequate notice 
of interested persons and agencies of impending development 
proposed after certification of the LCPA. Proper notice in 
accordance with the LCP Amendment procedures has been 
followed. 
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6. That zoning measures are in place which are in conformance with 
and adequate to carry out the coastal policies of the Land Use 
Plan. The City's Zoning Code is being amended concurrently with 
the LCP amendment. 

7. The City certifies that with the adoption of the Planned I 
Development District, the City will carry out the Local Coastal 
Program in a manner fully in conformity with Division 20 of the 
Public Resources Code as amended, the California Coastal Act of 
1976. 

8. The City certifies that the Land Use Plan, as amended, is in 
conformity with and adequate to carry out the Chapter Three 
policies of the Coastal Act. 

9. The City certifies the implementing actions as amended, are in 
conformity with and adequate to carry out the provisions ·of the 
certified Land Use Plan. 

10. The Ordinance of the City Council specifies that Local Coastal 
Program Amendment LCPA 01-02 be submitted to the Coastal 
Commission for certification. 

11. The residential development is compatible with the character and 
density of the surrounding properties, and will promote a high 
standard of architectural quality. Extensive public facilities have 
been included to serve the anticipated population, in accordance 
with the Development Agreement. 

12. The recreation uses are appropriate in area, location and overall 
planning for the purpose proposed, and are protected from adverse 
effects of the surrounding development. 

13. The circulation system is adequate to meet the anticipated traffic 
volume, minimizing interference between vehicle, bicycle and 
pedestrian traffic. 

14. The commercial development is adequate and economically 
justified at the locations proposed. 

15. The appropriate experts have extensively analyzed the natural 
environment of the project area, and natural open space areas 
have been preserved based on this analysis. 

Sect1on 3. The City Council adopts the Planned Development District as shown 
in Exh1bit ··A" (also shown in Section 3.0 of HDCP) and Exhibit ·e" (E.rrata to Section 
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3.0) of this Ordinance. 

Section 4. The City Council amends the currently adopted Implementation 
Action portion of the 1996 Local Coastal Program as shown in Planned Development 
District POD 01-01 included as Exhibit .. A" and Exhibit ·a" of this Ordinance. 

Section 5. The City Council amends the uncertified areas of the Headlands to 
include the currently adopted 1996 Local Coastal Program, along with Planned 
Development District POD 01-01 included as Exhibit ·A· and Exhibit ·s" of this 
Ordinance. 

Section 6. The City Council amends the 1986 Dana Point Local Coastal 
Program (including the Orange County Zoning Code) in its entirety as it applies to the 
property within the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan (HDCP) and 
replaces these portions of the 1986 Dana Point Local Coastal Program with the 1996 
Local Coastal Program (as amended). 

Section 7. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase. or portion of this 
Ord1nance. is for any reasons held to be invalid or unconstitutional by the decision of any 
court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining 
port1ons of th1s Ordinance. The City Council hereby dec!ares that it would have adopted 
th1s Ordmance. and each section, subsection, subdivision, sentence, clause, phrase, or 
port1on thereof, irrespective of the fact that any one or more sections, subsections, 
subd1vis1ons. sentences, clauses, phrases, or portions thereof be declared invalid or 
unconst1tut1onal. 

Se:t1on 8. The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Ordinance and cause 
the sa'":le to be publ1shed and posted as required by law. 

PASS~:J. APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this 121t1 day of February, 2002. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF ORANGE ) ss 
CITY OF DANA POINT ) 

I, CATHY CATLETI, City Clerk of the City of Dana Point, California, do 
hereby certify that the foregoing Ordinance No. 02-03 was duly introduced at a regular I 
meeting of the City Council on the 22nd day ofJanuary, 2002, and was duly adopted and 
passed at a regular meeting of the City Council on the 12" day of February, 2002, by the 

following vote, to wit: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSTAIN: 

ABSENT: 

Council Mellbers bufllan. Ossemaacher and byfield. 
Mayor Pro Tea McGuire and Mayor Snyder 

'lone 

'lone 
'· .• 

Roue 

CAT 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF ORANGE ) ss AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING 

AND PUBLISHING CITY OF DANA POINT ) 

CATHY CATLETI, being first duly sworn, deposes, and says: 

Dana Point: 
That she is the duly appointed and qualified Interim City Clerk of the City of 

That in compliance with State Laws of the State of California. ORDINANCE 
NO 02- 03 . being: 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
DANA POINT, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING PLANNED 
DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT POD 01-01, AND SUBMISSION 
OF POD 01-01 AS LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM 
AMENDMENT LCPA 01-02 FOR APPROVAL AND 
CERTIFICATION BY THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL 
COMMISSION 

was p:..;::::' s~ed in summary in the Dana Point News newspaper on the 31 11 day of 
Ja~ ... c:-_. 20:2. and the 21

51 
day of February, 2002, and, in further compliance with City 

Resc ~:.en i\J 91-10-08-1, on the 31st day of January, 2002, and the 21st day of 
Fe::;-:..;a-_. 2::::2. was caused to be posted in four (4) public places in the City of Dana 
Pc:-,: t: v. : 

Dar1a Point City Hall 
Ca;:J:strano Beach Post Office 
Dana Point Post Office. 
Da:Ja Point Library 

Dana Point, California 
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EXHIBITS REFERRED TO IN THIS 

ORDINANCE MAY BE REVIEWED 

ON FILE IN THE CITY CLERK'S 

DEPARTMENT 

~r r'~ .. -

& MUS 
c~hibir2.~ 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT# 'fd 
PAGE 9' OF r 



RECEIVED 
South Coast R~~lon 

MAY 3 0 ?GQ2 
RESOLUTION NO. 02~1-22-07 

CAUfOt'"''' \. 
COASTAl CONt/Viiv~f()N · 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
DANA POINT, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING DEVELOPMENT 
GUIDELINES FOR PLANNED DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT POD 
01-01, AND SUBMISSION OF DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES 
FOR POD 01~1 AS LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM 
AMENDMENT LCPA 01~2 FOR APPROVAL AND 
CERTIFICATION BY THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL 
COMMISSION. 

Applicant: Headlands Reserve, LLC 
File No.: FF# 0630-30/PDD 01-01/LCPA 01-02 

The City Council of the City of Dana Point does hereby resolve as follows: 

WHEREAS, Headlands Reserve, LLC has submitted a proposed project 
for approval of the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan (HDCP). The 
HDCP consists of separate applications for approval of a General Plan 
Amendment (GPA 01-02), Zone Text Amendment (ZTA 01-02), Zone Change 
(ZC 01-01 ). Planned Development District (POD 01-01), Development Guidelines 
for Planned Development District (POD 01-01), Local Coastal Program 
Amendment (LCPA 01-02) and Development Agreement (DA 01-01). The 
Development Guidelines for Planned Development District (POD 01-01) (the 
"POD Guidelines") are attached hereto, marked as Exhibit •A" and ·e," 
respectively. and incorporated herein by this reference, each of which would 
amend the City's Local Coastal Program, LCPA 01-02 for the Headlands 
property, and 

WHEREAS, the City of Dana Point has prepared a Final Project 
Environmental Impact Report for the HDCP, State Clearinghouse No. 
2001071015 ("Final Project EIR"), and the City Council has, prior to the adoption 
of th1s Resolution. reviewed, considered and certified as adequate and complete 
the Fmai Project EIR and has adopted the Statement of Findings and Facts in 
Support of Findings, Statement of Overriding Considerations, and Mitigation 
Monitonng and Reporting Program for the Final Project EIR; and 

WHEREAS, on December 5, 2001, the Planning Commission of the C1ty 
of Dana Pomt conducted and concluded a duly noticed public hearing to consider 
the HDCP and Final Project EIR, including specifically. the POD Guidelines, and 
continued the consideration of the HDCP and Final Project EIR until the meeting 
of December 12, 2001. On December 12, 2001 the Planning Commission 
adopted Resolutions to forward a recommendation for approval to the City 
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Resolution No. 02..01-22· 01 
LCPA01-02/POD01..01 
Page 2 

Council for the HDCP, including specifically, the POD Guidelines by Resolution 
No. 01-12-12-77; and 

WHEREAS, on January 8, 2002, the City Council conducted a duly 
noticed public hearing to consider the HDCP and Final Project EIR, including 
specifically, the POD Guidelines and the item was continued as a closed public 
hearing to January 22, 2002; and 

WHEREAS, at said public hearing, upon hearing and considering all 
testimony and arguments, if any, of all persons desiring to be heard, the City 
Council considered all factors relating to the HDCP, including specifically, the 
POD Guidelines; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Dana Point adopted a Local Coastal Program, 
which was certified by the California Coastal Commission and may be amended 
in whole or in part; and 

WHEREAS, the POD Guidelines for the Planned Development District for 
the Headlands will be consistent with and will provide for the orderly, systematic 
and specific implementation of the General Plan, as such General Plan would be 
amended pursuant to the recommendations of City Council Resolution No. 02-
~-~-06; and 

WHEREAS, the POD Guidelines for the Planned Development District 
promote creative approaches to the development of land, a mix of land uses, 
~ Jre accessible and desirable use of open space area, variety in the physical 
ce .;elopment pattern of the City, and utilization of innovative land use programs; 
and 

WHEREAS, the PDD Guidelines for the Planned Development District are 
ge;1erally compatible with the character and density of the surrounding 
ne1ghborhood through the incorporation of design guidelines to regulate 
development and the provision of public facilities to serve the anticipated 
populat1on and the surrounding area; and 

WHEREAS, the POD Guidelines for the Planned Development District 
include a circulation plan that provides adequate auto, bicycle and pedestrian 
traff1c through an interlocking system of trails and private and public roadways; 
and 

WHEREAS, the POD Guidelines for the Planned Development District 
·include commercial development that is adequate and economically justified for 
the location, based on the proximity to surrounding commercial, residential, and 
recreational uses; and 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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WHEREAS, the POD Guidelines for the Planned Development District are 
part of a comprehensive planning approach that has included extensive analysis 
of the natural area, including the Final Project EIR, and preservation of 62.0 
acres of open space out of the total project area of 121.3 acres; and 

WHEREAS, the preparation and adoption of the Local Coastal Program 
Amendment is statutorily exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act, 
pursuant to Section 21080.9 of the Public Resources Code; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of 
Dana Point as follows: 

Section 1. That the above recitations are true and correct; 

Section 2. The City Council finds as follows: 

A. That the proposed action complies with all other applicable 
requirements of State law and local Ordinances; 

8. That the adoption of the Development Guidelines for the Planned 
Development District as an amendment to the Local Coastal 
Program is in the public interest; 

C. That the Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA 01-02) is 
consistent with, and will be implemented in full conformity with the 
Coastal Act; 

D That the City Council adopts the following specific findings: 

1. 

2. 

That the public and affected agencies have had ample 
opportunity to participate in the LCPA process. Proper 
notice in accordance with the LCP Amendment procedures 
has been followed. 

That all policies, objectives, and standards of the LCPA 
conform to the requirements of the Coastal Act. The 
amendments to the General Plan are consistent with the 
Coastal Act policies that encourage coastal access and 
preservation of coastal and marine resources. That the 
Land Use Plan as amended is in conformance with and 
adequate to carry out the Chapter Three policies of the 
Coastal Act as provided in Exhibit "C" (Section 5.0 of HDCP) 
of this Resolution, and that the Implementation Program 
Amendment is in conformance with and adequate to 
implement the Land Use Plan. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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3. That Coastal Act policies concerning spectfic coastal 
resources, hazard areas, coastal access concerns, and land 
use priorities have been applied to determine the kind 
locations, and intensity of land and water uses. As 
Development Guidelines for the Planned Development 
District, no spectfic development is proposed. Any proposed 
development will be reviewed for compliance with the City's 
Local Coastal Program and (in addition) for proposed 
development located within the Commission's appeal area, 
the public access policies of the Coastal Act. 

4. That the level and pattern of development proposed is 
reflected in the Land Use Plan, Zoning Code, and Zoning 
Map. The applicable sections are being amended 
accordingly to be consistent with state law. 

5. That a procedure has been established to ensure adequate 
notice of interested persons and agencies of impending 
development proposed after certtfication of the LCPA. 
Proper notice in accordance with the LCP Amendment 
procedures has been followed. 

6. That zoning measures are in place which are in 
conformance with and adequate to carry out the coastal 
policies of the Land Use Plan. The City's Zoning Code is 
being amended concurrently with the LCP amendment. 

7. The City certifies that with the adoption of the Development 
Guidelines for the Planned Development District, the City will 
carry out the Local Coastal Program in a manner fully in 
conformity with Division 20 of the Public Resources Code as 
amended, the California Coastal Act of 1976. 

8. The City certifies that the Land Use Plan, as amended, is in 
conformity with and adequate to carry out the Chapter Three 
policies of the Coastal Act. 

9. The City certifies the implementing actions as amended, are 
in conformity with and adequate to carry out the provisions of 
the certified Land Use Plan. 

1 0. The Resolution of the City Council specifies that Local 
Coastal Program Amendment LCPA 01-02 be submitted to 
the coastal Commission for certification. COASTAL COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT# Lf< 
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11. The residential development is compatible with the character 
and density of the surrounding properties, and will promote a 
high standard of architectural quality. Extensive public 
facilities have been included to serve the anticipated 
population, in accordance with the Development Agreement. 

12. The recreation uses are appropriate in area, location and 
overall planning for the purpose proposed, and are protected 
from adverse effects of the surrounding development. 

13. The circulation system is adequate to meet the anticipated 
traffic volume, minimizing interference between vehicle, 
bicycle and pedestrian traffic. 

14. The commercial development is adequate and economically 
justified at the locations proposed. 

1 5. The appropriate experts have extensively analyzed the 
natural environment of the project area, and natural open 
space areas have been preserved based on this analysis. 

Section 3. The City Council adopts the POD Guidelines of the Planned 
Development District as shown in Exhibit "A" (also included in Section 4.0 of 
HDCP) and Exhibit "8" (Errata to Section 4.0) of this Resolution. 

Section 4. The currently adopted Implementation Action portion of the 
1996 Local Coastal Program be amended as shown in the Development 
Guidelmes of Planned Development District 01-01 included as Exhibit "A" and 
Exh1b1t B of th1s Resolution. 

Section 5. The uncertified areas of the Headlands be amended to include 
the currently adopted 1996 Local Coastal Program, along with Planned 
Development D1strict POD 01-01 included as Exhibit "A" and Exhibit ·s" of this 
Resolut1on. 

Section 6. The City Council amends the 1986 Dana Point Local Coastal 
Program (mcluding the Orange County Zoning Code) in its entirety as it applies 
to the property within the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan 
(HDCP) and replaces these portions of the 1986 Dana Point Local Coastal 
Program with the 1996 Local Coastal Program (as amended). 

Section 7. The City Cieri< shall certify to the adoption of this Resolution. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the City 
Council of the City of Dana Point, California, held on this 22"d day of January, 
2002. 

ATIEST: 

CATHY CATLE 
INTERIM CITY 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF ORANGE 
CITY OF DANA POINT 

) 
) 
) 

ss 

fi~r:;-R--

I, Cathy Catlett, Interim City Clerk of the City of Dana Point, California, DO 
HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of Resolution 
No. 02-01-22-~ adopted by the City Council of the City of Dana Point at a 
regular meet1ng thereof, held on the 22"d day of January, 2002, by the following 
vote. 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ABSTAIN: 

Council Me.bers Kaufaan, Osseuaacher and Rayfield, 
Mayor Pro Tea McGuire and Mayor Snyder 

None 

None 

None 

~~~M 
CITY CLERK 

H 200 • Headlal'lds C, ·22-02 Amendments to Headlands POD Reso.DOC COASTAL COMMISSION 
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·CITY OF DANA POINT 

Via Facsimile and U.S. 1\lail 

August 18. 2003 

Ms. Deborah Lee 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate, Suite I 000 
Long Beach, C A 90802-4302 

RE: Dana Point Local Coastal Program Amendment, No. 2-02 

Dear Deborah, 

OFFICE Of THE CITY MANAGER 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT #_,...;;.....z.A.&..-=--
PAGE-/..__._oF _'f,____ 

I am pleased that progress is being made regarding the outstanding issues associated with 
the Dana Point Local Coastal Program Amendment, No. 2-02. The purpose of this letter 
is t\vofold. First, pursuant to the analysis and input provided by you and your staff, the 
City of Dana Point has decided to amend the LCP Amendment application. Accordingly, 
the City does amend the LCP Amendment application. as detailed in Exhibit "A." Our 
intent. at a minimum. is to have the noted changes part of the official City submission. 
and. as such. constitute the base plan that is rc\·iewed for consideration by the Coastal 
Commission. 

The etTecti\ e change concentrates development in the L'pper Headlands. and pro\ ILks() 5 
acres of additional parks and open space. without increasing the project dcnslly. .-\s 
noted abO\ c. City staff fully supports this change. A number of changes that the staff 
suggested ha\ e also been Incorporated. \\' c ha\ e focused on the major issues that staff 
raised. and do not suggest that this rc\ ision represents all of the suggested changes. 
Lndouhtedlv. '' c mav haw omitted some rc\ isions that ha\ e been discussed. These - -
further re\ is10ns may be handled through the normal suggested modification process. 

\ly second reason tor writing relates to the unresolved land usc issues associated '' 1th the 
LCP .\mendmcnt. Staffs recent re4ucst tP rcnw\ e the 90-room hotel site ( 2 S acres) and 
the public \ isitnr educational facilities in Harbor Point Park will create sigm tic ant project 
impacts. As you know. the hotel site and the Harbor Point Park improvements arc the 
only de\ elopmcnt activities that drain to the Dana Point Harbor. The rest of the 
Headlands d~o?\·clopment drains north to the Strand Beach area. Without these 
impro\emcnts. the City will lose the ability to require Headlands Reser\'C LLC to 
mitigate water quality impacts to the Dana Point Harbor (since the project will not create 
any impacts. thus no ncx us exists). .\s current! y designed. the LCP Amendment 

33282 Golden lantern, Dana Point, CA 92629 • (949) 248-3500 • FAX (949) 248-9920 
Internet: www.danapolnt.org 



mitigates I()()"" of the proJect storm drain impacts and 30-acres of otT-site urban 
de\elopment. The Dana Point Harbor is currently impacted hy 17-acres of the off-site 
urban development. which. under the proposed project, \\ill be treated hy a state-of-the
art facility for one of our most polluted areas--Baby Beach. The City has established 
one of the most proacti\ e water quality control programs in the state; therefore the City 
Council \\ill be very hesitant to appro\·e any suggested modifications that propose 
eliminating these facilities. 

I look fomard to resolving the few remaining issues associated with the aforementioned 
revisions. to the pending Local Coastal Program ("LCP") A.mendment. Upon Coastal 
Commission approvaL I will process those revisions before the City Council. We 
understand that the Coastal Commission staff may have further comments and/or 
suggested modifications. Regardless, these changes and any changes made by the 
Coastal Commission as part of their consideration of this application will be subject to 
the final approval of the Dana Point City Council and will be processed as noted above. 

Thank you for your cooperation. Please give me a call if you have any questions related 
to the revised application. 

Sincerely. 

s 
City Manager 

Enclosures 
c: The Honorable \layor and Dana Polllt City Council "-lembers 

A .. Patrick \!uno;, Dana Point City .-\ttorney 
Sanford Ed\\ ard. Headl3nds Resen e LLC 
Peter Douglas. California Coastal Commission 
Teresa Henry. California Coastal Commission 
.\lex llclpcrin, Esq. 
K:1rl Scfm in g. California Coastal Commission 
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Exhibit "A" 
Re,·isions to the 

Dana Point Local Coastal-Program Amendment Application 

Acreage Revisions 
I. Planning Area 6, Upper Headlands Residential: Shall be reduced from 26.7 acres to 

20.2 acres. Maximum allowable units to remain. as is. 50. 
' Planning Area 7, Headlands Conservation Park: Shall be increased from 24.2 acres to 

27.9 acres. 
3. Planning Area 5, Hilltop Park and Greenbelt Linkage: Shall be increased from 12.3 

acres to 15. I acres. 

Land Use Revisions 
I. Planning Area 4, PCH Visitor/Recreation Commercial: Shall include a v1s1tor 

information center, and a 40-bed, low cost, overnight hostel. Maximum allowable 
square footage for the entire site shall be reduced from 40.000 sq. ft. to 35,000 sq. ft. 

2. Planning Area 9, Resort Seaside Inn: Shall remain, as is. at 2.8 acres and a maximum 
of 110,750 sq. ft. Maximum overnight keys (rooms) shall increase from 65 to 90. 

Amenity Improvement Revisions 
1. Planning Area I, Strand Vista Park: Shall include the following additional public 

beach access and visitor serving facilities: 

• :\public restroom; shower located above the southeast end of Strand Beach. 

• .-\public beach access path located at. or near. the center of the County public 
parking lot. that connects to the Central Strand Beach Access path. 

• :\ City apprcwed public fumcular pro\·iding coastal access. equi,·alcnt to a 
\chicle drop otl from the Seh a Road County pubic parking lot to the Strand 
Beach coastal access ramp (assuming the residential ,·chicle controls. as 
proposed. arc appronxl). 

• :\n S-foot public beach access path. \\ith 4 public seating areas. along the top 
of the re\ctment. The reinforced revetment shu// not exceed the existing 
approximate height. 1-: feet. 

The Acreage Rc,isions arc illustrated in the attached HDCP Land l'sc Des1gnat1on. 
Figure 1. .-\ traffic analysis by RK Engine~_'ring is also attached. and concludes that the 
additional traffic generated by hotel room count increasing from 65 to 90 is nff-set by the 
reduction in allowable commercial square footage. from 40.000 s.f. to 35.000 s.f. at the 
PCH \'RC. Lnder the revised project. a\ crage daily trips (ADT) are reduced by 
approximately 2° o. 

COASTAL COMM\SStON 
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~ angine~ring 
~ group, 1nc. 

~Li~lli )( 3, 2 00 3 

Mr. Kevin Darnall 
HEADLANDS RESERVE, LLC 
24849 Del Prado 
Dana Point, CA 92629 

lfdli'f'' <fl.tlt<JI1 td.Jt111111''" 0 if,llil< t'11.L;IIll'\'fll1\~ 

,,, '"''!" .ti .ttl qu.Jitl\ '-llldtt'' 

Subject: Headlands Updated land Use and Trip Generation Analysis 

Dear Mr. Kevin Darnall: 

RK ENGINEERING GROUP, INC. (RK) has reviewed the revised configuration of the land uses 
for the Headlands Project in the City of Dana Point. There have been some minor changes 
in the land uses within Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ) 257 and 258. Within TAZ 257, the 
visitor recreation commercial site was reduced by approximately 5,000 square feet, and the 
acreage of the park/recreation area was increased by approximately 2.8 acres. Two 
specified uses now proposed in T AZ 257 include a 40-bed hostel and a visitor information 
center. Trip generation for both uses would fall within (if not below) the total trip 
generation calculated for T AZ 257 visitor recreation commercial uses and no separate trip 
generation is necessary. The maximum number of single-family residential lots within T AZ 
2 57 remain the same at 50 lots. Within T AZ 2 58, the park/recreation area was increased 
by approximately 3. 7 acres, and the Seaside Inn was increased by 25 keys (rooms). 

A sumrnary of the proJeCt land use and trip generation (revised) is shown in Table 1. 

Trip Generation Comparison 

The proposed re';lsed project would generate 4,513 trip-ends per day with 213 vehicles per 
hour durtng the .AM peak hour and 387 vehicles per hour during the PM peak hour. 
The trip generation for the previously approved project is shown in Table 2. The proposed 
prOJeCt would generate 86 less daily trip-ends than the previously approved proJect. 
Furthermore, the proJeCt would generate slightly fewer AM peak hour trips \1 vehicle per 
hour), and generates 10 vehicles less per hour during the PM peak hour. The revised 
proJect generates fewer trips than the previously approved project, espec1ally during the 
critical PM peak hour. 

The reconfiguration of land use will slightly change the trip generation within the three 
trafftc analysis zones utilized in the previous traffic study. No significant differences in 
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~v1r Kcvm Darnall 
HEADLAf JDS RESEf\VE, LLC 
,\urjust 3. 2003 
f'il'l'-' .! 

traffrc rmpacts are arrtrc1pated as a result of the reconf1guratron. The net change rn daily 
traff1c on Street of the Green Lantern would be 139 ADT (Average Daily Traffic). Th1s 
would not be a signif1cant rncrease in traffic on that roadway. Additionally, traffic impacts 
to the intersection of Street of the Blue Lantern at Pacific Coast Highway has also been 
reviewed. Most recently, updates to existing traffic counts have been completed for the 
proposed Green Lantern Inn project. 

That proJect evaluated traffic impacts along Street of the Green Lantern and also at the 
intersection of Street of the Blue Lantern at Pacific Coast Highway. The study did take into 
account the previously approved Headlands Project. The proposed land use reconfiguration 
of the proposed Headlands Project would not significantly change the level of service 
projected at the intersection Street of the Blue Lantern and Pacific Coast Highway or would 
substantially change the projected traffic volumes on Street of the Green Lantern. The 
revised ICU calculations and traffic volumes for Street of the Green Lantern are shown in 
Table 3. 

RK appreciates this opportunity to provide this additional information on the 
reconfiguration of the Headlands Project. The revised uses will generate less daily trips and 
fewer PM peak hour trips than the previously approved project. There is a slight decrease 
in the AM peak hour trips; and would not significantly change any of the intersections 
previously analyzed rn the traffic impact study for the Headlands Project. 
The reconfiguration would not have a significant change in traffic volumes on Street of the 
Green Lantern or the intersection of Street of the Blue Lantern and Pacific Coast Highway. 
If you have any quest1ons regarding this revievv, please call me at (949) 474-0809. 

Respectfully submitted, 
RK ENGINEERING GROUP, I 

ll ~ ~ \Lt-"--j~ _ __,.,.~~~ 
Robert Kahn, P E 
Prrnc1pal 

Attachment 
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TABLE 1 

Proposed Project Trip Generation (Revised) 

Land Use 

Single-Family Res1dential 

2 50 
Park/Recreation 

Recreation/Open Space 

Subtotal 

Peak Hour 

AM PM 

Quantity Units2 In Out In Out Daily 

75 DU 17 47 54 32 868 
-- - -- --- - -------- - ------------

9.9 AC NOM3 NOM NOM NOM 36 
- ---~--·-- ---- -----------

5.2 AC 2 2 3 3 52 

19 49 57 35 956 

V1S1tor/Recreat1on Commercial 

Park/Recreation 

35 TSF 37 17 82 73 1,812 
---- ----- - ------- ----------- -------- -------1----'-------

1 5. 1 AC NOM NOM NOM ~JOM 55 ------ ---- ------ ----- -~---- --------- r---------~ 

2 TSF 2 1 1 1 29 
--- --------- -------- --- ----------------- --~ 

257 Visit9r Recreation (C_omr_nu~itr-)__faQ!Lty _ 

50 DU 12 32 36 22 579 Si~gle-Family Resident~al _ _ __ 
------ - -------- -- ----------- - ---~------

Subtotal 51 50 119 96 2,475 

Park/Recreation 32.2 AC NOM NOM NOM NOM 118 
---- ---------- ----- --- ----- ------------1--------- -------- 1----------- --------f----

Visitor Recreation (CorT)mlj[')itylF~c~ity __ § ______ I_SF __ ----~- ___ 1_ ______ ___1_ ____ 3 ___ + __ 8_7_ 
258 Seaside Inn 

TOTAL 

Visitor Recreation (Community) F_a~ilitl _ 
Subtotal 

90 

13 

' Tt\Z c Traff1c ,..>nai]SIS Zones w1th1n the Dana Po1nt Traif1c Model 

DU = Dwellmg Un1t 
AC ~ 1"cres 
TSF ,, Thousand Square Feet 
RM = Rooms 

. tJOM tlom1nal 

1 Included w1th1n the Seas1de Inn 

: 1ktables 1k ~ ?00'1k' 759ttJ 

.'rJ ' : . 0 03 0; 

RM 

TSF 
--- --

18 

7 
30 

100 

9 

3 
14 

113 

18 

15 
36 

212 

27 540 
------- ----------

14 337 
--------

44 1,082 

175 4,513 
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Land Use 

Approved ProJect 

Proposed Reconfigured ProJeCt 

Dtfference 

J iltJIJies :~ '700!1 I ,oso:tJ 
JN J:·oo3o: 

TABLE 2 

Trip Generation Comparison 

Peak Hour 
AM 

In Out In 

100 114 219 
-- - -

100 113 212 

0 -1 -7 

PM 
Out Daily 

178 4,599 
---

175 4,513 

-3 -86 
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Intersection 
St. of the Blue 
Lantern (NS) at 
• Pacific Coast Hwy 

(EW) 

Intersection 
St. of the Blue 
Lantern (NS) at: 
• Pacific Coast Hwy. 

TABLE 3 

Opening Year with Project Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) 1 

Traffic 

Control 2 

TS 

Traffic 

Control2 

TS 

With Approved Hee1dlands Plan 

Intersection Approach lanes3 Peak Hour ICU4 

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Summer 
l T R l T R l T R l T R AM PM AM PM 

1 1 5 0 5 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 0.423 0.519 0.464 0.556 

With Reconfigured Headlands Plan 

Intersection Ap Jroach lanes3 Peak Hour ICU4 

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound 
l 

1 

T R l T R l T R l T R AM 

1.5 0.5 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 0.423 

Average Daily Traffic (ADT) Volume on 
Green Lantern South of Santa Clara Avenue 

PM 

0.518 

Average Dally rraffic 
Condition (ADT) 

Existing 3,131 
~- - ---

Openmg Year w/Approved Headlands 4.798 

Open1ng Year w/Reconf1gured Headlands 4,937 

Summer 
AM PM 

0.464 0.556 

Peak Hour LOS 5 

Summer 
AM PM AM PM 

A A A A 

Peak Hour LOS 5 

Summer 
AM PM AM PM 

A A A A 
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1 Open1ng year anal~r.;1s ba'.>cd upon recent Green Lantern Inn ProJect Traffic Impact Study Open1ng Year proJected to be 2005 

2 TS = Traffic S1gnal 

AWS =All Way Stop 

3 When a r1ght turn lane 1s des1gnated. the lane can e1ther be stnpcd or umtr1pcd To funct1on as a r1ght turn IJne there must be suffim~nt w1dth for 

nght turn1ng veh1cles to tr J•,cl outs1de the through lanes 

L Left. T Through F P•gh•. free R1ght Turn. ''J''·' T.;rc. ·-=-··.~riac 

4 ICU .. Intersection CJp<1City Utd1c.1t10n 

5 LOS ,, Level of Scr'<I(C 
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Affected Areas 

~ D~veiQ~m~nt R~~Qur~~ D!it~nQs:nt* 
v~~~lton ~Qg~!.!Q!l ~ ~ l..lliru 
Ot:!veloped I Ornamental 47 0 34 6 8 3 

01s!urbed I Ruderal 13 6 7 5 1 4 

Coastal Sage Scrub 40 2 111 7 0 

01sturbed Coastal Sage Scrub 0 7 00 0 0 

Otsturbed Nattve Grassland 05 04 00 

Maf!!lme Succulent Scrub 06 Ob 00 

Non-Naltve Gra~sland 11 11 00 

Rocky Intertidal/ Bluff Face 61 00 00 

Sandy Beach o2 00 00 

Southern Coastal BluH Scrub 3 3 00 00 

Southern Mt~ed Chaparral 3 0 06 0 1 

fotals 121 3 55 9 12 8 

• Includes parks trails and open space parktng 
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ASSESSMENT OF Il\IPRO\'El\IENTS TO THE EXISTING 
HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT. AND CONSERVATION PLAN (HDCP) 

SHORELINE PROTECTION 

Introduction 
This report assesses the state ofknowledge that has been obtained through a series of 
scienti fie investigations into options for an existing substandard 2,140 foot long 
revetment located within the 121.3 acre property commonly referred to as the Headlands 
in Dana Point, CA. It analyzes the philosophical policy of"planned retreat" and coastal 
protection structures, the report also comments on the HDCP revetment in terms of this 
policy. It also contains consideration of the effects of a potential and/or substantial 
increase in sea level-a topic which was not dealt with in depth in the previous 
investigations. 

Options Considered 
Three options were considered in course of this report a) no action, b) removal of the 
revetment, and c) improvements to the revetment, hillside stability, beach access and 
drainage. The no action option results in a condition very close to the removal option, 
such that in reality there are only two choices. A fourth consideration, protection of the 
shoreline entirely by beach nourishment is, in general, not practical on the Southern 
California coastline. The characteristics of the beach in question-Strand Beach-make 
sand replenishment unnecessary and infeasible at this site, for reasons detailed in the 
previous reports, and this approach was not further analyzed. 

State of Knowledge Established by Scientific Studies 
The Headlands' site dynamics, and attendant coastal processes, have been analyzed to 
produce an extensive knowledge base; this was achieved through a very comprehensive 
series of scientific investigations (Noble, Jenkins, AMEC, MBC, and the confirming peer 
review by Prof. Wiegel), which can be summarized as follows: 

• The marginally stable hill backing the revetment is the product of a number of 
identified ancient landslides, and has been substantially modified by the previous 
development from whatever fom1 it may have achieved in the absence of 
development. 

• The revetment was designed for the relatively benign wave climate of the mid-
20th century and is inadequate to protect the hill behind it from storms of the 
intensity observed in the last two decades of the century. 

• Drainage structures are dilapidated and inadequate to handle the flows and to 
prevent beach scour during periods of high flow. 

• The beach adjacent to the existing revetment has remained remarkably stable 
during historical times and clearly has not suffered any detrimental effects from 
the revetment over its extended lifetime. 

• Sand transport rates alongshore are modest based upon good agreement between 
independent estimates arrived at by modeling and by dredging records at Dana 
Point Harbor. 
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• The morphology of the site establishes a number of constraints to sand supply and 
beach width. The width of the recreational beach is set for most of its length by 
rock outcrops approximately at mean sea level. The underlying rock ledge at 
about mean lower low water also sets the depth of the sand. Therefore the sand 
holding capacity of the beach is severely limited. 

• The revetment is an integral element in a much longer shoreline protection system 
stretching approximately 8,440 feet from the Monarch Bay residential project 
southward to the Ritz Carlton Hotel, the Niguel Shores residential project, and to 
the Dana Point headland. This is a factor that was underemphasized in the various 
reports, in my opinion. Failure or elimination of the Headlands portion of this 
system would eventually result in disastrous outflanking of the revetment and 
public facilities to the north, endangering structures built on steep and unstable 
slopes behind it. Further, although the southern end of the Headlands revetment is 
hardly exposed during benign wave climates, its importance during a severe wave 
event to the survival of the "on-site" condominiums located on the Headlands 
bluff at the very edge of a steep and potentially unstable slope has not been 
assessed. 

• The Headlands site has an assemblage of valuable marine biological assets in 
rocky areas offshore that are sensitive to excessive turbidity and sedimentation. 

• An effective structural means of anchoring and protecting the toe of the hill is 
essential to the prevention of rapid cutback towards the parks and streets above, 
and for the maintenance of drainage systems and safe beach access. 

Assessment of the Options 
The abandonment option (either the no action or the removal option from above) would 
have the following effects: 

• It would make the previously developed area between Selva Road and the existing 
beach unusable for development, reducing the tax base of the City of Dana Point 
simultaneously with increasing the City's, as well as the County of Orange's, 
maintenance budget. 

• If not reversed at some later time, it would eventually result in disruption of the 
road and parking areas, regional storm drain, emergency access, vertical beach 
access, and a number of private existing off-site development facilities. 

• It would require the periodic, perhaps annual, rebuilding of the drainage systems 
as well as the beach access ramps or stairs. 

• It \vould cause severe detrimental environmental impacts on shallow water 
habitat, kelp beds, and Marine Refuges. 

• It would require major emergency repairs and modifications to outflanked 
adjacent revetments to the north. 

• It could possibly cause the losses of a large number of existing residences above 
the south end of the beach during a period of unusually high rainfalls and storm 
\vaves. 

The option to rebuild the revetment to modem standards and to rework the slopes behind 
it would have the following effects: 
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• ft \Vould allow the development of high value taxable properties between the 
public road and the beach, which will not impinge on the public viewscape. 

• It \\ill assure stability and the structural integrity of the site, and maintain the 
existing "dynamic equilibrium" of the coastal processes. 

• It will result in no adverse impact to erosion, the beach width, or sand supply. 
• lt will sustain the surrounding marine ecology, while protecting two off-shore 

Marine Refuges with extensive kelp beds and inter-tidal and sub-tidal rocky 
habitat. 

• It would allow the development and public dedication of two significant public 
parks, including the privately owned, 5.2-acre Strand Beach. 

• It would allow the construction of a state-of-the-art storm drainage treatment 
system that provides significant water quality benefits, which extend to including 
the treatment of flows from 30 developed acres off-site, with minimized scour of 
the beach, while eliminating "nuisance" water flows that typically occur during 
the times of greatest beach use by the public. 

• It would allow the construction of three stable permanent public beach access 
paths (including ADA access), ramps, a public recreational facility (restrooms and 
showers), and emergency vehicle access structures. 

• It would prevent outflanking of the existing revetment to the north. 
• It would reduce the likelihood of the loss of existing condominiums overhanging 

the south end ofthe beach. 

Revetments, Seawalls and other Protective Structures 
Recent California Coastal Commission staff comments have focused on removing the 
existing revetment at Strand Beach, based on a "philosophical" policy that assumes that 
"hard" protection devices, by nature, create a negative impact to coastal processes. The 
scientific and engineering record on this subject is very clear, and completely at odds 
with this position, both in general terms of coastal processes related to the California 
coastline, and with regard to the specific facts found in the HDCP project site-Strand 
Beach. 

It is important to understand how this misconception came about. In the 1960s and 
1970s, at the time that the Coastal Act was passed, there were conjectures, arising from 
observations of hurricane damage on east and gulf coast beaches, which seawalls caused 
beaches to erode more rapidly. These observations (which were not scienti fie 
experiments) failed to take into account that the existence of seawalls in one region and 
not another is a strong indication that the protected region most probably suffers greater 
damage from storm waves than the one without walls. More importantly, in those early 
works, no observations were made on how quickly and completely the beach recovered 
after the storm. More modem work on these coasts has shown that the beach in front of 
seawalls recovers as fast, and as completely, as adjacent unprotected regions. 

It is also important to understand that beach erosion during storms on the east and gulf 
coasts is significantly different from what we observe in Southern California. The very 
wide and shallov,: continental shelves there, coupled with intense onshore winds 
accompanying the large wave incidents, results in storm surge (think oCtJA&lA~}Wtf!MISSION 
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that can raise the sea-level as much as 10 to 12 feet above the normal tide range. Dunes 
back many, perhaps most. of these beaches which provide a barrier to this storm tide and 
\\hich can dcli\·cr up enorn1ous quantities of sand to the beach system. In that setting, 
sea\\ ails can !J!ock the dune recession, causing greater temporary damage to the beach. 

In Southern California, and more specifically in Strand Beach, the natural beach is a thin 
veneer of sand only a few feet thick overlying a rocky substructure. This rock is why 
Strand Beach shoreline has an almost imperceptible erosion rate, in spite of having a very 
energetic wave climate. A series of severe winter storms, such as those that occurred 
during the El Nino winter of 1982-83, removed essentially all of the sand from the beach 
and deposited it in a bar offshore at the location of the biggest breakers. Soon after the El 
Nino, owing in large part to the underlying morphology, Strand Beach was replenished 
and since then, has exhibited a state of equilibrium. Even a broad, well-nourished beach 
can, and will, be denuded in some winters. Beach nourishment is, therefore, not a 
panacea for wave attack on homes or bluffs at the back of the beach during these extreme 
storms. In 1982-83, the beaches of Santa Monica Bay, which were hundreds of feet wide 
in the preceding summer, were stripped entirely back to the seawalls protecting the 
adjoining streets. 

To consider more local examples, the beach at La Jolla Shores has existed for at least one 
hundred years in essentially its present condition and location. During the last 60 or so 
years, more than a mile of seawalls has been built at the back of this beach. Like most 
other San Diego County beaches, the sand was almost completely eroded down to cobble 
and rock during the winter of 1982-83. The homes (and the University of California 
buildings) that were protected by seawalls had significantly reduced damage compared to 
the very few that were not protected at that time. They all are now. Most importantly, 
the beach recovered as fast as or faster than other beaches in the county. In all these 
decades, there has been no degradation of this beach in spite of the seawalls being 
pounded in winter storms at high tide. Mission Beach has miles of stable beach. A 
continuous seawall has backed it for over 70 years. In spite of the loss of sediment 
supply from the San Diego River, this beach has remained remarkably stable. When 
Scripps Institution built Hubbs Hall on the bluffs overlooking their beach in the 1970s, 
they consulted the best talent they could find on how to protect the bluffs and the 
precious beach environment-after all, this \vas the beach that Doug Inman walked at 
noon every day and the one that was right outside his window. The answer was the 
construction of a concrete seawall at the back of the beach and at the toe of the bluff and 
also the filling with rubble of a sea-cave that existed on a promontory of the bluff to the 
north of the wall. This beach, perhaps the most measured of any in the world, has 
returned every summer to its pre-seawall condition and the bluff has suffered no 
perceptible erosion. 

Relationships between Bluff Erosion and Beach Health 
Some fraction of all the material that erodes from a sea cliff contributes to the supply of 
sand to the neighboring beaches. This has led the Coastal Commission to a policy that 
requires land owners who build protective structures (and, yes, the Coastal Commission 
has approved miles of them) to contribute to a sand replenishment fund.i,p"~o~Il! 
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appropriate to the cost of the denied sand if it were replaced in a nourishment project. 
This is certainly a fair and equitable arrangement. assuming that the estimate of sand 
Jcnicd is a reasonable one. lt has led, ho\\ever, to the erroneous conclusion that stopping 

. bluff erosion \\'ill inevitably lead to the loss of beaches or the equally fallacious inverse
that allowing unabated erosion of the bluffs will maintain the beaches. As Professor 
Inman and others have shown, cliff-derived sediment has historically been only a small 
fraction of the supply to the beaches. (Cliff sand and river-borne sand are relatively easy 
to distinguish under a microscope.) 

It is clear to all responsible coastal scientists that the loss of beach quality is dominated 
by the loss of upland sand sources. Given the political, economic and environmental 
costs of undoing these losses, replacing the sand from offshore sources appears to be the 
only way we will preserve our beaches. 

In the case of Strand Beach, given the underlying geologic materials that consist 
primarily of fine-grained materials such as siltstone, prior analyses has determined in the 
absence of a revetment, wave erosion leading to failure ofthe shore-front slope will 
release a substantial amount (35,000 cubic meters) of fine-grained sediments into the 
ocean. The winnowing of these fines by wave action will create persistent turbidity 
plumes in the local waters that will have significant, detrimental water quality impacts to 
the kelp beds and other marine resources associated with the Niguel Marine Life Refuge 
and the Dana Point Marine Life Refuge. Given the limited carrying capacity of the wave
cut platform underlying Strand Beach, the coarse-grained fraction (e.g., sand) of the slope 
material will provide only a temporary widening of local beach widths (Jenkins 2002; 
MBC Applied Environmental Sciences, 2002). 

Considerations of Increased Rates of Sea Level Rise 
The present rate of sea level rise, which can be treated as constant over time intervals 
equal to the useful life of infrastructure (50- 75 years) is factored into the design of 
coastal structures. That is, the same worst-case wave selected for the design limit on the 
structure is applied in water depths increased by the amount of sea level rise anticipated 
over the structure's lifetime. This has been standard practice since long before there was 
conjecture about greatly increased sea level values resulting from global warming and 
melting polar ice. Specifically relating to Strand Beach, in the "Coastal Processes 
Assessment for Headlands Development and Conservation Plan" (Noble 200 l) the 
assumed highest water level for the \Vave run-up analysis was 8.5 feet, or 0.66 feet higher 
than the highest recorded water level. Historic sea level rise has been approximately 0.33 
feet per century, or 0.25 feet over a 75-year economic life. The accepted consensus value 
for the next 75 years, taking into account an assumption of an increased rate of rise due to 
global warming, is 20 em (0.66 feet). Therefore, Noble's assumption is precisely in 
agreement with the best scientific estimates at this time. The resulting design and 
mitigation measures for the revetment reconstruction have, therefore, already reasonably 
accounted for this factor. 

Although the well-documented increase in atmospheric carbon dioxide predicted 

substantial global warming and ice melting in the early simple models, nenUJ\SfAL co;~1 l\~IJSION 
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measured temperature changes nor the observations of ice melting have exceeded 
historical ranges of variation. The heretofore ignored, and highly complicated, influence 
ur clouds is presently under intense study in order to make more realistic models. 
~egative effects on sea level rise rates, such as the occurrence of a Krakatoa-scale 
emption, are statistically possible, but unpredictable with present knowledge. Therefore, 
the catastrophic scenarios for sea level rise remain possibilities, but with no real 
capability yet existing for predicting probabilities. 

One of the principal advantages of the revetment or mbble mound structure for shoreline 
protection on a sloping hillside is that it can readily be designed to accommodate 
substantial increases in height without necessitating further encroachment on the beach. 
In the advent of these extreme events, beach access structures and drainage will require 
rebuilding, but the same problems would exist in some other form on an unprotected 
shoreline. From a shoreline protection standpoint, the revetment could accommodate 
foreseeable sea level elevations. 

In the worst-case scenario-the highly speculative scenario where inundation maps show 
all of Florida underwater-hundreds of miles of Southern California beaches will be 
substantially altered. Those beaches that are adjacent to highlands backed by well built 
and maintained revetm~nts or sea walls or by resilient cliffs will have narrowed, or 
disappearing, beaches. Low-lying areas, those subject to flooding or wave damage under 
the highest tides and waves today, will suffer unimaginable impacts and be essentially 
continuously underwater. Numerous harbor facilities, public roads, public utility 
companies, and private residences will be decimated. Coastal sewers and drainage 
systems will fail to function. The cost, both public and private, and the disruptions will be 
staggering, and beach width will drop out of sight as a priority for a very long time. 

It is more instructive and realistic to analyze something less than this catastrophe
something on the order of a doubling of the sea level rise rate which might have a 
discernable effect on the narrowest beaches over the course of several centuries. There 
are three courses of action. California can learn to live with narrower beaches, they can 
turn houses, schools, parks and roads into beaches by a policy of planned retreat, or they 
can-for a lot less money~dredge sand from the offshore supplies and greatly increase 
the amount of sand in the beach systems. By selecting the sources more carefully and 
wisely than we have done in the past, steeper beach slopes can be achieved with less 
dredged sand required. 
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Policy of Planned Retreat 
This policy is a ne\\ idea in Califomia, but has been around for decades in the East and 
on the Great Lakes. \\here erosion rates are sometimes at least an order of magnitude 
greater than those experienced in California. Some things could be learned from the 
experience in other areas. Several years ago, in an attempt to reduce hurricane damage 
claims in coastal areas designated as being in the flood plain, FEMA initiated a plan of 
financial assistance to home owners willing to move their homes out ofharms way. The 
response was almost non-existent and FEMA was forced to abandon the program. Many 
states have abandoned this policy after unsuccessful attempts to implement it. North 
Carolina, influenced by the coastal geologist dogma at Duke, adopted a statewide policy 
of retreat and a prohibition on coastal structures. Faculty retirements and painful reality 
has Jed the state away from their rigid stance, and they now permit properly designed and 
sited structures, and are actively pursuing beach nourishment as an alternative to retreat. 
Delaware, whose short coastline is prone to erosion damage, has utilized beach 
nourishment for decades. They have undertaken one of the first economic analyses of the 
costs of nourishment versus retreat (Wakefield and Parsons, 2003.) The results are 
illuminating. The ratio of costs for retreat to those for nourishment over a 50 year period 
range from 3.3 to 5.3, i.e., the planned retreat policy would cost the state on average 
approximately 3 to 5 times more, depending upon whether the State or the Corps of 
Engineers estimates of erosion are used. The costs for nourishment in Delaware are very 
comparable to California costs ($5.21 per cubic yard in Year 2000 dollars.) Their 
averaged estimate for planned retreat costs is about $20 million per mile for their beach 
cottage and light commercial development. It would appear that Southern California 
retreat costs would be substantially higher, given the differences in the character of 
development and the complexity of public infrastructure. Based upon the failure of 
planned retreat as a policy elsewhere, as well as the distinctions between the physical 
characteristics of the California coastline versus the East coastlines, experience and the 
facts suggest it would be prudent for California to undertake comparable economic 
studies before adopting planned retreat as policy. 

Would planned retreat for the revetted shoreline at the HDCP site be "feasible"? In 
absence of a revetment protection, there would be an extremely difficult-to-assess
economic loss to important rocky habitat offshore and the adjacent Marine Refuges. 
There would be increased maintenance cost to the community for storm drainage, 
degradation of water quality, loss of the parks, recreational facilities, and three beach 
access paths. There would be a Joss of the potential tax base inherent in a substantial 
number of ocean view homes that \vould not be constructed. There would be large costs 
associated with increased protection and repair of outflanked revetments to the north and 
the existing development, with liability accruing to the public agencies for deciding to 
implement the planned retreat policy. In the same manner, if the condominiums on the 
southern cliff were to suffer damage for any reason, the public sector and responsible 
agencies would be held liable. Eventually, there would be costs to remove and relocate 
drainage and other utilities as well as public roads and parking. It is interesting to note 
that Strand Beach is at the downdrift end of a mini littoral cell. Therefore, so long as the 
upcoast beaches exist (with or without nourishment efforts) this beach will remain in its 
current dynamic equilibrium. It is not standard practice in California to nourish the entire 
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cell. so that there would be no direct public cost avoidance associated with retreat at this 
site. Consideration of all these factors clearly establishes that retreat at this location, 
Strand Beach, is not a feasible altemati,·e. 

As noted in the earlier section, "Revetments, Seawalls and other Protective Structures," 
there are numerous examples of beaches in California that annually return to their 
respective pre-seawall conditions through normal coastal processes. To date, not a single 
study has demonstrated any damage effects of properly sited, back-of-the-beach 
revetment, as found at Strand Beach, anywhere in California. We have asked the Coastal 
Commission staff on numerous occasions to provide scientific evidence for their 
"philosophical" contention that seawalls and revetments harm beaches, but none have 
surfaced to date. This restriction is totally at odds with the recommendations of the 
National Academy's "Panel on Beach Nourishment and Protection" (Marine Board, 
1995) The specific recommendation states 

Agencies should modify their prescriptive laws, regulations, and management 
plans to allow the use affixed structures in conjunction with beach nourishment 
projects where project performance can be significantly improved, out-of-project 
negative effects are acceptably small or are mitigated as necessary. and beach 
access or use is not impaired . .. Environmenial impacts should also be 
considered. (Emphasis added) 

It remains very clear, in my strongly held professional opinion, that properly designed 
and sited revetments are an important element in protecting our coast from the extreme 
conditions that occur only occasionally, but with devastating force, and that they do not 
damage beaches. Further, we have seen that the Strand Beach revetment is vital to the 
surrounding marine biology, public access, water quality, and geologic stability. And it 
will be instrumental in establishing the adjacent parks, public facilities, emergency and 
ADA access, and residential development, while protecting the marine refuges and 
numerous off-site existing facilities. In sum, reconstruction of the Strand Beach 
revetment results in the numerous public and environmental benefits that cannot be 
obtained if it is removed. 
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I) Introduction: 

The shorefron~ of concern in the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan (HDCP) 
is Strand Beach at Dana Pt, CA, which is a high ener,gy \Vave environment. During storms, wave 
energy arriving along The Strand is typically about 250 kw;m, comparable to Pacifica, CA (south 
of San Francisco near Pt San Pedro) where storm wave energy is commonly on the order of 
about 225 kw;m (Jenkins and Wasyl, 2002). The frequent exposure of both The Strand at Dana 
Pt. and Pacifica to high-energy wave events leads to frequent occurrences of high run-up 
elevations that inundate toe of shorefront slopes at both sites. To prevent undercutting of ancient 
landslide formations, the Strand has a 2,240 foot-long revetment that has existed along the 
project shorefront since the late 1950's and is the southerly-most portion of a 7,250 foot-long 
revetment system currently in place. The HDCP calls for remediation of the structural 
weaknesses of the existing revetment by reconstructing it to current standards with a footprint 
and elevation that remains inside the footprint maximums of the existing revetment, with a 
nominal height of -+-17ft NGVD and a public walkway along its crest (see Figure 4). In a similar 
historical perspective, the shorefront at Pacifica has been protected by an aged revetment. After it 
was partially destroyed before structural weaknesses could be corrected, the Coastal Commission 
approved a proJect to reconstruct the Pacifica revetment (Case# A-2-PAC-00-10; 2-00-009). 
Furthermore, the Commission recently approved a "realignment, augmentation, and 
maintenance" of the 2,500 ft. long Encinitas Beach revetment reconstruction (Application No.6-
02-66 ). In considering analogous revetment reconstruction at The Strand as a component of the 
HDCP, Coastal Commission staff has requested further evaluation of a seawall alternative. Of 
particular interest is the question of whether setting back the toe of the seawall relative to the tow 
of the revetment might result in a permanent gain in beach width. 

2) Technical Approach 

The techn1cal approach ofthe comparat1ve seav.all analysis employs the same numerical 
shorelme e\olutJOn and coastal transport model that was used to evaluate long-term changes m 
beach mdth assoc1ated with the proposed revetment reconstruction. The model 1s based on 
sediment budget and beach equiltbnum thermodynamic princ1ples and IS built from a number of 
process-based modules knmm collectively as ".\'I:DXFORT'". The codes for SEDXPORT and 
1ts modules are contamed m the Appendix A-E of Jenkms and Wasyl. 2002. All of the site
specific caltbratlon factors used in the revetment analysis are used wtthout modification m the 
sea wall anai\SIS Only the permeability and reflection coefficients specific to the structural 
d1 fferences bet\\ een a re\ etment vs a sea\vall were changed during the comparatt\ e analysts. The 
modeling approach uses a 20-year record of known ocean conditions specific to the Dana Pomt 
region for comparmg beach wtdth and shoreline responses to pre- and post-proJeCt conditions for 
both re' etment reconstruction and seawall proJect alternatives. These beach change com pan sons 
are made at a common reference location, referred to as Range-B. located in the middle of the 
project shurefront. see Ftgure I. A vtew toward Range B looking south from RangeD is shown 
in Figure 2. The htstoncal period used in these comparisons to delineate ocean forcing and 
sedtment budget inputs is 1980-2000. These time period has proven to be an excellent surrogate 

for long term extremes because of the large numbers ofEI NiZos (ENSO cycles) that occurred, 
resultmg 111 record \\ave. ncean \\ater level and beach erosion events 
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3) Shoreline Evolution with Revetment Reconstruction 

The SEDXPORT model \vas initialized for the 1980-2000 wave and ocean water level 
forcing terms as well as the local sediment source terms in order to estimate long term beach 
profile and shoreline changes. Figure 3 shows the wave history in the upper panel and the 
resulting time evolution of beach width change in the lower panel. Here the pre-project 
conditions with the existing revetment in place (green line) are compared against the post-project 
conditions with the proposed reconstructed revetment (blue line). A cross section of the proposed 
reconstructed revetment on which these simulations are based is shown in Figure 4. Beach width 
is computed from the distance between the toe of the revetment and the instantaneous position of 
the mean high tide line (MHT). Here toe ofthe revetment refers to the point of intersection 
between the sand level and the revetment slope. For comparison, the beach width measured 
during a 6 April 2002 beach survey is indicated by a dashed black line. Figure 3 shows that the 
Strand has undergone a number of beach erosion and recovery cycles common to most beaches 
in California during the 20th Century period of record (Inman and Filloux, 1960, Inman et al, 
1993 ). but over the long term the Strand remains stable in the presence of a revetment with 
virtually no net change in beach width. As a matter of fact photos taken of the Strand in the 
1930's long before revetment construction show beach widths that are indistinguishable from 
those in photos taken in 2002, (Noble 2002). 

The most conspicuous feature in Figure 3 is found along the time line during 1983, when 
the beach width \vent to zero. This feature corresponds to the historical fact that The Strand was 
denuded of its sand and the beach eroded back to the toe of the revetment during the 1983 El 
NiZo winter. This winter was notorious for sustained periods oflarge waves that occurred 
concurrent with large positive sea level anomalies and maximum perigean spring tides, (see 
Inman. et al.. 1996: Jenkins and Wasyl. 2002). As indicated by the flat spot corresponding to 
zero beach \Vldth m the blue and green curves. both pre- and post-project revetments stop further 
land\vard recess10n ofthe MHT line during such high-energy period. (There \vere localized 
breaches in the e.\.Jstmg re,etment during the 1983 storms that resulted in very significant slop<:! 
failures. Howe\er these failures did not occur at RangeR and are therefore not accounted for in 
Figure 3 l With the exception of the dramatic eros10n occurring during the extreme stonns in 
1983 and 1988. most beach erosion and recover\· cvcles at The Strand involved about 15-20 
meters ofbeach width change. consistent \vith the analysis of long term averages reported as 55 
ft in Noble ( 200 1 1 The dec1sive finding of the pre- and post-project beach erosion and recovery 
cycles in F1gurc .3 IS that the project with its reconstructed revetment exerts virtually no effect on 
those cycles I he proJect's 1m pact of reducmg the yield ofbeach-~rrade sedtment m storm water 
runotTfrom the proJect stte by 2.1 cubic meters per year results in only a 0.01 meter (I 
centimeter! reduction m the beach width after 20 years. That amount of beach \vidth change ts 
neither measurabk nor scientifically significant. 

-t) Shoreline Evolution with Seawall Alternative 

A cross section of the sea\vall alternative is shown in Figure 4, indicating that the 
structural foot of the seav·;all is setback .20 ft from the most seaward position of the foot of the 
proposed revetment reconstntction. Figure 5 shows the beach width response to the seawall 
altcrnati\ e versus the revetment reconstruction, both evaluated at Range B for the same sets of 
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ocean forcmg and sediment budget mputs used m Ftgure 3. As in Ftgure 3 beach width is 
measured from the mean htgh ttde I me to the toe of the structure. where toe reters to the point of 
intersectiOn between the sand level and the slope of the structure. 

InspectiOn of Figure 5 reveals that the seav.:all alternative provides an initial yet small 
increase in beach width due to the setback of its foot relative to the foot of the revetment. 
However, thts advantage ts lost dunng the 1983 \Vtnter El NiZo storms, during which neither 
structure has any beach width advantage over the other since the beach everywhere was denuded 
by the massive large-scale erosion in response to persistent high waves and water levels. It is 
noted that during recovery from this and other erosion cycles during the 1980-2000 period ( eg 
1988, 1990, 1993, 1998 ), that the beach width recovers somewhat more rapidly with the 
revetment than with the seawall. Dunng these erosion cycles, the seawall looses its initial beach 
width gains derived from the setback and by the end of the 20 year long simulation the seawall 
achieves no net gain in beach width over that provided by the reconstructed revetment 

This comparative behavior can be understandable from basic wave physics and the beach 
morphology specific to this site. Vertical, plane seawalls are nearly perfect reflectors ofthe 
waves (large reflection coefficients) and provide very little dissipation of the wave energy they 
reflect, (Havelock, 1940 ). On the other hand, revetments are porous structures that reflect very 
smaller amounts of the energy of the incident waves because of their sloping surfaces and the 
large amount of internal dissipation occurring in the void spaces within the rock structure 
(Madsen and Mei, 1969; Inman and Jenkins, 1989). However these differences come into play 
only when the structure is struck by incident waves, which primarily occurs during an erosion 
recovery cycle when the beach is narrow or during storms concurrent with spring tides when 
ocean water levels and wave run up is high. During these conditions, the seawall increases the 
reflection coefficient of the shoreline, resulting in a steeper beach slope and consequently a 
smaller beach width (Dean, 1977, 1991: Bai lard and Inman, 1981 ). Reflection of wave energy 
also reduces the retention of sand that would other wise cause the beach to accrete if not for the 
offshore-directe9 transport associated \Vtth reflection (8ov.en, 1980) As a result. a beach that is 
recovering from a maJor eros ton ewnt wtll be steeper and have less sand retention tf a seawall IS 

in place tn as opposed to a re\ etment. 
Roth of these consequences of tncreased retlectance assoctated wtth seawalls lead to loss 

of beach \\tdth and they are especially tmportant on beaches that are namm and sediment suppl~ 
limited. This is particularly the case at The Strand where the beach mdth is constramed by the 
limtted dtstance between an exposed rocky \\a\e-cut platform nsing to mean low water ( ML W) 
along its sea\\ard boundary ( Ftgure .21 and by the shorefront slopes along tts back beach 
boundary as clearly sho\vn tn Ftgurc .2 Thl.? sand depth CO\ ermg the wave cut platform ts at most 
only a few meters ( .2-3 m 1 and the enttre sand\ olume of !he Strand along the proJect boundary 
ts no more than 60.000 cubtc mdcrs. These arc Important morphological dtsttnctwns tn the ltght 
of certam field studtes that suggest there ts no conclusiw e\ tdcnce that seav.:alls exert 
measurable effects on beach \\ tdths ( Gnggs et al 1997. Tatt & Cinggs. 1991 ). These contrary 
studies were made on mde beaches that were not scdtment supply limtted due to proximity to 
maJOr sediment producmg ri\ers ( eg, m Monterey Bay \\ith the Pajaro and Sal mas Rivers) Most 
field studies at beaches that are morphologically more stmilar to The Strand (eg, sediment supply 
limited with wave cut platforms and exposed hard bottom substrate nearshore) have 
demonstrated some reductiOn tn beach mdths after sea\\alls were installed (flick. et al. 1986, 
Fltck, 1994) 
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5) Summary 

With the existing type of revetment system of shore protection, the beaches from 
Monarch Pt. to Dana Pt. (inclusive of The Strand) have been in a state of long-term equilbrium, 
(Noble Consultants, 200 I, Jenkins and Wasyl, 2002, and Everts, 1991,1995 and 1996 ). This 
equilibrium is due to a long-term balance of the sediment budget to this littoral system. The 
sediment budget is balanced between supply of new sand from existing watershed and bluff 
sources and loss of sand to littoral drift beyond Dana Point. This littoral equilibrium has been 
maintained for over fifty years in the presence of revetment shore protection systems. Any 
proposal that locally alters the shore protection system, by replacing the section along The Strand 
with a seawall type system, will create a discontinuity at the seam with the neighboring Niguel 
Shores revetment to the north. It will also pose a number of logistical impacts to the off-site 
residential enclave that sits on the bluff overlooking The Strand to the south. The higher 
reflectivity of the seawall will further negate its setback advantages for beach width gain over the 
long term, and likely cause flanking erosion along the neighboring sections of beach due to the 
structural discontinuity at the seams. In essence, any design that theoretically incorporates a 
seawall at The Strand will have to be implemented by retaining significant reconstructed portions 
of the existing Strand revetment, and in so doing, raise a number of unpredictable variable 
impacts. Therefore the ephemeral gains in beach width derived from the set back of an 
alternative seawall concept, which cannot be predicted to remain in place over the long-term, 
cannot be worth the risk of potentially disturbing the long standing littoral equilibrium that has 
existed at this beach since the 1950's. 
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Figure 1. Location of Strand Beach Ranges for 6 April 2002 survey 
and model Simulations. 
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Figure 2. View from Range D looking south towards Range B at Strand Beach during low 
tide (-4.35 NGVD), 30 January 2003. See Figure 1 for range fine locations. 
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Robert L. Wiegel 
Consulting Engineer 
1030 KeeJer Avenue 

Berkeley, CA 94708-1404 

20 March 2003 

Peer Revjew of Reporte on Coaatal Engineering Aspects of the 
Headlands Development and Conservation Plan, Dana Point, Orange 

County, California 

Introduction 

This letter report to Headlands Reserve LLC, Dana Point, CA 
92629, is in response to thetr letter to Robert L. Wiegel from w. 
Kevin Darnall, dated 20 February 2003, requesting a peer review of 
the methodologies and conclusions of reports by Dr. scott A. 
Jenkins Consulting, Noble Consultants Inc., and MBC Applied 
Environmental Sciences, which were sent with the letter. The 
reports are listed as Primary References herein, and are in regard 
to the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan (HDCP) , Dana 
Point, Orange County, California. They are supplemental studies and 
eval\.latj ons of the proposed project shorefront portion at Dana 
Strand Beach and the effects on the contiguous shore and 
nearshore of several alternative action or non-action scenarios. 
At present there is a 2,240-foot long stone revetment along the 
boundary between the beach and the shorefront slope. 

Six al.tornative scenarios have been investigated (e.g., Noble 
Consultants, Jnc., May 2002). The original analyses were of five 
project shorefront protective alternatives. 

l. Reconstruction of the existing revetment. 
2. No action (no modj.fication to the exjsting revetment). 
3. Beach fill. 
4. Nearshore submerged breakwater. 
5. A vert~cal seawall. 

Later, a s:xth alternative scenario was added, with two variations. 

6. No revetment; removal of Gxisting revetment: a) shorefront slope 
of compacted cohesive soil in place of existing revetment; b) 
shorefront slope setback with compacted cohesive soil. 

As part of the review of the methodologies and conclusions, it 
was necessaLy to consider the existing data, prior studies, and new 
data obtained by the investigators upon which their reports were 
based, and additional pertinent information. r also read papers and 
reports on subjects that have a direct bearing on the proposed 
coastal work. These are listed as Additional Rc&As~l..eeor~~\ON 
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technical investigations have been made and methodologies used for 
coastal engineering and coastal s~ience · work in the Southern 
California Bight. An extens~ve study was made as part of the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District, Coast of California 
Storm and Tidal Waves Study. Several reports on parts of this 
study, made in the 1990's, are cite(j and used in the Project 
Reports. The DEAFT of a comprehensive report based on the Corps• 
study, and with additional .inputs, was prepared in 2002: Coast of 
California Storm and Tidal Wayes Study. South Coast Region. Orange 
County. I have referred to it in several places, as I have a copy 
of it. The reference cited in several places herein of Everts 
Coastal (1997) is in the DRAFT as Appendix A of Chapter 5; it is an 
update of an earlier Corps report prepared by Craig H. Everts 
(J995). I understand the Finp,l Report has been completed, and will 
be available in the near future. 

As mentioned .during my telephone conversation with w. Kevin 
Darnall of Headlands Reserve LLC, on 25 February 2003, I will not 
include a peer review of turbidity and its effects in the offshore 
marine habitat areas of the Niguel and Dana Point Marine Life 
Refuges, although I will refer to aspects of the study. 

Conclusions 

Dana Strand Beach is in a coastal area for which many coastal 
engineering and coastal science studies have been made, and data 
pertinent to the project have been used in the present studies. 
Additional data were developed as part of the studies. 

The reports provided me for a "third party review," made in 
2001 and 2002 as part of the Headlands Development and Conservation 
Plan (HDCP), Dana Point, Orange County, California, are thoroughly 
haaed on dat~ and ana lyses. "State of the art'' methodologies were 
used in these coastal engineering studies and evaluations. In 
general, the data appear to be reliable, and the methodologies used 
appear to be reliable and properly applied. 

There js little sand in the pocket beach known as Salt Creek 
Beach and Dana Strand Beach, as is the case for the other pocket 
beaches in the Laguna Beach Littoral Sediment Mini-cells. Estimates 
are varied, but are in the vicinity of 60,000 to 80,000 cubic yards 
in the project portion of Dana Strand ·seach. The beach is 
rGlati vely narrow, and varies in width and thickness of sand 
depending on integrated effects of wave and tide conditions. It is 
a thin lens of sand above the wave-cut platform bedrock which is at 
a few feel above MLLW (nearly the same above NAVDBB) . During the El 
Nino Winter of 1982-83, as a result of a series of storms, the 
beach was nearly denuded of sand. Much of the bottom in the 
intertidal zone and nearshore is rocky, not sand. 

There appears to be a balance between the input and loss of 
sand in the littoral sediment mini-cells. Salt Creek/Dana Strand 
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3each i.:< in dynamic equilibrium, and is at, or very near its 
"nat-ural holding capacily of sand." 

Two shore-parallel maxine refuges are contiguous to the site, 
extending 1, 200 feet to sea. They are: Niguel Marine r,ife Refuge 
and Dana Point Marine L] fe Refuge. This is an important "boundary 
condition." 

Rock revetments extend along the 7,250 foot reach of shore 
southeasterly from the mouth of Salt Creek to the bold Dana Point 
headland, built at different times and in different manners. A 
2 I 240 foot stone revetment, founded on bedrock, is along the 
southeasterly portion, known as Dana Strand Beach. The revetment 
was damaged by wave action during the El Nino Winter of 1982-83, 
and damage done to portions of earthen slope behind it. Emergency 
remedial work was necessary, and this was done in December 1983-
February 1984. It has protected the upland slope since then, but 
according to the Project Reports studies, the revetment is not 
built to current coastal engineering standards and practice. 

Many uncertainties are involved in trying to predict the 
future, such as decadal changes in wave climate I based on a 
relatively short length of time of observations; trying to know 
these quantitatively. It is my opinion that either a stone 
revetment or reinforced concrete breakwater should be used along 
the boundary between the beach and the upland. The structure 
should be designed and constructed to current coastal engineering 
standards and practice. 

NAVD88, NGVD29, MLLW, Mean Tide Level, Mean Sea Level 

It is useful to have a table of the several datums referred 
to, and their relative values. These are in Table 1 herein (from 
Noble ConsuJtants, Inc., Sept. 2001; modified from USACE Los 
Angeles District, 1995). I made a check with NOAA's website for the 
Newport Bay, CA site: 
http://www.ngs.noaa.gov/scratch'imageOJ1203225855.gif 
The values obtained are shown alongside Table 1. The values are the 
same, except for a small difference of NAVD88. It is interesting to 
note that the value of 0.36 feet was given on 12 March 2003 for 
NAVD88, and the value of 0.37 feet was given on 13 March. Note that 
t-he NGVD29 datum is about the same as MTL or mean sea level, and 
the NAVDBB is about the same as for MLLW (mean lower low water, 
which is 0.0 feet). 

NigueJ and Dana Point Marine Life Refuges 

MBC Applied Envj.ronmental Sciences (June 2002) investigated 
t:-he contiguous Niguel and Dana Point Marine Life Refuges. They 
obtained data on the intertidal and subtidal hard substrate, sand 
bottom, kelp beds, marine life. Aerial surveys were made on 31 
october 2001 and 26 December 2001. using a multispectral digital 
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imaging video camera. This waa augmented by a "ground truth" survey 
on 7 May 2002 by divers and an underwater video camera, of ten 
areas picked at random within the refuges. They state the 
correlation was excellent. The results are shown on a color map in 
their report, depicting areas of reef, kelp (which is attached to 
a rocky bottom}, and sand, and descriptions of what was observed 
underwater at each of the ten sites. There is a great amount of 
rocky substrate. There is no information on how deep the sand is. 
Jt might be only a thin layer. For example, at Survey Site No. 7, 
in 30 feet water depth, they comment: "Sand covered the bottom with 
low lying rocky substrate intermittent." 

On page 10 they say: 

"As lwo types of exposed bedrock formation materials underlie the 
Project Site, there are intertidal hard substrates and subtidal 
reefs extending out hundreds of meters in the seaward direction 
from the beach and from the Dana Point Headland. Much of the marine 
biodiversity of the Refuge areas are a result of the presence of 
the rocky substrates offshore." 

Dana Strand Beach and Salt Creek Beach 

The continuous Salt Creek/Dana Strand Beach is between Monarch 
Point at the northwest and the Dana Point headland at the 
southeast. Everts Coastal (1997; in USACE, Los Angeles District, 
April 2002) uses the name Salt Creek Beach for the section between 
Monarch Point and the small low point (protected by a stone 
revetmenL, which is sometimes referred to as a groin) at the Ritz 
carlton Hotel. Everts Coastal uses the name Dana Strand Beach for 
the section from this small point to the Dana Point headland. He 
gives the lengths of each of the two sections of beach as 4,300 
feet. This also appears to be the usage in the Project Reports. I 
shall use the same designation herein. [The Automobile Club of 
Southern California's 1999 map of Southern Orange County Area uses 
the name Salt Creek Beach Park for the entire reach of shore 
between Salt Creek and the Dana Point headland. Sometimes the 
section between the Ritz Carlton Hotel and the northwestern 
property ~.ine of the Dana Headlands development is called Niguel 
Shores Beach. The name Niguel Beach Park is used in the description 
of a l:Jeach photo in a 1977 report of the California State Resources 
1\gency (Habel a:~.d Armstl·ong, 1977).) 

Salt Creek/Dana Strand Beach is at the southeastern end of the 
Jittoral sediment cell known as the Laguna Beach Mini-Cells (or the 
L~guna Beach Group of Sub-Cells), in Orange County, California. 
This group of littoral sediment mini-cells is between the entrance 
to Newport Bay at the northwest and the Dana Point headland at the 
southeast, about 13 miles long. This reach of coast has been 
studied extensively from a coastal engineering perspective, with 
much of the tnf:ormation in several reports of the U.S. Army Corps 
of Eng:i.neers, Los Angeles District (e.g. , their A,P,ril 2 09~ ~~~Af.t; 
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report), and in other reports and papers. Existing data and 
additional data obtained as part of the coastal studies of the HDCP 
were incorporated in the supplemental studies and evaluations. 

There is relatively little sand in Dana Strand Beach, or in 
any of the other pocket beaches between the entrance to Newport Bay 
and the bold headland of Dana Point, or along the contiguous shore 
to the southeast within Dana Cove (e.g., Everts Coastal, June 1997; 
in USACE, Los Angeles District, April 2002) . Aerial photos taken 
before development show the narrow Salt creek/Dana Strand Beach, no 
sand beach aJong the Dana Point headlano, and very little within 
Dana Cove. A U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District, 
aerial photo looking northwesterly toward Dana Point from near the 
mouth of San Juan Creek, taken prior to the construction of Dana 
Point Harbor jn Dana Cove (which was started in 1966) shows almost 
no sand along the shore. This photo is reproduced in the paper on 
Dana Point Harbor by Wiegel (1993, Figure 2). The lack of sand 
along the shore can also be seen in a low altitude oblique photo, 
taken 20 February 1959) looking easterly along the Dana Point 
headland toward Dana Cove (in Sterrett and Flick, 1994, Photo 1). 

Salt Creek/Dana Strand Beach is a "leaky cell" as some sand is 
transported from the northwest into it around Monarch Point, and 
some sand is transported out of it, around the Dana Point headland 
to the southeast into the Oceanside Littoral Sediment Cell. Sand 
moving around the Dana Point headland must have stayed offshore, as 
deduced from the aerial photos mentioned above. After construction 
of Dana Point Harbor in the mid 1960's, sand moved through the 
porous west breakwater into the harbor, which has required dredging 
(e.g. Wiegel, 1993; Noble Consultants, Inc., 2001, p. 18). The west 
breakwater is shore-parallel, about two thousand feet offshore in 
about 30 feet water depth, MLLW. 

The sand in Dana Strand Beach is a relatively thin lens on top 
of bedrock, which is al about •1.5 to +2.0 feet, MLLW (nearly the 
same NAVD88). and a little higher at the revetment. (See the 
section herein Revetment; Seawall; also, Noble Consultants, Inc., 
(Sept. 2001, p. 19) say the revetment structure is founded on 
bedrock at about +0 feet, NGVD29 (about at mean sea level), which 
is about + 2.8 feet above MLLW (or NAVD88). Color photos showing 
bedrock in the intertidal zone are in Noble Consultants. Inc. (May 
2002, Pig. 6) and in JenJd.ns and Wasyl (May 2002, Fig. 11). Jet 
probe and beach profile measurements were made on 6 April 2002 by 
.Jenkins and wasyl. The beach sand surface profile and the 
underlying rock and cobble substrate surface along three transects 
are shown in their Figures l0-13. Measured profiles by Hunsaker and 
Associates on 28 March 2002 are shown in Noble Consultants, Inc. 
(May 2002, Fig. 5). Noble Consultants, Inc. (November 2002, Table 
1) made estimates from these surveys of the wave-cut slope (they 
referred to it as the eroded bed-rock) from -1 foot, MLLW (about 
the same as NAVD88) and its elevation at the toe of the revetment 
as l:20, 1:35, and 1:30 at Stations 2+00, 12+20 anctO~S~lCOi,1rt~ISSION 
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Everts Coastal (p. 63, Chapter 5, Appendix A, with the date 
of June 1997; in USACE, Los Angeles District, April 2002) concludes 
that most of the beaches in the Laguna Beach Littoral Sediment 
Mini-Cella are at or very near their natural ~holding capacity~ of 
sand. Another conclusion in their extensive study is: "The 
:imposition of large quantj. ties of artificial beachf ill on these 
beaches would probably be lost quite rapidly." This includes Salt 
Creek/Dana Strand Beach. 

How much sand is in Dana Strand Beach? The amount varies with 
changing wave, tide, and sediment input/output fluxes, as is 
dtscussed subsequently. Jenkins and Wasyl (Nov. 2002, p. 3 ) say: 
"The Strand retains no more than 60, 000 cubic yards of sand in 
equilibrium over a narrow wave-cut platform in the bed rock 
situated between the offshore rocky reefs and the shore front 
slopes of the headland and landslide formations (Jenkins and Wasyl, 
May 2002) ." Note that the May 2002 report cited in the quotation 
gives the amount as 59,000 cubic meters (about 77,100 cubic yards) 
in its Fig. 4, and 59,400 cubic meters on p. 37; these values based 
on their field measurements. By telephone conversation with Dr. 
Jenkins ( 11 March 2002) , I learned the following. Noble 
Consultunts, Inc. (Sept. 2001, p. 43) gave the volume of sand as 
48,300 cubic yards, based on fjeld measurements. The average is 
(77,100 + 48,300)/2 = 63,000 cubic yards, and 60,000 cubic yards is 
a reasonable round-off average of the two quantities. The value of 
48,300 cubic yards is the approximate volume in the Project section 
of ])ana Strand Beach between the revetment and the approximate MHW 
line at the time of the survey - only part of the sand on the 
beach, and in the winter season. This estimate was based on a 
Ground Penetrating Radar (GPR) test made on 28 February 2000 at two 
profile locations (information supplied to Noble by S. Kerwin of 
AGRA Earth and Environmental, Inc.). Jenkins and wasyl (May 2002, 
p. 26) made a field survey along three transects (at about the two 
~nds of the Project site and at the center) on 6 April 2002. A jet 
probe was used to measure the depth to the rock and cobble 
substrate, and the sand surface was surveyed. Cross-section plots, 
and color photos of the sites, are given in their Figures 10-14, 
and the location on MHT line is shown on each plot. A fourth 
transect was surveyed, near the mouth of Salt Creek. Volumes of 
sand between the revetment and the rocky outcrop (at about MLLW) 
are gjven in the report (telephone conversation with Dr. Jenkins, 
18 March 2002); 52.5, 149, and 170 cubic meters per meter of shore 
front. The estimate of 59,400 cubic meters of sand is based on 
these values. Recall that the volume in the Noble report is for the 
portion of beach between the revetment and the MHT line at the time 
of the survay. 

The Dana Point headland is highly erosion resistant San Onofre 
Breccia, and much of the wave-cut platform is relatively soft 
Monterey Formation (Noble Consultant, Inc., Sept. 2002, p. 15; 
Jenkins and wasyl, May 2002) . A color photo of the wave- cut 
platform in the Monterey Formation, at low tide is in Jenkins and 
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Wasyl (Mciy 2002, Figure 11). The slope behind Dana Strand Beach is 
Monterey Formation with uplifted marine terrace deposits on top, 
which are more easily eroded (Noble Consultants, Inc., Sept. 2001, 
p. 15). 

All of the pocket beaches in the Laguna Beach Littoral 
Sediment Mini -Cells are relatively narrow. Beach width measurements 
arc available for five locations at each beach, from mapping 
quality ae:r:Lal photographs taken on 26 June 1992 and on 1 November 
1994 (Everts Coastal, June 1997, Table 12; in USACE, Los Angeles 
District, April 2002) . Littoral environmental observations (LEO) of 
beach widths were made by County of Orange lifeguards at several 
beaches from September 1992 through March 1995 I including Salt 
Creek Beach (USACE Los Angeles District, April 2002, Chapter 6). 
The term "backshore width" is used in the plots of observed data in 
L.he Corps' report (e.g. Figure A-17 for Salt Creek Beach) I and the 
term "dry beach width" is used in the text (e.g. p. 6-7 of the 
Corps' report). This is probably the distance from a stake at the 
back edge of the beacl1, seaward to the 11 wetted high tide line" 
(telephone conversation with Tom Rossmiller, 13 March 2003). The 
observed width of Salt Creek Beach at the observation station 
varied from o feet to about 300 reet, with the width being in 
excess of 100 feet on many occasions. 

Beach width measurements of Dana Strand Beach at five 
transects ranged from 77 to 172 feet, with an average width of 120 
feet on the 26 June 1992 aerial photograph, and ranged from 49 to 
81 feet with an average width o! 65 feet on the 1 November 1994 
aerial photograph. In comparison, the beach width at five transects 
at the wider. Salt Creek Beach ranged from 163 feet to 258 feet, 
with an average of 198 feet on the 26 June 1992 photo; the widths 
ranged from 147 feet to 293 feet, with an average of 222 feet on 
the 1 Novembel- 1994 photo. (Salt Creek discharges into the ocean 
here, with coarse sediments transported to the beach episodically. 
See the section on Sediment Budget herein.) 

According to Noble Consultants, Inc. (November 2002, p. 1), 
for Dana Strand Beach; "Historical aerial photographs taken during 
the 1983 EJ Nino season indicate that sands were completely striped 
away within the areas of Stations 2+00 and 12+20." 

In add~tion to sand moving offshore and onshore in response to 
changing wave and tide conditions, sand moves alongshore. Owing to 
the bimodal direction of incident waves at Dana Strand Beach, sand 
is transported toward the southeast by waves from the northwest, 
and toward the northwest by the Southern Swell, and other waves 
from a southerly direction. It is a pocket beach, and its width 
varies along the shore, and c1 shift in shoreline orientation occurs 
(Noble Consultants, Inc., Sept. 2001, p. 15). This seasonal change 
in orientation has been described for other California beaches by 
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Noble Consultants, Inc. (Sept. :2001, p. 15) say that Dana 
Strand Beach: " ... has been relatively stable during the past 50 
years." They cite data in a 1997 report of the USACE, Los Angeles 
District, as the basis for the statement. Owing to the variability 
in amount and distribution of sand on the beach, owing to wave, 
tide, and stream flow (a source of sand) conditions, I believe it 
to be in what is termed a state of "dynamic equilibrium." 

In 1977, the extensive report Assessment ang Atlas of 
Shoreline F,rosion Along the California Coast was prepared by the 
Department of Navigation and Ocean Development, The Resources 
Agency, State of California (Habel and Armstrong, 1977) . The 
following comment is made on Map ll9 of what is now known as Dana 
Strand Beach: "Sandy beach confined by Dana Point and upcoast groin 
backed by benched bluff. Rock toe protection along base of beach." 
A comment is made on Map 118 at what is now known as Salt Creek 
Beach: "Sandy beach with offshore rocks confined by short rock 
groin backed by park tacil]ties and walkway bench along base of 
terraced bluff. Face of walkway bench reveted near groin. Low 
active dunes along base of bluff. Wave overtopping of walkway near 
groin has caused bluff undercutting and erosion. Park facilities 
subject to damage during high wave conditions." 

coastal Oceanographic Data 

The wave climate is described in Noble Consultants, Inc. 
(Sept. 2001). Wave data were obtained from the USACE, Los Angeles 
District report {January 1996) : Nearshore Hydrodynamic Factors and 
Wave S~ ___ Q! the Orange County Coast, an excellent wave data set. 
[This report was prepared for the Corps by Noble Consultants, lnc. J 
The spectral back-refraction model developed by O'Reilly and Guza 
(e.g. O'Reilly, 1993) was used by Noble to transform deep water 
wave characteristics to a nearshore location. The location of the 
Nearshore Wave Hindcast Station is shown in Figure l of Noble 
Consultants, Jnc. (Sept. 2001). 

As an aside, a Datawell Directional Buoy is operational 
currently, Cit a site approximately 3.7 miles west of Dana Point, 
California. It is Station Dana Point, CA 096, of The Coastal Data 
lnformat:Lon Program, a joint operation of the Scripps Institution 
of Oceanography of the University of California at San Diego and 
the u.s. Army corps of Engineers. The website from which to obtain 
analyzed wave data from this buoy is 
11ttp://cdip.ucsd.edu/tmp/stream_frame0l64B.html 

Because of the need to use estimates of combined water level 
and wave conditions in some of their analyses, Noble Consultants, 
Inc. (May 2002, Table J.) prepared a table of the percentage of 
tidal. elevation occurrences for the El Nino Year 1997-98 and the 
non-F.:l Nino Year of 2000-2001. The bas:i.c data were obtained from 
Lhe NOAA/NOS data base of observed tides at Los Angeles Outer 
Harbor. The table is of percentage of occurrence for ranges of tide 

COASTAl CDr',~l\~ISSION 

EXHIBIT# Vc 
PAGE r OFl.L 



9 

elevation (less than 0 ft., 0.0-1.0 ft., 1.0-2.0 ft., 
than ';. 0 ft, MLLW) . 

• ...., . ..._,-, llUoVVV I ,J.V 

greater 

Data of changes in mean sea level are available in several 
Aources. The analysis of wave runup and erosion by Noble 
Consultants, Inc. (May 2002) shows the importance of water level as 
well as wave height and period. The water level is a combination of 
c:lF.'ltronomical tide, large-scale climat...e variations, storm surge 
(relatively unimportant on the Pacific Coast of the USA compared 
with the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts), wave setup. 

A presentation of yearly tidal datum statistics and tide 
ranges for selected NOAA/NOS stations in the u.s. tide gage network 
has been made by Flick, Murray and Ewing (1999) . This includes mean 
sea level (MSL), mean higher high water (MHHW), highest recorded. 
etc. The trends with time are displayed. The open coast station at 
La Jolla, California (Station 9410230) probably has the nearest 
conditions to Dana Point. Data are given for the years 1924-1999 on 
pages D4 and D5 of the Atlas. Two of the datum statistics plotted 
are: Highest -M8L and MHHW-MSL. The trend of the Highest -MSL is 
0.134 feet per 100 years and the trend of MSL is 0.750 feet per 100 
years. Looking at the data plots of Highest-MSL and MLLW-LSL, the 
recent maximum difference of Highest-MLLW seems to be about 7.5 
feet. Noble Consultants, Inc. (Sept. 2001, p. 3) report the highest 
water level recorded at Scripps Pier jn La Jolla, was +7.9 feet, 
MLLW, and this was on 17 November 1997. 

Sediment Budget 

Everts Coastal (1997, Table 26; in uSACE, Los Angeles 
District, April 2002) estimate that over. 14,000 cubic yards of sand 
per year. on the average, are transported southeasterly around 
Monarcl1 Point. to Salt Creek/Dana Strand Beach. Most of this sand is 
probably derivative of Aliso Creek. Everts Coastal (Table 16 and p. 
33) report a u.s. Army Corps of Engineers estimate of 18,600 cubic 
yards per year coarse sediment delivery to the littoral by Aliso 
Creek. [Note. In the study by Will is and Griggs ( 2 003) of effects 
of the construction of dams on fluvial sediment discharge to the 
coasl, lhey lumped Aliso Creek and San Juan Creek together. Also, 
they did not consider Salt Creek.] 

It has been estimated that an average of about 900 to 1,200 
cubic yard8 per year of coarse littoral-type sediments are 
discharged to the beach by Salt Creek (as reported in Everts 
Coastal, 1997, p. 33 and Table 16; in USACE, Los Angeles District, 
April 2 002; also, Noble Consultants, Inc. , Sept. 2 001, p. 16) . The 
fluvial delivery of sediments js episodic, and varies greatly, with 
relatively large amounts in "wet periods" and little in "dry 
periods," as is the case for most rivers and streams in coastal 
California (e.g. Inman and Jenkins, 1999; Willis and Griggs, 2003). 
The esUmaLes in Jenkins and Wasyl (May 2002, Figure 16) show 
annual quant:it ies for the interval 1944-19 99 I cCf~s¥ArstoM1WTGSlON 
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minimum of nearly zero to a maximum of about 6,000 cubic meters 
(about 8,000 cubic yards) per year, with a mean of about 1,030 
cubic meters (about 1,300 cubic yards) per year [Note that Salt 
Creek was not considered in Inman and Jenkins, 1999] . 

The amount of beach size sediment delivered to Dana Strand 
Beach from the project's proposed drainage basins is estimated to 
be 13.6 cubic yards per year, and the estimate for the current 
drainage is 16.4 cubic yards per year, a decrease of 2.8 cubic 
yards per year (Noble Consultants, Inc., Sept. 2001, p. 43). This 
in a negligibJ.e amount compared with the quantities from the other 
sources. 

A combination of the amount of sand in seacliff material and 
seacliff erosion rate is needed to estimate the amount of sand 
contributed to the shore. Everts Coastal (1997, Table 9}; in USACE, 
Los Angeles District, April 2002) estimate a rate of 0.19 feet per 
year for the seacliffs between Monarch Point and Dana Point. They 
caution that the value is not very accurate. Noble Consultants, 
Inc. (Sept. 2001, p. 15) use 0.19 feet per year. Everts Coastal (p. 
21) say t.hat the actually amount is episodic, that: "years or even 
decades of negligible retreat are typically followed by a short
lived, but severe episode ... " This rate is apparently for the 
uplifted marine terrace material. The value given in Noble (p. 15) 
for the San Onofre Breccia of the Dana Point headland is 0.003 to 
0.1 foot per year. Everts Coastal (p. 36 and Tabl.e 19) estimates 
less than 1,000 cubic yards per. year for the 4,300-foot Salt Creek 
Beach and leas than 1,100 cubic yards per year for the 4,300-foot 
long Dana Strand Beach. [1,100/4,300 ;;: 0.26 cubic yards per year 
per foot of shore, and 0.26 x 2,250 = 570 cubic yards per year for 
the 2,250-foot long Dana Strand project reach. Compare this with 
the 60,000 - 80,000 cubic yards, or so, of sand in the beach.] 

Noble Consultants, Inc. (Sept. 2001, p. 15) mention slope 
erosion along Dana Strand Beach: " ... resulting from wave attack 
has been reduced because the existing revetment that was 
constructed in the 1950's." Owing to this, it is expected that the 
rate of sand from seacliff erosion would be less. 

There are substantial differences in the amount of beach size 
Gand available from eroding seacliffs along the world's beaches 
(e.g., Runyan and Griggs, 2003). Everts Coastal (1997; Appendix A, 
Chapter s, p. 36; in USACE, Los Angeles District, April 2002 l 
assumed the portion of littoral type sediment to be 40 percent in 
the Laguna Beach Littoral Sediment Mini -Cells, but that ''no samples 
were talcen to quantify this parameter." Runyan and Griggs (2003) 
give values for the Oceanside, California littoral sediment cell, 
which included Dana Point. They say that bedrock consists of about 
51 percent beach size sand, and the uplifted marine terrace 
contaj.ns about 57 percent in this section of coast. These values 
are based on measurements of 6 samples of bedrock and 5 samples of 
terrace ( 1 sample each, of bedrock material and DlfA~etJi~mJSSfflN 
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material were eliminated as being anomalous). [Runyan and Griggs 
djscuss the difficulties in making reliable measurements of 
sediment s:ize material in bedrock.) Estimates by AMEC Earth & 
Environmental Inc. (May 2002, p. 18) of the amount of sand in the 
compacted cohesive soil fill scenario that would be made of terrace 
deposits is 85%, and from bedrock is 10\. Most of the sediment from 
weathering of the bedrock would be silt and clay size. 

Everts Coastal (1997, pp 51, 54 and Table 26; in USACE, Los 
Angeles District, April 2002) estimate that the alongshore flux 
(littoral transport) of sand along Dana Strand Beach is about 
15, 000 cubic yards of sand per year, and this is the amount 
estimated to be transported to the southeast around the Dana Point 
headland into Dana Cove. 

Scenar:ios and Methodology Used in Evaluation 

Five projects were considered first, and a sixth (with two 
variations) was added later. These are listed herein in the 
Introduction. 

Positive and negative impacts of each scenario are identified 
and assessed in the Project. Reports. 

Several parts of their methodology are given below. 

1. Obtain information on whether Dana Strand Beach is stable, 
eroding, or accreting over the long term. The conclusion from 
available data is that it is stable, in a state of dynamic 
equilibrium. I concur. 

2. Jnvestigate the history and present status of the existing stone 
revetment. This was done. This included obtaining historic aerial 
and ground photos, making a site inspection, studying a report 
documenting the damage done during the El Nino Winter of 1982-83, 
and the remedial work performed in December 1983-February 1984. Its 
present condjtion is documented in part with recent color photos of 
several segments, It is concluded, and I concur, that the: " 
riprap structure was not designed under current engineering 
standards that are based on the most updated nearshore wave climate 
and a design cross section comprised of various layers of bed 
material ,1ndarmorstones" (Noble Consultants, Inc., Sept. 2001, p. 
19) ' 

3. Investigate the status of the existing accesses to the beach. 
This was done. This included taking photos. 

4. Investigate the status and per·formance of the existing storm 
drainage outlets. This was done. This included taking photos of the 
structures. 

5. ObLain information on how much sand is in tht~ ctH'ftrt'liS~lON 
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and depth, and its spatial and temporal variability. Two field 
investigations were made to obtain "snapshots 11 of beach surface 
profiles, and profiles of the rock and cobble substrate underneath 
the sand. Existing data on beach width variability were obtained. 

6. Investigate the sources of sand on the beach, and quantify the 
fluxes. Most of the data were obtained from existing reports 
(alongshore transport, fluvial transport, seacliff erosion) . 
Additional data were developed about local fluvial sources (Salt 
Creek and local project site drainage), and seacliff erosion. These 
quantities were compared with the amount of sand on the beach 
(which is quite variable, depending on the integrated effects of 
waves and tides). 

7. Waves and t.ides are the major forcings causing changes in the 
beach and damage to shore structures. Extensive statistical data on 
these were obtained from available reports and websites. 

6. Refer to No. 2 above, in regard to the stone revetment. Input to 
design requires the most updated nearshore wave climate; which was 
developed as mentioned in the section herein on Coastal 
Oceanographic Data. This, combined with an estimate of extreme 
storm events (joint wave and tide statistics) , and calculation of 
beach erosion and wave runup permits an estimation of wave action 
on the revetment, and how to design for it. 

Analyses were required in the methodology for estimating 
quantitatively what would result from removal of the revetment and 
replacing it with either: 1) a compacted cohesive soil slope; or, 
2) the removal of a large quantity of existing soil to create a 
substantial setback, with a compacted cohesive soil slope 
constructed as a new shoreface. [Note. These required geotechnical 
analyses of slope stability both during construction and in 
completed revised configurations. Design scenarios, geotechnical 
analyses. and conclusions are in two reports by AMEC Earth & 
Environmental, Inc. (May 2002; November 2002) . These were not part 
of my "third party review," but I read them with interest; they are 
a major factor in assessing alternatives] 

9. In rGgard to Shorefront Protection Alternative ll above, a major 
part of the methodology is estimating erosion of a soil slope not 
protected by a revetment. Noble Consultants, Inc. (May 2002, p. 33) 
includes the use of the only estimate they had of erosion of the 
earthen slope behind the revetment during the El Nino storms in 
1983. This was from AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc. (May 2002, p. 
9). They estimated the horizontal retreat (erosion) to be 11 0f the 
order of s to 15 feet along the toe or face of the exposed slope." 
They say: "Calibration of Noble's erosion/retreat model is based 
primarily on review of aerial photographs and topographic profiles 
that post-date the first of three extreme El Nino storm/wave events 
in 1903 . . . and the 'As-built' plans for reconstruction of the 
shorefront slope and revetment II by Williamson & rom~ Ctn~~~.I3SION 
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Note. Owing to the paucity of information on erosion by wave 
acU on of compacted cohesive soil embankments, I obtained 
information on the protection of the "upstream slope" (the 
reservoir side) of earth and rock-filled dams. I have written a 
paragraph about thia in the section herein Compacted Cohesive Soil 
Slope. 

10. For the analyses by Noble Consultants, Inc., joint occurrence 
of tiden and waves for both El Nino and non-El Nino condition, were 
developed for winter, spring, summer and fall seasons. Estimates 
were made of winter and summer beach profiles, and an extreme 
eroded profile. To estimate the percentage of time the compacted 
cohesive soil slope would be exposed to wave attack annually, a 
wave runup analysis was made, using their computer code WRUP. This 
is a "state of the art" method. 

11. Noble Consultants, Inc.'s analysis of estimated beach scour 
used the numerical computation SBEACH. It is used by the U.S. Army 
Cor.ps of Engineers, and others. SBEACH requires calibration using 
field data to obtain empirical model parameters. There are 
uncertainties, and results should be used with caution. (A study by 
Pizzo (1998) included testing SBEACH to predict beach erosion at 
Harbor Beach, Oceanside, CA, caused by cross-shore sand transport. 
He emphasized the need for calibration using local data.] 

12. Owing to the various uncertainties, Noble Consultants, lnc. 
made a "sensit:ivity" type analysis. The resulting estimated upper 
and lower limit curves of slope erosion "potential'' versus storm 
return frequencies are plotted in their Figure 9. This is "state of 
the art" analysis. 

13. In regard to Shorefront Protection Alternative 2) above, Noble 
Consultants, Inc. (Nov. 2002, p. l) made a wave runup analysis to 
determine what adequate setback distance was needed so the toe of 
the reconfigured fill slope would not be vulnerable to severe wave 
attack during hazardous storm events. The analysis consisted of: ll 
estimating storm-eroded beach profiles; 2) defining impinging wave 
char·acteristics; and 3) computing wave runup elevations. How this 
was done, and the results are clearly described in the report 
(e.g., text and their Table 1). The computed wave runup elevations 
and required setback distances are given in their Table 2. This is 
a "state of the art" analysis. 

Many of the data t.ypes required in the methodology of the 
study by Jenkins and wasyl (May 2002) are the same as required in 
the investigations by Noble Consultants, Inc. (e.g., sediments, 
waves, tides). I do not know the details of their computed code 
SEDXPORT. They say {p. 10) that it has been integrated into the 
U.S. Navy's Coastal Water Clarity Model and the Littoral Remote 
Sensing Simulator, so I assume it has been reviewed carefully. They 
say it has been validated in nearshore and inner shelf waters, 
citing two publications, each by multiple authors 'CO~S~Jfr.eee~.~ISSIDN 
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methods by whicb the validations were made. I can comment about 
portions of it, however. As I said in the Introduction herein I 
will not include a peer review o'f the turbidity and its effects' in 
the offshor:e marine habitat areaa. 

14. Jenkins and Wasyl (May 2002, pp 26-38 and Figures 9-14 made a 
survey of several beach profiles, and using a jet probe, profiles 
of the underlying rock and cobble substrate. A few details of this 
are given elsewhere herein. 

15. Wave and tidal inputs are required. Jenkins and Wasyl (May 
2002, p. 39} used a 20-yea:r. record of measured wave data, 1980-
2000, it includes the 1992-83 El Nino year. Wave data were obtained 
from three wave monitoring sites operated by the coastal Data 
Information Program (mentioned previously herein, with the website 
from which to obtain wave data) . A numerical backward and forward 
refraction-diffraction computer code (OCEANRDS) was used to "back 
refract" the waves from the nearshore directional wave stations to 
deep water, and then forward refract them to Dana Point. Color 
plots of historic wave events are in Appendix F. [Note. I found the 
example of a plot given in Scott and Wasyl (Nov. 2002, Figure la) 
of particular interest, as it shows the strong convergence of wave 
energy at the Dana Strand Beach site for 15-second peak spectral 
pertod high wavea from a deep-water direction of 283 degrees, due 
to refraction. J Sea surface elevation variations at Dana Point were 
obtained from records of the Scripps Pier tide gage station (NOAA 
#941-0230), transforming them in an appropriated manner (p. 23 of 
their report} . Distribution of sea surface elevations were computed 
with their code TID_DAYS. They say this program: "provides ocean 
water level forcing for both the tidal currents computed in 
TIDE_FEM as well as forcing of beach profile changes when large 
waves occur concurrently with high ocean water levels ... " 

16. In calculations for alongshore transport of sand, Jenkins and 
Wasyl {May 2002, pp 16-17) use an often used fo:nnula for the 
transport. It. has a coefficient that is usually obtained by 
calibration using field data, but they use a modification which is 
related to the wave reflection from the beach at the site. 

17. In their CDlculation of estimates of beach volume response to 
the differences in alongshore transport of sand into and out of the 
control cell of the beach, Jenkins and Wasyl (May 2002, p. 17 and 
Pigure 8a) use an equilibrium beach profile model, which requires 
a calculated estimate of maximum wave runup on the beach. An 
empiricaJ formula is used; t:hey use the "Hunt Formula" (it requires 
calibration) . [Note. This formula is often used in other aspects of 
coastal engineering applications, as well. J If the revetment is 
removed, th~ shorefront slope and then the terrace will become part 
of the beach. It will not be in equilibrium with the wave and tide 
fo~cings, and the material will. be eroded, transported, sorted. 

lB. Jenkins and Wasyl (May 2002, p. 2) found: tO~'\f"tltt ~m:mRmCN 
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project with the reconstructed revetment exerts no measvrable 
changes in the existing beach width cycles and shoreline stability. 
In addition, no changes will occur in the nearshore transport that 
would offsel the coastal water quality improvements obtained by the 
projects storm water conveyance system. The reasons for the benign 
effects of tlle project a a proposed are that the reconstructed 
revetment is within the footprint and slope specifications of the 
revetment that already exists at the site, while the proposed storm 
water treatment train exerts a minute effect on the sediment yield 
of an insignificant source to the beach system." These appear to 
be reasonable conclusions from their study. 

19. Jenkins and Wasyl (November 2002) investigated one of the 
Alternative 6 scenarios removal of the existing revetment, 
excavating existing material, and constructing a new engineered 
f.ill with a chorused slope of compacted cohesive soil. They 
prefaced the report with a color coded example of waves refracted 
from deep water seaward of the Channel Islands to the coast, as 
mentioned in No. 15 above. This is an example of why long period 
waves from some common directions are high at the site. They 
referred to the runup elevations and setback calculations of Noble 
Consultants, Inc. November 2002). They discussed likely effects of 
this to contiguous properties. They used the computed code 
described in Jenkins and Wasyl (May 2002} : "The model was run for 
20-year long simulations using the 1980-2000 wave record and 
corresponding sediment budget inputs ... " They say: "The slope 
recessions calculated in Figure 9 cut into the cohesive fill soils 
of the shore front face (Figures 3-5) and release quantities of 
fine-grained particles into the nearshore waters that can be 
expected to degrade water quality and water clarity. Although the 
magnitude of this release has been considerably reduced by the 
Shorefront Setback Alternative (as compared to the no-revetment 
alternative with no setback), there is still a water quality 
impact." 

Revetment; Seawall 

Revetments extend along the entire reach from a little 
northwest of the mouth of Salt Creek to the Dana Point headland at 
the southeast, 7,250 feet. ConstrucLion was at different times, and 
of different designs, starting in the late 1950's. The extent in 
1977 is shown in Assessment and Atlas of Shoreline Erosion Along 
~~alifornia Coast by the State of California Resources Agency 
(Habel and Armstrong, 1977}. AMBC Earth & Environmental, Inc. (May 
2002, p. l) concluded from a review of historic photographs that 
construction of the revetment at the Dana Strand Mobile Home Park 
(Dana Strand Beach and Tennis Club) in the "Strand Area" began in 
the late J.950 1 s to early 1960 1 s apparently owing to shoreline 
~etreat. The revetment along the "Strand Area" is 2,240 feet long. 
Major remedial work was done on the revetment and the earthern 
slope behind it, after tlle extensive damage during the El Nino 
Winter of 1982-1983. Most of the revetment is fcwaa!leEiAErr.,M~~~~'~J 
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under t.he beach sand (AMEC Earth & Environment~! Inc., 2002; Noble 
Consultants Inc., 2001, May 2002, p. 20; Scott and Wasyl, 2002). 
Noble ConsuJ tants, Inc. (November 2002) report values from the 
field work of Jenkins and Wasyl (May 2002) made on 6 April 2002 

, ' I 

us1ng Jet probes -- bedrock elevations at the revetment face of 
+2.7 feet, MLLW at Station 2+00; +3.2 feet, MLLW at Station 12+20; 
+2.2 feet, MLLW at Station 18+60 (nearly the same values, NAVD88). 

The reconnaissance report of Dean, Armstrong and Sitar (1984) 
does not mention beach erosion or damage to structures at Dana 
Strand Beach/ Salt Creek Beach during the severe storms of the El 
Nino Winter of 1982-1983, but they had to cover the entire coast of 
California. Photos (their Figures 33-36) of Capistrano Shores and 
North San Clemente are given, which are useful in judging what 
might have occurred. Noble Consultants, Inc. (May 2002, p. 19) say: 
"Based on aerial photographs taken during this winter period and a 
topograpl'lic map of the region prepared by Williamson and Schmid in 
1983, the eroded profile within Stra11d Beach was such that the 
exposed bedrock layer extended from the surf zone to the toe of the 
existing rock revetment." There was considerable damage to the 
revetment and adjacent earth slopes, and emergency remedial work 
required, which is documented in a report of Moore & Taber (1984) . 
This includes the "as built" plan of repairs between 1+00 and 21+75 
based on specifications by engineers Williamson and Schmid. The 
remedial work included some excavation, placement of a non-woven 
geotextile filter fabric, placing additional stone to raise the 
height of the revetment to 15.5 f.eet (datum probably mean sea 
level, as AMEC Earth & Environmental Inc. (May 2002, p. 3) gives 
the current elevation as +18 feet NAVDBBJ . Repairs were also made 
of a storm drain and asphalt pavement. Color photos of the 
revetment taken in 2000 and in 2001 are in Nobel Consultants, Inc. 
(Sept. 200/.) . 

I have not geen information on damage at this site caused by 
the great storm of 17-18 January 1988, a 1 in 100 to 1 in 200 year 
event for thG region of southern California (Seymour, 1989); this 
site is not mentioned in the papers of Atmstrong and Flick (1989) 
or Domurat and Shak (1989). 

As a result of their study, which included a field inspection 
of the existing revetment Noble Consultants, Inc. (Sept. 2001, pp. 
19-25) say the structure: " ... was not designed under current 
engineer:i.ng standards that are based on the most updated nearshore 
wave climate and a design cross section comprised of various layers 
of bed material and armor stones." A possible new design, to 
current standards and practice is given in Noble (p. 37 and Fig. 
11) . 

r have concluded that either a stone revetment or a reinforced 
concrete seawa]J would be an appropriate alternative, designed and 
constructed to current coastal engineering standards and practice. 
One of the conclusions I reached earlier, in a csotll~,,Ic~ad~I..DotON 
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aeawa:ls, seacliffs, beachrock, and beach effects (Wiegel, 2002, 
Part 3) is that the often made statement that stone revetments have 
leas effect on beaches than seawalls is not supported by evidence 
from field observations. It may, or may not, be correct. 

Submerged nreakwater, Shore-Parallel 

Owing to the relatively energedic wave climate at this site, 
a shore-parallel submerged rubblemound type breakwater would have 
to be relative massive. It would have to be built in the Niguel 
Marine Life Refuge. Noble consultants, Inc. (May 2002, p. 39) say 
that this would affect the ~xisting surfing activity at Dana Strand 
Beach. This does not appear to be a reasonable alternative to a 
stone revetment or reinforced concrete seawall. 

Beach Nourishment 

There are a number successful beach nourishment projects in 
southern California (e.g Wiegel, 1994; also the San Diego Regional 
Beach Sand Project, sand placed in 2001). Everts Coastal 
conclusions from their extensive study were persuasive to me -
that the mini-cells in the Laguna Beach Littoral Sediment Mini
Cells, which includes salt Creek/Dana Strand Beach, are at their 
natural "holding capacity," and that "The imposition of large 
quantities of artificial beachfill on these beaches would probably 
be lost quite rapidly" (1997, p 63; in USACE, Los Angeles District, 
April 2002). Also, Niguel and Dana Point Marine Life Refuges are in 
a 1,200-foot wide area along this region, which is largely depended 
on the extensive rocky bottom for its diversity of marine life. 
These factors, and the assessment by Noble Consultants, Inc. (May 
2002, p. 23} lead me to conclude that this alternative would not be 
as good as ejther a stone revetment or reinforced concrete seawall. 

Compacted Cohesive Soil Slope 

I~ regard to the alte~native of replacing che existing stone 
revetment with a compacted cohesive soil slope forming the 
shorefront, it is important t:.o consider what has been done for 
slope protection on the reservoir side ("upstream") of earth and 
rock-tilled dams (e.g., U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, July 1994, 
Appendix C Slope Protection; Esmiol, 1967, U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation) . There is a wide range of sizes of dams and associated 
reservoirs, from small to very large. There is a range of methods 
for protecting the upstream slopes, including soil-cement for those 
at which wave action is s;mall, or stone revetments for those 
exposed to larger waves. An investigation was made of the types of 
stone riprap used on the upstream slope of 149 Bureau of 
Reclamation earth dams, and how the protection performed (Esmiol, 
1967) . There were 51 documented failures of the protection, where 
there had to be appreciable maintenance and repair. The most common 
type of failure was "rock fragment breakdown," and the second most 
common was eros ion of the rip rap by wind and wavtEC·i~3'fflla~t}$,;;aHJSHJN 
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given in the Corps' engineering manual on how to estimate wave 
climate, and how to design the stone revetment to resist the wave 
action. No d~m is subject to waves nearly as large as those that 
exist at Dana Point. 

It is evident from these reports that it would not be prudent 
to rely on an unprotected compacted cohesive soil slope at Dana 
Strand Beach. 

Storm Drain Outlets 

I am not aware of a paper or report on the design of storm 
drain discharge onto a beach, to minimize the cutting of a channel 
across a beach, and causing local beach erosion. Smith ( 1997) 
describes some outlet types and their effects at beaches at Gold 
coast, Queensland, Australia; solutions are difficult. Three new 
storm drain outlets are proposed for Dana Strand Beach, each 42-
inch in diameter, to handle portions of surface runoff from the 
proposed project. The locations and design are described in Noble 
Consultants, Inc. (Sept. 2001, p. 43 and Figure 6; or Nov. 2002, 
Fig. 2 for the "no revetment, shore front slope setback 
alternative"). Each will include an internal energy dissipator to 
reduce the flow velocity at the outlet. For the project with a 
stone revetment, the water will be discharged from the pipe outlet 
across a riprap apron in the revetment, and then down the stone 
revetment, which will further reduce the flow velocity (Noble 
Consultants, Inc., 2001, Fig. 7 and p. 44). 
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Table : Tidal Characteristics at Newport Bay Entrance 

Datum or Level Elevation 

(ft. MLLW) (ft, NGVD) I 
i 

Highest Measures Water Level (28 Jan 1983) 786 5.14 ' 
I 

Mean Higher High Water (MHHW} 5 . .d0 2.68 
. 

1 ~...an H1gh Water (MHW) 465 1.93 
I 

1 Mean Tide Level {MTL) 2 79 0.07 

Mean Sea Level (MSL) 2 76 0.04 ' I 

Mean Low Water (MLW) 0.93 -1.79 
I 

Mean Lower Low Water (MLL W) O.OD j 
I 

-2.72 I 

Lowest Measured Water Level {20 Jan 1988) -2.16 -4.88 ' 

N~onal Geodet;c Vertical Datum- 1929 {NGVOj 2 72 0.00 

North America Vertical Datum- 1988 (NAVD88) * 0.42 -2.30 

Source: CorpsofEngtneers. 1995a (USAGE Los Angelas District. "Huntington:: 
Cliffs Reconnaissance Report, Huntington Beach, California. ~ain 
ReporL" Harch 1995. * See co"llllllent in text of RLW report. -u m n 
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Constraints and Unique Characteristics Effecting Non-Structural Shore 
Protection Alternatives for the Dana Point Headlands Development and 

Conservation Plan 

By 
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24849 Del Prado Ave 
Dana Point, Ca 92629 

17 November 2002 

1) Constraints and Unique Characteristics: 

High Energy Site: The offshore bathymetry and the location relative to gaps between the 
Channel Islands cause wave energy to be focused on the project site. Figure 1 shows a 
refraction/diffraction plot for a typical northwesterly storm swell entering the Southern 
California Bight. Coastal cities and landmarks are designated as follows: Pt Conception (C), 
Santa Barbara (SB), Pt Mugu (Mugu), Pt Dume (Dume), Santa Monica (SM), Redondo Beach 
(R), Palos Verdes (PV), Huntington Beach (HB), Dana Point (Dana), Oceanside (0), La Jolla 
( U). Note the bright red beam of wave energy that is focused on Dana Pt and the shoreline 
immediately to the north. This is in sharp contrast to the dark wave shadow along the beaches of 
the Santa Barbara Channel and Santa Monica Bay. Wave energy arriving along the Strand is 
about 250 kw m. which is more than I 0 times greater than wave energy along the shores of Santa 
Barbara, Santa Monica, Redondo Beach and Huntington Beach. Therefore, The Strand is a much 
harsher storm em·ironment than is Santa Barbara, where The Coastal Commission has recently 
declined applications for residential structural shore protection of shorefront slopes. However, 
storm wave energy along the shores of Pacifica, CA (south of San Francisco near Pt San Pedro) 
is comparable to Dana Pt (about 225 kw m) and the Coastal Commission has recently approved a 
revetment reconstruction there (Case# A-2-PAC-00-1 0; 2-00-009). The frequent exposure of 
The Strand at Dana Pt and Pacifica to high-energy wave events leads to fre~IAtffifT~<J{).~t. 
high run-up elevations that inundate toe of shorefront slopes at both sites. ~~Jti;'~~MiiHSSIQ~ 
a revetment reconstruction at The Strand would be consistent with recent Coastal Commission 
policy implementation based on a standard of intensity of wave exposure to prevailing storms . .J 
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Figure 1. a) Refraction I diffraction diagram for a typical northwesterly storm swell 
( 15 sec 3 m high waves from 283°) for the Southern California Bight. b) Corresponding 
variation in break point wave energy flux along the Southern California shoreline. 
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Limited Retention Capacity for Sand: The Strand retains no more than 60,000 cubic yards of 
sand in equilibrium over a narrow, wave-cut platform in the bed rock situated between the 
exposed offshore rocky reefs and the shore front slopes of headland and landslide formations 
(Jenkins and Wasyl, 2002). The limited dimensions of this platform ( 40-70 meters in width) 
prevent the retention of wide sandy beaches as a means of shore protection. Efforts to widen the 
beach beyond the equilibrium retention capacity merely result in encroachment onto the exposed 
reef areas of the wave-cut platform where high energy wave-induced stresses cause scour and 
loss of the excess sand to offshore and down-coast regions. The notion that removal of existing 
shore protection and allowance of managed slope retreat will ultimately produce wider beaches 
is not obtainable because of this limited retention capacity. This has been shown in numerical 
model studies by Jenkins and Wasyl (2002) and recently confirmed in photo analysis of beach 
width changes over a 40-year period along the Santa Cruz Peninsula by Willis and Griggs 
(2002). Both studies show that shore front slope recession along perched beaches over narrow 
wave-cut platforms does not result in a wider beach, but rather a beach with the pre-recession 
width displaced further landward. 

Existing Equilibrium : With the existing system of shore protection structures, the 
beaches from Monarch Pt to Dana Pt (inclusive of The Strand) have been in a state of long term 
equilbrium, (Noble Consultants, 2001, Jenkins and Wasyl, 2002, and Everts, 1991,1995 and 
1996). This equilibrium is due to a long term balance of the sedimePt budget of this littoral 
system. The sediment budget is balanced between supply of new sand from existing watershed 
and bluff sources and loss of sand to littoral drift beyond the Dana Pt Headlands. This littoral 
equilibrium has been maintained in the presence of existing shore protection. Because of the 
high-energy wave environment of the site, removal of these shore protection devices will lead to 
rapid and significant disruption of existing equilibrium conditions. The consequences of 
disturbing littoral equilibrium in this way can not be forecasted sufficiently in advance to provide 
adequate warning to the public. 

Erodible Shore Front Slopes: In the absence of structural shore protection, the shore 
front slopes in either the pre- or post-project configuration are made up of unconsolidated 
sedimentarv material that is easilY eroded bv hieh energy wave events, and bv moderate wave 

.I - .. ._ "-., .. 

events if they occur during spring tides. There is no natural form of shore protection ( eg., wide 
equilibrium sandy beaches, cobble berms, or consolidated formations interior to slope) to prevent 
or arrest progressive erosion of pre- or post-project shore front slopes if structural shore 
protection is removed from the site. 

Sensitive Offshore Habitat: High-relief, hard-bottom habitat is located immediately 
seaward ofthe mean lower IO\\ water level (i\.1LL\V) along most ofthe length ofThe Strand. 
These near shore reef habitats fall within the Niguel Marine Life Refuge and merge with the 
Dana Point Marine Life Refuge to the south. Increased erosion induced by remo\al of existing 
shore protection structures or from attempts to over-build and widen Strand Beach beyond 
equilibrium configuration will threaten these habitats with burial. Erosion of existing or post
project slopes induced by removal of structural protection will also threaten these habitats with 

dangerously elevated turbidity levels. COASTAL CuMMiSSIQ~ 
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'avigable Waterways: The Strand is updrift of navigable waterways at Dana Pt Harbor. 
Disruption of existing littoral equilibrium by removal of existing shore protection devices or 
attempts to over nourish or widen The Strand beaches will increase littoral drift rates into the 
navigable waterways in and around the harbor. This would be a direct consequence of a drastic 
infusion of mobile sediments into nearshore current systems from erosion of unprotected shore 
front slopes. Increasing littoral drift rates into the harbor vicinity will ultimately lead to 
formation of unpredictable shoals that could cause boating accidents and will increase 
maintenance dredging costs and impacts to marine benthos. 

Anti-degradation Clauses: Regional Water Quality Control Boards will not issue 
permits to projects that violate anti-degradation clauses pertaining to existing conditions. 
Therefore, increased turbidity resulting from implementation of the revetment removal will 
violate Regional Water Quality Control Board policy. 

Safety: Slope failures arising from the removal of structural shore protection along The 
Strand cannot be predicted in advance (such events being even more tenuous than weather 
prediction). Therefore it would be impossible to provide adequate notice beach goers to avoid 
possible injury and;or death. (e.g. Encinitas, CA, failure of unprotected shore front slopes 
resulted in fatalities during 2001 ). 

Adjacent Property: It is not possible to contain slope failure within the existing project 
boundaries if the structural shore protection is eliminated from the site. The off-site impacts 
result from flanking erosion through the unprotected portion of the project site at its seam with 
the adjacent property (Niguel Shores) where the structural shore protection is retained. Flanking 
erosion in this case will be especially severe because it occurs at the narrowest portion of beach 
where the incident wave energy is most highly focused. Because of flanking erosion, it is a basic 
axiom of coastal engineering that the mode of shore protection must remain uniform along the 
erodible section of shoreline. Once structural shore protection has been constructed, the removal 
of an individual segment or portion of the protection system creates potential for significant 
impacts to the remaining properties. 

Existing Infrastructure: In the absence of structural shore protection, slope failure and 
flanking erosion will threaten existing infrastructure that includes: county public access way, 
emergency vehicle access ramp, county storm drain outlet, and lifeguard tower. If these erosion 
processes are allowed to proceed indefinitely. additional infrastructure atop the slope will be 
threatened. including roads, utility lines. sewer and water conveyance. a parking lot and several 
homes. 

Public Health: Infrastructure failures induced by failures of unprotected slopes will 
produce co-lateral effects to recreational water quality that could threaten public health 

2) :\on-Structural Alternative: 

The alternative to structural shore protection along The Strand considered here is a 
setback of the toe of the shore front slope to an elevation above the maximum d~i,Fg.p-fn-u£ ~ .. 
elevation. This elevation and corresponding setback distance varies along the G~Wt/iMISSIQ~ 
of shore front according to the depth and slope of the bedrock at the toe of existing slope. At the 
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north end of the project boundary, the bedrock elevation is controlled by wave cutting of in-place 
bedrock. However along the southern reach of the project shorefront the bed rock has been 
displaced by landslides and is located at higher, more irregular elevations than at the north end. 
Consequently there is no uniform setback that is functional along the entire reach of project 
shorefront. To account for this non-uniformity, setback is calculated differently for the north end 
vs the south end. The set back calculations are based on be beach profile and sand depth 
measurements reported in Jenkins and Wasyl (2002) at RangeD located 200ft south of the 
northern project boundary, and Range A located at the southern end of the shorefront, 1860 ft 
south of the northern end of the project boundary. The run-up elevation and setback calculations 
including design assumptions are summarized in Table 1 below: 

Table 1: Summary of Wave Run up Analysis (from Noble Consultants, 2002} 

1) RangeD (Station 2+00)- on the northern end 

a) Bed rock elevation at the exposed revetment face= +2.7',MLLW 
b) Assume set back beach slope above +2.7', MLLW =1 :20 (vertical: horizontal) 
c) Eroded bed rock slope from -1' to +2.7' MLLW = 1:20 
d) Surf zone slope seawards of the -1 'mllw elevation= 1 :40 
e) Still water Level including wave set-up at +8.5' MLL W 
f) Based upon breaking wave criteria 
g) Computed maximum wave run up elevation at +12.2'MLLW 
h) Required set-back distance from the toe of the exposed revetment face= 

(12.2-2.7)*20= 190 feet 

2) Range B (Station 12+20)- near the existing access ramp 

a) Bed rock elevation at the exposed revetment face= +3.2',MLLW 
b) Assume set back beach slope above +3.2', MLLW =I :20 (vertical: horizontal) 
c) Erodedbedrockslopefrom-1' to+3.2' MLLW= 1:35 
d) Surf zone slope seawards of the -1'mllw elevation= 1:40 
e) Still water Level including wave set-up, etc. at +8.5' MLLW 
f) Based upon breaking wave criteria 
g) Computed maximum wave run up elnation at+ 10.6 'MLL \V 
h) Required set-back distance from the toe of the exposed revetment face= 

(10.6-3.2)*20= 148 feet 

3) Range A (Station 1 ~~60)- near the southern end 

a) 
b) 

c) 

d) 

Bed rock elevation at the exposed revetment face= +2.2',MLLW 
Based upon aerial photos taken in 1983, sand was not completely stripped 
away. Therefore, assume partially eroded profile at +5', MLLW (the survey 
sand level on 3 26 02 was at +12.7', MLLW) 
Assume set back beach slope abo\e +5'. MLL\V =1 :20 (verti~ ,\lp.q~p;H~h 1111 n 
Eroded bed rock slope from -1· to -"-5' MLL\V = 1:30 liUI'\v lf\L liUIYIIY11SSIQN 
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e) Surf zone slope seawards of the -I 'mllw elevation= 1:40 
f) Still water Level including wave set-up, etc. at +8.5' MLL W 
g) Based upon breaking wave criteria 
h) Computed maximum wave run up elevation at +10.8'MLLW 
i) Required set-back distance from the toe of the exposed revetment 

face=(l0.5)*20= 116 feet 

Assumptions: 
i) Elevations are based upon Hunsaker's profile survey on 3l26102 and Jenkins & 
Wasyl (2002) jet-probing fieldwork on 4;6;02 
ii) Station ID follows Hunsaker's survey 
iii) Range ID follows Jenkins & Wasyl (2002), Figures 10,12 & 13 

The portion of the project that has been redesigned and setback according to the 
calculations in Table 1 is indicated by the heavy black contours in Figure 2. These contours 
overlaid on the original contours constitute the Shorefront Setback Alternative. The section lines 
in red indicate the locations of the slope cross sections for the revised remedial grading concepts, 
as shown on Figures 3-5. The revised slope configurations include cohesive fill soils in the outer 
20ft of the slope face that have the same percentages of fine and coarse-grained sedimentary 
material as the original design, (AMEC, 2002). 

6 

These revised slopes are inevitably non-optimal from the standpoint of coastal processes 
due to the site constraints and characteristics detailed in Section 1 above. Removal of the existing 
revetment along The Strand and setting back project slope by 190 ft at the north end of the 
project shorefront will cause back cutting of slopes behind the Niguel Shores revetment (flanking 
erosion) in a manner identical to that shown in Figure 6. Figure 6 was taken at La Jolla Shores 
where shore protection structures extending for most of the length of the shorefront abruptly end. 
El Nino storms of the 1983 winter backcut the unprotected shorefront slopes (left hand side of 
photo) by as much as 60ft in some places. destroying the lower section of beach access stairs 
and causing lateral slope failures behind end section of seawall of the adjacent property. (The 
unprotected shorefront shov .. n in Figure 6 now has a sea wall.) An earlier example of flanking 
erosion of unprotected setback is shown in Figure 7. The shorefront slopes in these photos are 
comprised of sandstone. considerably more erosion resistant than the engineered slopes in 
Figures 3-5. '\;onetheless. the slope failures resulting from the flanking erosion of the setback 
were quite substantial (Figure 7b) and covered up a large fraction of the dry beach area. The 
examples from La Jolla in Figures 6 & 7 understate the degree of flanking erosion that can be 
expected for the Shorefront Setback Alternative because the storm energy reaching The Strand is 
about 5 times greater than La Jolla. 

Setback slopes at the terminus of shore protection structures are especially prone to 
erosion due to Mach-stem reflections of wave run up at the end comer of structure (Figure 8 ). 
This is a particular problem at the north end of The Strand where the beach is very narrow and 
the shoaling wa\·e energy is locally focused (see red bright spot in shoaling pattern in Figure 2). 
Consequently the terminus of the Niguel Shores revetment is regularly subjected to reflected 
wave run-up similar to what is diagramed in the upper panel of Figure 8. However if the 
shorefront slope is setback at this point. then the reflected runup from the end section of the 

Niguel. Shores revetment wil~ travel shore parallel (lower pa~el of Figure 8!·ll!ft]~1!eOOrv'iMISSIQ~ 
reflectiOns cause local doublmg of wave he1ghts when crossmg paths with mc1dent waves, 
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platform on which these beaches are built. On the other hand the removal of any segment of the 
existing shorefront structures or the introduction of structural discontinuities (such as the 
Shoreline Setback Alternative) will set off a chaip of littoral responses that are well known to 
science and will cause damage to property and existing marine habitat. Therefore the anti
degradation issues surrounding a non- structural setback alternative will never be satisfied. 

4) References: 

AMEC Earth and Environment, 2002, "Geotechnical Evaluation of Shorefront Design 
Alternatives," submitted to Headlands Reserve LLC, 22 May 02, 36 pp +append. 

Berger, U. and S. Kohlhase, 1976, "Mach-reflection as a diffraction problem" Proc l51
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International Conf Coastal Eng, ASCE, New York, pp 796-814. 

Jenkins, S.A. and J. Wasy1, 2002, "Evaluation of Coastal Processes Effects Associated with 
Removal of the Revetment from the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan" 
submitted to Headlands Reserve LLC, 22 May 02, 72 pp +append. 

Noble Consultants, 2002, "Headlands Development and Conservation Plan: no revetment 
shorefront slope setback alternative, Dana Point", submitted to Headlands Reserve LLC, 
November 02. 

Wiegel, R. L., 1964, Oceanographical Engineering, Prentice-Hall. 

Willis, C. and G. Griggs, 2002. "Delineating long-term trends in beach change, central 
California". California and the World Ocean '0]. Santa Barbara. Session A, 30 Oct 02. 
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thereby increasing the wave runup elevations along the toe of the setback slopes and transporting 
beach sand away from the setback structure intersection. This phenomenon is well known in 
coastal processes science and has been observed world wide (Wiegel, 1964 and Berger and 
Kohlhase, 1976), and there is no reason to believe' it will not also occur for the Shoreline Setback 
Alternative when subjected to west and northwesterly storm swells. 

To estimate the flanking erosion effects for the Shoreline Setback Alternative, The 
shoreline evolution model in Jenkins & Wasyl (2002) was re-initialized for the re-designed 
grading plan and slope sections shown in Figures 2-5. The model was run for 20-year long 
simulations using the 1980-2000 wave record and corresponding sediment budget inputs, also 
detailed in Jenkins & Wasyl (2002). This model simulation period was historically a high-energy 
period. The model result for the change in the location of toe of slope for such a high-energy 
period is shown in Figure 9, comparing the as-built toe of slope position for the Shoreline 
Setback Alternative (green) to the subsequent location 20 years thereafter, (red). Inspection 
shows considerable back-cutting by flanking erosion through the lateral slopes of Section JJ 
(figures 2 & 4) and propagating into the Niguel Shores property. Although locally variable, the 
average rate of slope recession in the neighborhood of Section JJ is found to be 2.5 ft per year. 
To a lesser degree slope recession also occurs along the northern ~2 of the project shorefront in 
the region of enhanced wave focusing (red area offshore). These impacts occur in-spite of the 
setback to maximum 2-dimensional wave runup elevations because of the Mach-stem reflections. 
These results are qualitatively consistent with the historical observations in La Jolla in similar 
circumstances of shorefront geometry (Figures 6 & 7). 

The slope recessions calculated in Figure 9 cut into the cohesive fill soils of the 
shorefront face (Figures 3-5) and release quantities of fine-grained particles into the nearshore 
waters that can be expected to degrade water quality and water clarity. Although the magnitude 
of this release has been considerably reduced by the Shorefront Setback Alternative (as 
compared to the no-revetment alternative with no setback), there is still a water quality impact. 
To estimate this impact the particle dispersion model detailed in Jenkins and Wasyl (2002) has 
been re-initialized for the loading calculated from Figure 9. The resulting turbidity field caused 
by the flanking erosion effects of the Shoreline Setback Alternative is shown in Figure 10. The 
size of the turbidity plume has been significantly diminished relative to that calculated for no 
revetment and no setback (see Figure 26 of Jenkins and WasyL 2002), but the Niguel and Dana 
Point Marine Life Refuges are still impacted and the nearshore turbidity maximums remain 
comparable. Many kelp stands are found in this nearshore area of turbidity maximums, as 
indicated by the star symbols in Figure 10. 

3) Conclusions: 
The implementation of non-structural shore protection at The Strand via shorefront 

setback produces significant adverse impacts in return for very little perceived benefit. 
Continuous structural shore protection, extending 8,440 ft from Monarch Point to Dana Point, 
has been in place for at least 20 years, built largely in response to the very high-energy 
environment of the region and the highly erodable composition of the shorefront slopes. The 
historical data has shown that over this period the local beaches have remained stable in the 
presence of these shorefront protection structures. Consequently there is no scientific 
justification for the removal of any one of these structures in order to restore beach equilibrium, 
for such equilibrium alreadv exists, maintained in part bv the morphologv oftFi\~\,N~1!ktf11"""".,,1 · · -- •J\rn\:11 "tL: vUIYWII 
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Introduction 

In February .2002. Coastal Commission staff requested a project alternative be prepared and 
submitted for revie\v that eliminated the re\etment from the shorefront slope of the Strand 
portion of the Headlands project. Staff was ;JW\ ided a comprehensive analysis of this alternative 
prepared by :--.;oble Consultants. A:V1EC Emh & Environmental. Scott Jenkins. Ph.D. and Joseph 
\Vasyl. and \1BC .-\pplied Environmental Sciences in \iay .2002. A number of significant 
impacts associated with the ··no re\etment .. alternative \\cre identified in the analysis. This 
mcluded impacts to public access. coastal processes. public safety. manne resources and water 
quality. 

Pursuant to staffs subsequent request of October 3. 200.2. an additional alternative that 
eliminated the revetment and also setback the shorefront slope sufficiently to avoid shoreline 
protection was prepared and analyzed. This report briet1y summarizes our engineering analysis 
and the potential environmental consequences of the latest alternative requested by staff. 

Wave Runup Analvsis 

A wave runup analysis \Vas performed to detern1ine an adequate setback distance where the toe 
of the reconfigured fill slope is not vulnerable to severe wave attack during hazardous storm 
events. The analysis consisted of 1) estimating storn1 eroded beach pro tiles, 2) defining 
impinging wave characteristics. and 3) computing \Vave run up elevations. 

Based upon Jenkins ·I jet-probing fieldwork conducted on April 6 . .2002. the beurock elevations 
at three \larch .2002 exposed re\ etment toe locations as \vel! as the sloping angie of the rock 
substrate \\ere estimated Js ;Jresc:-nted in Table 1 The table also lists ~he J.pproximate s:mJ le\ d 
at the expc1sed re\ctment we meJsured by Hunsaker & .\ssociates 2 Figure 1 illustrates the 
transect lcKJtions t(•r the \\lnl::?r \"'each pr,,t!k ,m,i 1e:-prlibing surveys There .,re eight sur\eyed 
beach profiles. mciuding three ie1. pr,,ring tnnse~:s Jt ')tatlc!ns 2-I)Ci. \2-2() ,:mJ lS-hiJ rhe jet 
probe intormat!On represet~lS the.: re__io-\Kk il1ufT'h,Jl,_'g: t'~_x the cK'rthern. Centr~ll ~111d ~;,!uthern 

portions of Strand Beach. 

During Se\t.:rc ::;torm e\ent.s. che sand lens \)\erl:.mg the bedrock \\ill be transported offshore 
exposing the bedrock throughout the t(,rcsh~_,rc:: anJ ~urf ZL'ne areas. Historic acriJ.l photographs 
taken during the 19S3 El ".'im1 season ind1cate rh~lt sands \\crc:: completely stripped a\vay \\ithin 
the arc:::1s of Stat!uns 2-1)0 Jnd 12- 2U. Therel,>re_ the bedrock profiles at these t\\0 stat!on::; \Vere 
used tor the expected mJ..ximum \\a\ e run up Jn.1l: sl':i .. -\t Station 18-60. 1t \vas a::;sumed that a 
portion of the sand laver sttll remamed on the hc::J.ch durin£ a Se\ere storm event for the \\J.\e . ~ 

runup computation. Wa\c runup simulations were executed for \vave heights associated with a 
forced breaking wave condition that generates the expected maximum wave runup elevations at a 
design still water level of -8.5 feet. \ILL \V. The selected still water level takes into account the 

· Jenkins S .. -\ & \\'as: l L "Evaluation of Coastal Processes Effects .-\ssociated With Removal of Revetment fmm 
Headlands Development and Comersation Plan ... \1av ~00~. 
:Hunsaker and Associates. 200~. Beach Profile Sur.~v Data :.~t Strand Beach dated \larch ~6. ~00~. COASTAL COM MIS: 
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\Vave setup and storm surge induced by intense waves and their breakers. The remammg 
parameters used in this wave runup analysis are also presented in Table L \Vhile Table 2 shows 
the computed maximum \\·ave runup elevations and the translated setback distances for the new 
shorefront slope as measured from the landv,:ard edge of the beach determined in the Hunsaker 
survey. 

I 
I 

Table 1: Characteristics of Wave Run up Analysis 

I) Station 2+00 
Surveyed approx. sand level at exposed revetment toe = -8.4', MLL W 
Eroded bed rock elevation at the exposed revetment face = -2. 7', MLL W 
Assumed set back beach slope above -2. 7', MLL W =I :20 (vertical: horizontal) 
Estimated eroded bed rock slope from -I' to -2.7', MLL W = I :20 
Estimated surf zone slope seawards of the -I', MLL W elevation = I :40 
Design still water level including wave set-up, etc. at +8.5', MLL W 
Based upon breaking wave criteria 

II) Station 12+20 

I a) 
' b) 

Surveyed approx. sand level at exposed revetment toe==+ 13.1', MLL W 
Eroded bed rock elevation at the exposed revetment face== ..-3.1', MLLW 

c) Assumed set back beach slope above -3.2'. MLLW =1:20 (vertical: horizontal) 
d) Estimated eroded bed rock slope from -I· to .... 3.2', MLL W = 1:35 
e) Estimated surf zone slope sea wards of the -I', MLL W elevation = 1:40 
f) Design still water level including wave set-up. etc. at +8.5', MLLW 
g) Based upon breaking wave criteria 

' 
Ill) Station 18+60 

I a) 
• b\ 

Surveyed approx. sand level at exposed revetment toe == -11. 7'. \-!LL W 
Estimated bed rock elevation at-:::.:::·. \ILL W 

c l Eroded sand elevation at the exposed revetment face = -5'. \-!LL W 
Ji .-\ssumed set back beach slope above -s·. \!LLW =I 20 (vertical: horizontal) 
e 1 Est:mated ;;roded bed rock slope from -1 · to -2 2 ·. \ILL W = I :30 
f1 Estimated surf zone slope seal'.ards or' the-!·. \ILL\\ elevation = l 40 
:;1 Design still '.\Jter le\elinciuding IIJVe set-up. etc. at -8.:''. \ILL\\ 
h 1 Based upon breaking 11ave criteria 

The estimated sdback distance required to prevent the proposed fill slope from wa\ e induced 
erosion ranges from 190 feet on the northern segment to 116 feet within the southern shoreline 
segment. Based upon these criteria and the requirement that no shoreline protective de\ ices be 
included. a re\·iseJ grading plan for the proposed alternati\·e was prepared by The I-:.eith 
Companies; as shown in Figure 2. The setback t\\O-to-one (horizontal to \erticali graded slope 
has a transition section ..1t each end where the shorefront slope returns to join the existmg slope 
on the adjoining properties. The two transition sections are \vith oblique angles of 60-70 and 50-
60 degrees .J on the northern and southern ends. respectively. 

·. The Keith Companies Inc .. 2002. The revised grading slope plan tor the Headlands development. ~0\ember 2002. 
• .-\\1EC Earth &Environmental. [nc "'Geotechnical E\aluation of Conceptual Shoreline Setback Alternative 

1 Planning Areas I. 2 and 3\ Dana Point. California·. ~ovember 2002. COASTAL COMMISSION 
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Table 2: Computed \Vave Runup Elevations and Required Setback Distances 

, Station lD ! Station 2+00 I Station 12+20 Station 18+60 
Wave Runup Elv. (ft, MLLW) -11.2 -10.6 -+-[0.8 

i Estimated Setback Distance (ft) 190 l-.l8 116 

Adverse Impact Assessment 

:\.n impact assessment for this revised development plan \vas performed to evaluate the potential 
adverse environmental consequences associated \Vith this alternative. A brief summary of the 
itemized potential adverse impacts to coastal processes, adjacent properties and nearshore marine 
resources is provided belov.·. 

1) Immediate impact to the County's coastal infrastructure 

A riprap revetment adjoins the project site to the north along the entire shorefront for a 
distance of 6,200 feet. Immediately north of the project boundary, behind the revetment is 
the County beach pedestrian walkway and emergency vehicle access ramp, a County storm 
drain outlet, and a lifeguard tower. Although the project shoreline is in dynamic equilibrium. 
it is still episodically subject to winter storm attack, particularly along the northern portion of 
Strand Beach. Without the benefit of a continuous revetment section much like the current 
condition, the end effect of the offsite revetment structure to the north, which remains in 
place under this alternative. will result in immediate localized scouring of the beach and 
flanking erosion within the transition section. The estimated average erosion rate of the 
transition slope area is approximately 2.5 feet per year. 5 The erosion. expanding both 
alongshore and landwards. will eventually undermine and damage the existing walbvay. 
ramp. lifeguard to\ver :.md storn1 drain. Damage to these facilities \\Ould impact public 
:.1ccess. public safety. w:.1tcr quality and coastal processes. 

21 Long-term thre::lt to :.1djacent property at \;igud Shores 

Slightly furtha north of the County improvements lie :.1 sewer pump station that serws over 
500 homes. -;ewer force mains. \\::iter mains. streets and :.1 number of homes. The t1anking 
scour effect JescnbeJ abo\ e will continue to migrate tO\VJrJ these impro\ ements. even 
though the entire shorefrc,nt slope ts presently armored \\lth a riprap revetment structure. 
Should the se\\er t~)rce nnm. \\ater main or sewer pump station be impacted. a senous public 
health threat \\Ould c)ccur Damage to these facilities :md structures \\Ould impact pnvate 
property. public safety. public health. \\Jter quality. coastal processes and marine resources. 

'Jenkins S. :\. & Was;. I J 200.:: ·· Ccmstramts and Lntque Charactensttcs Effectmg '.;on-Structure Shore Protection 
:\ltemJttves for the Dana Point Headlands Development and Consmatton Plan.·· '.;ovember 200~QASTAL CQMMISSIQ 
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3) Impacts to adjacent property at the residential enclave and to proposed public access 

:\s referenced in AMEC Earth & EnvironmentaL Inc.'s report of November 2002, future 
erosion/retreat of the reentrant transition slope at the southerly end of the Strand would 
threaten the stability of the nearby residential enclave. Potential instability \vould not only 
include the higher extension of the reentrant slope. but also the adjoining ancient landslide to 
the south. which is immediately below these residences. These residences, which consist of 
28 condominiums. are all on septic sewer systems. Erosion in this area resulting from the 
lack of shoreline protection will also impact the proposed South Strand Beach Accesswav 
that transects the southerly transition slope. Thus potential impacts to public access. public 
safety. public health and private property would occur from erosion in thisarea. 

4) Added localized beach scour induced by storm flows discharged onto the beach 

The three proposed storm drain outlets necessary to serve the project will be located at the 
base of the newly graded slope in accordance with the required setback distance at each 
respective location, as shown in Figure 2. Although an internal energy dissipator will 
substantially reduce the peak flow velocity at each outlet potential scouring can occur as the 
storm flows meander through the beach, particularly without the benefit of exiting on the 
revetment structure to further reduce the flow velocity. The resultant higher velocity residual 
flows may create a temporary scouring ditch, extending from the outlets to the ocean. With 
the extended distance between the outlets and the ocean, the onshore-offshore sediment 
transport mechanism will not recover the temporary and localized scouring induced by 
infrequent high flows discharged onto Strand Beach. This impact is not considered 
signiticant since the localized scouring will not disrupt regional littoral transport regime 
\Vithin Strand Beach. However. its localized impact would be more severe than that induced 
from the reconstruction of existing revetment proposed in the Headlands Development 
Conser.-ation Plan project. 

S 1 Impacts associated with a sacrificial dune 

For extreme storm protection. a suggestton was made by staff during the October 3 meeting 
to include a sacrificial dune (a soft structure I fronting the setback slope. However. the shore 
platform within this region is typicJ.lly characterized by a thin sediment lens supported by 
relatively shallow bedrock formations. The sand retention capacity \Vithin each pocket beach 
is limited. As such. unless replenisheJ perioJically. the sacriticial dunes \vould only be a 
temporary solution. \!oreO\\!L as \\as JetaileJ in the project's Final EIR on pages-+ 16-22 
and -L 16-23. pbcement of J. sacriticiJ.I sJ.nd till will induce a number of coastal process 
chJ.nges J.nd en\ironmental impacts. The limitation of sand retention cJ.pacity at Stand 
BeJ.ch and the net alongshore littoral transport toward Dana Point Harbor will accelerate the 
sediment deposit along the west breakwater. This shoaling is potentially dangerous to 
boaters. Consequently. more frequent maintenance dredging \vithin the harbor \Vill be 
required. 
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Immediately offshore of Strand Beach is the :\i~uel 0.1arine Life Refuge. Farther do\mcoast, 
the Dana Point .'vbrine Life Refuge continues to Dana Point Harbor. Both refuge areas 
contain sensitive marine species. such as giant kelp and surfgrass. that are dependent on the 
support of the intertidal and subtidal rocky environments. By establishing the sacrificial 
dune, more available sands \Vould be moved offshore to form sandbars during the winter 
months as a consequence of seasonal wave climate. as previously noted. This \VOuld bury the 
nearshore rocky environments and would have a significant impact on these two marine 
refuge areas. 

6) Public safety and interruption of beach use 

The timing of the failure of an over-steepened slope resulting from flanking erosion of 
transition slopes can not be predicted, as the slope failure, particularly within the transition 
section, is likely to occur instantly at any time, not necessary during the storm wave attack 
period. Thus. public safety needs to be considered as is evident from the recent fatality 
resulting from a bluff failure in Encinitas. Furthermore, a slope failure will also interrupt 
beach lateral access and use for the general public. 

Summarv 

The Coastal Act, Section 30253 states that '·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 natura/landforms along bluffs and cliffs". The existing revetment structure at 
Strand Beach is the southerly portion of a regional continuous revetment structure extending 
approximately 8.-+-+0 linear feet from .'v1onarch Beach across Strand Beach. Due to the expected 
tlanking erosion identified Jbove. this shorefront slope setback alternative not only contributes 
signiticmtly to erosion and slope instability with the high potential fl)r destruction of the site and 
the surrounding area. it also results in significant em·ironmental consequences related to coastal 
processes and surrounding nearshore marine environments. 
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TKC 
A.s requested. The Keith Companies has investigated an alternative-grading configuration 
based on predicted setback distances provided by );oble Consultants, Inc. This no 
revetment, sho(efront slope setback alternative configuration is attached as Figure 1. The 
purpose of this study is to provide an alternative development configuration that does not 
require protection from a shorefront protective device, such as the existing riprap 
revetment. The upper portion of the no revetment, shorefront slope setback alternative is 
essentially unchanged from the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan 
("HDCP''). Repositioning of the shorefront slope has primarily been accommodated by 
eliminating the lower tier of lots in the HDCP plan. As a result of this loss of buildable 
lots, the central beach access is no longer being proposed. However, the South Strand 
Beach accessway can still be accommodated and is shown on Figure 1. 

In order to put the setback alternative in perspective, a brief description of the development 
plan approved by the City of Dana Point and analyzed in the certified EIR is in order. The 
HDCP proposes removal of material from the Strand portion of the project and the 
placement of that material in the upper .. bowl" area. This movement of dirt is necessary 
from a geotechnical standpoint, as the current configuration in the Strand is potentially 
unstable. Due to public view considerations from the hilltop park, the amount of material 
that can be placed in the .. bowl" area is limited. The grades shown on the approved HDCP 
plan indicate generally the maximum amount of material that can be placed in the ''bowl". 

As a result. any additional removal of earth in the Strand, as is necessary in order to set 
back the shorefront slope 120 - 190 feet as required in this alternative, would need to be 
exported from the project site. The earthwork difference for the setback altemative is 
approximately 5..J.O.OOO cubic yards. Regarding the export of this material. dirt-hauling 
trucks ha' e a capacity of about 12 uncompacted cubic yards per truck. Haul route permits 
from Ca!Trans 1 for PCH) generally limit a project to 15 out-bound trucks per hour . 
. -\~sLiming hauling for S hours a Jay. s;x day~ a ''ed. \\Ith no do\\n time for \\Cather. thi~ 
is a 1..J.-month hauling operation. If tr~l!lic concem~ limit }C'Ll to 6 hours a Jay. and 
precludes hauling on \\edend~. thiS qu;,:~ly eipproache~ a t\\o-~ear oper:Hion. Such 
limitati\)Ib are II!-;el~ to be imposed to a\nJJ negati\e traffic Impacts. \lore Importantly 
from an air qu~tl1ty perspectJ\e. hauling the ~..J.O.OOO c.y. oft'site equates tu 90.000 truck 
tnps r..J.5.000 111 & out\ .. -'\s appro,ed b: the City. the HDCP balances ons1te \\Jthout the 
need to e\pnrt or Import eanh in \)rJer to achJe\e the proposed gradll1g configuration. 

The ~mal;,:-;e~ prepared hy Scott Jen!-;ins r\'o,ember 20021 .. -'\\IEC r\'ovember 20021 ~md 
:\Pble Cnn:'ultants 1 \'o' ember .2002) predict c.xtensl\ e erosion of the transition slc,pes ~It 

the :wnh end ~_)t' the proposed setback :;lope modeled 111 this altem~ttl\e. To a lesser lkgrec. 
cm:;Ion \\\)uld.occur at the: south end. Beach scour and ll:.tnking erosion. p:.trtJcularly at the 
north end of the site. is predicted. As shm' n on F1gure 1. the facilities at greatest risk 1s 
the pub!Jc mfrastructure O\\ ned and mamtamed by the County. This includes the 
pedestrian be:.tch access'' ay. the emergency 'ehicle access, the storm drain and outfall and 
the lifeguard :-;tation. all of which benefit from protection provided by the revetment 
cuJTently 111 place on the project site .. -'\d_1oining these public improvements are a number 
of other LKilitJes and structures including a large parking lot. pri' ate homes. and a sewer 
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pump station that serves over 500 homes. Frontmg streets also carry water, sewer d 
natural gas mams. Should there be a failure of the storm drain. a water main or sewer force 
main. the resulting hydraulic pressure would quickly result in a significant erosion problem 
m and of itself. At the southerly end of the site, the south strand beach access \vay will be 
the most vulnerable to erosion. Future erosion of this area could also threaten the nearby 
residential enclave that is positioned immediately above a landslide that adjoins the 
transition slope. The enclave consists of 28 condominiums in seven (7) buildings. each 
with its own septic sewer system. 

Based on the above discussion, due to code requirements, public safety and liability issues, 
as a Professional Engineer, I could not prepare and sign plans that did not include adequate 
shorefront protection to protect on-site and off-site slopes and infrastructure. Just 
removing the existing revetment would open up the same public safety and liability issues 
for damage to existing facilities as mentioned above. 

As discussed in the analysis of this alternative by AMEC (November 2002), there are 
significant physical constraints for attempting to conduct remedial grading removals at 
depths approaching 20 to -1-0 feet below sea level as would be required in order to attempt 
to achieve the required 1.5 factor of safety. Cnder the HDCP design, remedial grading was 
only necessary to about sea level. 

In conclusion. the no revetment, shorefront slope setback alternative creates the potential 
for a number of environmental. public safety and liability issues for the project (and 
approving public agencies) that are not present in the HDCP project. Moreover, in order to 
balance the site. 5-1-0,000 cubic yards of earth. utilizing some 90.000 truck trips is required. 
Finally. the need to conduct remedial grading at depths which exceed 20 to .fO feet below 
sea len~! make this altcrnati\e infeasible from both an economic :.:md worker safetv 
perspcctJ\C. 
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Dr. Scott A. Jenkins Consulting 
14765 Ka/apana Street 

Poway, CA 9 2064 

l'~' ~·., 

19 September 2003 

Mr. Mike Reilly 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Subject: Headlands Development and Conservation Plan 

Dear Mr. Reilly, 

I have recently received copies of two letters addressed to you from Chad Nelsen 
and Mark Rauscher of the Surfrider Foundation, stamped received by the Coastal 
Commission on 19 March 2003 and 14 March 2003, respectively. The Chad Nelsen letter 
summarizes Surfriders' position on the above referenced project, but also contains some 
hearsay remarks attributed to Professors Paul Dayton and Robert T. Guza of the Scripps 
Institution of Oceanography. During my day job, I work in the same lab at Scripps as 
Professor Guza; and when I presented a copy of the Surfrider letter to him, he stated his 
remark was purely generic and was not based on any site-specific information particular 
to this project. Furthermore, Guza had not seen any ofthe technical studies related to this 
project, despite his previous requests of Chad Nelsen to provide him copies ofthose 
reports. I have received e-mail that indicates a similar absence of site-speci fie 
infom1ation \vas involved in the remarks attributed to Professor Dayton. 

The other Surfrider letter from Mark Rauscher claims to be provide "independent 
review" of my technical report, in particular by Timothy Maddux, PhD. The report 
reviewed by Dr Maddux was entitled "Evaluation of Coastal Processes Effects 
Associated with Removal ofthe Revetment from the Headlands Development and 
Conservation Plan" by Scott A. Jenkins and Joseph Wasyl, and is a part of the public 
record of this project. While Dr Maddux is presently a post-doc at Woods Hole 
Oceanographic Institute, he could hardly be considered an "independent" reviewer. Prior 
to finishing his graduate studies at UCSB in the summer of2002, Maddux was the 
cditor.publisher of the newsletter for Surfriders' Santa Barbara Chapter. He remains to 
this day a prolific contributor to Surfriders' Environmental Issues Team (EIT). and is 
well known as a Surfrider spokesman, articulating it's anti-coastal structures 
environmental policy in hundreds of e-mails, articles, letters and at public hearings. 
Personally, I share his coastal structures philosophy in a general sense and advanced a 
similar but more measured policy when I was the Environmental Director of the Surfrider 
Foundation (1990-94 ). However, there is no single solution ( eg., non-structural shore 
protection) that works everywhere along our coast. It is my judgment that the beach 
morphology at Strand Beach in Dana Pt provides one of those special set of site-specific 
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circumstances where structural shore protection is not only the best solution from an 
environmental standpoint, but is also a necessity. 

2 

The remainder o.f this letter will address the technical issues raised by the Maddux 
review, and explains how it contains factual errors and failed to account for site-specific 
details. To provide visual perspective for these arguments, two digital photos are 
appended (Figures 1 and 2) showing Strand Beach at low tide looking south along the 
project shorefront toward Dana Point Headland. The Maddux review also covers the 
same technical issues raised in a second review (by Hawaiian geologist John Marra) 
submitted with the Mark Rauscher letter. Our second response below will serve to answer 
the questions ofboth reviewers. 

Review Comment on Sediment Transport Model: Maddux asserts the model is one
dimensional, does not account for cross-shore transport and thereby cannot account for 
dynamics presumed to be associated with the presence of a nearshore sand bar. He argues 
that this hypothetical sandbar would alter both the beach profile and the wave breaking. 
He alleges the model cannot respond to such changes in beach profile and wave breaking 
and further alleges that the model makes no accounting for changes in shoreline 
reflectivity due to the presence of a structure. 

Response: These assertions are simply untrue, and are contradicted by the independent 
review of our model that was done by Professor Robert Wiegel of UC Berkeley. 
Furthermore, if our model were as deficient as Maddux claims, we would not have 
attempted this study in the first place. Responding specifically to Maddux's claims, we 
note that text equations ( 6), (9) and (I 0) of our report give the XZ variation of the beach 
profile. That XZ variation changes with alongshore position Y in accordance with the 
alongshore changes in the mean shoreline position from equation (8) and the alongshore 
variability of breaker heights from the refraction analysis in Figure I9 and Appendix F. 
Consequently the model is resolving beach change variations in XYZ, and by definition, 
is fully three-dimensional. Cross-shore transport is explicitly treated in the 
them1odynamic fom1ulation that led to equations (6), (9) and (1 0), whereby the cross
shore dissipation of wave energy through bottom friction, internal shear stresses and 
sediment transport is maximized in a calculus of variations solution in order to maximize 
entropy production during beach equilibrium states (as dictated by the second la\v of 
them1odynamics). The model responds to \·ariations in shoreline geometry and wave 
breaking through the profile parameter A given in equation (9) of the report. Changes in 
shoreline reflccti\·ity due to the presence of a structure are accounted for in the model by 
the reflection coefficient appearing in the fonnulation of the sediment transport efficiency 
in equations t-+) and (5) and by the empirical run-up factor G from Hunt's Fomlllla 
appearing in equation (7). The discussion of these details was minimized in the report 
text. but fully referenced in the bibliography; and computational details are found in the 
computer codes listed in the report appendices. 

As for ).laddux 's sandbar arguments, there are no such sandbars at Strand Beach. 
This is apparent from the photos in Figures I and 2 taken at extreme lower low tide, 
showing the presence of a very wide high-relief rocky platform in the nearshore region 
where Maddux opines the presence of a sand bar. Sand bars of the type that modulate 
beach profiles are not found along Strand Beach because the sediment cover is very thin 
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and the beach width is controlled by the limited distance between the exposed rocky 
platform and the shorefront slopes along the back beach. Jet probe data in Figures 12, 13 
and 15 of our report show that the thickn~ss of the beach sediment cover is at most only a 
fe\v meters (2-3 m) in the back beach areas near the shorefront slopes and is only a half 
meter or less along the beach foreshore where the people are walking in Figure 1. Indeed, 
the Strand is well named, as it is truly a thin ribbon of sand. 

Wave breaking along the Strand is controlled by the depth ofwater over the fixed 
hard bottom of the rocky platform, and not by variable sandbars that don't exist at this 
site. To surfers, the Strand is well known as a "reef- break" indicating that wave breaking 
occurs over a rocky bottom and not over sand. It would require hundreds of thousands of 
cubic meters of sand to cover the exposed rocky surfaces of the platform, where some 
erosion resistant outcroppings are about as tall as the people. (see Figure 1 ). The jet probe 
measurements found that the entire sand volume of the Strand along the project boundary 
is no more than 60,000 cubic meters. Speculative burial of the exposed rocky platform by 
sand bars is inconsistent with the presence of surf grass and other hard bottom habitat 
presently found living on and amongst the rock substrate (see Figure 2). Therefore the 
text-book generalizations ofbeach profile dynamics on which the Maddux comments are 
based simply do not apply to the special morphology of the Strand. 

Review Comment on the El Nino 1982-83 Erosion Event: Maddux claims the model 
cannot predict or evaluate such things because it does not predict cross-shore sediment 
transport. He poses a perceived paradox in the following quote regarding our simulation 
of the effects of removing the revetment: "Furthermore, if the beach is truly in long term 
alongshore equilibrium, as the authors repeatedly assert, why would the shorefront slope 
retreat an additional 10.3 m landward past the original foot of the revetment for the time 
period 1993-2000? This would result in an entire beach profile that was displaced 10 m 
landward over a 20 year time period during which the alongshore sediment transport rate 
was on average unifom1." This same issue was raised using different wording in the 
review by Dr John \1arra. 

Response: The foundation of this comment is the false claim made against the model 
regarding cross-shore transport, as addressed in our first response above. With respect to 
the basic concepts behind his paradox, he is sidestepping the underpinning fact that it is 
the beach under existing conditions that is in equilibrium, with a continuous 8,..1.40 ft long 
revetment system. Removal of 2,240 ft of that revetment system will disrupt that 
equilibrium because the toe of unprotected shorefront slopes will be within the range of 
storm dri\·en wave run up and will be undercut, fail and recede landward (by about I 0 
meters). This recession will alter the geometry of the shoreline and add new sediment to 
the littoral system. It will take time (about 14 years) for the beach to adjust to these 
changes and establish a new equilibrium. During that period of adjustment, the littoral 
system is not in alongshore equilibrium balance and the longshore transport is neither 
uni fom1 nor the same as what it \vould be if the revetment remained in place. This point 
is clearly made in Figure 20 of our report, which Maddux fails to acknowledge. 
Furthem10re, the final equilibrium beach profile without the revetment is not the same as 
the equilibrium with the revetment in place, nor is it the same as the equilibrium profile at 
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the adjacent Niguel Shores revetment. It's curvature and slope is different and it is 10 
meters further landward due to the displacement in the back beach from shorefront slope 
recession. The revetment-less beach is not 10 meters wider in its final equilibrium 
because slope failure did not yield a sufficient volume ofbeach grade sand to supply a 

4 

1 0-meter wider back beach area. As stated in our report, only 4200 cubic meters out of 
the 39,800 cubic meters of soil involved in the slope failure is beach grade sand. Even if 
the entire volume of the slope failure were pure beach sand, the beach would still not 
retain the full amount and the beach would not widen by an amount equivalent to the 
slope recession. This is due to two inter-related factors: 1) slope failures deposit the entire 
volume of new sediment on the beach in a single instant in time, producing steep, non
equilibrium beach faces that accelerate sand loss by increasing longshore transport rates 
through the slope dependent terms in the transport relations, equations 3-5 of our report; 
2) the carrying capacity of Strand Beach is limited by the small physical space available 
to hold sand between the high relief exposed rocky platform and the shorefront slope (see 
Figure 1 ). Slope failures of the magnitude evaluated in our study substantially over fill 
this limited space, again producing excessive beach slopes that merely inflate the loss 
rates of sand to the longshore transport. Beach sand carried away by longshore transport 
is ultimately lost to offshore sinks at the Dana Point Headlands, (see Figures 4 and 7 of 
our report). 

With respect to particular details, the event precipitating slope failure in our study 
was the storm progression in early March of the 1983 winter. Slope failures occurring as 
a consequence of localized revetment failures during these storms were an historic fact, 
and we evaluated what the consequences might have been if the slope failures were 
ubiquitous along the Strand in the complete absence of a revetment. After failure, the toe 
of the collapsed shorefront slope was found to retreat incrementally during the period 
1983-1997, not 1993-2000 as stated by Maddux. The sediments involved in the slope 
failure were incorporated parametrically into the beach width calculation as a 
perturbation that was transformed through an incremental series ofbeach profile changes 
in response to wave height and shoreline dependent terms in the governing 
thermod:namic equations as discussed above. The resulting equilibrium profile 14 years 
after slope failure by no means matches that of the revetment covered beach, even though 
the beach width for the two cases coincidentally calculates out about the same. 

Review Comments on Turbidity: Maddux again falsely asserts that the model has no 
cross-shore component in order to challenge the results of the turbidity model. He 
questions how the fine-grained sediments are carried offshore and on what time scales 
they are released into nearshore waters. He goes onto trivialize the calculated turbidity 
impacts from slope failure by attempting to contrast them against his estimates of fine 
sediment yield from Salt Creek. He constructs those estimates based on the assumption 
that the percentages of fines and coarse-grained sediments in the Salt Creek discharge are 
the same as the soils involved in the slope failures at Strand Beach. 

Response: \1addux appears to have ignored the report text and references that document 
the predictive skill of the SEDXPORT model in resolving nearshore dispersion of fine 
sediments from watershed and shoreline sources. The dispersions of fine-grained 
sediments in coastal waters are calculated with an entirely separate set of equations from 
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those used for the beach grade sediments discussed in the other responses above. The 
computer codes in the appendix detail the numerics and physics which the model 
employs to account for cross-shore transport of suspended fine-grained sediments by the 
processes of surfzone mixing, rip current advection, river discharge, bottom re
suspension, coastal current advection and wind mixing in a 2-layer stratified ocean 
comprised of a surface mixed layer and bottom layer. Therefore his implied criticism of 
the turbidity results based inadequate model physics is groundless. The releases of fine
grained sediments from the talus deposits after slope failure are calculated at 6 hour time 
steps corresponding to each wave observation in the 1983-2000 wave record, as 
described in the text of our report. Fines are winnowed from the talus deposits at a rate 
defined by the erosion of those deposits in Figure 23 of our report. 

5 

Maddux's assumption that the percentage of fines in the discharge of Salt Creek is 
in the same proportion as the soils which make up slope failure at the Strand is wrong. 
The soils involved with slope failure at the Strand are derived predominately from 
siliceous siltstone and mudstone of the Monterey formation that weather down into 90% 
fine grained sediment and only 10% beach grade sediment. In contrast yield from the Salt 
Creek watershed is from weathering of formations of Topanga sandstones and 
Quaternary Marine Terrace deposits. These formations yield much lower fractions of fine 
grained sediment. Sediment yield from Salt Creek and similar watersheds along the 
Newport Coast are generally regarded to be only 50% fine grained sediment and 50% 
beach grade sediment (Everts, 1997). Therefore, the yield of fines from Salt Creek 
during the 1983 winter was only about 1/3 the yield of fines from the modeled slope 
failure for the revetment-less Strand scenario. But these comparisons are probably less 
important than the present biological adaptations that have occurred at both locations. As 
Figure 2 reveals, sensitive hard bottom habitat already exists in the nearshore 
neighborhood that would be immediately threatened by a slope failure at the Strand. On 
the other hand, the marine biology here and in the nearshore waters off Salt Creek have 
already adapted to turbidity from fine sediments originating from Salt Creek floods. 

Summary: The \laddux review contains many factual errors. It is not an independent 
revie\\ as claimed in the Surfrider letter from Mark Rauscher. The review appears to 
reflect a less than careful reading of our report, and a likely bias for an environmental 
ideology that all coastal structures are bad any place, any time. Many of his review 
comments are directly contradicted by the independent review prepared by Professor 
Robert Wiegel of LC Berkeley. 

CC: Karl Sch\ving 
Lesley Ewing 
\lark Johnsson 

Regards, 

S 0( C · !jiivf>4-; ~r!;J 
Scott A. Jenkins, PhD 
Oceanographer 
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exposed rocky 
wave cut platform 

Figure 1. Vif!IW from Range D looking south towards Range B at Strand Beach during low 
tide (-4.35 NGVD). 30 January 2003. 
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Figure 2. Hard bottom habttat1n the wave-cut platform at Strand BeaCh dunng low tide (-4 35 tt NGVD) 
30 January 2003 
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S u 1jrider Foundation 
.Sun Clemence Clwpccr 

:\ugust I 4. 2003 

California Coastal Commission - South Coast Area 
:\ttention: :Vlr. Karl Schv:.ing. Orange Count: Supervisor 
200 Oceangate. Suite I 000 
Long Beach. California 90802 

LCP Amendment, Dana Point Headlands 
Surfrider Foundation, San Clemente Chapter- Petition Transmittal 

Dear \-fr. Sch\\ing: 

The San Clemente Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation is please to provide Coastal Commission 
Stafhvith one (I) copy of our Petition entitled No more rocks on Dana Point Seaches!. Surfrider 
Foundation is a non-profit grass-roots environmental organization dedicated to the protection of the 
worlds oceans. wa\ cs and beaches f(Jr all people through consen ation. activism. and education. 

The pctitinn 'nlume presented includes 2.664 \\Chsite signatures (http: hL·ach.com danastrand·s) and 
mer "700 \\d-ink signature-; ,1htained h: Surfrider 'nluntccrs during puhlic uutreach e\ ents. Puhiic 
outreach e\ ents inciuLkJ the Festi\ all1t'the \\ haks in Dana Pnint. ( >ccan \ '' arL'nes-. \\ eek in Dana 
Point. the Classic \\·o,1d: Car SlHm in ( ·api-.trann Beach. and the Duhen: Blue:-, lL''-ll' c1l. Signatures 
\\ere als,1 l'l1liected h: \ isiting Surt'rider Chapters het\\cen San Dtego and \'eiltura. C:1lit',1rnia. !he 
re\ ctmcnt re-L·nnstructil)Jl pr,1posal '' ithlll the D~ma I kadlands LCP amendment applicatinn IS snlely 
neccssar: tn LlL'Iiitate ne'' residential dnL·I,1pment. Surfrider Chapter \olumeers up and ,hmn uur 
cnast ha\e heL'Il made ~l\\~lrc ,1( this ,Ji-,:htrnth propnsal and sec pntcnttal l\1r -.Imtl.tr se:mali 
prnp,1-.,ab aJ,)ng thL·ir i>L':lche.., -,]Hluld thJS ,)ne be :tlln\\~d in Dana p,11nt. l ,tiil.lll'llLl 

It Is note\\orth: that the 2.C11HI- \\ehsite -.;ignatures \\ere in part Juc tn c:\l''lsure (lJl the /_olu/ 

f.. . .'noli/c>d\!.L' J'agl' ,1( the \\chsttc Surtlinc.com and from an article ''rltten l~1r Surfer\lag.com 
\uached ~1re Cl1f'Il'S ,1t'thnse \\ehsite page-.. Surtlinc.com is a center f,lr \\(lrld'' iLk C<ll11JlllllliC:llillll 

\\I thin the 'iurlin:,: populauon This \\:h C(lntirm~d \\ ith \\ch-pctitiun signatures recci\ eJ l·rnm :h 

far a'' a: as Jl,)riJa. \\ ,hhingtnn D.C. Cht'nrd- FnglanJ. fla,,aii. and '\e\\ /eaiand' Of greatc-;t 
importance to th~ Cali l~1rnia Cnastai Commissi,,n is that of the 2.664 total signatures. 92° o '' er~ 
from Caiit~m1ians. 

~ " "nTA~ (\1"\1\llllfiii('SIO": . - . - , . . . . \) v IYII i " 1\1 \ \(!tal n I I.::-- II J '' eh-s 1 gnat ures 1 ::--h. ''" 1 came t n1m residents ,1 t ( hange (nun t. ~i~'Ls -;uu h ('if anU · 
Including C(m1na Del \lar. In 1ne. and I ,lkL' ll1rest This r~..·sult h intere->ting hecau-;~..·itntnpret thiS 
gengraphic regiun :IS <lne that ''')ttld ,tctu:lil~ \hit :md utili/e Strand Beach ,1n :1 'il\flle\\hat regulat\ 
basis. !he other -+~no ,,frL''iP<1lldenh 1\l<)k time tll "ign thi-. petitinn simp~lJ3!~flthe-: ,11c <?\. 
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S tufridcr Foundation 
S(l/1 Clcmollc Clwptn 

concerned about the proliferation of seawalls in California and because. perhaps most importantly. 
they ha\·e been made. aware of a unique and precedent setting case currently before the California 
Coastal Commission. 

We have an additional 150-+- wet-ink signature \\hich have not been included in the petition version 
presented to you today. o·ur signature gathering effort continues. Additional signatures will be 
provided at the time of the hearing. 

On behalf of the San Clemente Surfrider Chapter I would like to thank you and Coastal Commission 
Staff for the re\ iew and. attention you have dedicated to the Dana Headlands LCP amendment 
application. Thank you for continuing to include our Surfrider Chapter as a\ aluable resource to the 

re\'lew process. 

If you have any questions or require any additional information. please contact the undersigned at 
(949) 290-0892 or Mr. \1ark Cousineau at t949) 422-8248. 

\I ic h~11:l R. I.e\\ i ~- R. Ci. 
"urt"ridcr h1lli1lLtll\111- '-'an CkmcntL' Chapter \"\)luntcer 

cnclnsurc: 
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Exhibit 9a 
Please note, a binder containing the signatures described in the Petition Transmittal 
Letter dated August 14, 2003 accompanied Surfrider Foundation's letter. This binder 
has not been reproduced with the staff report due to its size. A copy of the binder of 
signatures is available for viewing at the Commission's South Coast Area Office in Long 
Beach. 
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Suifrider 
( _,Fe · Foundation 

::::0,.\S.inL CCrv;,,,,,_,,_,, ........ ,~ MAR 1 4 2003 

March 12, 2003 

Karl Schwing 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate 
Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Mr. Schwing: 

c.' COAs·- . . 
:'A·' ... _, __ 

Enclosed please find independent reviews of"Evaluation of Coastal Processes Effects 
Associated with Removal of the Revetment from the Headlands Development and 
Conservation Plan" (Jenkins and Wasyl). These are comments solicited by the Surfrider 
Foundation in regards to the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan. Reviews 
are provided by Timothy Maddux, PhD and John Marra, PhD. These reviews are 
intended to assist CCC staff in their review of the Headlands Plan and in particular 
determining the necessity and environmental impacts of the proposed revetment at the 
Strands site. 

Sin~~;.97/~ /~ >~ ~ 
~/(__L/Cr~-
Mark Rauscher 
Coastal Science Manager 

Cc Lesley Ewing and Mark Johnson, CCC 

... ·-
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Mark Rauscher, 
Environmental Programs Manager 

Surfrider Foundation 

P.O. Box 6010 
San Clemente, CA 92674 

'·• ,··.,; -... 

' \; j I 
John J. Marra, Ph.D. 

1050 Bishop Street PMB230 

Honolulu, HI 96813 

March 3, 2002 

SUBJECT: Review of Report Pertaining to Headlands Development and Conservation Plan 
by S.A. Jenkins, Ph. D. and J. Wasyl 

Dear Mark, 

As requested I have reviewed the May 22, 2002 report "Evaluation of Coastal Processes Effects 

Associated with Removal of the Revetment from the Headlands Development and Conservation 

Plan". I will not address the numerical shoreline evolution and coastal transport model employed 

in this study. Also, I have not reviewed other potentially relevant information cited in this study. 
Based on my limited review, I do however offer the following comments. 

The study suggests that the sediment budget within the subject area is balanced. For example, on 
page 9 the study states that, "Data and previous studies cited in Noble (2001) have shown that 

sands supplied by distant and local sources to the sub-cell are in balance over the long term ... •. 
On page 52 the study states that "This absence of a large net change over a 20-plus year period is 

indicative of long-term stability". If, as the study suggests, there is no long-term trend of erosion 

then the primary factor affecting shoreline stability is extreme storm events. This limits the potential 

landward extent of shoreline retreat. (The amount suggested by the study is on the order of 10 

meters.) Although wave undercutting associated with such an event may be sufficient to induce 
slope failure, once this failure has occurred and barring other factors contributing to slope failure, 

no additional shoreline retreat or slope failure would be expected landward of this extreme event 

maxima 'line·. There is no need for a revetment to protect development sited landward of this line. 

The study states that " ... if the revetment is removed there exists a wide variety of potential adverse 
impacts, including: bodily injury, property and infrastructure damage, restrictions to public access. 
and degradation of coastal water quality and marine habitat". Arguably a similar statement could 

be made if the revetment were not removed. Restrictions to public beach access (and even bodily 

injury) could occur during large storms when high wave runup would severely limit the amount of 
dry sand beach. With respect to coastal water quality, marine habitats in the vicinity of the study 

area developed in conjunction with episodic contributions to the sediment budget from streams 
during floods (in this case Salt Creek) and bluff erosion during storms, and the resulting nearshore 
tumidity. I find it hard to believe that allowing the natural processes to occur will result in adverse 

environmental impacts. 

In closing I would note that I have Ph.D. in Geology. My area of expertise is coastal processes and 

sediment transport. I am a registered ~rofessional geologist in the State of Ore~~)flS'"'~r(!Jf}1\j MiSS 1 Q ~ 
of the last 1 0 years I have been operatmg my own consultmg busmess focused on coastal hazard 
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assessment and alleviation. My clients have included the State of Oregon, several coastal cities 
and counties. developers, and homeowners. I left Oregon about six months ago to accept a 

position as the Natural Hazards Specialist with the NOAA Pacific Services Center in Honolulu, 

Hawaii. 

Thank you for the opportunity to be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 

John J. Marra, Ph.D. 

JM/jm 
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Review of "'Evaluation of Coastal Processes Effects 
Associated with Removal of the Revetment from the 

_ ,..~ ~'\~~~ .- Headlands Development and Conservation Plan" 
-- a " -~-

t 4 rom 
-r:-)" 

Timothy B. Maddux, PhD 
Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution 

MS #9, Woods Hole, MA 02540 

The Sediment Transport Model 

r---- (___ - -- -
\..._ ( I .~ r- -- -' . ' 

- .. --4.-.; i. -l L ,' --. 

The model used to predict surf zone sediment transport is a one-dimensional model for 
purely alongshore sediment transport_ Beach responses are driven solely by alongshore 
variations in the alongshore transport rate, and resulting divergences of this alongshore 
transport rate result in erosion or accretion of beach sand, according to equation ( 1 )_ 
Alongshore transport rate is dictated by equation (3 ), which dates back to 1970_ The 
profile of the beach is assumed to have a form in the cross-shore that fits equation (6), 
with a bar-berm crest position relative to the bluff toe dictated by equation (2). The form 
of the beach profile is obtained from a fit to an April 2002 survey. The model is then 
used to hindcast shoreline response over the period from 1980-2000_ Response was 
modeled for two cases, one with a new revetment and one with the old revetment 
removed; the authors noting that the model predicted no significant difference between a 
proposed new revetment and the old one, given that their footprints are identicaL 

The cross-shore response of the shoreline to waves and the presence or absence of the 
revetment has been ignored by this modeL This response has the potential to be large, 
and is of great importance to recreational users of the beach_ For example, it is well 
known that beaches will respond to storm waves through the offshore displacement of 
sand, usually resulting in the creation of a sandbar or the offshore displacement of an 
existing sandbar The results of this are two-fold erosion of the foreshore and 
displacement ofthe break point of waves farther otfshore_ The first ofthese, the eroded 
foreshore would provide less dry sand beach use for recreation and reduce lateral beach 
access. In addition, one would reasonably expect a more eroded foreshore in the 
presence of a revetment due to the increased retlectivity of waves and swash from the 
revetment relative to the terrace. An increase in retlectivitv due to the revetment would 
result in stronger otTshore-directed mean currents (undertow), resulting in greater 
oflshore transport of beach sand. This is known as ··active erosion" of a beach due to the 
presence of a seawall The second ofthe responses, displacement ofthe wave break 
point offshore, is caused by the sandbar motion, which would be especially important to 
surfers if it were improved by the absence of a revetment during the hindcast period 

In addition, the model itself cannot respond to these beach changes_ At every alongshore 
location, the break point in equation (7) is found from offshore wave conditions using a 
refraction-diffraction wave model with an approximately 1OOm resolution and the 
criterion that waves break when the wave height reaches 5/4 of the local water depth, as 
prescribed by the modeled tide and beach profile shape from ( 6) Chan~es in the sandbar 
position would shift the break point of storm waves with the sandbaCGHSWtQU::JrUSSIO~ 
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in turn affect the distribution of sediment transport across the surf zone. This leads to 
great uncertainty in the predictions of alongshore variability of alongshore transport by 
the SEDXPORT model. While it is perhaps unfair to ask that sediment transport be 
modeled on a 20-year timescale using more advanced equations, at the very least the 
authors need to be clear about the uncertainty of their predictions given these 
considerations. An error analysis should be performed. How much variability is present 
in the 120 independent beach surveys used to obtain (6)? How accurately does (3), a 
formula that is over 30 years old, predict the alongshore transport of sediment? What are 
the error bars on the resulting predictions ofbeach profile response, and as a result, are 
the predictions reliable enough to draw any conclusions? 

The El Nino 1982-83 Erosion Event 

The hind cast simulation in general predicted little to no interaction of the waves and sand 
with the revetment; such interactions only occurred during the winter of 1983, when the 
beach eroded sufficiently to reach the revetment toe. The authors note that this occurred 
during the "longest sustained period of large waves" ofthe 20-year simulation period. 
The model predicts a vanishing beach width (as seen in Figure 22) during this time for 
the revetment-covered beach and a sudden decrease in the beach width to -10.5 m for the 
revetment-free beach. This modeled decrease in beach width is associated with wave 
undercutting of the shorefront slope, which is predicted to subsequently collapse and 
deposit approximately 40000 m3 of sediment onto the beach. The model predicts that the 
revetment-free beach would have resulted in a beach between 10 m and 20 m wider than 
the revetment-covered beach during the 3 years between 1983 and 1986, and about 5 m 
wider until 1990, after which the two beaches are equally wide. The model predicts that 
in addition to a return of the two beaches to equal widths, a landward retreat of the 
shorefront slope of 10.3 m (Figure 23) at Range B as well as retreats of as much as 15 m 
at other locations in the study area (Figure 24). 

The authors attempt to explain this retreat of the shorefront slope by arguing that '"excess 
sand results in beach slopes that are steeper than what the equilibrium balance can 
support between downslope gravitational forces and upslope wave-induced forces." (p 
58) The model cannot predict or evaluate such things, because it does not predict cross
shore sediment transport, as discussed previously. Furthermore, if the beach is truly in 
long term alongshore equilibrium, as the authors repeatedly assert, why would the 
shore front slope retreat an additional I 0. 3 m landward past the original foot of the 
revetment for the time period 1993-2000? This would result in an entire beach profile 
that was displaced I 0 m landward over a 20 year time period during which the 
alongshore sediment transport rate was on average uniform. 

The answer can be seen by looking at Figure 22 and 23 in detail for the revetment-free 
beach simulation. Immediately following the slope failure, the model predicts that the 
·'beach width" measured as the cross-shore distance from mean high tide line to slope toe 
should increase by about 30m, from -10.5 m to over 20m, as shown in Figure 22. 
However, the authors assert that the "collapse causes an immediate seaward displacement 
of the toe of the slope" (p. 55). It is not possible for the distance from mean high tide line 
to the toe of the slope to increase by 30m when the toe ofthe slope moves towards the 
ocean by that amount. A possible explanation is that the model has inc<OO~'JlAteCGrviMISS!Q:V 
slope toe into the beach width and parametrically widened it using (6). This would 
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neglect the actual structure ofthe beach with collapsed terrace and would instantly 
deflect the parameterized "equilibrium profile" seaward, resulting in a salient out of 
equilibrium with the remaining beach This is physically incorrect for reasons described 
in the previous section. Nevertheless, this would still result in retreat ofthe beach profile 
and shoreline until it was in alongshore equilibrium, matching the profile ofthe 
revetment-covered beach. The resulting beach would still be 10.5 m wider because ofthe 
retreated shorefront slope. Another possible explanation is that the authors erroneously 
measured "beach width" in Figure 22 as the distance from the toe of the revetment slope 
and not the toe of the existing slope. In that case, the beach width relative to the 
revetment toe for a system in alongshore equilibrium would correctly be represented in 
Figure 22 as no different, but again would actually be 10.5 m wider because the 
shorefront slope retreated in 1983. 

Turbidity 

In addition to the beach sands, the predicted collapse of the shore front slope in 1983 
would release approximately 36000 m3 of fine-grained sediments into the water column, 
according to the model. However, the model has no cross-shore component, so it is 
unclear how the fine-grained sediments are to be carried offshore. On what timescales 
does the release occur? Figure 26 would seem to imply that all of the fine-grained 
sediments are modeled to be released immediately into the water column, despite the fact 
that the reworking of sediments and predicted retreat of the talus slope takes many years. 

Even if all the previously cited concerns are ignored, and the model does correctly predict 
that 3 5600 m3 of fine sediments would have been released into the water column as a 
result of terrace and bluff failure during the 1982-1983 storm season, the analysis says 
nothing about the significance of this event relative to other concurrent sources of 
turbidity. Like the bluffs, fluvial and estuarine sources of sediment also deliver 
sediments that are ''poorly sorted," in that they deliver large quantities of fine sediments 
that subsequent wave action will remove from the beach and carry offshore Turbidity 
from the large rainfall associated with the 1982-1983 El Nino could also have been 
significant, yet it is not quantified in this analysis. In particular, Figure 16 shows sand 
yields from Salt Creek of over 5000 m' during 1983, which exceeds the sand fraction 
( 4200 m3

) of bluff and terrace material from the modeled slope failure. Even greater sand 
yields (nearly 6000 m') were delivered by the creek in 1998, as well as yields of as much 
as 4000 m' in 1980, 1993, and 1995 In the absence of any analysis by the authors, the 
presumption that the creek delivers similar proportions of fine-grained sediments to sands 
is reasonable Therefore, one would expect the model to predict turbidity plumes of 
greater concentration than that predicted from the blutf/terrace failure in 1983 and 1998. 
as well as roughly equal concentrations in 1980, 1993, and 1995, all coming from Salt 
Creek. Put another way, the creek would be expected to release approximately six times 
the amount of fine sediments as the bluff/terrace failure during the time period for which 
the model was run. It is difficult to see how the fine sediments from the bluff and terrace 
be considered significant, especially considering the potential uncertainties associated 
with the model predictions discussed previously. C" 11 
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Summary 
The analysis presented here ofthe alongshore sediment transport model and its 
accompanying hindcast predictions are s.ummarized as follows. The model is overly 
simplified and does not predict beach and wave responses to seawalls and revetments 
known to be important for recreational beach users and surfers. The prediction of a large 
collapse of bluff material onto the beach is characterized as dangerous (despite the 
inherent dangers of the revetment itself which are not discussed) and ultimately resulting 
in retreat of a beach that was previously asserted to be in alongshore equilibrium. 
Finally, large volumes of silt associated with the bluff collapse are posited to greatly 
increase turbidity in the coastal waters surrounding Dana Point, despite reasonable 
estimations of 6x as much silt from Salt Creek just up the coast. 

C"' "r'ITAL "n"""!i!,''SIO ... Uti\l uUIYI!YII\) 1~ 
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R£C£\V£1? 
South Coast Regton 

MAR 1 9 2003 

CAllfORMMNI~SSION 
COASTAL CO 

:VIr. Karl Schwing 

Suifrider 
Foundation 

California Coastal Commission- South Coast Area 
200 Oceangate. Suite I 000 
Long Beach. California 90802 

Dear :VIr. Schwing: 

At the request of the San Clemente chapter ofthe Surfrider Foundation. I have reviewed 
the ··Analysis of Impacts to the Niguel and Dana Point Marine Life Refuges Resulting 
from Alternatives to the Strand Beach Revetment Reconstruction'' report prepared by 
:VIBC Applied Environmental Sciences June 2002 (the MBC Report). The report analyzes 
t\vo proposed alternatives to the Strand Beach revetment construction: beach nourishment 
and the no revetment alternative. This report provides a recent survey of existing kelp 
beds and nearshore marine habitats. including species found in the area. however. it fails 
to adequately make a well-founded case that either proposed alternative will have 
negati\e impacts on the offshore kelp beds or associated habitats. 

On~? of the world's foremost kelp biologists Paul K.Dayton. Ph.D was enlisted to aid in 
this re\ i~?w. Dayton's g~?neral conclusion \\as that the argument made in this consulting 
report \\as "specious ... \lur~? specific comments and referenced \\Ork is pnn ided later in 
this re\ ie\\. 

In additi\111. Robert Ciun Ph.D .. a \\ell-respecteLl (lh~sical processes researcher at Scrirrs. 
had thi.~ comment: 

"l he ,trgument t11at a se~mail \\ill fll'llcL'Ct uii.shme Kelp Deus IS !as iar ,~:,I KllU\\, nngmal 
-and t'' me It seems so l~lr fetched ~h l\l h~? laugh~1hk I'd ~1:-k to see Llocumentati,,n that 
the :;uggested protecti\ e effect is real - I'm l)l)t)\)ll o sure there is no such dncumentatil'll .. 

rL!sed lln these con\ ersations and re\ I e\\ \) f re k\ ant I i tcrature \\ e \) ller the fn II\)\\ ll1g 
cumments in regard l\' this report 

I. Context for analysis based on highly speculative model and correlation to 
cnYironmental impacts is qualitatiH at best . 

. \II proposed impacts to the nearshor~? em ironment and. or the kelp beds are not based \)[1 

the field-based methodolng~ outlined'' ithin the \IBC Report. Inst~?ad they arc based un 
hi~hl~ theoretical_r:1n_dcls \\it!: nun:eruus assumptions and based L~n(}~~!f.tCf'~iic\JlJMMiSSIQ~\j 
\II th~? cuastal hlutt. I he' alrd!t~ ot these nHKklmg results IS nut discussed 111 this letter. 
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!he !'nlllming discussion demonstrates that C\ en using modding results that appear 
unlik.el;. and c:-:aggerated. the \IBC report fails to prmide clear evidence for kelp 
1m pacts. 

Tht: linkage bet\\·een the predicted model results and the environmental impacts reported 
in this study are simply stated. These statements are not supported by empirical or 
theoretical evidence that provide the detail necessary to determine impact. 

For e:-:ampk. the .. Impacts to Beach Nourishment Alternati\e .. section of the MBC 
report. it is claimed that the proposed 337.000 cubic yards of beach sand vvould have a 
series of negative impacts to the nearshore marine environment such as smothering lmv 
lying reefs. yet it raiis to describe Lhe mechanism 10r transport. specific areas or impact. 
estimates to 'olume or duration of inundation. In addition. in the ··Impacts of the 
Revetment Elimination Alternative·· section the report predicts possible light reductions 
but does not provide information on duration, periodicity, or persistence. Without this 
type of information it is impossible to predict impacts to the kelp forests. 

It is well known that under natural and human-induced conditions kelp forests are 
exposed to a large array of disturbances. natural sedimentation, discharges from nuclear 
generating stations. discharges from sewage treatment plants, increased runoff due to 
hea,·y rains or increased sedimentation from land development, that may lead to 
reductions in kelp recruitment. However, these reductions only impact kelp if they are 
chronic and persistent enough to block enough ·'recruitment windows" - a very specific 
set of temperature, nutrient and irradiance levels -to the point that such perturbations 
e\entually lead to the local disappearance of kelp as adult plants are lost without 
replact:ment. 

\\ 1\lhlllt ~m;. inl\m11ation nn hO\\ sedimentation and turbidity \\ill block these 
··recruitment\\ indo\\ s·· with enough persistence to pre\ ent kelp recruitment. it is 
imrt's~ibk to predict impacts on the kelr population. 

The information provided on turbidity is inadequate to predict impacts on 
kelp. 

l hL' \ !Bl Rq'tlrt claims that turbidity concentration~ \\ould reduce a' ailahk sunlight 1\1r 
pht1tth;. nthcsis h;. up to 86° o and therefore have impacts to giant kelp hcLb tllfshure. !his 
int'tlri1Ut!t11l Llcb the speciticity necessary to clearly determine impacts tll the Strands 
kel1~ hcds. 

Rc\ 1e'' tit' literature ( st:e reference list bdow) indicates that kelp is exposed to a large 
range tlr light. sedimentation. temperature and nutrient conditions. These physical !"actors 
combine w create specitic conditions tor kelp recruitment. known as the .. recruitment 
"indtl\\ ··.that is necessary for the long-term survi\·al of a local kelp forest. Recruitment 
"indt)\\S nccur periodically throughout the year. Deysher and Dean ( 1983) report that 
temperature (a proxy for nutrients) \\as the most important tactor i~~qqrpitmo~tmn.•,I~S'O~ 
- l h ~· · d · 1· 1. h 1 1 liUt\\J aMI.. vum~r "' 1 • lnlll1\\eL y scu1mentat!on rate an lrr<H.wnce ( 1g t eveS). 
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l he \!BC report t~1ib to indicate details about light reduction ''ith the specificity 
necessary t<1 understand hO\\ ··recruit'' indn,,s·· ''ould he atlcctcd pc-rsistently or 
chrnnicall: enough to n.:gati\ ely impact the Strands kelp forest. 

Furthermore. Dayton (personal communication) did not belie\ c that the turbidity 
scenarios described in this report would negatively impact offshore kelp forests. nor did 
he believe that the sediment plumes described would be persistent enough to have any 
signiticant impacts on the kelp beds. 

3. The Strands turbidity scenario outlined in the report is not comparable to 
ti1c turbiuity tmpact frorr. the SO.NGS (San Oiaufre ~·:uckar Cenen~ting 
Station). 

To predict the impact on kelp from reduced light levels from turbidity the MBC report 
makes a comparison to impacts incurred on kelp from the turbidity plume created by the 
San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS). The impacts from SONGS and the 
turbidity scenario outlined in the report are not comparable because of the large 
difference in physical processes that create the turbidity plume. 

The SONCjS cooling system has continuously discharged millions of gallons of heated. 
turbid water every day for decades. According to the MBC Report this turbidity plume 
reduced light levels and impacted kelp in the area. The potential impacts at Strands would 
result from a terrestrial based plume that would impact the kelp periodically based on 
''ave energy. swell direction. winds. and other environmental factors that are vastly 
different from a constant plume generated by nuclear power plant cooling system. 

l his cnnl['~lri:-;,1n is inadequate to predict impacts on the Strands kelp beds. 

-L The argument that natural s~stems (kelp forests) require protection from 
natural processes (coastal erosion) is incongruous. 

i\e,unLlt'l:. kt:ip J~ll\.'SlS ha\c thri\ed -l!Ttlie (_'_.;if,wlia C>13\t ~~1r th•. c!Sl!1ds llfy·:Jrs. 
!'red~ttmg t11<1dern de\clnpmcnt of the coast. Kelp forests. like most natural s:stcms. ~m: 
c: c l1c 111 tLtturL' ,1nd ~1re ~~nccted by natural and man-made dic;turhances .. \cc,1rding 1,1 the 
C,tlll·,\rni~l 1~:->h ,tnd (iame Department kelp forests haw been in decline c;ince 1')67 \)\\111g 
1,) Jlc~tur,li ,111d ,tnthrnput:cnic et'tccts c;uch as the intense sturms ~md stwng thcrlll\1ciJne-; 
that limit nutrients asstKiatcd \\ith II '\inn C\cnts. increased turhidit\ and siltation 
J;;.~<ll'Jatcd '' 1th Lk\ clnpmcnt. pnllull,111. commercial and recreational tishing acti\ itics 
that ~liter impl1rtant trnphic relationc;hir~s. There is no mention of natural coastal eros1un 
being a t~lC ttl!' in the dec l inc L) f kelp in the State .. \ccordi ng to Dayton. erosion c\ ents 
kt\ e tempuraril: limited the size of the kelp forests in the region. but they have also 
rcCt1\ ercd t\) these c\ ents The argument that kelp needs to he protected from natural 
ct1astal .:n1sit1n processes is to imp!: that nature needs protection frol)1l~kTr'L r.r'\nruL,jl"SIQ'-_ 

\JUth) 1"\ \JU!V!IVII\) I I~ 
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Conclusion: 

In conclusion. the \lBC report bases their predictions Lm impacts to the offshore kelp 
beds based on t\vo potential alternati\ es to a ne\\. larger re\ etment using a 20-year 
hindcast model that attempts to replicate complicated nearshore processes. assumes that 
coastal erosion will result in catastrophic bluff failure and this bluff failure will result in 
turbidity that is comparable to the outfall of a nuclear power plant which will result in 
impacts to the nearshore kelp forests. The MBC report fails to provide information that 
clearly demonstrates these impacts ''ill result from two possible alternatiws to the 
construction of a massive revetment. 

Correspondence with project proponents continues to cite the need to protect coastal 
biological resources: ho\vever the MBC report is not adequate to make this claim. 

Please contact me with any question or comments. 

Sin~~rel.}. ,..------ / 

' / '--:::=- / 
/~;:.:;:. . ..( ___ ~/:/ 

'Lhad E. Nelsen ~ 
Environmental Director 
Surfrider Foundation 

cc: 

Dr. P~1ul [)~~~tun. Scripps Institution ,)r ( keanograph: 
Dr. R,lhert < iu;a. Scripps lnstitutilll1 ,)1. < lce~uwgraph: 

leslc: I '' 1ng. Calit\m1i~1 (",)astal C,'illllliS'iinn 
\like I.e'' h. San Clemente Sur!'rider l hc~pter 

C"' 1'1 I:'\ TAL ~""'ll'l'llt"<SIO'' Ut\u vUIYIIYI \) 1-. 
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. Surfrider Foundation 
San ClcniL'IHC Chapter 

Ralph I aust 

Gen~.:ral Ct1lll1scl - l'alill.nnia Coastal Commission 
45 h·emotll StrL'Cl- Suill' :2000. 
San hancisco. Califnrnia 9-J.! 05~2219 

Respouse to: 

RECEIVED 
South Ccxtst ~egion 

CALIFCF<NIA.. 
::0/I,STAL COMMISS!Ot'J 

Headlands LCP Amendment, Strand Area and Revetment Issues 
Dana·Point Headlands 

Dear \lr. Faust: 

On behalf n( the San l'kmente Chapter Qf the Surfrider Foundation (SF). l have prepared this 
response kttn to aJdrcss miskading anJ unsubstantiated statements in the Sheppard ,\,/ullin Richter 
& I lulllfJion f_LfJ letter stgncd by Joeseph E. Petrillo and dated ·November II. 2002. At issue is 
whether thL' re-construction Jnd extension of a 2.240-foot long rock-pile revetment along Strand 
13cach i11 Dana Point. Calit'omia !l.w the purpoSL' of facilitating new re:sidcntial development is 
con:--iqL'tll '' ith knlh !i.1r rc\ etment constructioi1 in the (\)astal Act. 

i'hL· "- l k' t'! ',tl .. i \I t1 i! 1 11 k· 1 k' r Ll~L'S their.\ ttachn1ent I -. Ill<! ndunt Foe' I.\ or t h, · .\1 runu· '"'L'li d,TL'fop!I!L'Il! 

,rn(i ,,;, 't'lii/, 'II .!' .l •'Lttl\'lm tt1 lknwn~trate that the J•rupu~ed re\ <.:tlllL'11l C<1Jlstructi,)n anJ 
dl'\ L'it 1J11lll.'lll i'' \'I<..\ . .' I \\ ~ ,. llt 'l .. ;cl a negati\ \.' Jll'\.'C\.'dC11t !~11' the Cali r,11'1lia c,,~l:'tal ( .\'l11111i::;sinn'..; 
tl'l\J],q':.' 1'-'t!!; .Ct',ti:-. t\•r tilL· ~tall'. Beltl\\,l ha\c Lthekd each bullet item lc~. !h. lc .... ~111d I 
~tJJr~..·:;:-. .I l'L''il'' '11'1..' .111d ('t L·l,tri!lcati,m to each. J·, 1r reference. the Sheppc~r\.1 \!ullin ,\ttachment l 
is 1'~''-'"L'tll<.:d Jl \i1,tl.·llrn~Jlt l ,)f this dt1Clll1lcnt. It i.; t)llr hnpe that this rc\ ie'' aids \Ull 111 \UUr 

l'C:->l.',li'C 1l II hi ,", .iil.:,tlJ, •t:, ,; \ill' JlJ'tli\.'Cl 

],t ·.\ ,_' c)Ul.''li< 1 1' 'ill.' ~!ll'<ill hi!,!h lldl' J'l't1jlCI'l: i!!1l.' ,l!lJ tilL' (tlllll~lli'alltlll <.l(l!JL' ~.= ,\l'l'\.''i ti!',Jry 
,,,tJ~..i i,~...,tcll. l'h•·l~.•t!Ltrhs u~cr1 ''11 recent days \\tth hi~h ude~ C\ccedtnt> :' kct ..;ue!~cst that 
·.:k't,_· ., :~,,,It: ,,ll:~..ll'c,tch acrl'~~ ,l :'t~nr1ica11t J't1rtiutl u!.the ~Lra11d 13c~tch ,tre~L CCC ,~call 
'1,1, ,Ji,,, ''-'lJLil.':-ill.'d J'l'tlJ'eny linL' clarilicatr<111. The State Lands c,,mmtssin11 has twt ~ct a 
'''lllld~tr\ .tl<'tl~ ~lr:md B~.:ach (,l!eaJiands izcscn·e LLC.Iettcr to Lesley E\\ing. :\o\cmbcr 

~ 1. ~~~~~= ·· COASTAL CGrv~l,liSSIG;; 
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Surfrider Foundation's Response Letter 

Rr: Dana llcadlanth Rc1 l'lrnrnl l'ropoo;al December 26, 2002 

l h '-'tntLlllrL':' hutltuJ~Pn the site ha' e altered :-;ome of the natural surface teatures. Grading cut 
,tJld till ''~1:-: limill'd to ~0 fcet or less (LSA Associates. 2001 ). 

I he l~l"l~Jll1SL'd terracing to facilitate the construction of 75-rl.?sidential housl.?s ,,·ill require 
L'\C,t\ atintl ,tnd cllmpacted Jill placement of up to SO-vertical feet in thickness ( AGRA. 2000 
~~~~ .\-Jl)). 

l c I rue. !Ill' tlcighh1Jring Niguel Shores residential housing tract and revetment system vvas 
~dsn C(ltlstrul'tcd J1t-e-Coastal Act and pre-CCC. 

I d It should he noteJ that despite the presence of a revetment, all evidence of storm drain 
damage is lPC<lted on the landward side of the existing revetment, at adequate distance from 
the (\L·earl. '\unc 11f the structures present a threat to persons on the beach. 

l e I he Strand rL'\ ctmcnt extends for a distance of approximately 2,240 feet. The Strand 
t e1 ctrnerll ''as not instalkd contemporaneously or contiguously with other rock-pile 
rc\ etrncnts <tiong neighboring beaches in the Niguel Littoral Cell. 

1 r l kbatabk. hut for the sake of this evaluation the statement is assumed valid. 

l g l t :-.lw ul d he '-·I ari II ed that the revetment was in one case repaired to correct boulders which 
,.·l.'IL" dr:-.l·•de'.l'd during~~ !9S3 storm event. ln the other case. the \/iguel Shores developer 
, c 11 c, 1 1 q ~I 1 

1 11 ,t> 1 1."Lj lit l"L'd t 11 1111 1d i !\ the re 1 e t men t l o allow an en h.: r·ge nc y 1 L' hi c le access '' ay 
.111,i !',ici 1•'1 .1 I Jt~·gu,lrll l<ll\er. lherL' 1:-. 1111 record <lf CCC c~pprcl\al l\1r rc1etrnent 
cc'li,lJI.Ic'.li'i; ,1;<'11~: -.;il~llll.l lkllch tllJ:'i)\ tiHIHJgh 1')(11)\) l)l'<llthe ((\\.' ,,fthe \"Jguel Shures 
"1 \ I l ~ .._' :·1 > 1 l. 1 r I> \ 1 1 ; , ! 

I 11 : i1'-· l"llc.:t·l tiLt ',.JuJnc uf repatr '-"' rwt tdentiticd 111 rc'l''.lrh :~t-\1\ 1ckd h' the 
,k1 '-'l<'l'1.'t .tl't'tJL",t,Jt I he term ··~uhstamial" is :;uhtcctile. 

l 1 1 ,,,,,t.t 1 :l::l~i>'''''' "':,tt!J;, encuuraged t11 rcvre\\ the \"iguel Sh,,res etlgJJleerlllg pmpn-.;~!1 
·,, ,J:.::c'IJ;J!J:,· ::'-' :'•.TL"L"!Il,lge ,tnd e\:act lucation ofthc segment ,l(this ~-~-+11-!(,,,t -;cgmeJll 11f 
":.:;~c: :),·.:c' · ~" clJJL'Jll ''hich \las requtred and !'actored Jtllu tilL· \"tguL·I Sh,1res 

: ..._' \ ..._· : \ I I \: ' ; .... • : l ~ 

It \:-:r'-·'-·j 11 1:i1 ,"lllJ~l',l'ih Jllllllp<lll the \\ord .. appropriate ... It could he argued with historical 
:,·c,,,,j, ti1.1t tile ~·'.t:-;tJng rc\etment is apprupriate and that no re-construction and vertical 
~·\1',111 -11111 1' tiL'CL""lll"\. It sll\lUld also be nutcd that the developer's plan includes re-location 
.111,i ll.'-\."JI::JiL"c"lt:l:-: 111 tl1e ln\\er j)!)Jlton <1fthe County hcach access and li!Cguard to\ver and 
lii,ll li 1 1." ck'.c'J,'j'Cr j'ltlj'll:;L':; li1 in:;LJJJ puhJic hath!'Oi)l11 (acilitics \\l~'h Hft"71.1Ul iltl(leArilflt"'~~l·',; 

•· ;Jr~;) !MI.. \.!UH!itl \)I) i1 1 
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Surfrider Foundation's Response Letter 

December 26, 2002 

l k lhl' ct:'iSl'rtintl that ··thu remo\'al ottlze Strand ruvetment creates u sigmticwzt ell\'ironmental 
llllfJ£tL'! to tlzL· 111urinc re(itgrs. induding decimating the kelp bed lzuhitu£ (ser. Dr Scott 
.lcnki111. \fu_r }110]. und .\/JJC .June .";UO:l) ··is unfounded. Nowhere in either of the two 
dllCUJnenh r~.·krl'nccd does the word "decimate" or ''decimating" occur. 

Rather. !Jr. Scl.ltt Jenkins states in the referenced document "Extrapolating from well 
documented turbidity impacts observed near the outfall of the San Onofre Nuclear 
lienerating Station (SONGS) it seems quite possible that the turbidity impacts induced by 
n:nwval or the revetment could cause similar impairment and recruitment degradation in kelp 
heds ncar the project site." 

Ur . .lcnki ns has "extrapolated'' from turbidity observations at a nuclear energy outfall facility 
.tnd then Clllllpared the extrapolation to a single Strand Beach erosion event \vhich he 
mudded using the 1983 El Nino storm event to conclude that "it seems quite possible'' and 
"cuuld cause". 

\\hat can be said is that it seems quite possible that kelp and all of the associated eco
s: stems I i ved \\ i thin the area knO\Vll as the Dana Point Marine Life Refuge long before the 
rl'\CtJnenl.l\lJig hdim: the mobile home park. ~md long before human beings \vere positioned 
,il,lll~ \ir.llhl l~l'~l\. h. 

II \c:J~'L'L!. l\\.·~.1rdkss ,,J.this de\elUJl111cllt!~ruposal tlUtcnme. the Cit: ,,J· !)~u\,t p,1i11t \\ill be 

:-.'cJLIIIL'ci ;,, :iiL'L't :e\.'-.?lltly implemented R\\<)CB stnrm \\dter dischar~e criteria. \leeting 
'lh.>c.' ,·::1-c''l,: ,:,·\.··;ill'\ :·l·quirc the buildtng lll-~t ~(l-1\.hlt high ltll'k.-!ltk re\etnlL'lll. 

l11 1 !:\.·:,· ." ~,, ,·.1i: :,·t·r,·:n,l\,li ,11.\ilL' :l'\l'llll\.'lll ,li!llle lill'rl' 1.~ ''11i: J c.:c~ill;,r J dl'\Cinpnlent 
'i,ttl ·., :1~c: .i''L', ,.,,lr,',!LIIrc th\.' C.:lllhtrucltl'll'll·a rc\ctmcnt \\h!c.:h ~\l'ecds the hctght ,1!'thc 

: '1 ~· "~·: 11 c.:, 'I:.;:..: u' ,.t t, '11 h I> l1' S !·-:._· t. \,' r h ilh.' 1\' a nel'd t; 'r the rc \ c lllll' nt :_,' e ncrn.tc h , 'l' c~lll
\.IJ,i ,:: c:·_· ''C.:,il:''ll" ''iL'\i,tltl:,: ~tnd :<ttt:-;LlctL'ry publil' c~ccc:;:-. l~''illls. 

ln \:.:.t'::. ::L'Ic.' "'I•' c.:,ttlt,, rci1ll>\L.' ihe re\l'llllelll and lca\e the e\hllng ,llc Clllltigurati,lntu 
~'J'll:-,ll '1\ 

I p I hi:-. 'lclll'IIIL'Ill ~:- tllll rekrcnced to am ot' the scientists. engineers. nr prokssionals 
,uhtnitttll~ ll'l..:hlltl.:ctl ,!(>cumcnts regarding this site de\clopmcnt prnposal. These statements 
.:re tlt'it 1lill,k'd ,IilLI SL'\.'111 tu he a subiecti\l' ,1\erestimatiun ~~!-detrimental ellects \\hich mav 

CGA3TAL GG~il'j'lfSSIC;'l 
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Surfrider Foundation's Response Letter 

H.r: Dana lleadlan<h J{l'\ rtment l'rop<l'ial December 26, 2002 

!(lilt)\\ L'J\l>J\111 ttl land llm11s at Strand beach. The author should clarif~ the source ofthese 
,J~~l'rlltlll~. 

I q I his statetnellt is nut cited proper! y from the work or Dr. Jenkins (sec comment I k). The 
\ tllume ui.L'rnded material \vhich \\Ould be necessary to bury the hard bottom habitat has not 
he quanti liL'd lor the "llLHe\ etment" altcrnati\ e. The only instance in which turbidity· plumes 
ila\ e been modeled !'ollows the modeled conditions of the 1983 El Nino storm event and 
e1ssumes .f().\100 cubic meters or slope material collapses. These conditions exceed "any 
>ignilicant erosiun". ln fact an erosion event of this magnitude has never actually been 
ducutncnted 11r mapped on Strand beach. It is the worse-case scenario used for modeling 
purposes. 

I r Jlru\ ide engll1ccrltlg documents that support the assertion that '"The location of the existing 
1\?\ etmctll systcl1l is calibrated to achieve the factor of safety and its precise location 
L'tlllstitute~ ~Ill cs:;ential component of the geologic stability of the site''. The existing 
te\·etment \\as built pre-Coastal Act and has served to reduce coastal blu!T erosion over the 
economic lt!CtinK or the nmv abandoned mobile home park. lh.~ existing revetment is 
,1dequate ttl pmtect e'<isting structures and has already been re-enginecrcd where necessary 
to protect Count~ improvements and the neighboring residential development. No further 
Ctlllstructiut1 is \varranted. Future development should be designed within the constraints of 
c\isting >ite l'lltldititlns and. or wnrk toward minimizing the need lor engineered structures 
UJitlll \tr~111d hL'ctcil. 

Is i I 'ILIL'. i!lL'Il 1i1c ·li'l'il~..',llll ;;\lllLJid l'l'l'C'L'illlilL' design paratllL'lcrs ~111d ~~~lhtlt/C!l!tlll 111easures 
'. !ltL·i~ ·.\ L'i ,' :': 1' ', 'L',: ,IJ'J~r~ '\ l'd lt 1r tile \tr~md are~1 ,lt the t1111e tl~~.' \:iglll'i 'ihtli'L's property 
.'.~1' \.._'l\])"-il ~i,._'!.._·~._l. 

It I ilL',, ''tli!L'cl,L ~,'J:d tli :lh.' re\ eltll\..'111 h~h hL'e<lllle huried i11 slupe \\~Ish scdt:nctll and the sand 
. ',IIICilt 1 l'~,'c: \1 ill! ,:utk' _ll'~lSS I he ck\clnJleJ' ~1Jlplie~lllt kls J'l'tl[lt1Sed (ll !c~J\e this section ur 
'ilL' ,'\1"\.iic: i'c'\ l'lllll'llll'lii'IL'd cll1c! ,tiJil\\ lldllll'l' trails Llll'l'llgh till' .;l 1lliilL'l'll L'll\.1 (\I.Lhe fll'\lf>Crt\ 
·,, .k'~_,·,, ·::v ;',\:c:l 1:1 :1L.' ~\1,\l ,t,II,ICl'lll ,IIlli heltl\\ Llll.; J'L'"Ickiillai L'lh .. ·Lt'\1. .. ' )!··_he I'L'\ellllent 
. ,·,·~· 'J .. i· iL'lc'''-·11'. :,, j'l't 1 tl'Cl lilC"l..' ,[J'UClllJ'l'S it .;el'llh lllCtlll.;h[eJll iil the cie\t.'illf'lllCllt 

"l''l 111 ',ll ·,, .tJ\,l\1 11 1 1' ILI[LIJ',lt Ctl,i>Lli j>l'ti(L'>SL':-i Ill thiS ,IJ'e~lltl :,Ctl llll,Jbatcci 

ill l :1c·J\•t/ I •'-.,· ,\ill \:,cue\ 'ihtii'L' reStlkllti~!t de1elt_1pments ha\C l'th.:~-jli\e re\etments ~It the 
;, i ull \1 1e 11; 11 c 11 c11 L' st gtltli can tl ~ i 11\\ cr 111 e lc1 alton than the one pwpnsed ~dung Strand !3each 
: )\ I ill' ,k \ ~.· i (I [ 1

\..' r ,I J'P i icanl. I he :\ igue l Shure rc\ elmcnt \\as C\ lllslructed prior \l) the cc c. 
I ilL' I< it;~ 111 L' IL'I cti11L'l1l is set :-;iv.ntlicanth i'llrlher back from the mean hiuh tide line than .._ . . '-

J·, the !'lt'i''"cci "lund lkacl1 rc\ctmcnt. !he Ritz Co\c de\elopmenl ~t!lo\\S !'or public 
.~t...·ci..'"" :1' .tti,i t!t'll~ tl1,: heaeh ~md ~11<'111.! thL' hlu!Yundcr ~Ill' ude \\L'athC~t'Jt('~mil)J1:-Y\r.l'\:~;;•l·1·f'\:l"~c ~ . UMvi}\L \,UBWi \)\) U1~ 
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S u rfridcr Foundation's Response Letter 

l{e: l>;tna llcadland' l{cnlntent l'ropo~:1l December 26, 2002 

1' lzc, l'lllll'Illl'''l1-;tructil1J1 \\ill be used to place residential houses directly over a beach \Vhich 
i-, ~11'''' 11 tP II..'Cl'I\e high surf impact. kno\vn to have a receding winter beach protile. and 
l.n"'' n tl' ha' l' hi!~h-tidc submerged beach conditions for at least a lour-month period of the 
: ~..·ar. Cnlll billL'L!. the revetment reconstruction will knowingly exacerbate winter beach 
~.Tusi, 111. d i mi ni~h access along Strand Beach. create dangerous surfcondi tions. reduce escape 
.dt~:rnati' l'S l(,r beachcombers, and will deliberately result in the placement of75 residential 
lhlllKS \\ hich are dependent upon a rock-pile revetment tor their safety. 

I w 1 he re' cllJicnt re-construction will not remain wholly within the existing footprint. The 
re\ellneill ''ill he altered to contemporaneously re-locate public easements and to facilitate 
the prOJWsed residential development. Existing public access does not require fortification 
lH. n:'\ etlllL'IH re-cllnstruction. 

I x I he property ,n,ner has cited that beach which is now private property \Viii be dedicated to 
the Count: ,,fOr~mge. This removes the property owner from responsibility should Strand 
lkac h sand accun1 ulations deteriorate to a level which requires nourishment for pub! ic access 
and shoreline protection. Consultants to the developer have concluded that sand placement 
nw: result in detrimental impact to offshore kelp beds (Nobel. 2002). Under this proposal, 
the cc,astal responsibility will be transferred to the County without a contingency plan for 
beach mai mcnancc should erosion episodes exceed the beach's natural ability to replenish 
the sand. \\itlwut adequate protective beach sand margin the revetment will receive higher 
iklli l'I'tlJcctcd sur I· impact and higher erosion rates. This condition \Vould lead to a lnss of 
···.'Cil'~lli< 'll,ti ~l'ac~.· and ~ubmergc the coast ahutting the ne\\ rock-pile re\ etment. 

h I iJ<..' :lJ11! 1 !k il1'1lk' dc\L'Iopment has exhausted it's economic lik. [jahility full,l\\ing the 
, . ~ 11 ':: '''-::, · '' 1,1 1 il<..· l'r1 'l'' 1sed rc\ ctment and resident ial[JI'L'1pert y ''iII be l~1r greatcrthan under 

11..: dii'll':·t ~..J:~..·uiJhtaJKes amlliabilit~· ''ill. in part. he deferred !'n1111lhc l'roperty t)\\ner t1) 
i'll' ·.I\;'c~:-~·~~ ·•lli'c l.I'Ullty n!'Urange. California. 

lah·11 .1.' ,, ~,:11'·'-·· ·:11-, :'I''iL'Ct \\ill require the COilstructi,,n ,,1· a ~')-l,,,,t l11giJ. ~11-l;,,q '-'Ide. ,tnd 
~-~..fli-J;.,q i<

11'C' ;,,~.,·,,-I'Ik re\Cll11ent [() aJJO\\ t\.1r rL'SidcntiaJ dc\CJill1111l'l1t [!Jl' !'lulls \\J/1 thl'lli'c 
gr~hk~..i. ,:~·--:11·\JI''-' .111\ .. ~,_·,ti:,.:l' ,,fnaturalland l(mn, and \\ill be re-cPnq•,h.:tcd ,It thick:1l''-Sl'S 1,l·u11 
II' :\II' 1.'! :J~..',ti :~·,·: \;; '-'\ISlit1g structurl.'s \\ill be demolished. L.\ist111g acccs-, ''a:,-; "ill l'c re
~..ksJC':l~·,; ,;11 'i ,'\\ .11 j , 'I : ilc'tr I' resent 1\lCatinn:-;. - . 

StllLl' th~..· rl..'-.ttiliii:,: il'\ l'lillent ''ill not sene to protect <iny of the existing structures. any of the 
exist tng i ;u1d 1 l'Itn "· 1 1r ,Ill:· L) t' the existing (and surticient) public access ways, it can not be found 
that this ll'\l'll11c11ll'tlllstructi,,n proposal meets the criteria for protective devices described in the 
c,1ast~li \ct. \l'l'''''~ll ,,f this n:\etment construction and de\'elopmcnt proposal would set a 
11cgati, ~..· !'l·~.·~..·l·d~..·~~t t1 'I' thl..' c-c c .. s kmg term goals or pre sen ing and protecting thcG:G"'Ifd.cCur~iiVHSS I 0 ~ 
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Surfrider Foundation's Response Letter 

l{e: ILitl:t lle:tdLIIJd-. I{L'\ L'llltt:llt l'ropo.;al Deeem bcr 26, 2002 

SincL' till' Il':-:ultillf:C JI.'\L'lllh.'t1l will not sene to protect any of the existing structures, any ofthe 
exi-;ti11g lctnd i\llllh. ,1r ciJlY ,1!'thc existing (and sufticient) public access ways. it can not be found 
that this IL'\ elilll'lll cnn:-;truction proposal meets the criteria for protective devices described in the 
Coastal \ct. . \l~l'rLlVctl or this revetment construction and development proposal \VOLdd set a 
ncgdtJ' l' prL'L'eLknt l\1r the CCC's long term goals of preserving and protecting the California Coast. 

h:tme de' eloptlll'tll ~tllltlg Strand beach should not require the construction or protective devices. 
httur'-' lk' L'lilptlll'tll -;huuld Cllllsider and vvork toward improving the already compromised access 
along Strand iK'ctL·hul1lkr high tide (>5 feet) conditions. Together, these development objectives 
will t\'duce the pntentiall\n coastal erosion to jeopardize new residences and will provide for a safer 
beach'' hich ma: be \\a I ked any day of the year. 

Surli·idcr member-; <1t1J I than!-. you for your time and consideration of the points made in this letter. 
I!':uu hct\l' .1ny quc"tioth or require any additional information, please contact the undersigned at 
(94'li 2tJU-U~92 m \fr. \lark Cousineau at (949) 683-1869. 

ivlil·hctl'l R. 1_,_.,, i" 
Smlrt,kl· I ''llillLtti,)JJ- '-'c~n ( kmente Chapter Volunteer 

(l' \II \i.IJi, ( ,, h'll.\lll -c·h~llr. Surl.rJdcrl lllllldall\)ll s~lll C'ki11l'l1lC ('h~q•tcr 

\11 kJJ ~ "' ,:'.\ 1::~·- 1 .tlil\lrnt<~ c·,,~~:-:t~Ii c·,,mmissi,ltL s,1uth c,1,1"t \tL'<t 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

~~J.~·HdaHt Facts of thr Strand area development and Revetment 

,- 1\ " 
.-.'(( '.t<'.Y y. l'l!c S ll and urea of the Headlands Reserve project consists of an abandoned mobile home 

pllrk locaLe.J tJn a gradually sloped portion of property. The average slope within the area 
1::: ~: l Tlrc StranJ area also includes an existing revetment and approximately 5.2 acres 
tH. privatel:--Lnvned dry sand beach; 

I ~-) 

i(. .. 

\d 
,. 

.. 

PriLrr rT::;idcmial development of the Strand area, which required extensive improvements 
tu acconllnudate the 90-lot mobile home park, including cut and fill grading, roads, 
t'oundalton paJs, septic sewer system, water, storm drains and the construction of the 
2.::.~0 li11ear foot revetment. has eliminated the natural features ofthe site; 

lia\·in.s bc~un in the 1920s and continued at intervals through the 1960s, all ofthis 
de\•:k'['lll'~'tiL 111cludmg constructum of the revetment, occurred prior to enactment of the 
Coastal :\ct: 

IJcrltlanetll cxrst 111g: improvements in the Strand area include roads (I. 75+ miles), 
l;)LIIILLl.liLlJJ ilthls 1 <ll) mobile home sites and five community facilities), retaining walls 
' !. !r)l 1 • ;(c! 1. ~t'J':IC ~l'\\er_ storm drains. water. utilities. tennis courts and five 
'•'ll1;tliJiJI:'. 'liU-:lLI't'~- all rrolCL'lCU by the Strano fC\'Ctment. 

ll,·.~ ~::,1·:: '-.'.:::n•'-·n~ extends t\.•r appnJ\iinatcly 2.24tl Ceet ,lk)fJ~ the Strand site and is 
1'.11 t .11 1:: ;s!JiiS ,lflu l!llpro,·eJ S.--+40-tlWt re\·etment sy~acm that cxt~nds to the 

\ r ·• :--;t1 allJ Lk,l, ·:. :c'L:t~tlh:r wrth beaches protected by the 8.44r)-(oot revetment system, have 
:,<-'CI1 ci ?lt'l :! 1:1'-'d h ~-:ott Jenkins. PhD w be the highest \\ave ~ncrg\· beaches in the 
~·:uJ·_· ;,.~. '<·:m ,-,:lir·,,mta l3Ight. !'rum Point Conception to tile \lex1can border. Wave 
.''I<_T:\ i!-l'::: :_'.'JI(,:l r:'-llthwcsterly storms impacting Strand Bead1 i3 more than 10 ttmes 
::cd•L'I ikt!i ·.\ 1\'' :ncrt.:y along tile shores of Santa Barbara. Santa \l0n1ca. Redondo 

l;-.o,t, il. 1'-ti '. \ CILk:-;_ l!untmgton Beach anJ others (see attachd Frgurc 1), 

I ht:' :c, ctr!lt.'Ilc ILls been upgraded in places pursuant to Coastal Commission approvals to 
ill utt_'Cl IlL:\ •. tihi ,~\i sting de,·elopment; 

ln JllSJ .111<i :'Lli ~.JJtllto the Coastal Act, the revetment along the Strand portion of the 
llt:adla•l,j~ ,,, ,l\'Cit< unJcrxcnt substantial repair; 
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!'Ius 1 C\ eunent system protects both on- and off-site improvements, public and private. 
St);1lJI1cant public improvements immediately adjacent to the Strand area revetment 
include a public coastal accessway, a regional storm drain outlet, an emergency vehicle 
beach acce:;s. a sewer pump station, and a fixed County lifeguard station. Private 
Je\ elopr11eilt protected by the Strand Revetment includes several ocean front residences, 
Dri \ate rec1 eational Jreas, and the aforementioned existing development associated with 
ihc rnubik home park: 

l'lle propcny line along the northwest side of the Strand area trends in an east-west 
direction. oblique to the shoreline. Therefore, the portion of the adjoining Niguel Shores 
residential tract along the property line, including the intervening Orange County beach 
acc,~ss and utility easement, are located upslope or landward of the Strand shoreline. This 
configural.iun makes the adjoining offsite property and improvements more susceptible to 
the dama~~e from future shoreline erosion in the absence of appropriate shoreline 
[_l!Utectiun in the Strand area; 

lruntediatel\' adjacent to Strand Beach and continuing around the Dana Point headland lie 
the ~iguc! Marine Life Refuge and the Dana Point Marine Life Refuge. Established in 
t 'l()'i, the refuges are managed by the California Department of Fish and Game. Both 
·cti_H!.L':; l:c1n::i:;t uf di\ erse marine habitats, including rocky reefs. giant kelp beds, and 
·~.\lC:lc:t\L' !Jde iJULll:; The kelp beds are one ofthe few rcmainin~ in Orange County. The 
: ~111•.1\:li ,n·:ilv :-;lLJIId re\·ctment creates a signiftcant en\·ironmental impact to the marine 
:<'ILl ~·c'; I:,:iudtJ:':( cil.'ctnlatl!lg the kelp bed habitat (see, Dr. Scutt .Jenkins. \fay 2002, and 
\IU• ·. J•.J:l-: =''t).~J 

: 1/,t ~he ·~·t:IIJC f'IUtCl.t site. the Strand area is surrounded by urbctnrzed uses. including 
,r; ·_·,·t:;. 1,1 ~ttL[ :liiS. ;tngle family and multi-family restdenttal uses, and commercial 
d·.>.LiL'f.'IJJ:·r•L -'1'1 110\imately 13 acres ofthis otTsite urbamzed an~a drains across the 
"'l':ct ,t:c· 1 :1 'itr,uiJ l3each. There are no water quality contwls in place to preYent 

:; ;•r··.t,, .. _, :•, h't:':n_'lil :_hese areas rcacllttll.': the ocean 
~ . 

: ·:l' :.\'.,::: "· ~:·.Ltll JrJ111s that outlet unto Strand Beach are in a ~tate of disrepair and do 
·, ·i; k'L•~t· 'il\ :1llcrr;,1: or e\tcrnal energY dissipation measures ~o pre\ent or mitigate 
·.··~,tL' 1 ', 1.1 .:1 cilc J1~~.·1Iarge pornt::.. 

~~11 a1rJ l\cc!cr1. \lun,Lrch Beach and Salt Creek Beach combine to form a Laguna Beach 
::IIIII··IIUt~l,ti c·cil. \\llich fronts the 8,440 linear foot regional revetment system. Pursuant 
L\' L'.\lt:tlm -· ~·L1 Lt:-;Lai pmcesses analvsis, this littoral cell is in dynamic equilibrium. That 
::;. th·~ .c·,iuii·:nt t1uJgct is balanced between the supply of ne'>v sand from ~x,j,stjp,g. L • ., ,~. 

1111
.,., l't:\

4 
'.' .. ill'1~'1 1 L'd .11!J 1clacL'd :;uurccs and the loss ufsand to littoral dnrt bevond ~ei~M-ltf"I.leimunmd\l\>10~ 
Jcddl~uld I:-·-.:,·. \r)bk :( .-\sSLIC. Sept 200 l i. This littoral equiltb~·iul-11 is unique, and has, 
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in p<ifl. L'eerl sraiJiJ ized by the existing shoreline protection, which functions in 
cuniunclluJl wJtlt the geographic character and morphology of the site. Because ofthe 
!ugh-energy \va ve environment of the site, removal of the Strand shore protection device 
leads to rapid J.lld significant disruption of existing equilibrium conditions·:- including 
SJgmricam degradation oft\vo adjacent Marine Life Refuges (see, Dr. Scott Jenkins, May 
2ULL2, aud \LBC. June 2002); 

\o o J3ccau:;c ol'thc high \vave energy environment ofthe site, removal ofthese shore 
protenion cle\·ices will lead to rapid and significant disruption of existing equilibrium 
conditions and ultimately failure of the shorefront slope. The consequences of slope 
failure (:an 1 10t be forecasted sufficiently in advance to provide adequate warning to the 
public, 

• The Strand is up-drift of navigable waterways at Dana Point Harbor, making the Harbor 
\'ldnerable tu increased littoral drift rates should the Strand revetment be removed or faiL 
This would be a direct consequence of a drastic infusion of mobile sediments into near 
shoJ e currcm ~ystems from erosion of unprotected shore front slopes. Increasing littoral 
Jriti: rate:; imo the harbor vicinity will ultimately lead to fonnation of unpredictable 
~lwals that could cause boating accidents and will increase maintenance dredging costs 
anJ impacts w marine benthos; 

I 
! :-1 •• .\11\ ~i~!:lltl,-.tJH cwsillll ofthe shorefront slope, caused by remo\ing the revetment, 

I -''~·,ttL·:- 1~11b:Jw; 111 the ocean water from the fine-grained sediments oCtile slope material, 
,uJJ ;,'..lllili ,,: t:1e t..'>:.tsllng hard bottom habitat from the coarse !ractt1Jll materials. Both 
.·:t:,-~L~ ·.,q:": ir.!.'tlc,dly impact the marine environment. including the \Iarine Life 
;z,,·:i.•~:L'' .\!1_, k~~lj· ~·cJ.:; tsee. Dr Scott Jenkins . .\lay 2002, and \IBC. June 2002)~ 

I ,.. • 
( ~.' 

\ 11~~ .'ti ~u:li !~t:' •il'~Jc cunditions mciude several overlapping ancient landslides that 
~JitlicriL' .\l'l'lc'\iinateiv 70°o ofthe area These ancient slope failures consist of displaced 
;:It ;t\'1~·-' .tr,,i :iluie A \lontcrev Formation. The redevelopment of the site must meet a 
::1 ,t,i:n:· ~\'•Ji' :·~tc:,,:- l,,- safety of l S or better. The location oC the exisung revetment 
-''- -LL:Jl : .. ,_-.\ 1 ,\'IJ~:.:-d t,, ach1eve the required factor of safety and Its precise location 
._:, ·-n i'ltLtl •::; 111 ;,' >:-cntd component of the geologic stability of the ::-.ite. 

l \''' ·'1 ·,i1c ,li/Cteilt i.:wJslidcs in the Strand area extend approximately 600 feet otl'--site to 
tile il•.Jr~tmc:;LJiltu the .1djacent 1\iguel Shores residential community. Remedial grading 
:.tll tl1e ~lif- ;it e twnion of these landslides was conducted in 1968-70, and the proposed 
;t~wilizati~.1Il 111ca ;ures tor the Strand, including the reconstructed revetment, are 
IJ~.xc::~a,·. t1' :l'tnplcte this pre\·ious remedial work and to ensure the !{eNlO~a st.nh41ilfvlnf."(':'Z:1 !r.',l 
· r , l ,JVrR)ln;..-vVlYI!H"Jil•..:t. ilL' , '11- ; Ill' J t: \ ,_, ~ 'p 111 en t, 
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Ut!c ot' lllt' ,tncicnt landslides in the Strand area extends approximately I 00 feet to the 
:;uutlH~a:;t. i)elcm the adjacent residential enclave. The proposed stabilization measures 
t()r che Strand. including the reconstructed revetment, are necessary to ens~re the 
~lCL'lo,;tc :aability of this off-site development; 

L.wd~;lide at cas sJmilar to those found in the Strand area existed immediately north ofthe 
plll_icct :;itc. 11 I the i\ iguel Shore and Ritz Cove residential commuuities, and had similar 
gcolog\·. laudslide::; and revetment. Both of these areas have been successfully 
rcmediated and developed, pursuant to previous local coastal program approvals with 
rcsiJenLial uses. Both areas rely on the regional revetment system to stabilize the 
gr.'u(ogic n:rncdiation and to protect the shorefront slope from erosion; 

The StrJrl\.l Mea morphology creates a beach that recedes off-shore in the winter and 
\\ idcn:; in the summer when the off-shore sands are re-deposited. The shallow bedrock 
cuuplcJ \\ ith the prevailing wave patterns and the Dana Point headland, which limits the 
littoral ~;and drdt, combine to establish the maximum holding capacity ofthe beach. 
L:lill\inatlllg the revetment does not result in any measurable increase to the beach 
\ olum·~ ur \vidth. Tire revetment, as reconstructed, assures structural integrity, creates 
mirumal iittpa...:t::; to erosion, and protects the site as well as the surrounding public and 
lll'l'v:ltl.' d~\ t.'lOjllllCilt: 

1
. l'lll:L't!h ~~~: i'Utli!c' ><lr'cty and protection ufexistmg on-site and neigllbonng 
·L·\ LIL'r'illt'Jil ,:JLt,t:•.: ~lJJt the revetment be retrofitted in accordance \VIth modern 
'il~:lliL'·:: 111' ,un,i,;r J·; The existing footprint of the existing revetment H·lflnot he 
l.llcll':.:." i•. Ill·.~ rctru:·:t. save for the locatton and installation of two ne\v public beach 
,t·.-~< ;:; , ttldt'I~·; 1\\' r L'tainl!lg the exrstrng rootprint. the reLrofittcd revetment exerts no 
!It. 1 ,,.,,: . .. ,-,, · · li.lll,L:c' ir1 existing beach \vidth cycles and shoreline processes, nor will it 
:rll!','l'l ~~:1.i 'L:p111\ 1 '\oble & A.ssoc. Sept. 200!). 

'•ii ct::,i I;,\ .. rL ,\'II:il::illng of al1out 52 acres to the mean high tide, :::; pnvately owned. 
lJ•,:;: ,lc·.···''l' 1

iiL'Ill u1 tile proJect, the beach, together with t\vo new beach accessways, a 
'1;:

1
1:,: ·•:t·,·J· •,'l:l'· .. ei:Illc access\vay, and public restroom and sliower facilities, \vrll be 

i:.'tir,·,tL'.: :·•; !'LJiliJlt::'c. and enjoyment 

\.; ,t
1
i L'\L;t:rJ"' :n,ul-lllade/manufactured condition, the design and redevelopment ofthe 

Str.tr1d dl '-"' 1 1lU ·l be b,tsed on accepted engineered standards and codes. It is not now, nor 
.\til 1 t l'\ l'l :x. J. .. natural" condition and can not be treated as a natural condition due to 
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ST.-\TE OF C.HIFOR:-;1.\- THE RESOL"RCES AGE:-;CY - -- . 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
45 FRE\Il~:-;r, SUrE 2000 
SA:-; FR .. \:-;CJSCC\, C.\ G4105- 2219 
VOICE A:-;D rPP (4151 404-5200 
FA\ ( 415) Q04- 5400 

September 19, 2003 

TO: Karl Schwing, Supervisor 
Long Beach Office, CCC 

FROM: Lesley Ewing 
Senior Coastal Engineer 

SUBJECT: City of Dana Point LCP and Dana Strand Beach 

GRAY DAVIS, GOVERNOR 

Since my 21 July 2003 Memorandum concerning the City of Dana Point LCP, we have 
received several other letters that merit some written input. In reading these new 
submittals, I do not think there is any need to change anything that was in my initial 
memorandum. This current memorandum is a supplement to that earlier memorandum 
and not a replacement. New material on this project is: 

• Comparative Analysis of Beach Change Effects Due to a Seawall Alternative for 
the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan, Dana Point, California (1 0 
September 2003) by Scott A. Jenkins, PhD & Joseph Wasyl, for Headlands 
Reserve, LLC. 

• Assessment of Improvements to the Existing Headlands Develop and 
Conservation Plan (SDCP) Shoreline Protection (August 2003) prepared by 
Richard J. Seymour, Ph.D., P.E. for Headlands Reserve, LLC. 

Shoreline Changes with a Revetment or with a Vertical Wall: The report by Jenkins and 
Wasyl provides results from an effort to model future shoreline change at Dana Strand 
Beach, with a vertical wall and with a rebuilt revetment. The report concurs that a 
vertical wall would occupy less beach than a revetment and that more beach area could 
be available with a vertical wall than with a revetment. It concludes however, that, "the 
ephemeral gains in beach width derived from the set back of an alternative seawall 
concept, which cannot be predicted to remain in place over the long-term, cannot be 
worth the risk of potentially disturbing the long standing littoral equilibrium that has 
existed at this beach since the 1950's.'' Jenkins & Wasyl modeled shoreline change 
using wave data from 1980 - 2000, and showed a massive loss of beach if conditions 
similar to the 1982/83 El Nino storms are repeated. The 1982/83 storms occurred early 
in the 1980 to 2000 period that is used to model shoreline change, and the presentation 
of the results suggests that whatever beach was there would vanish soon after it was 
available. The casual observer would believe that the modeling is showing that the 
gains in beach width from a vertical wall would be lost within 3 years of construction. 

r~ W~VP. However, the Jenkins & Wasyl effort is not making any representation of futu 
conditions, or the return period for a major El Nino event. It compares possib 
changes for wave conditions equivalent to the period from 1980 to 2000 for a ~~IT#10a e 1 e 1 of 6 
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wall and for a revetment. It does not compare any model results to measured beach 
conditions. If a massive erosional event were not to occur until a vertical wall had been 
in place for 20, 40 or 50 years, the "ephemeral gains" shown by the model, would be 
appreciated for several decades. 

The Jenkins & Wasyl's modeling effort shows that the beach fronting a vertical wall 
would not recover as quickly as the beach fronting a revetment, due to the difference in 
reflexivity of the two wall types. Field studies reported by Griggs, et al. and Tait and 
Griggs (both cited in Jenkins and Wasyl as "contrary studies") found that for sediment 
rich areas like Monterey, there was little difference in the recovery rates between a 
vertical wall and a revetment. The Dana Strand Beach is not in a sediment rich cell and 
Jenkins & Wasyl note that the morphological differences between Dana Strand Beach 
and the beaches in Monterey make studies of Monterey invalid for the Dana Point area. 
Instead, Jenkins & Wasyl compare the Dana Strand Beach to narrow wave-cut platform 
beaches in San Diego. While similar in planform, the San Diego beaches have an 
estimated annual longshore transport rate that is between 200,000 and 300,000 cyy. 
The alongshore sediment flux for rate for the Dana Strand Beach sub-cell is an order of 
magnitude less, being closer to 15,000 cyy. So, while they are not sediment rich 
beaches, they also do not require several hundred thousand cubic yards of sediment 
each year to maintain longshore transport. The beach can rebuild with only a small 
amount of sand. At best, it is possible to say that the rates at which Dana Strand Beach 
will rebuild fronting a vertical wall and a revetment for this beach area are uncertain. 
Following a major storm event, the beach fronting a revetment may possibly rebuild 
more quickly that a beach fronting a vertical wall, but in either situation, the model 
predicts that the beach would rebuild. 

For purposes of the LCP, a vertical wall is a viable solution for a shoreline protective 
device along Dana Strand Beach. As adjacent properties redevelop and need to rework 
their shoreline protection, a seawall may again be a viable option for these areas. The 
pros and cons of each alternative can and should be considered in examination of any 
development option for The Strand. I do not believe the Jenkins & Wasyl report provide 
evidence that the LCP should consider only a revetment for any future development that 
might be proposed for The Strand. 

Changes to the Revetment being Repair or Reconstruction/New Construction: The 
amount of work necessary to provide an effective shoreline protective device for the 
new houses that are proposed to be built on The Strand constitutes complete 
reconstruction or new construction. Much of the rock can be used again- one virtue of 
rock is that it can be taken from place to place and put into riprap structures again and 
again. It can be used in a new revetment at this site, it can be hauled upcoast to be 
used for maintenance there, it can hauled out of the county, it can be crushed and used 
for road construction. The idea that the future revetment will be built using rip rap rock 
that is now on site, does not, in itself mean that the future revetment will be a repair of 
the current revetment. 
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In conjunction with development of The Strand, there will be a huge amount of grading, 
landform alteration, cut, fill, and recompaction all along The Strand. At the beach, the 
entire existing revetment, except for a short segment at the southern end, will be 
completely removed. There would be heavy equipment on the beach to lift and remove 
the riprap rock from its current location and store it elsewhere while the back slope and 
foundation area are being prepared. Very likely the riprap rock will be stored on the 
beach, in a way that it can serve as a cofferdam and protect the work that is occurring to 
the east. The project has not presented construction plans, so this is speculation as to 
where and how the riprap rock would be stored. The project plans show that most of 
the slope adjacent to the future revetment will constructed of compacted fill and other 
site plans note that the fill would come from cuts further up on the slope. Seaward of 
the compacted fill, there would be a 20-foot thick surface of Geosynthetically-Reinforced 
Compacted Fill 1

. This Geosynthetically-Reinforced Compacted Fill would start at 
elevation 0', NGVD and extend up the slope to +25' NGVD. There is not a 
Geosynthetically-Reinforced Compacted Fill on the slope at present. This would all be 
constructed as part of the proposed development, and would likely require that heavy 
equipment operate on the beach during the construction phase. 

The revetment would be installed or reinstalled, seaward of the constructed, 
Geosynthetically-Reinforced Compacted Fill. The design developed by Noble 
Consultants shows that there would be a layer of fabric filter placed adjacent to the 
Geosynthetically-Reinforced Compacted Fill and along the 0' NGVD, at the bedrock 
contact, to support the revetment. Seaward of the fabric filter will be a be a layer of 
small rock, Class No. 2 backing, and then the rip rap rock will be placed back on the 
slope. If the current revetment is resting on the bedrock layer, the fabric filter, small 
rock and armor rock could be placed on the bedrock that had been covered by the 
current rip rap rock. If the current revetment is not founded on bedrock, then there 
would be some additional excavation beyond removal of the rip rap rock to expose the 
bedrock and allow construction of the future revetment in the manner specified in the 
proposed plans. 

There are various methods for doing this construction, and the proposed method may 
differ from what is described here. However, I know of no way to do the proposed slope 
recompaction, installation of a Geosynthetically-Reinforced Compacted Fill, installation 
of a fabric filter layer and installation of Class #2 rock base, without temporarily 
relocating the rip rap rock. The ultimate project will have some similarity to the existing 
revetment in that the plans indicate that all new work can be undertaken so that the toe 
of the existing and proposed revetment footprint will be at the same seaward limit. 
Furthermore, there have been proposals to keep the proposed revetment at the +17' 
elevation- supposedly the elevation of the current revetment, if it had been maintained. 
The work will not be the placement of a few additional rocks here and there within the 
structure, as suggested by the Jenkins & Wasyl Report through comparison of this work 
with a revetment repair project in Encinitas. The amount and extent of work would 
constitute complete reconstruction/new construction of a shore protection device. 

1 Shown on Noble Consultants, Figure 2, Revetment Section, provided in the July 30, 2003 
Headlands LOCAL Coastal Program Amendment Binder. 
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Potential Changes to Sediment Yield with Development on The Strand: The Jenkins & 
Wasyl report notes that there will be minimal changes to the storm water derived 
sediment supply from this project. This connection to storm water runoff may exclude 
the unquantified amount of talus that is washing off The Strand, over or through the 
revetment, and into the littoral system. Work by Everts and referenced by Jenkins, has 
noted that the bluffs along this portion of the littoral cell do provide sediment to the 
littoral system something less than about 1,100 cubic yards per year (cyy). Most of the 
sand coming into The Dana Strand Beach segment is from upcoast or from this sea cliff 
erosion. There are no fluvial sources for sediment into The Dana Strand Beach. The 
general estimate of sediment yield for undeveloped and developed foothill lands 
(probably a good approximation for slope inland of the Strand Beach, is 200 and 100 
cyy, per square mile of land. The conversion of this land from its essentially 
undeveloped condition to the compacted, graded, developed slope, will reduce annual 
sediment yields by 50%. The new shoreline protection device will contain the 
backshore sediments better than the structure that is there now. The talus that is now 
flowing over and through the revetment will be reduced or almost eliminated. This 
beach relies on small volumes of sand to exist and these small reductions could 
adversely impact the beach over the long term. Fortunately, it would take only small 
amounts of sand to bring this area back into "equilibrium". 

Changes to the Back Beach and Effects from a Change in Sea Level: The Coast of 
California Storm and Tidal Waves Study for Orange County looked at sea cliff retreat for 
the southern cells in Orange County. The study found that, "Mean beach widths have 
not changed greatly since 1927. Shoreline positions are generally near where they 
were 70-years ago and in this period back beach line retreat rates averaged only an 
estimated 0.07 to 0.2 ft/yr." The area near Dana Point was one of the areas with a 
retreat rate close to 0.2 ft/yr (at 0.17 ft/yr). This beach is at about its maximum holding 
capacity for sand, meaning that the beach cannot widen by moving seaward. The 
beach has been held at its current location since the 1950's when the current revetment 
was installed. Assuming that the shoreline had not been armored, and assuming that 
there would not have been a massive slide during the past 50 years, the current back 
beach line would be approximately 10 feet further landward than it is now (0.2 ft/yr x 50 
years). Over the next 75 years, the shoreline could be expected to retreat an additional 
15 feet, with the same assumptions. 

The Dana Strand Beach is within the Mussel Cove to Dana Point reach, and it has an 
average shore face slope of 0.033 rise to run. In the design of the proposed shore 
protection, Noble Consultants has assumed that there could be a rise in sea level above 
the current level, of 0.66 feet in 75 years. On a beach with a 0.033 shore face slope, 
this would "inundate" 20 feet of beach, on average, more than is inundated today. This 
estimate is based only on the change in water elevation relative to the existing beach, 
and does not account for possible shifts in sediment on the shore face that would 
otherwise modify the location of the shoreline. 
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The Coast of California Storm and Tidal Wave Study for Orange County, discusses 
many of the changes that can occur to the shoreline over time and how a future rise in 
sea level could alter the shoreline dynamics 

"On a time scale of years or decades, the flux across the base of 
the lens is usually small in comparison to transport across other 
boundaries of the lens. Exceptions include some conservative, 
headland-bounded pocket beaches where (1) the back beach line 
is restrained to erosion and sea level is rising so thereby the flux is 
negative." (Page 40) 

"There is at present a negative sediment flux of about 2000 cyy at 
the base of the lens. This is the quantity required to support the 
lens as the sea surface rises. This negative component of the 
budget will increase as the length of armored coast expands and 
the rate of sea level rise accelerates in future, if that occurs .... 

"To demonstrate the worst case scenario .... the complete armoring 
of the southern Orange County coast would shift the present 
positive sediment budget (an estimated 8200 cyy) to a negative 
budget of about -8000 cyy. .. . . Many of the beaches of southern 
Orange County would disappear in around 100 years." (Page 59) 

Sea level change has been factored into the proposed design for shore protection. The 
elevation of the revetment was based upon a 0.66 foot rise in mean sea level over the 
next 75 years. And, as noted in the Seymour Report, "One of the principal advantages 
of the revetment or rubble mound structure for the shoreline protection on a sloping 
hillside is that it can readily be designed to accommodate substantial increases in height 
without necessitating further encroachment on the beach." The proposed revetment will 
go to +17' NGVD. The proposed design would meet current state-of-the-art standards 
for shoreline protection; however, the LCP does not address the sea level component 
for the design conditions for new shoreline protection, or any other design condition. 
Few LCP's provide this information, so the lack of design standards is not an oversight 
that is unique to this LCP. 

The proposed plan does not indicate whether an added rise in sea level, beyond the 
0.66' that was considered, could be accommodated within the current design. As noted 
by the Seymour Report, these structures can be designed to accommodate increases in 
height; the proposed revetment may or may not have been designed for this. However, 
if the proposed revetment were increased in height, it could take up the area that would 
be used for the public walkway that is being considered at the top of this structure. Any 
design that would contemplate an increase in height of shore protection would need to 
also contemplate an adjustment that would maintain the quality and extent of public 
access. 

Option of Abandonment or No Action: The Seymour Report discusses many 
perceived benefits that could arise from rebuilding the revetment to modern 
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The first is that it "would allow the development of high value taxable properties 
between the public road and the beach, and will not impinge on the public viewsheds." 
It is clear that this site should not be used for the proposed type and level of 
development unless some form of shoreline protection is included with the project. New 
shore protection would allow this property to be put to a high value taxable use. 
However, this new development would impinge on the public viewshed. The beach and 
nearshore surf zone are heavily used public areas and the view of the coast from these 
areas would be dramatically changed if the proposed housing complex is constructed. 

The Seymour report further notes that the proposed project would result in no adverse 
impact to erosion, the beach width, or sand supply. This issue was covered in the 21 
July 2003 memo and elsewhere in this memo. Fortunately, this shoreline has been 
relatively stable over the past 50 years and there is still a healthy and useful beach. 
Shore protection will change the beach and backshore from what would occur without 
these structures. The benefits and impacts from these changes have been presented 
elsewhere. 

Many of the other benefits that would result from a new revetment at this site could be 
achieved with out a new 2,1 00-foot long shoreline protection device. The LCP 
amendments have been directed at the creation of new, stable home sites on the lands 
immediately inland of The Dana Strand Beach. The provisions of new access, water 
quality improvements, etc. have been presented within the context of this new 
development, but there is no technical reason that they must be joined. Other options 
for the use of this land would likely consider other beneficial "packages" that would be 
possible for this property. The current proposal has not considered the appropriate 
types of shoreline protection that would provide water quality improvements, ADA 
access, dedication of public beach lands, three stable beach access paths, and 
protection of the neighboring developments, separate from providing developable lots. 
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July 21, 2003 

TO: Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Manager, Orange County 

FROM: Lesley Ewing, Sr. Coastal Engineer 

SUBJECT: Coastal Engineering Review of Dana Point Headlands LCP Amendment 

My review and comments concerning the coastal engineering aspects of this LCP Amendment 
are based on my professional judgment, review of the following listed documents, a site visit 
conducted on 20 February 2002, and numerous phone conversations and conference calls. The 
formal document review has included: 

• Headlands Reserve LLC, ''The Headlands Development and Conservation Plan, General 
Plan Amendment", July 24. 2001 

• AGRA Earth & Environmental. Inc., ''Geotechnical Evaluation Feasibility of Landslide 
Remediation, Dana Strand Club Area, Dana Point Headlands Project," October 15, 1999. 

• AGRA Earth & Environmental. Inc .. "Geotechnical Review Response Feasibility of 
Landslide Remediation Dana Point Strand Club Area, Dana Point Headlands Project, 
Dana Point. California." February 4. 2000. 

• AGRA Earth & Environmental. Inc. "Bluff Setback Evaluation Harbor Point Are of 
LO\\er Headland Dana Point Headlands Project. Dana Point. California:· February 21. 
2000. 

• .-\GR . .\ Earth & Environmental Inc. "Addendum Geotechnical Evaluation Feasibility of 
Landslide Remediation Dana Strand Club Area. Dana Point Headlands Project." \;farch 
21. 2000. 

• LSA Associates. Inc. "Final Em ironmental Impact Report. Volumes I. II and III. 
February 2002. 

• \:oble Consultants. Inc. prepared for LSA Associates. ·'Final Environmental Impact 
Report. Appendix J: Coastal Processes Assessment for Headlands Development and 
Conservation Plan ... September 200 I. 

• 1\oble Consultants. Inc. "Headlands Development and Conservation Plan. Su 
Assessment for Shorefront Protection Alternatives. Dana Point. CA." May 20 
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• Scott A. Jenkins, Ph. D. and Joseph Wasyl; Dr. Scott A. Jenkins Consulting, Evaluation 
of Coastal Processes Effects Associated with Removal ofthe Revetment from the 
Headlands Development and Conservation Plan:" 22 May 2002. 

• MBC Applied Environmental Sciences. ''Analysis of Impacts to the Niguel and Dana 
Point Marine Life Refuges Resulting from the Alternatives to the Strand Beach 
Revetment Reconstruction" June 2002. 

• Scott A. Jenkins, PhD & Joseph Wasyl, Constraints and Unique Characteristics Effecting 
Non-Structural Shore Protection Alternatives for the Dana Point Headlands Development 
and Conservation Plan," 17 November 2002. 

• Robert L. Wiegel, Consulting Engineer, "Peer Review of Reports on Coastal Engineering 
Aspects of the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan, Dana Point, Orange 
County, California,'' 20 March, 2003, as amended on March 21, 2003 letter from Kevin 
Darnall. 

• City of Dana Point, "Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA 0 1-02), May 30, 2002. 

• City of Dana Point, ''General Plan" July 9, 1991. 

• City of Dana Point, "Zoning Code." through Zoning Ordinance 01-04, March 27,2001. 

• AMEC Earth & Environmental. Inc. "Headlands Development and Conservation Plan, 
Geotechnical Evaluation of Shorefront Design Alternatives (Planning Areas 1, 2, and 3) 
Dana Point. California:· May 2002. 

• :\:VlEC Earth & Environmental. Inc. "Headlands Development and Conservation Plan. 
Geotechnical Evaluation of Conceptual Shorefront Setback Alternative (Planning Areas 
I. 2. and 3) Dana Point. California ... l\'0\ ember 2002. 

• AN1EC Letter Report from Scott Kerwin to Kevin Darnall. "Response to Geotechnical 
Re\ie\\ \1emorandum Headlands De\·elopment and Consenation Plan (HDCP)." 
\:ovcmbcr 20, 2002. 

• Paul S. Carey. P.E .. The Keith Companies. Inc. "Headlands Development and 
Conservation Plan: Shorefront Slope Setback Alternati\·e:· November 20. 2002. 

• 0ioble Consultants. Inc. "Headlands Development and Conservation Plan: No Revetment. 
Shorefront Slope Setback Alternative. Dana Point. CA'' November 20. 2002. 

• \.1emorandum from Headlands Reserve LLC to Lesley Ewing. "Responses to the August 
12. 2002 \11emorandum from Leslie (sic.) Ewing:· ~0\·ember 21. 2002. 
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• Letter from Michael Lewis. Surfrider Foundation. to Ralph Faust, ·'Response to: 
Headlands LCP Amendment, Strand Area and Revetment Issues, Dana Point Headlands," 
December 26, 2002. 

• Timothy B. Maddux. PhD, "Review of 'Evaluation of Coastal Processes Effects 
Associated with Removal of the Revetment from the Headlands Development 
Conservation Plan'." N.D. 

• Letter Report from Chad Nelsen, Environmental Director, Surfrider, to Karl Schwing, 
March 17, 2003. 

• Letter Report from John J. Marra, PhD to Mark Rauscher, Environmental Programs 
Manager, Surfrider Foundation, ''Review of Report Pertaining to Headlands 
Development and Conservation Plan by S.A. Jenkins, Ph.D. and J. Wasyl," March 3, 
2002 (sic.) 

• Wiegel, Robert L., Professor Emeritus. ·'Dana Point Harbor, California," Shore and 
Beach, Vol. 61, No.3, July 1993, pages 37-55. 

• Griggs, Gary, James Tait, and Wendy Corona, ·'The Interaction of Seawalls and Beaches: 
Seven Years of Monitoring. Monterey Bay. California" Shore and Beach, Vol. 62, No.3, 
July 1994. 

• California Coastal Commission, Revised Findings, A-2-PAC-00-010, City of Pacifica, 
November 27, 2002. 

Introduction: 

The project before staff is proposed amendments to the LCP for Dana Point that add policies for 
the development of the Headlands property. The specific amendments that are covered by this 
memo are: Proposed Policy 1.25: ··for the Headlands. minimize the potential for coastal slope 
erosion and ensure public safety and coastal access by reconstructing the existing revetment." 
And Proposed Policy 2.14: .. Shoreline or ocean protective devices such as revetments. 
breakwaters. groins. harbor channels. seawalls, eli ff retaining walls. and other such constriction 
that alters shoreline processes shall be pem1itted when required to serve coastal-dependent uses 
or to protect existing structures or public beaches in danger from erosion, and when designed to 
eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local sand supply and minimize adverse impacts on 
public use of sandy beach areas. For the Headlands, the potential for coastal slope erosion 
shall be minimized and pubic safety and coastal access protected by reconstruction of the 
existing revetment. Such reconstruction must not encroach seaward of the toe of the 
existing revetment at bedrock unless improvements are necessary to create or enhance new 
public access and/or public safety. (Bold language is the proposed change to Policy 2.14.) 

If these amendments are approved, the Dana Point Development Project would propo 
undertake remedial grading of The Strand. replace the existing revetment with a new 
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protection device, develop The Strand for residential use and variousother projects on and 
adjacent to Dana Point Headlands. The LCP amendments, while separate from the proposed 
development, nevertheless, have a strong connection to the proposed development. To the 
extend possible, I have tried to limit my comments to the LCP. To facilitate staffs review of the 
LCP amendments, I am addressing the following questions: 

1. Can the existing revetment be repaired in a way that it would be adequate to protect new 
development, or must a new revetment be constructed? 

2. Do either the existing revetment or the proposed new revetment alter shoreline processes? 
3. Are there options other than the proposed new revetment? 
4. Is it likely that the No Shore Protection option could generate a large sediment plume? 
5. Has the submitted work been performed in a manner that is consistent with Industry 

Practice? 

The following discussion addresses these questions. This memo is a companion to a geologic 
memo prepared by the Commission's staff geologist. The companion memo addresses the 
geologic conditions of the inland site, the overall site stability and the options for developing the 
site for residential use that do not rely on any type of shoreline protection. This memo will cover 
only the above-mentioned concerns. 

1. Existing Revetment and Need for New Shore Protection 

There is an existing 2,240-foot riprap revetment on the property that pre-dates the Coastal Act. 
The southern end of this revetment terminates at the general junction between The Strand Beach 
and the Dana Point headland. Approximately 140 feet of the revetment in this area is buried by 
sand. Approximately 2,100 feet of the revetment is exposed, with the extent of exposure 
changing with the levels of beach sand seaward of the revetment and amounts of talus from the 
inland slope. The northern end of the revetment connects with revetments that extend, in a 
linear fashion, several thousand feet further to the north. Riprap revetment structures ofvarying 
ages and levels of maintenance or disrepair now fix most of the backshore from Monarch Point 
(to the north) to Dana Point (to the immediate south). 

The revetment backing The Strand Beach has fallen into disrepair. The applicant notes that 
portions of this revetment were repaired following the 1982/83 El Nino. These repairs extended 
the life of this structure allowing much of the backshore of The Strand Beach to be protected still 
today, to some extent, by this re\·etment. For approximately the past 40 years, the shoreline at 
The Strand. and much of the shoreline to the north. has been annored and has been inOuenced by 
this am10ring. 

~oble Consultants has preformed a detailed investigation of the existing revetment at The Strand 
Beach. Their investigation found, "that the under-engineered riprap structure was not designed 
under current engineering standards that are based on the most updated nearshore wave climate 
and a design cross section comprised of bed material and armor stone." (Noble Consultants, 
September 2001, pages 19- 25). "At Strand Beach, the existing under-designed riprap 
revetment may be damaged and stones could be dislodged onto the beach during a mc•l,...~~~"!"""-----
severe storm event." (Ibid. page 29) Based on my inspection ofthe riprap revetment u'M . IT# 10b 
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20 February 2002 site visit and the various reports on the revetment and reports on its damage 
from past storm events. I concur with the Noble Consultant's assessment of the condition of the 
existing revetment that it is in disrepair. 

In a report by Jenkins and Wasyl, they note that the wave climate at Dana Point is very harsh and 
through a quantitative analysis they have determined that the wave energy arriving along The 
Strand is ·'more than 10 times greater than wave energy along the shores of Santa Barbara, Santa 
Monica, Redondo Beach and Huntington Beach.'' (Jenkins and WasyL 17 November 2002, page 
1) I have not verified that the wave energy is actually 10 times greater at The Strand Beach than 
at all locations along the listed shorelines. This would mean that the wave heights at Dana Point 
are routinely more than 3 times higher than the waves in Santa Barbara, Santa Monica, Redondo 
Beach and Huntington Beach. However, since the listed locations have generally wide beaches 
with a wide offshore shelf, and The Strand Beach is a narrow pocket beach on a bedrock 
planform, the shoreline characteristics support the idea that the wave energy at The Strand is 
somewhat larger than the other locations. In addition the "Killer Dana" tales of surfing at Dana 
Point before the harbor was built also provide support for the claim that the wave climate in the 
area of The Strand Beach (slightly northwest of the location of the renowned surfing waves) can 
be quite large and there is high wave energy along The Strand Beach. 

The LCP amendments propose that the existing revetment should be reconstructed to minimize 
the potential for coastal slope erosion. The LCP amendment also notes that the revetment should 
be rebuilt to ensure public safety and coastal access. It might be possible to achieve these policy 
goals of public safety and access by repairing and maintaining the existing revetment, without 
full reconstruction. There are no specific design standards for such conditions; however staff 
could work with the city to set some criteria for repair and maintenance of the existing revetment 
that would provide some reasonable level of public safety and access. In addition, the existing 
access way, storm drains, etc. that are on the site, could continue to be protected for a number of 
years by careful repair of the existing revetment. 

If the purpose of shore protection is to minimize the potential for coastal erosion to a level 
adequate to use the inland area for the proposed residential development, there are specific 
guidelines and minimum safety standards for this type of development. If the property inland of 
The Strand Beach is used for new residential development, it would not be adequate to just repair 
the existing revetment. The revetment would have to be rebuilt or replaced with a new shore 
protection structure. Section 30253 of the Coastal Act requires that new development shall, 
among other issues. minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic. flood. and fire 
hazard. Habitable land and development often require a higher level of protection than does 
open space. \Vhen considering revetments and seawalls to protect development in danger from 
erosion, the Commission has routinely used a 1 00-year wave height and a high tide, or the 
equivalent of the 1982/83 storms as the design storm wave event. And, revetments or seawalls 
that are used to protect against erosion should be able to last as long as the development, with 
routine maintenance, and provide protection from the design storm wave event throughout the 
life of the development. The full analysis and design of shore protection must consider not only 
current conditions, but also changes due to an accelerated rise of sea level, changes in sand 
supply, long-term erosion ofthe beach and platform, scour, etc. For issues of slope s..l""-'~ .... ----.... 
there is also a requirement that the slopes accommodate erosion and provide a 1.5 fac 
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safety against geologic failure over the life of the development. (This memo does not cover 
geologic stability aspects of the site or the option of using setbacks instead of shoreline 
armoring.) 

Given that the revetment is "under-designed" and ··under-engineered'' in a location that has a 
very harsh storm climate, the existing revetment is not adequate to protect new development for 
its economic life, from a design storm wave event. In addition, since some of the design 
inadequacies are with the base foundation of the existing revetment, the revetment would have to 
be rebuilt from the base up, to make it adequate to meet current standards. Additional riprap 
material would have to be added to the structure to meet current design standards, and there 
would need to be mechanized equipment on the beach. This would not be a short-term effort to 
repair a few locations, but would be a many-month long, major construction project. Based on 
all these factors, it would seem that the work necessary to provide adequate shore protection that 
would allow the inland site to be used for development would constitute new construction, rather 
than repair of the existing shore protection. 

2. Effects on Shoreline Processes 

The applicant's representatives, Noble Consultants and Jenkins and Wasyl have provided a 
variety of reports, analyses and discussions to support the claim that there will be no adverse 
effects from a reconstructed revetment at The Strand Beach. Noble Consultants and Jenkins and 
Wasyl note that this portion of the shoreline is in "dynamic equilibrium" and conclude that the 
existing revetment is not altering it. They do acknowledge that the existing revetment has 
trapped small amounts of beach quality sediment that otherwise would have been contributed to 
the littoral system, however, the reports quantify these volumes as being a very small amount of 
the overall sediment input to this section of shoreline. They provide well researched and 
presented information on this site, concluding: 

The historical data has (sic.) shov,n that over this period (the past 20 years) the 
local beaches have remained stable in the presence of these shore front protection 
structures. Con seq uentl y there is no scienti fie justification for the removal of any 
one of these structures in order to restore beach equilibrium, for such equilibrium 
exists, maintained in part by the morphology of the wave-cut platform on \vhich 
these beaches are built. On the other hand the removal of any segment of the 
existing shore front structures or the introduction of structural discontinuities (such 
as the Shoreline Setback Alternative) will set off a chain of littoral responses that 
are well known to science and will cause damage to property and existing marine 
habitat. (.Jenkins and Wasyl, November 2002, pages 14- 17.) 

The infom1ation provided on shoreline conditions is open to several different interpretations and 
I cannot reach the conclusion that the existing revetment is not altering natural shoreline 
conditions. The shoreline conditions described in the Environmental Impact Report and other 
submittals as the No Action Alternative and the Shoreline Setback Alternative are similar to what 
would exist without some form of shore protection. As noted in the above quotation, removal of 
the existing revetment could cause property damage and may alter the marine areas, tl P~£}, 
these changes would result from returning this section of shoreline to a more natural, rrn~lJ31T# 1 Ob 
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condition. Erosion, slides and slumps are part of the unaltered condition for this shoreline and 
options to perpetual current conditions are options that perpetuate an altered shoreline. Thus, it 
is clear that the existing revetment or a reconstructed revetment alter shoreline conditions. 
Again, quoting from Jenkins and Wasyl: 

In' absence of structural shore protection, the shore fronts slopes in either the pre
or post-project configuration are made up of unconsolidated sedimentary material 
that is easily eroded by high energy wave events, and by moderate wave events if 
they occur during spring tides. There is no natural form of shore protection ( eg. 
wide equilibrium sandy beaches, cobble berms, or consolidated formations 
interior to slope) to prevent or arrest progressive erosion of pre-or post-project 
shore front slopes if structural shore protection is removed from the site. (Jenkins 
and Wasyl, November 2002, page 3.) 

In its natural condition, prior to construction of the riprap revetments and the harbor, this 
shoreline may or may not have been in dynamic equilibrium. If the existing shoreline armoring 
is allowed to fall into further disrepair, this portion of the shoreline might be in a state of rapid 
change for a number of years until it reestablished a new natural balance between the land 
stability and the water forces. It would be expected that immediately after failure of a section of 
the revetment, portions of the slope would retreat quite quicklv- especially in locations that are 
stable now only due to the presence of the revetment. Changes might slow as the effects ofthe 
existing revetment lessen and natural conditions become more dominant. These changes to the 
shoreline may not be desired or acceptable for permanent types of site development. And there 
is a marine reserve close by that may be affected by the progressive erosion that could occur at 
this location. However, the progressive erosion and resulting sedimentation and turbidity would 
be the natural conditions that would exist in this location if there were no shore protection. The 
continued maintenance and reconstruction of shore protection in this location will maintain the 
current, modified conditions at this location. 

The existing conditions are not the same as natural conditions. Furthermore. the existing 
conditions involve ongoing, progressive deterioration of the existing revetment. The coastal 
condition with the existing revetment and with a reconstructed revetment \viii be different over 
time. The reports by Noble Consultants and Jenkins and Wasyl show that a new riprap 
revetment can be constructed in essentially the same footprint as the existing revetment and such 
construction should be possible to accomplish in the field. Noble Consultants and Jenkins and 
Wasyl further conclude that since there will be no significant seaward encroachment by a new 
revetment. there will be no significant changes from the existing coastal condition if the 
revetment is reconstructed. This is a valid conclusion for the short-term. Hov.:ever. over the 
long-term. the existing condition is that the revetment will continue to deteriorate. Eventually 
the natural slides. slumps and erosion will occur as part of the existing condition. A 
reconstructed revetment would prevent these conditions from developing over the long-term. 
Over time, the coastal conditions that would exist with a new riprap revetment would differ more 
and more from what would exist if the existing revetment were allowed to deteriorate. Just 
because the new revetment would occupy the same footprint, does not mean that the new 
revetment \Vould have the same performance or result in the same future coastal cond 1
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In the evaluation of projects, Commission staff often needs to consider not only the immediate 
impacts from a possible action, but the longer-tern1 effects. For new development on bluffs and 
for shoreline protective structures, that is often assumed to be 5{) to 75 years, however, as noted 
by The Headlands Reserve LLC in its November 21. 2002 memo, "While a typical home may 
only have a useful life for 50 to 75 years (or longer) the development, i.e. legal lots, 
infrastructure. etc. have an indefinite life as long as improvements are maintained." Examination 
of The Strand Beach with and without the proposed revetment reconstruction should consider the 
next 50 to 75 years, but this may, in actuality, greatly underestimate the time period over which 
this section of coast would be altered by the reconstruction of the existing revetment. 

The Strand Beach has a small retention capacity. This mini-cell has a small net annual rate of 
longshore transport-- about 15,000 to 17,000 cubic yards. The Strand Beach contains only a 
small amount of sand, no more than 60,000 cubic yards (Jenkins and Wasyl, November 2002, 
page 3) with a thin veneer of sand over a shallow wave-cut platform. In addition, Dana Point has 
a strong impact on the stability and the shoreward extent of this beach. Both Noble Consultants 
and Jenkins and Wasyl identify this beach as being in dynamic equilibrium. Robert Wiegel, 
consulting engineer, reiterates this finding and concurs with it. Some evidence of this "dynamic 
equilibrium" condition are 1920's photographs of this section of the coast and the similarity 
between these historic views and photos from March 2000. What these photographs cannot 
show is the depth of the sand layer and whether the volume of sand in the mini-cell has changed 
over time. Dana Point controls the seaward extent of the dry beach, so, the width ofThe Strand 
Beach could remain relatively stable over time, with a reduction in beach slope and volume of 
sand making up the beach. Such changes might have occurred, but would not be apparent from 
photographs. 

Even if the volume of sand at The Strand Beach has remained relatively constant from the 1920's 
to present, this is no guarantee that this condition will continue for the 75 or more years that this 
beach could have an am1ored back shore. As stated by Robert Wiegel in his review of the 
submitted material. "::V1any uncertainties arc involved in trying to predict the future, such as 
decadal changes in wave climate, based on a relatively short length oftimc of observations; 
trying to know these quantitatively ... (\Viegel. March 2003. page 3) In part because ofthis 
uncertainty, Robert Wiegel concludes that a structure should be used along the boundary 
between the beach and the upland to insure long-tem1 protection of the upland development. 
(This conclusion was provided within the context that the site will be used for permanent 
development and that these forms of shore protection are the most effective engineering options 
of the 6 proposed alternatives.) It would be equally appropriate to conclude that since ··(m)any 
uncertainties are imolved in trying to predict the future" that it is difficult to predict whether or 
not shore protection \Viii alter shore processes in the future. Such changes could reduce shoreline 
sand supply and most likely reduce access and recreational opportunities. 

Shoreline change is far more common both geographically and temporally than shoreline stasis. 
Acceleration in the rise in sea level or higher high water would inundate larger amounts of the 
narrow wave-cut platforn1. Without increased sediment inputs, the width of dry beach would be 
reduced in the future. This will be worsened slightly by the cumulative reduction in sediment 
(averaging 1.800 cubic yards annually) due to the armoring throughout this mini-cell 
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During the times that the revetment is exposed to wave attack (i.e. when it is really needed to 
protect the backshore), the revetment will interact with waves and alter wave energy dissipation 
and reflection from what it would be if the revetment were not in place. When the revetment is 
exposed to wave attack there will be changes in the mobilization ofbeach sand, a reduction in 
beach access and impairment of recreational opportunities from what exists when the revetment 
is not exposed to wave attack. Noble Consultants (May 2002) have estimated that the new 
revetment will be exposed to wave attack, on average, 21.94 days per year ifthe sand level stays 
at +8.0 feet, MLLW. If the sand level fronting the revetment drops by one foot, the potential 
annual exposure would increase to 48 days. With a two-foot drop in sand level, the potential 
annual exposure would increase to almost 60 days. The drop in sand level could occur from a 
continued reduction in the amount of sand getting to the beach. An apparent drop in sand would 
occur if there were a rise in sea level. Either condition would increase the amount oftime that 
the revetment is altering coastal processes. 

Surfrider Foundation has submitted photographs of the beach taken on 9 November 2002 when 
there was a 5.5-foot high tide. It is clear that during times that the revetment is being impacted 
by waves, the beach is inundated and impassible. (Attachment to 26 December 2002 letter from 
Michael Lewis) These impacts will increase in frequency and significance if the sand levels 
drop and the revetment is exposed more regularly to wave attack. The impacts will also increase 
in frequency and significance if there is a rise in sea level or high and higher high water. 

The existing revetment does alter coastal processes, local sand supply, beach access and 
opportunities for coastal recreation when there are wave structure interactions. These will 
continue in the future with either the existing revetment or a proposed new structure. These 
impacts will worsen if there is a drop in sand level or an increase in water level. 

3. Future Options for Shore Protection 

\1aterial for the LCP Amendment provides an analysis of various shore protection options. The 
analysis concludes that a rebuilt revetment would only require 6 feet of encroachment seaward of 
the earthen slope, it would have only a small impact on scour, and would minimize end effects at 
the junctions with adjacent structures. The discussion quotes a staff report for a revetment in 
Pacifica that the revetment would dissipate approximately 40 to 50% of the incoming wave 
energy. This estimate for energy dissipation was provided in the City of Pacifica· s submitted 
material without independent examination. The estimate for energy dissipation was not 
supported by any research or supporting data: and there is no basis for expecting this 
quantification to be appropriate for the proposed revetment. 

Robert Wiegel notes in his third party review."] have concluded that either a rock revetment or a 
reinforced concrete seawall would be an appropriate alternative ..... One of the conclusions I 
reached earlier. .... is that the often made statement that stone revetments have less effect on 
beaches than seawalls may not be supported by evidence from field observations. It may, or 
may not. be correct." (Wiegel. March 2003. page 17) 

A seawall for this site would be approximately 30 feet high. This could position a se 
about the-30' slope location. The revetment would be lower and would be located a IT# 10b 
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-t-20· slope location. This could position a seawall further landward than the revetment, 
recognizing that some accommodation will be needed for transitions zones at the intersections 
with revetments to the north and south. Within a 2,1 00-foot long section of shoreline, these end 
zone accommodations could be provided and also have a substantial section of the armoring 
located further landward. Furthern10re, the current recommendation by the applicant to maintain 
the southern-most section of the existing revetment is based on the information that this section 
of revetment is buried and that the proposed development locations would not need this section 
of revetment for direct stability, but rather to provide an acceptable terminus or end point that 
abuts the northern portion of Dana Point. In reality the shoreline protection for The Strand 
Beach includes this 140-foot section of revetment. To the extent that it can be incorporated 
without change, into an acceptable long-term plan for The Strand Beach, it should be considered 
for incorporation. However this section of revetment should not be used to support or promote 
any alternatives for shoreline protection for the rest of The Strand Beach. Specifically, this 
section of revetment should not be used to reject a vertical wall option for the rest of the 
property, or a more landward location for a reconstructed revetment. The revetment to the north 
is a separate property and project, and will have to be considered as an existing design constraint 
for future Strand projects. 

The LCP Amendment should consider both structures as viable options if this site is found to be 
able to accommodate some future permanent development project. The options of protection by 
beach nourishment or a detached breakwater have been adequately considered in the submitted 
material and shown to be infeasible or to have significant environmental impacts. If the site is 
used for development that requires new shore protection, the viable options that should be 
analyzed further would be a new revetment that uses as much of the existing riprap as possible, 
or a new seawall, that uses some of the existing riprap for scour protection and transitions with 
the adjacent revetment structures. 

4. Potential Generation of Large Sediment Plumes with No Shore Protection 

If there is no shore protection at The Strand Beach, the backshore will erode more quickly than it 
is eroding currently. If there is a large storn1 with large enough waves to attack the backshore for 
a long period of time, there could be a large amount of sediment and turbidity. The estimates 
provided by Jenkins and Wasyl are for an extreme event. It is possible that an extreme event will 
occur. but it is more likely that there will be many smaller events. 

5. Consistency ·with Industry Practice 

The provided studies have been professionally prepared. The reports are consistent with industry 
practice. They have provided sufficient infom1ation on the project site and existing processes for 
staff to examine the site conditions and to draw independent conclusions. Overall, the 
conclusions provided in this memo arc not inconsistent with the conclusions drawn in the 
submitted reports. While the conclusions differ from those reached in the provided studies, they 
are a difference in interpretation or perspective, and not a disagreement in the fundamental 
research or supporting work that was provided for this project. 
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There are several supporting points with which I cannot now agree (a) that the wave energy at 
Dana Point is 10 times that at Santa Barbara, Santa Monica, Redondo Beach and Huntington 
Beach; (b) that revetments will dissipate 40 to 50% of the incoming wave energy; and, (c) that 
the beach is in dynamic equilibrium. My c~ncerns with these supporting points are listed below. 
It is unlikely that the applicant can undertake the detailed, long-term research that would be 
necessary to remove the major uncertainty that surrounds these three issues. These uncertainties 
are not unique to this site or this LCP Amendment; the Commission has made well-reasoned 
decisions in the past with similar uncertainty. These uncertainties are discussed here so that they 
are recognized and to prevent some future applicant from assuming that the Commission staff 
has accepted these supporting points as being completely correct. 

As discussed previously, the concern for wave energy is not in the general characterization that 
there is a harsh wave climate at Dana Point. The concern for wave energy is in the overall 
quantified comparison of wave energies without further qualification as to the types of waves, 
time period, or other site conditions. 

The quantification of energy dissipation by the Pacifica riprap revetment was not examined as 
thoroughly as it might have been during project review. While some staff did disagree at the 
time with this characterization of energy dissipation by a revetment, it was not critical to the 
overall examination of the project. This quantification was not well documented in the 
application by the City of Pacifica, and in hindsight, staff should either have requested the field 
studies and laboratory research that was the basis for this quantification, or requested that the 
City formally withdraw that information. Staff did neither, and actually repeated this 
unsupported quantification in the findings. However, there is no justification for using this 
estimate of energy dissipation for any other project or project location. And, assuming the wave 
energy at Dana Point is actually more than 10 times higher than many other locations in southern 
California, this quantification should be based on field research and laboratory conditions typical 
of this high energy region. 

There is field evidence from Yfonterey Bay that regardless of variations in dissipative capacity, 
beaches fronting both riprap revetments and vertical seawalls. in a sand-rich littoral cell, will 
respond very similarly. ··Repeated surveys and comparisons at both an impermeable vertical 
seawall and a sloping revetment indicate little consistent difference in profile responses due to 
differences inpermeability (sic.). Either the apparent differences in pern1eability of the two 
structure are not significant to wave reflection. or the importance of reflected wave energy to 
beach scour needs reconsideration ... Griggs. Tait and Corona. 1994. page27 and 28) Research to 
quantify energy dissipation should examine various types of structures and also should provide 
detailed information on the zone or width of beach that would benefit from the \·ariation in 
energy dissipation that would result from different structure configurations. 

This beach has been found to be in dynamic equilibrium since it is similar to the beach shown in 
several 1920's photographs. Historic photographs are extremely useful for qualifying shoreline 
trends, but due to all the distortions that occur in unrectified photographs, they are not useful for 
quantitative analysis. Especially lacking is any indication of absolute beach elevation. The mere 
existence of a beach at this location since the 1920's is most certainly something to a 
The issue now is with the continued existence of The Strand Beach. There may be s n~WmmT# 10b 
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in this beach system from the 1920's to present that \Viii become more apparent in the future. It 
would not be prudent to assume that there will be no changes to The Strand Beach in the future if 
the proposed revetment reconstruction occurs, or that the existing revetment is critical to 
sustaining the beach, as it exists today. It is most likely that The Strand Beach will be affected 
by wave impacts, erosion, sea level rise and other future conditions. 

Conclusions 

Overall, I believe the applicant has presented a well-researched and well-developed plan for 
development of a very hazardous site. This plan relies heavily upon engineering to reduce the 
risks at this site to a level that the professional community considers to be acceptable. The new 
or reconstructed revetment is a critical element in the overall plan for stabilizing the area inland 
of The Strand Beach. The use of any type of shore protection at this beach will change coastal 
processes from what would exist if the beach and backshore were returned to natural conditions. 
While other shore protection options could be used at this site, specifically a vertical wall, it is 
my professional judgment that this site cannot be used for the proposed development without 
some form of shore protection. 
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8 July 2003 

GEOTECHNICAL REVIEW MEMORANDUM 

To: Karl Schwing, Orange County Permit Supervisor 
From: Mark Johnsson, Staff Geologist 
Re: OPT LCP A 2-02 (Dana Point Headlands LCP Amendment) 

In regard to the above referenced LCP amendment, I have reviewed the following documents: 

1) Converse Consultants 1998, "Review comments on More and Taber Report 'Stability In
vestigation Dana Strand Club, vesting tentative tract No. 13421, Dana Point, California, 
vol. 1 and 2, dated March 4, 1988 (Job No. 387-584); prepared for M.H. Sherman Com
pany, Chandiss Securities Company, Sherman Foundation"', 3 p. review letter dated 12 
February 1998 and signed by D. S. Magorien (CEG 1290). 

2) AGRA Earth and Environmental, Inc., 1999, "Geotechnical evaluation, feasibility of land
slide remediation, Dana Strand club area, Dana Point Headlands project, Dana Point, 
California", 49 p. geotechnical report dated 15 October 1999 and signed by G. Lambeth, 
S. T. Kerwin (CEG 1267) and B. D. Constant (GE 2278). 

3) Zeiser Klein Consultants, Inc., 1999, "Third Party Review, AGRA Earth and Environmental, 
Inc. "Geotechnical evaluation, feasibility of landslide remediation, Dana Strand club area, 
Dana Point Headlands project, Dana Point, California" Their Job No. 9-212-306100, 
dated October 15, 1999", 6 p. review letter dated 17 November 1999 and signed by F. L. 
Zeiser (CEG 1131 ). 

4) AGRA Earth and Environmental, Inc., 2000, "Geotechnical review response, feasibility of 
landslide remediation, Dana Strand club area, Dana Point Headlands project, Dana 
Point, California", 24 p. geotechnical report dated 4 February 2000 and signed by G. 
Lambeth, S. T. Kerwin (CEG 1267) and B. D. Constant (GE 2278). 

5) AGRA Earth and Environmental, Inc., 2000, "Bluff setback evaluation, Harbor Point Area of 
Lower Headland, Dana Point Headlands project, Dana Point, California", 20 p. geotech
nical report dated 21 February 2000 and signed by G. Lambeth, S. T. Kerwin (CEG 1267) 
and B. D. Constant (GE 2278). 

6) AGRA Earth and Environmental, Inc., 2000, "Addendum geotechnical evaluation, feasibility 
of landslide remediation, Dana Strand Club Area, Dana Point Headlands project, Dana 
Point, California", 14 p. geotechnical report dated 21 March 2000 and signed by G. Lam
beth, S. T. Kerwin (CEG 1267) and B. D. Constant (GE 2278). 

7) Headlands Reserve LLC, 2001, "The Headlands Development Conservation Plan", Gen
eral Plan Amendment, Planned Development District, Local Coastal Plan and Policies, 
and Local Coastal Implementing Actions Program dated 24 July 2001. 

8) LSA Associates 2002, "Final Environmental Impact Report: Headlands Development and 
Conservation Plan, Dana Point, California", 3 volume Environmental Impact Report dated 
February 2002. 
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9) AMEC Earth and Environmental, Inc. 2002, "Headlands Development and Conservation 
Plan: Geotechnical Evaluation of Shorefront Design Alternatives (Planning Areas 1, 2 
and 3), Dana Point, California", 34 p. geotechnical report dated May 2002 and signed by 
D. Dahncke (GE 2279) and S. T. Kerwin (CEG 1267). 

1 0) Noble Consultants, Inc. 2002, "Headlands Development and Conservation Plan: Supple
mental Assessment for Shorefront Protection Alternatives, Dana Point, California", 42 p. 
report dated May 2002 and signed by I. Noble Consultants. 

11) Dr. Scott Jenkins Consulting, 2002, "Evaluation of coastal processes effects associated 
with removal of the revetment from the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan", 
72 p. report dated 2 May 2002 and signed by S. A. Jenkins and J. Wasyl. 

12) MBC Applied Environmental Sciences 2002, "Analysis of impacts to the Niguel and Dana 
Point Marine Life Refuges Resulting from Alternatives to the Strand Beach Revetment 
Reconstruction", 15 p. report dated June 2002 and signed by W. K. Darnell, M. D. Curtis, 
M. D. Curtis, A. K. Morris, K. L. Mitchell, M. R. Pavlick and D. G. Vilas. 

13) AMEC Earth and Environmental, Inc. 2002, "Headlands Development and Conservation 
Plan: Geotechnical Evaluation of Conceptual Shorefront Setback Alternative (Planning 
Areas 1, 2 and 3), Dana Point, California", 10 p. geotechnical report dated November 
2002 and signed by D. Dahncke (GE 2279) and S. T. Kerwin (CEG 1267). 

14) Dr. Scott Jenkins Consulting, 2002, "Constraints and Unique Characteristics Effecting 
Non-Structural Shore Protection Alternatives for the Dana Point Headlands Development 
and Conservation Plan", 17 p. report dated 17 November 2002 and signed by S. A. Jen
kins and J. Wasyl. 

15) AMEC Earth and Environmental, Inc. 2002, "Response to Geotechnical Review Memorandum, 
Headlands Development and Conservation Plan (HDCP), Dana Point, California", 3 p. letter report 
dated 20 November 2002 and signed by S. T. Kerwin (CEG 1267). 

16) Noble Consultants, Inc. 2002, "Headlands Development and Conservation Plan: No re
vetment, shorefront slope setback alternative, Dana Point, California", 5 p. report dated 
20 November 2002 and signed by I. Noble Consultants. 

17) The Keith Companies, Inc. "Headlands Development and Conservation Plan No revet
ment Shorefront Slope Setback Alternative," 2 p. report dated November 20. 2002 and 
signed by PaulS. Carey, P.E., 

18) AMEC Earth and Environmental, Inc. 2002, "Geologic/Geotechnical Constraints and Re
medial Grading of the Strand Area, Headlands Development and Conservation Plan 
(HDCP), Dana Point, California", 2 p. letter report dated 23 December 2002 and signed 
by S. T. Kerwin (CEG 1267). 

19) Robert L Wiegel. Consulting Engineer. ''Peer Review of Reports on Coastal Engineering 
Aspects of the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan, Dana Point, Orange 
County California." 20 March, 2003. 

In reviewing this LCP amendment, I have made use of the City of Dana Point General Plan dated 
9 July 1991, The City of Dana Point Zoning Code dated 27 March 2001, and have re•''"ilell!"'"""'-----. 
policies in the Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA 01-02) dated 30 May 200 .E~T# lOc 
attended numerous meetings and conferences with representatives of the City, the de ~Plon)'~e 2 of 11 

OPT LCPA 2-02 page 2 

Application #: 

DPT -LCP A-2-02 
~l V ~ff'Ja Coastal 
~ , ~'(:lonumss10n 



and their technical consultants, most notably Scott Kenvin, Certified Engineering Geologist with 
AMEC Earth and Environmental, Dr. Scott Jenkins of Scripps Institute of Oceanography, Paul S. 
Carey, Registered Civil Engineer with The Keith Companies, and Ron Noble, Registered Civil 
Engineer and principal of Noble Consultants. I also have reviewed numerous comment letters 
touching on geotechnical matters submitted by the developers and by their legal counsel, Mr. Jo
seph Petrillo of Sheppard Mullin Richter and Hampton, LLP. I have had numerous discussions 
and have reviewed comment letters by groups who have expressed concerns regarding the 
amendment, including the Surfrider Foundation, the Sierra Club, the California Native Plant So
ciety, and the Dana Point Headlands Action Group. In addition, I have visited the site on several 
occasions in 2002. 

I prepared one previous geotechnical review memorandum, dated 16 September 2002, which ad
dressed whether a portion of the proposed development (the Strand) could be undertaken so as to 
1) assure stability of the development, 2) not require the construction of shoreline protective de
vices, and 3) not create or contribute significantly to erosion, instability, or destruction of the site 
and the surrounding area, as required by section 30253 ofthe Coastal Act. The Commission's 
staff engineer prepared a memo, dated 12 August 2002, that addressed similar issues, and also 
requested answers to a number of engineering questions. The developer responded to Ms. Ew
ing's memo in a letter dated 21 November 2002, and I understand that she is addressing the ade
quacy of this response in a separate memo. The developers, their legal council, and their techni
cal consultants have provided several responses to the concern that the proposed development at 
the Strand is not consistent with Section 30253. These are addressed in detail below, under the 
heading ·'Geologic Stability and Coastal Erosion at the Strand." 

This is a project-driven LCP amendment. The proposed changes to the LCP are to make possible 
a particular proposed project, as outlined in reference (7). Accordingly, this review, like most of 
the documents cited above. will be focused on the project itself, rather than on specific policies 
ofthe LCP. 

As you are aware, the Dana Point Headlands De\·elopment and Consen·ation Plan calls for an 
open space presen·e for much of the headlands itself; a resort hotel, parking lot and public park 
on the headlands near the intersection of Cove Road and Street of the Green Lantern; approxi
mately 50 lots for private custom homes in a depression ( .. the Bov.r) area inland of the head
lands. and now containing a greenhouse and nursery; and approximately 75 lots for private cus
tom homes on a sloping site consisting of an ancient landslide complex above Strand Beach and 
previously occupied by a trailer park. Various additional public park areas and access trails also 
are part of the proposed project. Approximately 2.2 million cubic yards of grading is proposed. 
The majority of the grading takes the fom1 of the removal of about one million cubic yards of 
material from the upper portion of the landslide complex above the Strand, the removal and re
compaction of 33.000 cubic yards of material in the lower portion of this landslide complex, and 
the addition of approximately one million cubic yards of fill to the Bowl area. Together, this 
grading accomplishes two main purposes: it balances the landslide forces to yield acceptable fac
tors of safety against sliding for the Strand, allowing development there, and it elevates building 

~ trand ::~rP::~ pads in the Bowl to provide better coastal views. To protect the development of the 
and as part of the stabilization plan for the ancient landslide complex, the applicant 
rebuild and enlarge an existing -2.200 foot long revetment that extends nearly the le 
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Strand Beach, and is contiguous \Vith several thousand feet of revetment protecting development 
to the north of the subject site. 

A number of geotechnical concerns are raised by the proposed LCP amendment. The project area 
can be conveniently subdivided into the Headlands area and the Strand area. In the Headlands, 
the stability and the appropriate setback from the bluff edge are of greatest concern. In the 
Strand, the stability of the ancient landslide complex and the means by which the site can be 
made suitable for development is of concern. In particular, the applicant has provided evidence 
that any development of the site requires a shoreline protective device to prevent erosion of the 
toe of the reconstructed slope at the base of the landslide complex. In this memo, I will address 
the following geologic, geomorphic, and geotechnical issues: 1) Geomorphology of the site; 2) 
Geologic stability and coastal erosion at the Headlands; 3) Geologic stability and coastal erosion 
at the Strand; and 4) Other geotechnical constraints at the site. 

Site Geology and Geomorphology 

Dana Point Headlands owes its prominence in large part to the resistance nature of the rock un
derlying the Headlands portion of the site. This rock, the San Onofre Breccia, is a resistant con
glomerate unit that also forms headlands along the coast to the north. Although generally very 
resistant to erosion (reference 5 quotes a long-term average bluff retreat rate of less than 10 feet 
in 70 years, or approximately 1. 7 inches/yr) and relatively stable, landslides do occur, such as the 
recurring landslides in Three Arch Bay and a 1980 landslide on Cove Road, on the south end of 
the Headlands (see discussion below). In contact with the San Onofre Breccia is the Monterey 
Shale, which forms the slopes in the Strand area, and underlies portions of the Bowl and proper
ties offsite to the south and east. Throughout California, the Monterey Shale is susceptible to 
landsliding. Despite a relatively favorable bedding orientation, the coastal bluff in the Strand 
area is characterized by a complex of ancient landslides, none of which have shown any recorded 
historic movement. Both the San Onofre Breccia and the Monterey Shale are overlain in the sub
ject area by a relatively thin marine terrace deposit. 

The headland at Dana Point is one ofthe most striking geomorphic features of southern Califor
nia, characterized by nearly vertical sea cliffs almost 200 feet high. These bluffs tern1inate rather 
abruptly at a wave-cut marine terrace, and the delineation of the bluff edge around the Headlands 
is relatively straight-forward. The existing LCP contains a figure (exhibit 6) where a '"blufftop 
line'" is identified for a part of the Headlands. This line appears to be roughly consistent with the 
Coastal Act definition ofbluffedge. as contained in California Code of Regulations. Title 1-+. § 
13577 (h) (2). 

At the northern end of the tigure. beyond the existing residential enclave. the '"blufftop line'" ap
pears to be inconsistent with the Coastal Act definition, however. The line as shown on exhibit 6 
crosses contours at a high angle, then follows the seaward edge of a step-like feature, and termi
nates against the northern boundary of the LCP area near the middle of the nose of a ridge de-
scending to the sea. In keeping with the definition in the regulation cited above, the biWl.Wllfi.l.f'.w.~f'rll..,ari-,e---..... 
would be defined under the Coastal Act to lie at '"the landward edge of the topmost r t!)(iJmtiNt lOc 
north of the area shown in exhibit 6. in the uncertified area above the Strand, the blu edgq>~4 of 11 
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would be drawn at the demarcation between the relatively flat blufftop and the much steeper 
bluff face. 

The developers have questioned several aspects of this interpretation. First, they question 
whether the slope above the Strand should be considered a coastal bluff. They argue that the 
slope, which has an overall gradient of approximately 22%, is not steep enough to be considered 
a bluff. Further, they argue that previous grading on this slope has resulted in its alteration to the 
extent that it can no longer be considered a natural landform. Accordingly, they do not consider 
the proposed development at the Strand area to lie on a bluff face, and have declined to draw a 
bluff edge line. 

Unfortunately, the term ''bluff' is not defined under the Coastal Act. It is, however, defined in 
the ''Glossary of Geology," published by the American Geologic Institute (R.L. Bates and J.A. 
Jackson, eds., 2nd ed., 1980) as 

a) a high bank or bold headland with a broad, precipitous, sometimes rounded 
cliff face overlooking a plain or a body of water; especially on the outside edge of 
a stream meander; a river bluff b) Any cliff with a steep broad face. 

This definition, qualitative as it is, is of limited usefulness in evaluating the bluff edge in this 
case. In defining the bluff edge as described above, I am guided by the relative continuity of the 
upland flat area above the undisputed bluff at the Headlands and that above the Strand. Although 
it is certainly true that the slope below this upland is much less steep at the Strand than at the 
Headlands, the geomorphic features-bluff top and bluff face-are continuous. The reason for 
the significant difference in slope is explained by the underlying geology and geologic processes 
that have been operating on the coastal bluff. The San Onofre Breccia is much stronger, and ac
cordingly capable of standing at steeper slopes, than is the Monterey Formation. Further, at the 
Strand. the bluff must have been steeper at some point in the past, to provide a driving force for 
the creation of the large landslide complex that exists there today. The scalloped plan view of the 
bluff edge, the gentle slope ofthe bluff and to some extent the hummocky, irregular. slope ofthe 
Strand area itself. are the results of these slope movements in the past. 

The developers also question whether the slope above the Strand can be referred to as a natural 
!andforn1 due to the fact that it has been previously graded. According to the developers, in the 
mid 1920's a road was graded down the slope and a parking lot was graded at the southern end 
of the Strand. \lore extensive grading occurred in the mid 1950's. when a mobile home park was 
constructed at the site. resulting in the construction ofbuilding pads, additional roads, and low 
retaining walls. This was followed by the construction of a detention basin in 1962, and the ex
pansion of the mobile home site. including the creation of an additional road, tennis courts, and 
additional parking. in 1968. Although the geologic cross sections provided in the referenced 
documents show that cuts and fill slopes generally were on the order of less than 5-l 0 feet, grad
ing did, indeed, cover much of the northern portion of the Strand. The southernmost part of the 
Strand was not graded extensively, as is apparent from aerial photographs. Although grading 
created a stepped surface topography that allO\ved the construction of roads, mobile ,~.....,..w.til,.... ___ ....,. 
and parking areas. the overall form of the slope \vas little altered. Today, a geologist t~BPP# lOc 
the Headlands and looking north will recognize a classic example of a landslide com lex. Pb e 5 of n 
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Commission generally has recognized that ;1atural landforms may be altered by grading-both 
cut and fill-but that they do not cease to be .. natural landforms .. because of such alteration. In 
my opinion, the Strand represents a natural landform that has been altered, but fundamentally 
remains a natural landform nonetheless. The slope above the Strand existed prior to the grading, 
and it exists now in much the same place and shape as before the grading. It does not represent a 
man-made landform such as a fill slope, a landfill, a freeway ramp, or a causeway. 

Geologic stability and coastal erosion at the Headlands 

Long-term coastal erosion rates for the Headlands have been estimated in reference (5). This ref
erence also quotes from a 1993 USACE study indicating that bluff retreat rates for this portion of 
the coast range from 0.11 to 0.19 feet per year. For the current project, bluff retreat rates are es
timated by overlaying a topographic map constructed from 1929 aerial photographs with a to
pographic map in 1998 produced for this project. This careful work should yield an accurate es
timation of the historic long-term erosion. The investigation found that erosion in the Harbor 
Point Area over the period 1929-1998 (69 years) was very low, and "generally within the esti
mated prevision of the topographic contours and appears to have been less than about 10 feet 
during the previous 70 years." Based on this, the expected bluff retreat in this area, over the 75 
year useful economic life of the development, is less than 11 feet. Reference 5 also provides 
slope stability analyses at several locations around the Headlands. These analyses, undertaken 
with well-documented shear strength data appropriate to the San Onofre Breccia, demonstrate 
minimum global factors of safety of 1.23 to 1.36 for various conditions and locations around the 
Harbor Point Area. The bluff-edge setback necessary to meet a 1.5 factor of safety (static) for 
these bluffs is 38-39 feet. Using the Commission's usual criteria that the minimum factor of 
safety of 1.5 (static) should be maintained for the expected economic life of the development, 
given ongoing gradual bluff retreat, the long-term average bluff retreat setback and the setback 
necessary to meet a 1.5 factor of safety are additive. In this case, a 49-50 foot setback from the 
bluff edge would result. This is nearly identical to the 50 foot building setback recommended in 
reference (5). Note that the setback of 25 feet in the existing LCP is not adequate to assure geo
logic stability assuming a 75 year design life. However, the structures proposed under the Head
lands Development and Conservation Plan are set back greater distances than required in the ex
isting LCP. I recommend that a minimum bluff-edge setback of 50 feet be required for any struc
tures in the Headlands area, which is consistent with the recommendation in reference (5). 

As acknowledged in references (5) and (8), landslides have occurred at the extreme southern and 
northern ends of the Headlands area. :\ear the southern end of the northern residential enclave, 
an inactive fault separating the San Onofre Breccia and the .'v1onterey Forn1ation appears to have 
intluenccd the failure. which \\as actiw in the early 1980"s. The failure was reactivated during 
the 1997-1998 El \"iiio. This landslide currently is restricted to the bluff face, and involves rocks 
of the :V1ontcrey and San Onofre Breccia formations, as well as the marine terrace deposits. It 
does not extend to the top of the bluff, and the current slide plane does not threaten the structures 
at the bluff top. At the southern end ofthe Headlands, at Cove Road southeast ofthe LCPA area, 
a landslide in 1980 threatened a restaurant, the road, and other development. Like the landslide to 
the north, this feature was developed along an inactive fault separating the Monterey ~ fllt 
and the San Onofre Breccia. It was remediated by grading and the installation of roc anc rs, # lOc 

~ a e 6 of 11 
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Although slope stability is of limited concern in the Headlands area, at least as compared to the 
Strand area, the relatively low global factors of safety for the Headlands bluffs, the presence of 
the two moderately large, active, landslides·at the northern and southern end of the site, and on
going surficial slumping all indicate that caution is in order. Accordingly, development should be 
set back at least 50 feet from the bluff edge as recommended above. In addition, it would be pru
dent to limit the infiltration of ground water throughout the site, but especially close to the bluff 
edge and in the vicinity of the mapped inactive faults separating the Monterey Formation and the 
San Onofre Breccia. In these areas, especially, the use of infiltration as a water quality BMP is 
not appropriate. Further, irrigation should be kept to a minimum to limit the increase in ground 
water levels that commonly accompany residential development in southern California. 

Geologic stability and coastal erosion at the Strand 

As described above, the area known as "The Strand," most of which lies in a currently uncerti
fied ("whiteholed") area of the existing LCP, is characterized by an ancient landslide complex 
developed in the Monterey Formation and involving the overlying terrace deposits. This com
plex, which covers about 70% of the Strand, mostly at its northern end, consists of four major, 
deep-seated landslides that are partly superimposed and overlapping. In addition, a number of 
smaller slides and surficial slumps are superimposed on the larger slides. These landslides and 
their stability were investigated extensively during the development of the Dana Point Conserva
tion and Development Plan, as reported on in references (2), (3), (4), and (6). Although there is 
no evidence of historic movement on any of the ancient slide planes, the overall global factor of 
safety against sliding (static) for this complex ranges from 0.83 to 1.67 (reference 2). Notwith
standing the fact that a mobile home park previously occupied this area, the site is not suitable 
for the construction of fixed, permanent structures for human habitation without remedial work 
to stabilize these landslides. 

The landslides that characterize this site are a natural consequence of coastal erosion in these 
rocks. Episodic failure and continued movement is a natural consequence of marine erosion at 
the base of a weak coastal bluff, such as must have existed at the site prior to the initiation of 
slope failures. Follo\ving the initiation of landsliding, periods of movement \Vould naturally oc
cur as material at the toe of the slides is removed by wave action. removing the .. buttressing ef
fect" of this material. \\'hat would follow is a period of relative stability, which would last until 
continued marine erosion destabilized the mass sufficiently to initiate movement once more. Pre
sumably. this type of alternating episodic mowment and relative stasis occurred from the time 
the bluff initially failed (estimated by the applicant· s consultants to be at least I 0.000 years ago) 
until the construction of the rewtment in the late 1950's. The revetment slowed or eliminated 
marine erosion of the toe of the landslide, and slope movements since that time have been lim
ited to surficial slumps. 

Development on this landslide complex with permanent structures for human habitation requires 
that the stability of the site be improved, as required by City and County grading codes, and sec
tion 30253 of the Coastal Act. Stabilization of the site could presumably be achieved 
several means, but the approach proposed by the developers is mass grading to balan ~ 1\IJ'_# lOc 
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erosion, ensuring that the forces balanced by the grading operation remain balanced. The geo
technical evaluation of the grading plan is provided in reference (2), which demonstrates that the 
proposed manufactured slopes would have the required factor of safety of 1.5 (static) and 1.1 
(pseudostatic ). Further, the stability of the temporary construction slopes that would be created 
during this grading operation were evaluated and found to meet industry standards-of-practice. 
This grading plan was subject to third party peer review (reference 3). The third-party review 
requested that additional analyses be performed testing for failure along non-circular failure sur
faces, further justification of the rock strength parameters used in the analyses, and that further 
analysis of the temporary construction slopes be undertaken. These comments were responded to 
in references ( 4) and (6); and it is my opinion that the concerns of the third-party reviewers were 
adequately addressed. The proposed grading plan results in slopes that meet standards-of
practice stability guidelines for all reasonable failure modes, and can be constructed with slopes 
that are at or near that factor-of-safety of 1.2 that is standard-of-practice for temporary construc
tion slopes. 

The analysis above demonstrates that the proposed slopes will stabilize the Strand area and can 
be constructed safely. They do not demonstrate the stability of the site given ongoing marine ero
sion at the toe of the manufactured slopes. Just as for the ancient landslide complex, marine ero
sion of the proposed manufactured slope would lead to decreased slope stability over time. Ac
cordingly, the design requires that marine erosion at the base of the manufactured slope be pre
vented. Given the environment at the site and the fact that sea level is currently rising, preventing 
the erosion of the toe ofthe manufactured slope requires that a shoreline protective device pro
tect the site from marine erosion. The developer proposes that the existing revetment, which cur
rently is in a state of disrepair, be rebuilt and enlarged to accomplish this task. 

Citing apparent inconsistencies between this plan and section 30253 of the Coastal Act, which 
requires that new development not '"in any way require the construction of protective devices that 
\Vould substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs," statT asked the developer to 
consider whether development could occur in the Strand area without reliance on a revetment, or 
with reliance only on the existing revetment in its current condition. References 9 throughl4 pre
sent the developers' response to this question. assuming an alternative that contained a soft '"sac
rificial" artificial slope fronting the development, and setting the development back sufficiently 
to assure its stability for its assumed design life of 75 years. My review of references 9, I 0, and 
II is contained in my revie\v memorandum dated 16 September 2002. To summarize, these 
documents predict that the removal of the revetment would cause 29 to 87 feet of bluff retreat 
over the next 75 vears, that this would result in the destabilization of the site such that bv the end . . 
of the 75 year design life slope stability would be severely compromised, and that public safety, 
water quality, and existing and proposed development would be impacted. These impacts are 
similar to those expected of a naturally eroding shoreline. It could be concluded from these re
ports that the ··sacrificial" artificial slope would protect the development for the required 75 
years, but that at the end of that time the first line of deveLopment would be compromised. How
ever. the impacts identified by these references are not consistent with good engineering practice, 
and could be construed as construction with the intent of"benign neglect." In meetings with 
staff, the City has indicated that they \Vould not issue a building permit that assumed ·he rontin-

ued erosion of the new development. EXHIBIT# lOc 
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Reference 12 contains an evaluation of the impacts ofthe continued erosion of the Strand area on 
water quality, with special reference to the Niguel and Dana Point Marine Life Refuges. Follow
ing the catastrophic landslide hypothesized in reference ( 11) as a possible "end-member" result 
of revetment removal, this reference predicts that high turbidity would result from the erosion of 
the Strand area, and that this turbidity would have a negative impact on the kelp beds in these 
reserves. Although turbidity associated with the erosion of landslides such as these certainly is 
likely, the event hypothesized in reference ( 11) is an end-member event; more likely is the grad
ual failure of the Strand area though repeated, smaller landslide events. Although the impact such 
turbidity might have on marine life is beyond the scope of this geotechnical review, I note that 
aerial photographs taken in 1952 (Continental Aerial, date 12.12.1952, images 3K49 and 3K50), 
before the revetment was constructed at the site, shows thriving kelp beds immediately offshore. 
Apparently, the erosion of the landslide complex that must have been occurring prior to the con
struction of the revetment did not interfere with the growth ofhealthy kelp beds. 

In response to the conclusions put forth in references 9-12, staffnoted that an underlying as
sumption behind the analyses in these references is that substantially the same grading plan as 
initially proposed would be adopted, except that the most seaward portion would be considered 
'·sacrificial." In May of 2002, staff asked the developer if a new grading plan could place devel
opment in a site where it would not require a shoreline protective device, but would still assure 
stability for the design life ofthe development. References 13 through 18 represent the develop
ers' response. To summarize the geotechnical aspects, contained largely in references 13 and 18, 
it appears that final manufactured slopes that meet minimum slope stability guidelines and result 
in a setback consistent with 75 years of marine erosion could be envisioned and modeled. How
ever, the construction of these slopes would not be possible given current technology and OSHA 
requirements. The temporary construction slopes would be very steep and extend to well below 
sea level, resulting in very low factors of safety. These temporary excavations could not be un
dertaken without extensive shoring and continual pumping, and have been deemed infeasible by 
the developers and their consultants. I concur in this assessment, but note that to date only two 
grading plans have been rigorously evaluated-the original proposal as outlined in references (7) 
and (8), and that proposed in reference (13). Although I remain unconvinced that it is impossible 
to produce a grading plan that both balances landslide forces and maintains an appropriate set
back such that no revetment is necessary. the Commission's staff does not have the resources to 
design such a grading plan. Accordingly, the documents submitted by the developer would seem 
to indicate that the Strand area cannot be developed to the extent envisioned by the LCPA with
out the construction of a shoreline protective device. Such construction would appear to be in
consistent with section 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

Altemati\·e dc\·elopment that might be possible at the site without extensive grading or addi
tional shoreline protection has not been considered by the developers. Such development might 
include facilities for recreation, such as a campground or hiking trails. Even residential develop
ment might be possible on limited parts of the site, such as the area formerly occupied by tennis 
courts, landward of the bluff edge, near the center of the site. 

Due to the instability of the Strand area, it is especially important to limit the build u~p~~lolooi.w.IIIIIWIII.._ __ ...,. 
water in either the natural landslide deposits or in any fill slopes constructed at the si 
slopes should have adequate drain systems, and the infiltration of ground water shou 
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a minimum. In the Strand area, the use of infiltration as a water quality BMP is not appropriate. 
Further, irrigation should be kept to a minimum to limit the increase in ground water levels that 
commonly accompany residential development in southern California. 

Other geotechnical constraints at the site. 

The EIR (Reference 8) and the geotechnical reports on which it is based contain a number of 
recommendations that pertain to other geotechnical constraints at the site. These include suscep
tibility to ground shaking during seismic events, corrosive soils, expansive soils, and differential 
settlement. These issues do not represent unusual or especially difficult constraints on the devel
opment. Nevertheless, these constraints should be considered when designing development for 
this area, and I concur with the recommendations contained in these reports. Any permit issued 
after adoption of this LCPA should require adherence to these recommendations. Alternatively, 
policies based on these recommendations could be incorporated into the current LCPA. 

Finally, if a shoreline protective device is required to protect existing development or public 
beaches within the area of the LCPA, consistency with Section 30235 of the Coastal Act requires 
that impacts to the sand supply be mitigated. Although references 11 and 14 indicate that the ma
terial at the Strand contributes very little to the sand budget ofthe littoral cell, any contribution 
that is lost through the reduction of coastal erosion envisioned as part of development of the 
Strand must be mitigated by, for example, contribution to an ongoing beach nourishment pro
gram should one be developed within the littoral cell. 

In closing: I tum to two questions that you asked in your 21 May memo to Lesley Ewing, Staff 
Engineer, and myself: 

Do you agree or disagree with the landowner's consultants' conclusion that the 
development grading plan contemplated in the LCPA is the only feasible grading 
plan that achieves a satisfactory factor of safety and would be feasible to con
struct? 

Given the existing geologic and shoreline conditions, would a lesser intensity of 
development (i.e. lesser residential units and/or different land use) still necessi
tate the scale of geologic remediation and shoreline protection contemplated in 
the LCPA? 

As outlined abo\·e. I remain unconYinced that the answer to the first question is .. yes.'' but lack 
the resources to deYelop a grading plan that does meet the requirements stipulated. I feel that it 
may be possible to construct a much smaller buildable area that is set back sufficiently to assure 
stab iii t y for the 7 5 year assumed design life of nev,: development. I cannot, however, demonstrate 
that this is the case. I do concur with the City and the developers' consultants, however, that such 
construction. which assumes the continual degradation of constructed slopes, is contrary to nor
mal engineering practice. 

As to the second question, I think that it is clearly possible to undertake a lesser inte 
velopment without the grading or shoreline protection proposed in the LCPA. Exam 
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\·ery limited blufftop residential development, habitat, hiking trails, campgrounds, and similar 
recreational opportunities. 

I hope that this review is helpful. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional 
questions. 

Sincerely, 

1!fi·L 
Mark Johnsson, Ph.D., CEG, CHG 
Staff Geologist 
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GRAY DAVIS, GOVERNOR 

16 September 2002 

GEOTECHNICAL REVIEW MEMORANDUM 

To: Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
From: Mark J ohnsson, Staff Geologist 
Re: OPT LCP A 2-02 (Dana Point Headlands LCP Amendment) 

In regard to the above referenced LCP amendment, I have reviewed the following documents: 

1) AMEC Earth and Environmental, Inc. 2002, "Headlands Development and Conservation Plan: 
Geotechnical Evaluation of Shorefront Design Alternatives (Planning Areas 1, 2 and 3), Dana 
Point, California", 34 p. geotechnical report dated May 2002 and signed by D. Dahncke (GE 
2279) and S. T. Kerwin (CEG 1267). 

2) Noble Consultants, Inc. 2002, "Headlands Development and Conservation Plan: Supplemental 
Assessment for shorefront protection alternatives, Dana Point, California", 42 p. report dated 
May 2002, unsigned. 

3) Dr. Scott Jenkins Consulting, 2002, "Evaluation of coastal processes effects associated with 
removal of the revetment from the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan", 72 p. 
report dated 2 May 2002 and signed by S. A. Jenkins and J. Wasyl. 

In addition, I visited the site on 20 February 2002. 

The documents cited above \vere compiled to help address the question, posed by staff during the 
20 February 2002 \·isit of the site, of whether the site could be developed either with the existing 
revetment in place, or with the remo\·al of the existing revetment. The scope of this review is to 
assess the degree to which these above referenced documents, together with the Dana Point 
Headlands Conservation Plan, adequately answer those questions. This is a necessary part of the 
analysis of the feasibility of developing ··The Strand·· area in such a way that the new 
de\elopment \\ill .. 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 ofprotecti\·e de\ ices that would substantially alter natural 
landforms along hlutTs and cliffs ... as required by Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

Two key questions relate to this analysis: I) Can the site be developed without reliance on a 
shoreline protective device (either new. or the existing revetment) such that it will be safe from 
erosion for its useful economic life (assumed to be 75 years)?; and 2) If the answer to the above 
is ··yes ... then will the proposed development contribute significantly to erosion. geologic 
instability. or destruction of the site? 

Taken together, the documents would seem to provide strong evidence that the answer to the first 
question is "yes ... This e\ idence. though. is all built upon a single model of develop ~X IT# lOd 
the grading plan proposed in the Dana Point Habitat Conservation plan is followed a thatp e 1 of 
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proposed development is situated as currently proposed. The only modification would be a 
buttress stabilization fill on the seaward edge of the proposed fill slope, and removal of the 
existing revetment (as the first alternative), or the temporary removal of the existing revetment, 
and its reconstruction with the same rock in the same location (as the second alternative). With 
this as a starting point, wave propagation data were used to compute exposure of the buttressed 
fill slope to wave energy, and an empirical relation between slope retreat and wave exposure was 
used to arrive at a coastal erosion (bluff retreat rate), which translates to 29 to 87 feet ofbluff 
retreat over the 75 year anticipated design life of the development. This erosion was 
superimposed on the design fill slope at increments corresponding to 20, 40, 60, and 87 feet of 
horizontal retreat. Slope stability was analyzed for each amount of horizontal retreat assuming a 
variety of ground water conditions. Ground water was assumed to rise as a result of the crushing 
and failure of the internal drain system ofthe engineered fill slope. This is conservative, and 
assumes that no mitigation measures are adopted to deal with rising ground water. This analysis 
results in progressively lower factors of safety as erosion proceeds, much as would be expected. 
Most of the lowest factors of safety relate to failure at the slope fronting the shoreline, and are 
best described as a mechanism ofbluffretreat. The more problematic global failure of the 
remaining landslide deposit/fill slope shows much higher factors of safety at all amounts of 
horizontal retreat. Indeed, at 87 feet ofhorizontal retreat, expected at the end of the 
development's life, the factor of safety remains at or above 1.15 under even the most pessimistic 
assumptions regarding ground water level. While this is certainly well below the 1.5 factor .of 
safety accepted as good engineering practice for new development, it does show that the site will 
be stable for its expected lifetime. At the design ground water levels, the factor of safety ends up, 
at the end of the project's design life, at about 1.3. 

This analysis is reasonable, and seems to indicate that the development would be reasonably safe 
for its expected design life if sited 87 feet from the edge ofthe engineered fill slope, plus a 
reasonable buffer to allow for uncertainty in the analysis, accelerated erosion due to sea level 
rise. to assure that foundation elements are not actually undern1ined at the end of the 75-year 
period, and to allow access for remedial measures, such as movement of the structures. Ho\vever, 
uncertainties as to the effects of slope retreat on the drain system may lead the developers to 
consider an alternative design. Rather than simply superimpose 75 years of erosion on the project 
as designed, it may be possible to design a buttress till in such a way that the seaward fill slope 
lies landward and at a higher elevation than that of the current design. As such, it would be less 
subject to wave attack. particularly if fronted by a wide sandy .. beach·· constructed landward of 
the existing revetment. 

These documents predict that the remo\·al of the revetment would have a number of impacts to 
shoreline retreat, slope stability. water quality, public safety, and to existing and proposed 
development. These impacts also are expected. although to a lesser degree, if the existing 
revetment is maintained, rather than a new re\:etment constructed at the same location. It is 
important to note, however, that all of the postulated impacts are those normally associated with 
an eroding shoreline, particularly one made up of an ancient landslide complex, such as this one. 
These impacts only can be avoided by the continued maintenance of the existing ttYx ·ir f)d 
similar structure. It is possible that a redesigned buttress fill with an artificially dene ea911
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with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. But the applicants· consultants have so far painted a 
compelling case that the development, as currently designed, cannot be undertaken so as to: 1) 
assure stability ofthe development, 2) not require the construction of protective devices, and 3) 
not create or contribute significantly to erosion, instability, or destruction of the site and the 
surrounding area. 

I hope that this review is helpful. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional 
questions. 

Sincerely, 

1/li'L 
Mark Johnsson, Ph.D., CEG, CHG 
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as well as providing significant benefits for the essential behavioral functions of the 
other Identified Species. For these_ reasons, the incidental take proposed to be 
authorized within the NCCP/HCP subregion will not appreciably reduce the likelihood 
for recovery of the target/identified species as required by FESA Section 1 O(a). 
Therefore the impacts of proposed incidental take relating to the likelihood of "recovery" 
are reduced to below a level of significance for CEQA purposes. The foregoing 
environmental assessment also provides the basis for the assurances regarding 
recovery planning set forth in the Implementation Agreement. 

2.1.5 Mitigation of the Impacts on Identified Species Resulting from the Planned 
Activities of Participating Landowners 

2.1.5{a) Potential Effect 

Impact Assessment for Identified Species 

Table 4-8 of the NCCP/HCP (attached) provides the assessment of protected 
habitat, habitat assumed to be taken and the reasons for proposing each individual 
species to be an NCCP/HCP Identified Species. 

Impact Assessment for the Pacific Pocket Mouse 

The Pacific pocket .mouse is found in loose soils in dry areas consisting of low 
elevation grasslands, CSS, and coastal strand associations. Its historic range is from 
Los Angeles County to the extreme southwestern portions of San Diego County. In 
terms of ootential hao1tat within tne olann1ng subregion, other than tne Dana Point site 
that conta1ns the only currently know.-1 po:::>ulat1on. this species was found in small 
numbers 1n the Soyglass Hill area of Newport Beach between 1968 and 1971, before 
that area was developed 

Between 1990 and the oresen: extens1ve Slte-s:::>ecific traoping for the Pacific 
oocket mouse has been conducted on lands within reasonable proximity to the historic 
pooulation in the San Joaquin Hills These trap:::>ing efforts resulted 1n more than 6,400 
trap nights being conducted at the lo::2:1ons iaent;fied in the tabular summary below. 
Based on the extensive surveys of all prospective areas withm a reasonable distance of 
the only historical sightings of the Pac1fic oocket mouse, the NCCP/HCP concluded that 
the Pacific pocket mouse is not found on lands 1dent1f1ed for authorized incidental take 
:n the subregion except for the one po:::>ulat1on 1n Dana Point. 
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PACIFIC POCKET MOUSE TRAPPING EFFORTS 
IN THE SAN JOAQUIN HILLS PORTION OF THE COASTAL SUBAREA 

SITE DATE TRAP NIGHTS 

Newport Coast Resort Site Sept. 1993 327 
August1994 900 

Pelican Hill October 1990 334 
July 1994 

Wishbone Development Area Sept. 1993 327 

Upper Wishbone Hill July 1994 500 

Upper Coyote Canyon July 1991 97 

Upper Bommer Canyon July 1991 194 

Shady Canyon Sept. 1994 1100 

MacArthur Boulevard, Irvine April1991 291 

Concordia University, Irvine Nov. 1991 194 

Laguna Canyon June 1991 97 
August1992 475 

TOTAL TRAP NIGHTS 6,411.00 

Surveys in 1993 on the Dana Headlands site found a small population of the Pacific 
pocket mouse w1thin an approximately 4-acre area and estimated about 40 acres of 
potential unoccupied habitat. The population was estimated to consist of between 25 
and 40 individuals. The NCCP/HCP proposes to establish a temporary preserve area 
on the Headlands site encompassing 22 acres, including the approximately 4 acres of 
occupied habitat. 

The NCCP/HCP proposes to allow incidental take of any Pacific pocket mice on 
the Dana Point Headlands site outside of a temporary preserve area and within other 
areas within the subregion owned by participating landowners and authorized for 
incidental take for planned adivities. Due to the extensive surveys conducted to date 
on the lands of participating landowners, no additional surveys for this species would 
be required on the part of participating landowners. 

The potential significant effects of the Proposed Project with respect to the 
Pacific pocket mouse include 1) the potential loss of habitat outside the Reserve 
System, as described in the EIR/EIS (Figure 39) potentially suitable for translocation 
and enhancement of Pacific pocket mouse populations due to planned adivities of 
participatmg landowners, and 2) potential incidental CIAS"FAL eeMMI~t m1ce 
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populations by participating landowners outside the Reserve System, including within 
the area Initially encompassed by the temporary preserve on the Headlands site after 
expiration of the temporary preserve period. Regarding the Chandis-Sherman Head
lands property, if at the end of the at least 8-year temporary preserve period, the 
temporary preserve area has not been acquired by the USFWS and USFWS has not 
exercised its uextension options" in accordance with the terms of the Implementation 
Agreement, incidental take of Pacific pocket mice remaining within the former temporary 
preserve area pursuant to planned activities is authorized. 

2.1.5(b) Findings: The Commission hereby makes findings (1) and (2) 

2.1.5(c) Facts in Support of Findings: 

The following facts and mitigation measures indicate that the potential impacts 
will, in conjunction with the mitigation reviewed in Findings 2.1.2 -2.1.4, be mitigated to 
a level of insignificance. 

(1) Biological Assessment of Species Proposed Regulatory Coverage in 
Relation to Impacts and NCCPIHCP Mitigation 

Several of the NCCP/HCP Identified Species are found predominantly in CSS 
habitat and are ecologically similar to one or more of the three target species. For 
example, in terms of habitat requirements, the San Diego woodrat is very closely 
associated with the cactus patches which support coastal cactus wren; the coastal 
wh1ptail, San Diego horned lizard, and red d1amond rattlesnake use habttat similar to the 
orange-throated whiotail: and the Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow is closely 
assoc1ated w1th CSS used by coastal Cal1fo~nia gnatcat::hers, espec1ally the grassland 
ecotone areas that are often favored by gnatcatchers Some of these species are 
similar 1n terms of predator-prey relationships as well, examples 1nclude the largely 
1:-1sectivorous whiptail species and :he horned l:zard. The degree of similarity in habitat 
use and ecological relationships indicates that the NCCP Reserve System and Adaptive 
Management Program will effectively conserve the target species and will also effec
tively conserve the additional identified species, in accordance with the requirements of 
FESA Section I 0, CESA Sections 2081/2084, and the NCCP Guidelines. 

Some of the additional identified species are more generally associated with the 
habitat mosa1c of CSS, chaparral, grassland, and woodlands found in the Reserve 
System. Examples include the loggerhead shrike, San Bernardino ringneck snake, red 
diamond rattlesnake, coastal rosy boa, foothill mariposa lily, Catalina mariposa lily, and 
Coulter's matilija poppy. The status of these species generally appears to be more 
secure than that of the target species. Conservation needs can be expected to be 
similar to, but generally not as rigorous as for the target species. While not as closely 
tied to elements of the CSS mosaic as the tnree target species, effective conservation of 
a diverse multi-habitat Reserve System indicates that the~JU)iAib~f}M~M.fJately 
conserved 1n accordance with FESA Sect1on 10 standards 
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Finally, others of the additional identified species have most of their current 
Orange County range within the subregional Reserve System. The Laguna Beach 
Dudleya is restricted to the portion of the San. Joaquin Hills closest to Laguna Beach, 
most of which is included within the reserve. One population is within the Reserve 
System, and City of Laguna Beach policies coupled with topography provide a measure 
of protection for a second population (Roberts, personal communication). Tecate 
cypress is limited to one large population (Sierra Peak) and one very small population 
(Fremont Canyon) population in Orange County. Locally-imposed conditions of 
approval for adjacent projects require preparation of specific management plans for 
Tecate cypress which will complement management provided through the NCCP/HCP. 
Foothill mariposa lily is nearly endemic to Orange County and most of its potential 
habitat in the subregion is within the Reserve System (Roberts, personal communica
tion). Because the NCCP/HCP Reserve System provides for protection and manage
ment of much of the range for these species, it is concluded that they are adequately 
conserved such that levels of impact are reduced to below a level of significance for 
purposes of CEQA analysis of regulatory coverage under FESA Section 10, CESA 
Sections 2081/2084, and the NCCP Guidelines. 

For the above reasons, potential impacts on Identified Species not considered to 
be "conditionally covered species" (see subsection 2 below) are considered either not to 
be significant or to be reduced to below a level of significance as a result of mitigation 
provided by the NCCP/HCP. 

(2) Conditionally Covered Species 

Ten of the forty-one species proposed to rece1ve regulatory coverage by the 
NCCP/HCP are listed species. Due to the spec1al needs of these species, the 
NCCP/HCP proposes that special conditions would have to be fulfilled to justify the 
modification of habitat and take of these species. Additionally, one of the proposed 
Identified Species, the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher, has habitat needs very similar 
to one of the listed species (the Least Bell's Vireo) and would be covered through 
habitat protection conditions afforded the latter species. The conditions proposed to be 
applicable to the ten conditionally covered species are set forth as MITIGATION 
MEASURES at the end of Chapter 8 of the EIRJEIS and in the Implementation Agree
ment. In the case of each of the following conditionally covered species, impacts are 
limited in terms of: (a) allowing the conversion of only highly degraded and/or artificial 
habitat (San Diego Fairy Shrimp and Riverside Shrimp); (b) prohibiting conversion of 
habitat that plays an essential role in the distribution of the species in the region (Quine 
[Wright's] Cherckerspot Butterfly and the arroyo toad); (c) prohibiting the conversion of 
habitat that supports migrants or nesting birds and has potentially significant long-term 
conservation value in the subregion (Southwestern Willow Flycatcher and Least Bell's 
Vireo); (d) requires minimization act1ons on the part of pr~~t~t.ct'tlir~fflJSi!1t1ffni1e of 
an act1ve nest (golden eagle and pra1r1e falcon); and ~~~-t~~u1res minimization and 
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mitigation measures (foothill Marioosa lily). In each case, compensatory habitat and a 
mitigation plan are required. 

For the above reasons, it has been determined that potential impacts on the nine 
conditionally covered species reviewed above are reduced to below a level of signifi
cance. 

Regarding the Pacific pocket mouse, the following fads indicate that potential 
significant effects of the Proposed Project on the Pacific pocket mouse are reduced to 
below a level of significance: 

(a) The Reserve System design and Adaptive Management Program 
may preserve potentially suitable Pacific pocket mouse habitat within the contigu
ous tracts of CSS and provide a potential physical and management framework 
for the conservation and recovery of the species within the subregion, if deter
mined appropriate by the USFWS. The Adaptive Management Program provides a 
framework for accomplishing translocation of Pacific pocket mice if deemed feasible by 
the USFWS after additional scientific study and analysis. As described in the EIR/EIS, 
the Reserve System may include potentially suitable Pacific pocket mouse habitat. The 
Reserve System provides substantially greater buffering capabilities from impacts 
detrimental to the species and could allow for the establishment of areas of natural 
refugium. One of the specific conditions of coverage of the Pacific pocket mouse is that 
the Non-Profit Reserve Management Corporation will agree to allow Pacific pocket mice 
to be relocated onto portions of the Reserve System determined to be suitable for the 
mice and will provide for related enhancement, restoration, propagation and monitoring 
activities as part of the Adaptive Management Pr:Jgram 

Participating landowners a~e C:Jil:~:~·...;t:~; la:-1d t:J the Reserve System 
and/or funding to the Adaotive Management Program. The Implementation Agreement 
proviaes the followmg regard1ng :Jarticipating land:JvvTle~s ether than Chandis-Sherman: 

Extensive trapping e:'fcrts 7or the Pacific :Jacket m:Juse were conducted 
between 1990 and the present by paitic::Jating landowners. Based on 
these trapping effor:s. part1cioating landowners shall not be required to 
conduct additional t~aop1n;: cr St..;:veys c:-1 :heir properttes In the event 
that a Pacific pocket moL.:se pc:::n.Jlation is encountered on participating 
land ownerships o:her tha:l the Chandis-Sherman property, the USFWS 
shall assume the responsibility f:x identifyt:lg and implementing appropri
ate mit1gation at no cost to the participating landowners and with no delays 
to proposed develooment orograms 

Pacific pocket mice found on lanes ow:le8 by n:J:loartrcJ:Jating landowners, including 
within existrng use areas will rerr.arn subjec: t::J CESA 2:l~ F~l~I?Joia!l'ls~'as·-.reouifed 

•· 1 · • · A • •YFRLuummruulUj' 1n lne :Tl:Jie~e:l,atron gree:-nen~ as , oii:Jvvs 
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Non-participating landowners that propose development on lands identi
f!ed as potential pocket mouse habitat will be required to conduct trapping 
surveys based on protocols developed by USFWS. If the pocket mouse is 
encountered on these properties, the non-participating landowner shall be 
required, at the discretion of the USFWS, to either: 

+ avoid on-site impacts through project redesign; 

+ prepare and process either a Section 10 HCP or undergo a 
Section 7 consultation; or 

+ fund the cost of relocating the pocket mouse population to a site 
within the Coastal Subarea acceptable to the USFWS and provide 
appropriate and reasonable funding for the cost of any necessary 
habitat enhancement or population propagation activities in the 
relocation area. 

(b) Proactive measures are required to be taken at the earliest 
possible time in order to address current threats to the Headlands population of 
the Pacific pocket mouse. The Headlands population of the Pacific pocket mouse is 
extremely vulnerable and likely to be extirpated from the site absent the proactive 
measures to be implemented through the Proposed Project. The small population size 
on the Chandis-Sherman property, the limited amount of occupied habitat on the 
property, the existing constraints for habitat expansion on-site (site size and configura
tion, soils, vegetation characteristics, increasing density of coastal sage scrub around 
occupied habitat. constraints on "controlled" burns. animal predation, impacts from 
human trespass, disconnectedness from other open space or habitat, etc.), the 
population's heightened exposure to natural and environmental stochastic events on the 
site, the population's vulnerability to demographic stochastic events, and the high 
chance for inbreeding depression collectively act to produce a relatively low probability 
that the population will maintain itself without proactive efforts aimed at enhancing the 
genetic viability of the population and creating opportunities for the population to 
expand its habitat range. Access to the private Chandis-Sherman property is required 
in order to address these current threats to the Pacific pocket mouse population through 
proactive management of the temporary preserve area, research, propagation and 
possible expansion on-site, translocation off-site or captive breeding. Access to the 
property cannot occur without the landowner's consent or condemnation of the property. 
Funds are not currently available to acquire the temporary preserve area and acquisi
tion at this time may not be warranted given the biological, ecological and geographic 
constraints that. in combination, suggest that the site may be unable to serve as viable 
habitat for the species over the long-term. 
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(c) Establishment of the temporary preserve, funding commitments 
and the amendment of the Section 1 O(a)(1 )(A) scientific take/propagation permit 
will permit proactive measures to be taken to protect and enhance the Headlands 
Pacific pocket mouse population and conduct translocation and captive breeding 
of the population, if it is determined to be feasible. Upon implementation of the 
NCCP/HCP and issuance of the Section 1 O(a)(1 )(B) incidental take permits and 
amendment to the existing Section 1 O(a)(1 )(A) scientific/propagation permit with respect 
to the Pacific pocket mouse, the USFWS and CDFG will obtain access to a 22-acre 
Pacific pocket mouse preserve on the Headlands property, which includes the approxi
mately four acres of occupied Pacific pocket mouse habitat. Chandis-Sherman's 
activities within the temporary preserve area during the temporary preserve period will 
be severely restricted for at least eight years and shall be limited to minor activities 
which do not unreasonably interfere with the Pacific pocket mouse propagation and 
relocation efforts. $700,000 in funding will be provided by USFWS and Chandis
Sherman for the Pacific pocket mouse research and recovery efforts. These funds will, 
at a minimum, increase the scientific knowledge of a poorly understood and highly 
vulnerable species and may help to identify the means whereby the species can have 
its range expanded throughout the subregion or elsewhere in areas that can offer long
term prospects for the species' survival. In addition, other locations of the Pacific 
pocket mouse have been identified outside the subregion that appear to be less 
vulnerable and less isolated than the Headlands population. In particular, the potential 
unoccupied habitat within Camp Pendleton may provide the best opportunities for the 
long-term survival of the Pacific pocket mouse. 

(d) Provisions have been made for permanent acquisition of the 
temporary preserve area and to minimize impacts to Pacific pocket mice remain
ing within the temporary preserve area if it is not permanently acquired. Chandis
Sherma:l and USFWS will ne;;:J:iate a:-1 O;Jt;on agreement within 180 days after 
issuance of the Section 1 O(a) oerm:t to oermit ac:aulSitlon of the temporary preserve 
area l:--1 acd1tion, USFWS has c:om:-n;t:ed to take all s:eps w1th1n its legal authority to 
acauire the temoorary preserve area at or ;Jrior to the exoirat1on of the temporary 
:Jreserve oeriod if it determines tnat translocation or caotive breeding of the Headlands 
oooulat1:Jn of the Pacific ;:)Qcke: mouse 1S not feas1:Jie and co:ltlnuance of the preserve 
is ne::essary to ensure the survival and recovery of the soecies. The eight-year 
temoorary preserve period gives usr:ws, other oublic agencies and non-profit 
c:onservat1on organizations the :ime t:J ac:c'-.1:-:lula:e s~cient f'-.lnds to acquire the 
preserve 1f USFWS makes the determ1na:ion descr1oed above. In addition, if funding is 
not available from other sources and not availaole from USFWS notwithstanding its 
exerc1se of all legal authority to obta1n slf.ficient funding for the preserve area acquisi
tion, USFWS may offer to excha:-~ge land of equal value to the temporary preserve area, 
and if a land exchange cannot be accomol1shed, Chandis-Sherman has agreed to offer 
to extend the temporary preserve oeriod for Lm to four years pursuant to the terms of the 
Implementation Agreement. 17 tne temoo~a;y :J:eserve area is not acquired at the end of 
the tem:Jorary preserve oer1od. c:s 1t r:-:ay :Je ex-:e:--:::ec: as ~Mb gG:M&ilitfMilltinly be 
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because either (i) USFWS has determined it is not necessary to ensure the survival and 
recovery of the species or (ii) despite USFWS's exercise of all legal authority and the 
contributions of all interested parties, sufficient funds are not available to purchase the 
preserve area. If the preserve area is not purchased and Pacific pocket mice remain in 
the former preserve area, additional mitigation measures have been imposed to 
minimize impacts to the Pacific pocket mice to the maximum extent possible, including 
(i) Chandis-Sherman's agreement to propose and promote as a condition or element of 
any local land use entitlements to limit public access within designated natural open 
spaces within the former preserve area to designated walkways, (ii) a limitation on 
earthmoving activities as provided in the Implementation Agreement and (iii) the 
opportunity for USFWS to trap any Pacific pocket mice that might be impacted by 
earthmoving activities. 

(e) Mitigation measures added to the Proposed Project do not require 
recirculation of the EIR/EIS. In responding to comments on the NCCP/HCP and 
EIRJEIS, several additional mitigation measures and specific conditions with respect to 
the Pacific pocket mouse were added and/or revised, including the following: 

(I) provisions to facilitate permanent acquisition of the Pacific pocket 
mouse temporary preserve area including the option of a land exchange and providing 
for extension of the temporary preserve period as provided in the Implementation · 
Agreement; 

(ii) clarification of the USFWS's commitment to exercise all legal authority 
to acquire the temporary preserve area if it is deemed necessary to ensure the survival 
and recovery of the species: 

·(iii) the addition of mitigation measures to be applied within the temporary 
preserve area if it is not acquired; 

(iv) the addition of potential construction-impact minimization measures to 
be applied with respect to activities outside the temporary preserve area; and 

(v) clarification that translocation of the Headlands Pacific pocket mouse 
population is not an absolute requ1rement of the NCCP/HCP. 

All of the measures described above regarding the Chandis-Sherman property will 
further mitigate any potential sigmficant effects of the Proposed Project with respect to 
the Pacific pocket mouse, and none of the measures constitutes a feasible mitigation 
measure that has not been implemented or gives rise to a new significant environmental 
impact that would result from the impacts at the Chandis-Sherman property, nor do the 
additional mitigation measures create new significant environmental impacts. 
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(f) All feasible alternatives to the Proposed Project and mitigation 
measures have been adopted or can and should be adopted by the USFWS and 
CDFG in their actions approving the NCCP/HCP and take authorization. The 
ElRJEIS analyzed several alternatives to the Proposed Project and several alternatives 
and additional mitigation measures were suggested in the comments submitted on the 
ElRIEIS and NCCP/HCP. The Commission has considered alternatives to the Proposed 
Project regarding the Chandis-Sherman site and mitigation measures presented in the 
comments on the EIR/EIS and NCCP/HCP in addition to those alternatives and 
mitigation measures described in the EIR!EIS. The Commission makes the following 
determination with respect to the alternatives and mitigation measures suggested in the 
comments. 

Some commentors suggested that the Chandis-Sherman ·Headlands site 
not be included within the NCCP. The City of Dana Point is enrolled in the State's 
NCCP planning process, indicating its intent to pursue a subregional conservation 
planning effort. The owners of the Chandis-Sherman property enrolled in the NCCP 
program several years ago. The County, as the subregional lead agency, designated 
two subregional planning areas for conservation planning purposes based upon the 
Scientific Review Panel's recommendations in the NCCP conservation guidelines that 
directed subregional planning areas to be formed around identified biological focus 
areas. Like all other areas of potential significant biological importance in the County, 
the Chandis-Sherman property was included in the subregional process and is included 
in the coastal subarea of the central/coastal subregion. Failure to include the Chandis
Sherman site within the NCCP would have been inconsistent with the purposes and 
objectives of the NCCP legislation in general and the central/coastal subregional 
NCCP/HCP in particular. Moreover, failure to address the Headlands Pacific pocket 
mouse populatron wrthin the NCCP, whrle permrttrng the modification of potentially 
suitable Pacrfic :Jocket mouse habitat by partici:Jating landowners, would have been 
inconsrstent with the provisions of the multisoecres HCP. The alternatrve of excluding 
the Chandis-Sherman pro:Jerty from the NCCP olannr:-~g process, therefore, is rejected 
as infeasible 

Other commentors sugges: rncluding the Chandis-Sherman property withrn 
the Reserve System. This alternative rs reJec:e::: as rnfeasrole because (I) it would 
create a fragmented Reserve System: (ri) it would be cost-orohibrtive at this trme grven 
the potential farr market value cf the Chandrs-Sherman property; (iir) tt would be difficult 
to maintain the biological resources of the srte, even wtthin rntensive management, over 
the long-term due to the site's physical isolatron, srze and proximity to existing develop
ment; and (rv) it would not contribute to biologtcal connectivity within, or the functioning 
of the Reserve System 

Some commentors suggested acquiring the temporary preserve area now, 
subjecting it to active management and allowing it to function as a natural refugium. 
This alternative is _rejected as infeasioie gr,ven t~ .. ~:;.tlA[ld~~~tJWTA~n p,roperty's 
stgntficant rsolatron ;rom o:ner 21eas :J:Jtel1tiai,y suppo¥ti'r-Yg1hdr\l-f~lsutl1Q~ Pactfic 
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pocket mouse and the fact that funds are not immediately available to acquire the site 
and, it IS uncertain at this time whether the site has long-term value. 

Some commentors proposed increasing the size of the on-site preserve 
area so as to further avoid or minimize impacts to the existing Pacific pocket mouse 
population. The inclusion of any additional area within the temporary preserve would 
necessarily result in the bisection of the preserve by an existing and utilized paved 
roadway and would result in a less secure preserve area. Expanding the size of the on
site preserve area is, therefore, rejected as infeasible. 

Still other commentors have suggested that currently and any subse
quently occupied Pacific pocket mouse habitat on the Chandis-Sherman property 
should be included within open spaces areas ultimately designated as such in land use 
entitlements yet to be granted by local or regional agencies. Including the currently 
occupied habitat within open space areas would be inconsistent with the City of Dana 
Point's General Plan and is unnecessary in light of the proactive measures proposed as 
part of the NCCP/HCP, particularly the conditionally covered species provisions for the 
Pacific pocket mouse population on the Chandis-Sherman property set forth in the 
Implementation Agreement. Additional mitigation measures have been added to the 
Proposed Project to mitigate impacts-to any Pacific pocket mouse occupying designated 
natural open spaces within the former temporary preserve area if the area is not 
acquired at the end of the temporary preserve period. Also, additional mitigation 
measures were added that would permit an extension of the temporary preserve period 
for an additional four years if the USFWS determines that the site is essential to the 
survival and recovery of the species and is unable to purchase the site or exchange 
land of equal value at the end of the initial eight-year temporary preserve period. 

Some commentors suggested that measures should be taken to avoid or 
m1nim1ze d1rect or indirect impacts to the Pacific pocket mice within the temporary 
preserve area resulting from construction activity outside the temporary preserve area. 
Although such impacts are deemed to be insignificant and insufficient evidence has 
been submitted by the commentors to suggest otherwise, additional mitigation measures 
have been imposed pursuant to the Implementation Agreement. 

Some commentors suggested that Chandis-Sherman's $500,000 contribu
tion to the NCCP/HCP Endowment Fund is insufficient. As discussed previously, 
impacts to Identified Species and CSS habitat are mitigated to a level of insignificance 
by the Proposed Project. The funding provided to the Endowment Fund by participating 
landowners, including Chand is-Sherman, is adequate for the purpose of the fund. 

With respect to the Pacific pocket mouse, the alternatives to the Proposed 
Project described in the EIR!EIS are rejected as infeasible because none of them would 
address the current threats to the Pacific pocket mouse by permitting immediate access 
to the population and providing funding for the research aneo~~~~SSlON 
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3.0 FINDINGS REGARDING ALTERNATIVES 

The EIR/EIS has considered two types of alternatives. The first type of alterna

tive has been termed the consideration of reserve design alternatives. This 

alternative assumes the validity of the conservation strategy set forth in the NCCP 

Conservation Guidelines regarding creation and management of a CSS habitat 

Reserve System, and then analyzes the incremental site-specific decisions made in 

defining the proposed reserve boundaries. This type of analysis is geographically

specific in that the review of reserve design alternatives involves decisions as to which 

lands to include in the proposed reserves and which lands to exclude from the Reserve 

System. Those areas that were added to the pre-NCCP regional open space system 

have been reviewed in Finding 2.1.1 and further in Chapter 5 of the EIRJEIS. Section 

3.1.1 below will review those areas considered for inclusion in the Reserve System and 

rejected, including the reasons for deciding not to include the lands. 

The second type of alternative is what might be termed the consideration of 

alternative regional conservation strategies. This type of alternative is reviewed in 

Section 3.1.2. 

3.1.1 Reserve Design Configuration Alternatives 

(a) Irvine Coast Reserve Design Alternatives 

The alternative reserve design configurations for the Irvine Coast LCP area 

require the consrderatron of eliminating development in areas containing populations 

of NCCP target species. Potential alternative reserve design configurations within the 

Irvine Coast LCP area involve the following three project areas: 

the residential development area below Signal Peak (Irvine Coast Planning 

Areas 28 and 2C); 

the resrdential and tourist commercial development areas on Pelican Hill; and 

the Wishbone Ridge residential development on the ridgeline between Los 

Trances and Muddy Canyons 
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Because the subject areas do not contain significant CSS, do not contain target 

species and do not contain important reserve connectivity functions, the NCCP/HCP 

determined that these open space areas were not essential to reserve design. Thus, 

while the requirements of GPA 16 assure preservation of the open space values of 

these areas, the "avoidance" actions of GPA 16 relative to these areas does not 

achieve any biological benefits for purposes of NCCP reserve design and connectivity. 

(c) Dana Point Headlands Property 

Despite its isolation from other remaining natural areas within the subregion, this 

site was evaluated to determine whether it should be included within the proposed 

NCCP/HCP Reserve System. Consideration of inclusion of the Headlands site within 

the Reserve System reflected the variety of sensitive plant and animal species that are 

found on the site, including: 

one of the few populations of the federally listed Pacific pocket mouse; 

representatives of all three target species, including nine sites occupied by the 

federally-listed coastal California gnatcatcher: and 

several plant species e:~her ide;,tified as state/federal "candidate" species or 

considered sensitive by state and federal agenc1es. 

The NCCP/HCP concluded that :nclus1on of the Hea::lands oroperty in the proposed 

Reserve System was neither feasioie no~ aopro:ma:e Tne factors contributing to this 

conclus1on 1nc!ude the following: 

~he s1te 1s physi::ally ISOia:e:J from cthe~ e!e:-nents of the Reserve System by 

more than two miies of ur::;an develcomer,:: 

the site's physi::al ISOlation from tne o:ner elements of the Reserve System 

significantly reduce, and likely eliminate, any btological connectivity function for 

the permanent Reserve System; 



the site is relatively small, surrounded by existing urban/residential uses and 

already heavily trespassed by local residents and visitors that use the site for 
recreational purposes; 

the size of the site, combined with the surrounding urban development, renders 

the sensitive animal species. especially the gnatcatcher, cactus wren and pocket 

mouse, particularly vulnerable to predation and disturbance by feral and 
domestic animals; 

the size and isolation of the site, in combination with the already heavy use by 

neighbors and visitors, the resulting habitat disturbance and exposure to 

predation of sensitive species by feral and domestic animals, make it a poor 

candidate for long-term management and maintenance of existing biological 
values; 

the site's lengthy planning history indicates that inclusion of the site within the 

Reserve System would involve very high costs (i.e., in the several tens of 

millions of dollars) due to the potential value of this uniquely situated oceanfront 
land for residential and visitor serving uses; and 

because it is small, phys1cally isolated, and would not contribute significantly to 

improved biolog1cal connectivity with1n the subregion, inclus1on of the site in the 

Reserve System was not considered essen::al to formulating an effective 

subregional reserve design when v1eweo in the context of the NCCP reserve 
des1gn guidelines. 

For all of the above reasons, this s1te was reJec~ed as a component of the proposed 
habitat Reserve System. 

The NCCP/HCP grants cond1t1onai coverage with respect to five plant species 

located on the Headlands property to tile Headlands property owner only. The impacts 

to a population of Blochman's dudleya on the Headlands property, a western dichronda 

population located on the steep ocean-fac1ng bluffs on the property, a cliff spurge 

located on the steep ocean-facing bluffs, a small population of prostrate spineflower on 

the ocean-fac1ng bluffs and Palmer's graap!1:lg hook wh1ch may exist on the property 

are deemec to be insignificant for the follow1ng reasons C8;{0-;-t).L CJ:,;r,·~l0S!Ci'J 
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... ( 1 ) 

portions of the site; 

several soecies occur, or would potentially occur, m only small 

(2) the five species occur in other locations in Southem California; 

(3) suitable and sufficient habitat for some of these species will be 

preserved by the subregion's permanent Reserve System relative to the numbers of 

individuals potentially to be lost on the Headlands property; 

(4) ultimate open space on the property will preserve at least some of 

the individuals and may allow for relocation of some individual plants to be impacted by 

grading; 

(5) none of the species are currently proposed for State or federal 

listing or are the subject to the USFWS settlement agreement with the California Native 

Plant Society; 

(6) the Headlands property owner is providing $500,000 to the 

NCCP/HCP endowment fund for the Adaptive Management Program with respect to the 

Reserve System following issuance of the first gra:::ling permit on the site; and 

(7) spe:::ific mitigation measures are included 1n the Implementation 

Agreeme;,t w1th res:>ec: to the B!::;c~:-7lc::;'s :::udleya on tne s1te which would be directly 

imoacted by develooment a~ivities 

(d) Tustin Ranch Reserve Design Configuration Alternatives 

The Tustin Ranc:; area lies t'J the i:-:lmediate soutn c7 the Peters Canyon 

Regional Park. Although the only re~ain:ng u:loeveioped lanes witnin the Tustin 

Ranch project are somewha~ :Jhys1:c!ly remove'J fr:J~ tne Lo:-nas de Santiago 

NCCP/HCP reserve area an:::l cons::tu:e a relatively tn1n slive~ of land area, one 200 

acre parcel contains more than 100 acres of CSS occupied by relatively high densities 

of gnatcatchers (18 sites) and cactus wrens (16 sites). 

The most compelling reason to cons:der including the Tustm Ranch parcel is the 

number of ta;-get spec1es biiGS fOL;nd on s1:e 1: 1s n,Q~~?.Q..::t\1 wo~ther~t9rr-:Presence of 
liU .. u l.-tL l;..,·"'·;• _,..._,u,'J 
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CHAPTER 1: PROJECT NEED AND PURPOSES 

Pursuant to the listing of the coastal California gnatcatcher under the FESA and preparation of the 

~pecial section 4(d) Rule. federal agency efforts to protect the coastal California gnatcatcher have 

been integrated with the state's southern California Coastal Sage Scrub NCCP program. As 

reviewed in Part I. the FESA section 4(d) Rule for the coastal California gnatcatcher now requires 

1 preparation of a conservation plan. called a Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat 

Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP). that would meet the goals of the state's NCCP Act and CESA. and 

the FESA. 

This chapter discusses the need for the Central and Coastal Subregion Coastal Sage Scrub 

NCCP/HCP. It also outlines the specific project purposes and related objectives that need to be 

addressed by the approved CSS conservation strategy. The NCCP/HCP purposes and objectives set 

forth in this chapter are consistent with the requirements of the NCCP Act. CESA. FESA and the 

Section 4(d) Rule. The project purposes and objectives are important because they have served as 

the standard that enabled the County. state/federal agencies and other NCCP participants to evaluate 

specific conservation strategy alternatives that were identified during formulation of the CSS 

conservation strategy set forth in this subregional NCCP/HCP. The preferred conservation strategy 

presented in this document was selected because it was the alternative that best addressed the full 

range of identified NCCP 1HCP purposes and objectives. 

SECTIO~ 1.1 PROJECT ~EED 

• The need for the prc1JX1Sed suhregional \:CCP HCP \\as estJblished owr recent years by a 

combmatJon t:'f legis!Jtiw Jm:i rcgulJtor; actions. JnJ hy the tindings C(1mpiled hy the 

Scientitic Re\ie\\ Panel that \\as created by the State <'If California tc' prcniJc <;tate federal 

agencies wlth sctemific expertise em i:;sues relJting w the rwtecuon JnJ m:J.n:J.gement ofCSS 

and associated h:.1bitats anJ spec1cs This scctinn \'Utlines a chwncllc)gy ,,f e\ents and 

Jctions that demonstrated the need r·(,r the propnsed rrniect 

In 1991 the California Legislature enacted the \:CCP Act The Legislature found and declared as 

part of the .-\ct that "there is a need for broad-based planning to prO\ ide for effective protection and 

conser;ation of the state's wildlife heritage \\hile continuing to allo\\ appropriate de\elopment and 

gro\\1h." Included in Section 1 of the legislati\e tindings for the \:CCP .-\ct nf 1991 were the 

follo\\·ing declarations. CO.'\STAL COMM13SICN 
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a) The continuing population grov .. 1h in California \\·ill result in Increasing demands for 

dwindling natural resources and result in the continuing decline of the state's wildlife. 

b) There is a need for broad-based planning to provide for effective protection and conservation 

of the state's wildlife heritage while continuing to allow appropriate development and 
grow1h. 

c) \iatural community conservation planning is an effective tool in protecting California's 

natural diversity while reducing conflicts between protection of the state's wildlife heritage 

and reasonable use of natural resources for economic development. 

d) Natural community conservation planning is a mechanism that can provide an early planning 

framework for proposed development projects within the planning area in order to avoid. 

minimize. and compensate for project impacts to wildlife. 

e) The purpose of natural community conservation planning is to sustain and restore those 

species and their habitat identified by the Department ofFish and Game which are necessary 

to maintain the continued viability of those biological communities impacted by growth and 
development. 

SECTIO:\ 1.2 PROJECT Pl'RPOSES 

The c·erltral and Coastal Subregion CSS \:CCP HCP . .Joint EIR EIS. and lmplcmentatron A.greement 

are Jesrgn~d to address sewral key pw1ect purposes and related nh1ecti\ es These purposes and 
nh)eCtl\ es focused on the need to: 

I. l ndertake multiple-species. natural community-hased planning for the coastal sage 

scruh hahitat located in Central and Coastal :\CCP Suhregion in a manner that would 

further the statutory purposes of the :\CCP Act. CESA. FESA and the Section .t(d) 

Rule. CEQ..\ and :\EPA. 

As re\ re\\ed in the Introduction. (Pan I). in conjunction with the threatened l!strng of the coastal 

California gnatcatcher. the LSF\\'S has adopted a Section -Hd) Rule under the FESA which allows 

Incidental Take of the coastal California gnatcatcher and its habitat under cenain conditions 

specified in the Rule (refer tn the e:-.:cerpt from the -+id) Rule immediately preceding this section). 

The Sect! on -+(d) Ruk permits Incidental Take llf the c€{}¢tf)lt!\litflm~oo~~~her durin!! the 
.r•r_. \./Uit'iJYd..;~JlJN -



preparation of a ;\CCP and after final approvals of a subregional NCCP in accordance with specific 

requirements and standards set forth above. Accordingly. one purpose of the project is to carry out 

a planning program at the natural community level consistent with the multi-species. habitat-oriented 

statutory purpose statements ofboth the FESA (sections IO(a)and 4(d)). the California CESA and 

NCCP Act. and with the conservation goals ofCEQA and NEPA. 

2. Develop a CSS habitat conservation strate~· and management program (the 

NCCP/HCP) in a manner that would provide an alternative to current single species 

conservation efforts by formulating a subregional NCCP/HCP that provides for a 

multiple-species, natural community-based conservation and management program 

within the regional NCCP planning framew(}rk. 

In contrast with previous single species habitat conservation planning efforts under the CESA and 

FESA. the region-wide CSS NCCP program for southern California and this subregional 

\ICCP/HCP are intended to provide a habitat-based focus for conservation planning undertaken 

within the geographically defined subregion. Accordingly. in carrying out the statutory purpose 

statements of the NCCP Act and the FESA. one purpose ofthis subregional planning program is to 

carry out a conservation planning effort on a large-scale. subregional level with sufficient geographic 

scope and habitat/species diversity to enable cumulative impacts on CSS habitat and related species. 

reserve design and connectivity needs to be addressed and satisfied in a manner consistent with the 

\:CCP Conservation Guidelines. 

~. To proYide for economic uses meeting the social and economic needs of the people of 

the region. designate specific areas where loss ofCSS habitat for target and "Identified 

Species" would not conflict with the :\CCP/HCP consen·ation strategy and would be 

permitted consistent with Section lO(a) of the FESA and the Section -Hd) Rule. 

Th~ \:CCP .\ct declares that "there is a need for broad-based planning to pro\·lde for effective 

prllkCtinn :md conservation of the state's wildlife heritage while continuing to allo\\ appropriate 

Je\elnpment and gr0\\1h." The .-'\ct also declares that NCCP planning is "a mechanism that can 

prcn ide an early planning framework for proposed development . . . to avoid. mmimize and 

compensate for project impacts to wildlife." With these legislative declarations in mind. a key 

purpose of the \:CCPiHCP is to evaluate proposed and alternative land uses and activities in order 

to identify specific areas where loss ofCSS habitat and take of target species is permitted consistent 

with the recommended CSS conservation strategy. the FESA and the \:CCP Act. Identification of 

permitted land uses acti\ ities and their potential impacG()J(~~~ ~10~ ~.flt.~et species is 

EX'ci\81' # _1L ~~ r=~ ~,;~ 11.2000 
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essential to formulating effective mitigation 311d m311agement measures. and to assuring 

implementation of a balanced CSS conservation strategy in compli311ce with the provisions of the 

!\CCP Act. CESA and FESA. By allowing identified public and private dewlopment to proceed 

without undue interruption. the NCCPiHCP enables necessary economic uses to continue. 

4. Complete a subregional conservation plan that addresses the FESA Section I 0 criteria 

for the federally-listed coastal California gnatcatcher under the Section 4(d) Rule, 

thereby providing the basis for future Incidental Take of the gnatcatcher. 

With respect to the federally-listed coastal California gnatcatcher. one purpose of the Central and 

Coastal Subregion NCCP/HCP is to satisfy the FESA Section I 0 requirements referenced in the 

special 4(d) Rule for the coastal California gnatcatcher by showing that: 

• any permitted take is incidental to otherwise authorized activities; 

• the NCCP/HCP provides for minimizing and mitigating the impacts of any identified take 

to the maximum extent practicable: 

• the NCCP/HCP. through an implementation agreement. assures that adequate funding will 

he provided and that procedures for dealing with unforeseen circumstances will be 
established: and 

• :.my identiried take \\ill not appn:ctJhl: reduce the lil-.;elihn()d nf the sunl\'al and reco\·erv 

(lfthe spectes in the \\ild. 

5. Prepare a subregional consen·ation plan that provides the basis for future Incidental 

Take of the two candidate species that. in addition to the coastal California gnatcatcher, 

were designated "target species" (the coastal cactus wren and orange-throated whiptail 

lizard), by treating the coastal cactus wren and orange-throated whiptail lizard as if 

they were listed species under CES.-\ and FES.-\. 

The Central and Coastal !\CCP HCP pro\ ides the basis for authonzmg future "lnctdental Take" of 

the coastal cactus \\Ten and the orange-throated whiptaillizard should either or hoth he listed under 

the CES.-\ and FESA This authorization for future Incidental Tal-.;e of unlisted species responds to 

the Congressional statement of intent regarding the treatment \>f unltskd species in H CPs under the 

FES.-'\ (as declared in the 198= FES.·'\ re-authorizJC~~3J~lnfXJ~lS.SitC1~ l'SF\\'S's HCP 



Guidelines recommendation to address candidate species in HCPs. The subregional ~CCP.·'HCP 

addresses the Section I 0 substantive requirements for the coastal cactus \\Ten and orange-throated 

whiptaillizard in the same manner as identified in Project Purpose 3. immediately preceding. The 

Implementation Agreement defines the manner in \Vhich these future determinations will be made. 

The terms of the Implementation Agreement may be re\·iewed and amended by mutual 

agreement. 

With regard to any future CESA listing determinations of the coastal California gnatcatcher. the 

coastal cactus \\Ten and/or the orange-throated whiptail lizard under the CESA. the subregional 

~CCP/HCP will: 

• implement California Fish and Game Code Section 2825( c). as appropriate. pursuant to 

CESA Section 2081: 

• provide the basis for the taking of such species determined subsequently to be candidate 

species. pursuant to California Fish and Game Code Section 2830: and 

• provide the basis for allowing take identified in the NCCP/HCP pursuant to California Fish 

and Game Code Section 2835 (also see The Planning Agreement. Section 4). 

6. Complete a subregional consen·ation plan that, by addressing the habitat needs of the 

"target species" through protection and management of substantial CSS habitat, 

effectively mitigates future potential impacts on a broader range of species residing in 

CSS habitat and other habitats included in the resen·e . 

. -'\s indicated in Project Purposes 4 and~ abo\·e. this subregional \:CCP HCP direct!: addresses the 

Cl)!1Sef\ atJon requirements ofthe coastal California gnatcatchcr. coastal cactus wren. J.nd the orange

thr~)ated \\ h1ptail lizard. Howe\ er. another purpose of the \:CCP HCP is to u;;c these species as 

"surwgates" such that a broad range of species dependent upon or significantly n.·qumng the use of 

l'SS habnat may also be C(1nsef\·ed in a manner consistent wnh the goals of the \:CCP .\ct and in 

ways that rna:- reduce or eliminate the need for future listings within the subregion under the CESA 

and FESA. .-'\dditional listed species and unlisted species treated by the ~CCP HCP "as if 

listed" and covered for regulatory purposes as described in Project Purposes I and 2 above are 

termed "Identified Species" in the \:CCP HCP. Due to the rok of the target species in defining the 

proposed Resef\·e System. the nomenclature distinction has heen maintained in the \:CCP/HCP 

C,., ~ !"'·r·?\L co~·:!" i-r"'::' ·c ~~ u,._j 1'\ :t.liilvvl l\1 
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throu~h the use of the term "target identified" species even though regulatory coverage is intended '""""'· 

to be the same for both. 

Thus. one purpose of the subregional ]'.;CCP"HCP is to provide a substantive basis for mitigating 

potential impacts on other CSS-related "Identified Species" and. in so doing. reducing or minimizing 

the need for future listing actions involving other CSS-related species. Since CSS is interspersed 

with other habitats. this purpose also applies to species that rely on the adjacent habitats. The degree 

of regulatory coverage for individual species and corresponding landowner credit prO\·ided by the 

NCCPIHCP is set forth in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 of the NCCP/HCP. 

7. Formulate a conservation strategy that addresses the protection of non-CSS habitats 

within the overall CSS habitat mosaic. 

In addition to providing for the regulatory protection ofCSS habitat and a broad range of individual 

species within the subregion. another purpose of the NCCP/HCP is to protect non-CSS habitats 

located within the subregional CSS mosaic in a manner comparable to the regulatory protection 

provided for CSS habitat. The NCCP/HCP will specify non-CSS habitats that are protected to a 

level comparable to CSS within the subregion. For these specified non-CSS habitats. the 

NCCP/HCP provides commitments to "participating landowners" that CDFG and USFWS will 

assume the responsibility for assuring that all statutory and regulatory requirements necessary to 

issue Section 1 Ot a)( 1 )(B) and. or Section 2081 permits to "participating landowners" for future 

imp:1cts to listed species fclund in these h:1b1tats that are affected by planned act I\ iues. \\'ithin these 

hah1t:1ts. regulatory CO\ erage \\ill be pro\ ided for Jll "Identified Species" except the "Speciallnterest 

Species" mcluJ-ed in Table -+-1 0 \•f the \'CCP HCP. The JUStiricJtiOn for such state federJI 

assurJnccs arc set forth in ChJpters-+ and X of the \:CCP 1-fCP. 

S. Within the context of the subregional con sen ation strategy. address the protection of 

federally-listed. identified and sensitin species located on the Dana Point Headlands 

property in the City of Dana Point. 

The DJ.na Pumt Headlands site IS a rebti\ ely smJII site ( 121 acres) that contains J ,.Jriety of 

scnsiti\e plant and animJl species. including t\\o federally-listed species. other "identified" species 

J.nd sewrJI sensitiw piJnt species that Jre neither state1 federallisted species nor on the :-..JCCP/HCP 

list nf "identitied" species Because the HeJd!Jnds site is iso!Jted from other natural open space 

\\ ithin the subregiOn by t\\o miles nr more of JlreJ.dy-urhanized arcJ.s. Jnd becJuse of problems 

rcLned t~.• ~lttcmpting tt1 m~mJ.ge J small Jnd isolated ISIJnd t1( hJ.bitJt Js. nJ.rt uf the subrel!ional 
C 0 ~ ~ ·-" ·" ,...., , "' .. l'"' "'I r '·' ~ ;1.:; lAL vUi,:ln.v~ -.ii~ 
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adapti\·e management program. this site is not proposed for inclusion in the habitat Reser\'e System 

or incorporated into the adaptive management progran1. Therefore. one purpose of the NCCP.HCP 

is to address the conservation needs of the sensitive species located on the Headlands site without 

including the site in the habitat reserve/adaptive management program. This purpose recognizes that 

it is necessary to implement conservation approaches in addition to those provided for under FESA 

Section 1 O(a)(l) (B) permits. Accordinglv. the NCCP/HCP includes amending the 

existing Section 1 O(a)( 1 )(A) permit held bv the USFWS Carlsbad Field Office for the 

purpose of scientific studv. and other recoverv efforts for the Pacific pocket mouse 

on the Headlands site, where it is currentlv in danger of extirpation without the 

proactive measures proposed in the NCCPIHCP. The site's biological resources are 

addressed comprehensively in order to provide certaintv regarding biological 

mitigation and to enable proactive management measures to benefit the Pacific pocket 

mouse to begin as soon as it is prudent. 

9. Carry out a subregional conservation strategy that, to the maximum extent practicable, 

builds upon and integrates the extensive regional open space planning which already 

has been undertaken in the subregional study area. 

During the past twenty years within the subregional study area local governments. the County. 

citi~s. The lr\'ine Company. the Transportation Corridor Agenci~s. IR \\·D. l'v1ETROPOLIT AN. 

SCE. DPR and others han~ participated in long-term regional p!Jnmng efforts forth~ purpose of 

c:ons~ning large-sc::tl~ contiguous op~n spac~. r~cr~ation and \\ildlit~ habitat ar~as. Thes~ open 

space r~creation \\ildlif~ planning ~ft\Jrts m:r~ conducted pursuJnt t\' Calit\m1iJ plannmg bw. 

CEQ:\. the California Coastal Act of I q-() and th~ Federal Coastal Zun~ \!Jna~ement Act. :\sa 

r~sult. the subregion currently includes -W.OOO Jeres of CSS :.md oth~r \\ ildland habitJt in public 

o\\nership. irre\ocable open space dedtc.ltt,,ns. general p!Jn c:nmmllted op~n spJce. t>r proJeCt

committed open space SJ.le agreements between rri\ate lanJ,>\\ners Jnd public: agencieS These 

r~gional plannmg efforts haw been conducted to 

• mitigate the impacts of dewlopment by protecting large-scak habitat open space areas in 

blocks of contiguous habitat. as contrasted with smaller. project-by-protect mitigation efforts. 

• further broad-scale public polictes under the state and federal Coastal :\cts. 

• further state law requirements regarding the pnwision of housing . 



• address state and federal law requirernents relating to transportation facilities and air quality 
planning. and 

• address requirements for infrastructure facilities. 

One purpose of the NCCP;HCP plan is to assure that. to the maximum extent practicable and 

consistent with the requirements of the FESA and NCCP Act. the approved NCCP/HCP will be 

integrated with the regional open space planning that already has taken place within the subregion. 

During the NCCPIHCP public review process. the minimization and mitigation measures 

adopted as part of prior open space planning efforts were integrated into the NCCPIHCP in the 

context of CESA. FESA and NCCP Act requirements, and the CSS conservation planning 

requirements contained in the Section 4(d) Rule and NCCP Conservation Guidelines. These 

requirements and guidelines were applied in a manner that builds upon and incorporates previous 

regional open space and land use planning efforts. In addition. prior open space planning and 

commitments were reviewed to assure that these are capable of being managed consistent with the 

provisions ofthe recommended NCCP/HCP conservation strategy. 

10. Consistent with NEP A tiering and CEQA programmatic environmental review 

provisions and the take provisions of the state and federal ESAs and NCCP Act, 

address target and "Identified Species", CSS and covered habitats impacts for 

development identified in the subregional ~CCP/HCP in a manner that will be used 

and relied upon in conjunction with subsequent environmental reviews consistent with 
applicable law. 

State and federal emtronmental la\\S contam hoth policy statements and specific provisions 

encouraging hroad-scale. early re\ ie\\ of potential direct and cumulatl\ e de\ elormcnt impacts on 

a programmatic hasis. In turn. the Legi~lati\ e tindings of intent regarding the :\CCP .\ct indicate 
that: 

• there 1s a need for broad-hascd p!Jnnmg to pro\ ide for etfecttw protection and conservation 

of the state's \\ildlife heritage \\hik contmumg to allow appropnate dewlopment and 
grc)\\1h: 

• natural community consen at ion planning is an etlecti\ e planning process which can 

facilitate earh coordination to protect agencies. land(~\\!ler~ and other pri\ ate parties: and 

c:J ~.:~~~L cc;;~; ·.; .. : :; ~ :~J 



• natural community conservation planning is a mechanism that can provide an early planning 

framework for proposed development projects within the planning area in order to a\·oid. 

minimize. and compensate for project impacts to wildlife. 

In furtherance of the strong mandate of the NCCP Act to encourage broad-based planning. and 

consistent with the tiering and programmatic review provisions of CEQA and NEPA. this 

NCCP/HCP has. as one purpose. an intent to address potential site specific "target and Identified 

Species". CSS and covered habitats impacts/take related to land uses and activities identified in the 

NCCP/HCP to the maximum extent practicable. To the extent that CSS impacts related to future 

land uses and development or other types of take are addressed by the EIRIEIS for this NCCP/HCP 

and have met the requirements of the FESA. CESA. and NCCP Act. such future activities will rely 

on the analysis in this EIRIEIS and NCCPIHCP as provided in applicable law. 

11. Consistent with the provisions of 50 CFR 424.12, 424.16 and 424.19, the NCCP/HCP 

subregional plan shall, to the extent feasible and practicable, identify and analyze areas 

which would meet the definition of "critical habitat" under the FESA for the "CSS 

species." 

This project purpose recognizes that only the USFWS has the authority to designate "critical habitat" 

under FESA. The intent of this purpose is to assure coordination to the maximum extent practicable 

between reserve design planning for the "CSS species" and "critical habitat" designation under the 

FES.-\. The intent also is to maximize to the extent feasible both the efficiency of the planning 

process and assurances of certaint~ for future land uses and de\el()pment acti,·ities. including 

proposed Incidental Take resulting from acti,·ities identitied through the \CCP HCP planning 

process. Theret\.xe. the \CCP HCP prcn ides the analysis ofhabitat anJ species Cc)nsenation factors 

that sene Js the substantiw has is for the" critical habitat" assurances set forth in the Implementation 

.-\greement. 

Be-cause the "\CCP HCP planmng eff,m ;,1cuses c)n natuul C<lmmunu: resen e design and 

connecti\ity considerations in relatwn t<) the "tJrget and idenlltieJ spc-ctes." it h appropriate as an 

integral component of the planning program 1\.)r the \CCP HCP to tdentify areas that the LSF\\'S 

should designate "critical habitat" (as defined in the FESA and regulations). In parttcular. the :\CCP 

Conservation Guidelines and the SRP guidelines for reserve design outline criteria for identifying 

ultimate reserve areas capable of sustaining "tJrget species" on a long-term basis. The factors to be 

considered in recommending "critical hahitat'' (as presented in 50 CFR 424.12 (b) to (g)). were 
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addressed in relation to the Resources Agency \:CCP Process Guidelines and in response to the 

present conditions within this subregion. 

SECTION 1.3 NCCP/HCP OBJECTIVES 

To carry out the identified project purposes. the NCCP/HCP has been prepared in a manner designed 

to achieve the following specific objectives. 

• Comprehensive and coordinated mitigation for "Identified Species" and habitat impacts as 

a substitute for project-by-project evaluation and mitigation. 

• Provision for long-term protection of CSS habitat and target species on a subregional basis 

with a focus on source populations of target species and maintaining and enhancing 

connectivity between habitat areas. 

• Protection of long-term CSS habitat carrying capacity for target species by. to the maximum 

extent practicable. avoiding. minimizing and mitigating impacts. and by assuring that taking 

will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of CSS and target species survival and recovery. 

• Consideration of opportunities for protection and management of "CSS species" other than 

target species and opportunities for protecting other h:.1bitats within the study :.1rea that are 

emhedded \\ithm the CSS mosJJC. 

• CreJtion of a multiple-habitat Resen e System. 

• Identification and c\aluation of the effecti\·eness ()f alternatiw habitat management 

techmques. 

• Based nn there\ Je\\ (1r'manat'ement alternatJ\ es. ll1Cl1rrl1f~llll)t1 lll a srecJiic. Imrlementahle 

ll1ng-terrn management prognm Into the :\CCP HCP fl1r Jes1gnateJ srec1es and aSSl1CJated 

habitat included within the pern1anent resel\ e. 

• Identification and e\·aiuation of CSS habitat and adjacent habitat areas with significant 

potentiJI for enhancement and restoration. 



• Provision for appropriate development and economic grov.1h \\'ithin the subregion. 

compatible with the Proposed Reser.·e design and consistent \\'ith the goals purposes of the 

~CCP Act. 

• Formulation of mitigation measures that provide adequate mitigation for "target and 

Identified Species" habitat impacts related to development actions addressed by the 

NCCP/HCP that may constitute "harm" and "take" under the FESA. 

• Within the permanent habitat reserve, identification of compatible and incompatible 

activities/uses in relation to species protection and survival. and the ability to effectively 

implement specified habitat management, restoration and enhancement measures. 

• Identification of equitable and effective funding and implementing mechanisms adequate to 

carrv out recommended actions and achieve objectives set forth in the NCCP/HCP. 

• Comparative evaluation of the technical. social and economic implications of potential 

mitigation measures and conservation alternatives prior to incorporation into the 

NCCP/HCP. 

• Early involvement of interested agencies. landowners and public interests in advance of 

proposals for a specific conser.·ation strategy in an effort to minimize conflicts and delays 

and facilitate appropriate puhlic and pri,·ate development. 

EXHIBIT# //b 
PAGE~_OF __ .. , 

'S'I 
April I I. 2000 





pocket mouse is a race of the linle pocket mouse (P. longimembris) species group. along with 

hre,·inasus and other southern races. AccordinQ to Williams ( 1986 ). these southernmost races mav 
~ . 

form a distinct species from P. longimembris. 

Life History 

The Pacific pocket mouse feeds exclusively on plant seed. Local populations fluctuate widely in 

numbers of individuals. andpacificus may be locally the most abundant rodent in a given locality. 

The Pacific pocket mouse constructs elaborate burrow systems underground in suitable sandy soils. 

Numerous small rodent burrows and diggings revealed the presence of some colonies to early 

collectors. This species forages for seed at night. presumably emerging from its burrow just after 

dusk and retreating underground before da\\11. The effect of the lunar cycle on nighttime behavior 

is not known for this species. although some investigators argue that small prey mammals in general 

are less likely to be active during a full moon phase (O'Farrell. pers. comm.). 

The activity period extends from April through September. Individuals remain underground during 

the winter months from December through February. Pregnant and lactating females have been 

found from April through July. Immature animals have been noted on the surface from June through 

September. Brylski ( 1993) found some juveniles reproductiwly active in July and August. 

HJ.bitat Requirements. 

The PJ.citic pocket mouse frequents sJ.nd~ soils \\ ith J. sparse \ e~ctatin:- CO\ er. Tdet;raph weed 

1 Hererorheco r;:randitlor(JJ has been recorded as the ··principal as:;oc1ational plant" at three capture 

sites m SJ.n Diego County l\·on Blocker 19~ l1 .. \t capture sites m Urange County. the dominant 

plant species is California sagebrush L-lrremisia t'c:iifornical. a component of the coastal sage scrub 

plant community. 

The Paciric pocket mouse has been cartured m co:1stal :;tr:1nJ and coastal s:1ge scrub plant 

communities. ruderal wgetation on mer :1llu\ium. and on sand Junes 1Grinnell. 1()~3: \leserYe. 

1 9'72 1. \\.ith the exception of one capture on a "grawlly slope" on San Onofre Bluff in September 

I 903 1 dictation of Frank Stephens in Joseph Grinnell's tield notes dated 8 August I q 16 ). all captures 

ha\·e apparently been on sandy substrata. 
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Distribution and Abundance 
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Records of the Pacific pocket mouse extend from the vicinity of Marina del Rey in Los Angeles 

south along the immediate coast to the Mexican border. Historically. nine definite localities are 

knovm. all within four kilometers of the ocean and at elevations of 200 meters or less. Specific 

localities include the Marina del Rev/El Se2undo area. Clifton and Wilminrrton in Los An!Ieles .. ..... ..... ._ 

County; Newport Beach and Dana Point Headlands in Orange County: and San Onofre Bluff. Santa 

Margarita River mouth and vicinity. Los Penasquitos Lagoon and lower Tijuana River\' alley in San 

Diego County. About 1.250 acres of potential pocket mouse habitat has been identified within the 

subregion (Figure 39). 

The only kno\\11 remaining population within the subregion is on the Dana Point Headlands in 

Orange County. Brylski ( 1993) documented 25 to 36 individuals occupying approximately 1.5 

hectares of coastal sage scrub on a 50-hectare parcel proposed for development. Outside the 

subregion the Pacific pocket mouse has been captured at three sites located ow or adjacent to Camp 

Pendleton. 

The only other documented capture since 1945 within Orange County [M'Closkey ( 1970. 1972) and 

Meserve (1972. 1976a.b)] was in an area in the San Joaquin Hills that has since been graded for 

development. 

Focused trapping efforts in 1993 and I 994 in the vicinity of the other eight historic sites did not find 

~my animals. Pre\·ious trapping in these and other sites have also failed to located any Pacific pocket 

mouse populations. \'arious records were made of captures ofindi\ idual mice tcntatiwly identified 

as Pacific pocket mouse. hut these records are incomplete anJ ar~ not CLmsiJered to he reliable. 

The LSF\\'S conducted surYe\·s for the Pacitic pocket mouse in I 99-t and 1995 on 

Camp Pendleton. One new population was confirmed in 1995. located at \1ASS 3 

(Oscar I Training Area! in the southern portion of the base. The site had two studv 

areas (about 700 meters apart). resultin£.:. in the capture of .5-t indi,·idual Pacific pocket 

T\\'O other populations were disco\·ered in the northern portion of Camp Pendleton. 

These two populations (known as Pan he and Cuchillo populations! are separated bv 

San Mateo Creek and an omwin2 agricultural operation. The Panhe population is 

estimated to contain approximate!\· 33 indi\·iduals. \:o population estimate has been 
C,... • . ...., - ,'\ I C :"- ' .. ~: ., ·. "'"I 
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made of the Cuchillo population; however. a total of 13 Pacific pocket mice were 

trapped in this location in 1995. 

Population Trends and Threats 

Because of their location along the intensively developed Southern California coast. nearly all of the 

known Pacific pocket mouse populations are extirpated. As a result. the Pacific pocket mouse is in 

decline and has been listed by the USFWS as endangered. 

Potential habitat areas for the Pacific pocket mouse are threatened by loss due to urbanization. 

highways and off-road vehicle activities (Williams. 1986). Other probable factors include habitat 

loss from industrial and agricultural development, habitat fragmentation. and predation by non

native red foxes (Jurek, 1992: Lewis eta!.. 1993) and feral cats (Jurek, 1994). The spread ofnon

native annual grasses may also have impacted populations of the Pacific pocket mouse by reducing 

the available amount of relatively open ground. 

The one known population in the subregion is located within a fenced area that limits access to 

the occupied habitat area. However. no other protection measures have been implemented for this 

population and predation and it remains prone to stochastic events and to predation by feral cats 

and other animals. 

The new!\' disco\·ered populations on Camp Pendleton. with its approximate!\· 17 

miles of relati\·eh· undisturbed coastline. siQnificanth· improve the chances for the 

lon£?.-term sun·i\·al of the species. Erickson noted in 1993 that the habitat within 

Camp Pendleton likeh· provides the best opportunities for the lon£?.-term survival of 

the Pacific pocket mouse. Furthermore. action taken at Camp Pendleton \viii be 

subject to Section 7 of the FESA. which precludes an\· action taken b\· a federal 

Juenc\ thJt \\ ould be likelv to jeopardize the continued existence of the species. 

The smJII population at the Headlands site, the limited amount of occupied habitat 

on the propert\·. the existing constraints for habitat expansion on the site (site size and 

cont!Quration. soils. \·eg_etation characteristics, increasing densitv of coastal sage 

scrub about occupied habitat. constraints on "controlled" bums, animal predation, 

i m Jets from human tres ass. disconnectedness fro 
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habitat. etc.). the population· s heightened exposure to natural environmental 

stochastic events on this site, the population's vulnerabilitv to demographic stochastic 

events. anc the high chance for inbreeding depression all collective!\· act to produce 

a relativelv low probabilitY that the population will maintain itself without proactive 

efforts aimed at enhancing the genetic viabilitY of the population and creating 

opportunities for the population to expand its habitat range. 

2.6.3 Other Sensitive Plant Species on the Dana Point Headlands Property 

Five additional sensitive plant species addressed by the NCCP/HCP occur or could occur on the 

Dana Point Headlands property and are proposed for coverage for Incidental Take/management take 

only for this site. The justification for such coverage is discussed in sections 4.5.1 and 4.5.4. Four 

of these five species have been found to occur on the Headlands site. The other species was found 

in 1983 in small numbers (under 10 plants). but has not been found in more recent surveying. 

Blochman's Dudleya 

Approximately 250 flowering plants of this taxon were noted during directed search for this species 

in the Spring of 1991. Hea\'y foot and whicle traffic continue to degrade the relati\'ely open terrain 

\\·here this plant gro\\'S on the site. 

T axon(ml\' 

BlochmJ.n·~ DudleyJ. is J. member of the tamdy c·rJ.ssu!J.ceJ.e. 

Lif~ Histor\ 

Blochman·s Dudleya is J. tiny com1 sproutmg perenniJ.I. The species IS best detected in IJ.te spring 

and earl;- summer. ( BeJ.uchamp 199~ 1 

HJ.bitat Requirements 

This species gro\\ s in sandy openings in DiegJ.n SJ.ge Scrub near the coJ.st. Las Flores loamy fine 

sand and TerrJ.ce Escarpments are the soil types mJ.pped at Camp Pendleton ( BeJ.uchamp I 993 ). 

The species is kno\\'n from atop coastal bluffs beiO\\ 3:50 feet (Sw'4'fWa"l;Iri'9o.n~~~~,,r:,.,,-.J ~~,f)..,,..-.!... t:JU:ut'tli~.J·V:·~ Vl 1 
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Distribution and Abundance 

This plant is knov.n to occur from San Luis Obispo County. South to Baja California. Mexico (Smith 

and Berg 1986). A large population of over 1.000 individuals was discovered west of the helicopter 

landing strip. near the beach on Shingle Bluff at Camp Pendleton. It is also found in small colonies 

just south of Cocklebur Cree on an ocean bluff. and at four or five other locations in San Diego 

County including Las Flores. La Costa. La Jolla and Pacific Beach. Several hundred are scattered 

along the ridge north of Dana Point Harbor in Orange County. Reported by Roberts elsewhere in 

Orange County in San Clemente State Park. Historical collections to the north include Point Sal 

Ridge in Santa Barbara County. on a serpentine outcrop near Morro Beach in San Luis Obispo 

County. and in Long Grade Canyon in the northern Santa Monica Mountains. Database reports for 

Los Angeles County are from Point Dume. near Malibu Beach: for Ventura County the species has 

been found on the Conejo Grade west of Newbury Park. Dos Vientos Ranch southeast of Conejo 

Mountain in western Thousand Oaks. In San Luis Obispo County. the species is known from 

approximately five locations. Two sites from Baja California have recorded specimens at the San 

Diego Natural History Museum's herbarium (Beauchamp 1993). 

Population Trends and Threats 

The CNPS Lists this species as List 1 B. RED Code 1-2-2. The species is not listed by the USFWS 

or CDFG. 

\\estern Dichondra 

Small rtlpUlations of this srecies haw been found L1n the HeaJ!Jnds rropert: I Beauchamp 1993 ). 

Taxonom\ 

\\estern dichondra is a member of the r'amih Ctm\ O\ ulaceae 

Life Histor. 

This cryptic perennial herb is particularly found on recently exposed areas of burns. 



Habitat Requirements 

This species generally occurs on dry slopes as an understory plant in Diegan Coastal sage scrub. 

chaparral. oak woodland and rocky outcrops in grassland. It often proliferates on recently burned 

slopes. It often grows in rocky crevices or completely hidden at the base of leafy shrubs. Soil 

tolerances for Dichondra appear variable with Loamy alluvial land of the Huerhuero complex 

utilized at Torrey Pines. Hambright gravelly clay loam in the San Onofre Mountains. and a variety 

of other types elsewhere. 

Distribution and Abundance 

This species is found in coastal San Diego, Santa Barbara and Orange counties. on some of the 

Channel Islands and in Northern Baja California. Mexico. Western Dichondra is occasionally 

common following bums in coastal San Diego County, for example. near Black Mountain Road 

south of Pefiasquitos Canyon. It is potentially present at many San Diego County sites in coastal 

chaparral or diegan sage scrub. It is abundant on the slopes above the ocean at the Torrey Pines 

Preserve as a dominant understory element. Dichondra is a widely dispersed understory plant in 

Military Sector Alfa Two on Camp Pendleton with sightings extending throughout the San Onofre 

Mountains. It is expected to be abundant following fire. Among other sites. the species has been 

found at the Jamul Mountains Lower Otay Lake. near Windmill Lake Golf Course on Camp 

Pendleton. and north of Poggi Canyon in Chula Vista. Three reports are from Fortuna Mountain. 

Hcme\er. most historical sites are clustered near the immediJte ccnst. Limited populations were 

seen near the \!extcan border. in Encinitas. 1r1 LJ Jolla. :1nd in Del \lar :1nJ nn Spooner's \tesa in 

the Tijuana Hills. 1 Beauchamp !9931 The species is reported in La Jolla \'alley and Deer Canyon 

in \'entura Cl)Unty. near Tuna and Tnpanp Canyons in Los _--\ngeks (,1unt;. and at Point \1ugu and 

L:o Carillo State Park (Beauchamp I oq~ 1. 

1\•pubtion Trends :1nd Threats 

Due to Its fairly ''ide distnhution and rebti\e abundance In San Diegn C>unty and else\\ here. this 

species is not considered at this time to he htghl;- sensiti,·e 1 S\\·eet\\ater 199--1.1 Western dichondra 

is slo,,·ly declining in Coastal San Diego County and is a borderline spectes for inclusion on the 

C\:PS list 1 Beauchamp I 9931. This species is a C\:PS List-+. RED Code 1-2-1. a CSF\\'S Category 

3d species and is not listed by CDFG. 
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Cliff Spurge 

This species occurs in clusters along the edge of the sea bluffs and is concentrated near the steep 

bluffs on the Headlands property. )\:atural'erosion may eventually limit population size on the 

Headlands. 

Taxonomy 

Cliff spurge is a member of the family Euphorbiceae. 

Life History 

Cliff spurge is a perrenial shrub with hairy leaves that flowers between January and August and 

apparently is subject to frost damage. 

Habitat Requirements 

Cliff spurge occurs on coastal bluffs in coastal sage scrub habitat below 480 feet (Beauchamp 1986). 

Maritime Sage Scrub with a high incidence of cactus is typical of the preferred habitat for Cliff 

Spurge. Usually the scrub is quite low-growing and windswept near the beach. Olivenhain cobbly 

loam is utilized on Otay \-1esa: Gaviota tine sandy loam is found at Point Lorna (Beauchamp 1993). 

Distribution :md Abundance 

Cliff spurge ranges from Cl1rona del \br. Urange County ttl San Diego. San Clemente. and Catalina 

Islands and creosote bush scrub at \\'hite\\ater. in the Coloradl1 Desert ( \!unz 197-+ ). The species 

is known to occur from Carlsbad. Pcnnt Ll1ma. San Diego. S\\eetwater \'::llley. Otay \1esa. San 

Ysidro. and Tijuana Hills ( Be;mchamp l li?-;61. Outstandmg populations arc found at the :--..;a val Sub 

Base :md Cabnllo :\ational \lonument on Pomt Lorna (Beauchamp !993 l .-\n excellent stand grows 

nn south-facmg slopes of Dillon Canyon on Utay \!esa. as \\ell as Spring Can: on near San Ysidro. 

It is also found on the \\est-f::~cing sll1pes llf~pooner's \lesa near the \lcxicm border. Old biological 

suney reports note sites in \!oody Canyon on Utay \!esa. in Spnng Canyon on Otay \!esa. \vest 

of the Salk Institute in La Jolla. as well as north on the San D1egu1to Ri\ er and south of Via de Ia 

\'aile on a bluffowrlooking the Fairbanks County Club (Beauchamp 1993). Roberts reports two 

small Orange County populations on beach bluffs in Corona Del \!ar. It is also reported on the sea 

bluffs at San Clemente Island. Sewnt\ -sewn herbarium specin;l_ens from Baja California are found 
. t:'·:-,.-1 .... ·,..,,.,.,l!'\('\1'"'"· 
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at the San Diego \Jatural History ;\tuseum south to 27 s 29' :\orth where collected by ;\loran {SO 

115893). west ofVolcan tres Virgenes: also on islands to the south. It is locally common in Baja 

California. Mexico on ocean bluffs from Rosarito Beach south to the Ensenada region. as at La 

Fonda. and is widespread on Punta Banda (Beauchamp 1993 ). 

Population Threats and Trends 

Cliff spurge populations in San Diego County are stable (Beauchamp 1993). The species is listed 

by CNPS as List 2. RED Code 2-2-1, and is not listed by either USFWS or CDFG. 

Palmer's Grappling Hook 

Less than I 0 Palmer's Grappling Hook plants were found on the Headlands property in 1983. This 

species could not be relocated in 1991 where reported or elsewhere on the site. The reported habitat 

of the 1983 sighting was observed to be in a degraded condition at present. 

Taxonomy 

This plant is a member of the family Boraginaceae. 

This genus is characterized by flowers that are in a leafy-bracted false raceme \\ith pedicels that are 

t\\isted Jnd laterally detlexed at maturity. 

HJbJtat Requirements 

PJ!mer"s GrJpplmg Hook nccurs on dry slopes and burns in the hills and cby depressions on the 

mesJs betm::en 200 Jnd 1 :'00 feet in ele\ Jtion. in chaparral. coastal sage scrub. and grassland habitat 

( \lunz 1 97-+: Jepson 1 9-+3: Beauchamp 1 Y8!1 1. Clay \ertisols \\ith open gnssy slopes and open 

diegan sage scrub offer typical habitat. Diahl(> clays are fJ\ored along tht: coast: slnrlllg gullied land 

is mapped for Table \lountain (Beauchamp 19931. 

Distribution and Abundance 

Palmer's Grappling Hook is reported from Los Angeles. Orange. RiYerside. and San Diego counties. 

Baja California. \lexica and Arizona (Smith and Berg 1988: Roberts I 989: Beauchamp 1986: 

Wiggins 1980 l. Reported localities of Palmer's Grappli~Cflooli,l.nt)Gd~ ;S~t~; CW.alina ·Island. 
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\turiena. Riverside County. Dehesa School in Sv.:eerwater Valley. Otay. southwestern San Diego 

County. Box Can~·on. I\.tason Valley. Guajome ~vtesa. Rancho Santa Fe. Olivenhain. Poway Grade. 

h.earny Mesa. Emerald Hills. Mission Gorge. Rice Canyon. and Table Mountain (Jepson 1943: 

Beauchamp 1986). Eight populations of 3.000. 2.500. 1.000. 500. 200. 30. 25 and 20 individuals 

respectively were detected in Carlsbad (Sweet\vater 1992). In Baja this species is reported from 

.'vtexicali to mid peninsula (Wiggins 1980). In western Riverside County Palmer's Grappling Hook 

grows in heavy clay soils on Alberhill Mountain. on the south slopes of Bachelor i\.tountain near 

Lake Skinner. and at Harford Springs Park near Idaleona Road. among other locations. This species 

is reported in Orange County at Dana Point. Casper's Regional Park. and Cabino Canyon in Rancho 

Mission Viejo. It is said to be frequent on Catalina Island by Thorne. Shreve and Wiggins report 

variety arizonica from Pima and Maricopa Counties in Arizona. This species is also reported from 

Isla Guadalupe (Beauchamp 1993). 

Population Trends and Threats 

Palmer's Grappling Hook is declining on the coast. According to Plant Sensitive Ratings, this 

species is given a relatively low rarity status. (Beauchamp 1993 ). It is a CNPS List 2. RED Code 

1-2-1 species and is not listed by either the USFWS or CDFG. 

Palmer's Grappling Hook is kno\\-TI from Mission Trails Regional Park and The Nature 

Conservancy's :V!cGinty ivtountain Preserve (Dames and Moore 1991: Brown and Weir 1992). Any 

e\:tant populations from these preserves would be protected .. --\ppro\:imately 3.500 individuals will 

be conserved [l, the C.ulsbad La Costa HCP. 

Prostrate Spinetlower 

This plant grows on the sJndiest substrJtes ohser. ed on the bluffs Jt the HeJdbnds property. 

Recent tavmom1c changes. JS noted 111 the 1993 updJte of the Jepson \lanuJI of the !lora of 

Califorma (Hickman 1993 l. hJ\e "merged" this \ariety taxonomically with a closely rebted form 

of limited rJrity. furrnerly referred to~\ ariety alhiflora. Cumulatively these t\VO forms are now 

known as Clwn::anrhe procumhens. Jnd lack the trinomial formerly used to delineate varieties 

(Beauchamp 1993 ). 

Il-l 0 I 
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Life History 

This species is a small annual. 

Habitat Requirements 

Openings in Chamise Chaparral are typical locales for the prostrate Spineflower: however. it may 

also occur in sage scrub. It regularly occupies recently disturbed micro habitats such as the 

shoulders of dirt roads or areas of lightly brushed chaparral. At Rancho Cuca the soils utilized are 

Crouch rocky course sandy loam; Fallbrook sandy learns are mapped for the Riverview Road site: 

Cieneba-Fallbrook rocky sandy learns for the Gregory Canyon site. 

Distribution and Abundance 

The Prostrate Spineflower is found in Los Angeles, Ventura, San Bernardino. Orange. 

Riverside and San Diego Counties. It also grows in chaparral openings at Poway. It is 

locally common at Rancho Cuca near the eastern boundary and on a chaparral hillside east of Sandia 

Creek. It is scattered in chaparral openings north of the freeway at Alpine and in Fallbrook. Other 

small populations include near Rocky Mountain Road well north of Jamul Butte. on Whale Peak 

near Ballena. within La Zanja Canyon. in Pamo Valley near Orosco Ridge. near Jamul Butte. east 

of Oli\·e Hill Road near Bonsall. on a coastal peak east of Interstate 15 and south of Poway Road. 

It is still found at both the northern and southern extension of T,1rrey Pines State Park. Herbarium 

specimens for C procumhens exist frc1m the east slope ofEI C.11,111 \ tountain. PaumJ \'alley. Pacific 

Beach. Point Lorna. northeJst of San \'1centt' Creek. (JrlshJd. 2.5 miles east ofEncmitas. Hidden 

Glen. BJlboa PJrk. the Silwr StrJnd. Kubison CJnyon. Twm 0Jks \'Jlley JnJ Gopher Canyon 

Road--and by the L'.S. Boundary \tonument 238. Thirteen spec1mens from B:11a CJ!ifornia are 

found Jt the SJn Diego \:Jtural Histor: \tuseum. south to J ],1Gt!e neJr 30 2.-:.· '\nrth were collected 

h \loran (SO 88855 ). 

Population Trends and Threats 

Prostrate Spinetlov.;er is stable and apparently wide ranging in the "hack country" of southern 

California (Beauchamp !993 ). Substantial potential habitat occurs in little explored chaparral in the 

San Pasqua! region (Beauchamp !993 l. The species is not presently listed with the C~PS as a 

sensiti\'e plant species ( C\: PS List -L RED Code 1-1 -3 l and is not I i sted by either the L' S FWS or 

C: .... -~, -~-·--· ''"·'' .. , c D F G. \,. ...... '" I- L• - . ' ...•• - .. ' -~ •• 
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2.6.4 Other Species Of Interest 

A number of additional plant and animal species of special interest are potentially located within the 

subregional NCCP/HCP study area (Table 2-6). These species are an important component of the 

coastal sage scrub natural community and the ecosystem mosaic of the project area. Sufficient 

information is not available for these taxa to prepare complete conservation plans. nevertheless, the 

NCCP/HCP reserve and adaptive management program should benefit these species. Species are 

identified. and listed below. to ensure that they can be considered in the reserve design process. 

Most of these species would benefit along with the "target species" and the coastal scrub natural 

community as a whole. Finally, it should be noted that several of the species included in Table 2-6 

are species considered likely to be eligible for regulatory coverage in the future after completion of 

focused field surveys within the proposed Reserve System. These species are identified as "Special 

Interest Species" and discussed in Section 4.5.5 and listed in Table 4-10 of Chapter 4 of the 

NCCP/HCP. If the future field surveys demonstrate that regulatory coverage is justified, these 

species will be added to the list of species "covered" for regulatory purposes by the NCCP/HCP. 
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Table 2-6 
ADDITIO~AL SPECIES OF INTEREST 

1!\ THE 1\CCP CE!\TRAL AND COASTAL ORA~GE COUNTY SUBREGIONS 

Species 

MAMMALS 
Pallid bat 
Antro:ous pallidus 

California mastiff bat 
Eumops perotis californicus 

San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit 
Lepus californicus benneuu 

Northwestern San Diego pocket mouse 
Chaetod1pus fa/lax fa/lax 

Ramona grasshopper mouse 
Onvchomys torridus ramona 

Badger 
Taxidea tar:us 

Mountain lion 
Felts concolor 

BIRDS 
Mountain plover 
Charadrrus montanus 

Burrowing owl 
Speotyto cunicularia 

Short-eared owl 
Asw flammeus 

Long-eared owl 
.JS/() 1)[1/S 

Y c: IIO\\ \\ arbler 
Dc·n,irr)tc':J t'L'It'Ciuu 

Ye IIO\\ -brc:astc:d chat 

£3.: II':; sa~e sparro\\ 
.J IIIT'fliST':::J relit ht'flt 

C1rasshoprer sparrO\\ 
·1 11//lll!tirc~mus \J\'I.lnnurw>! 

Tncl•iL•rc:d biackbrrd 

REPTILES 
South\\ .:stem rond turtle 

C. 'icmmn marmnrara oall~tiu 
San Drego banded gecko 

Colc·omx 1·aru!garus uhhmu 

Silver;. legless lizard 
A nllll'l!u rulchra pu/chru 

Coast patch-nosed snake 
Su!l·adoro hexuicprs \'lrr;;ul~c·a 

T\\ o-striped garter snake 
Tiwmnophts hammondu iwmmondu 

Federal State 

esc 

esc 

esc 

esc 

esc 

esc 

CI esc 

esc 

esc 

esc 

esc 

esc 

esc 

esc 

esc 

esc 

esc 

II- I 0-+ 

Habitat Use 

coastal sage scrub. oak woodland. and 
chaparral 

widespread forager. but roosts in cliffs and 
structures 
coastal sage scrub, annual grassland, and 
chaparral 
coastal sage scrub. annual grassland. and 
chaparral 

annual grassland and coastal sage scrub 

widespread in natural habitats 

widespread in natural habitats 

winters in annual grassland and agricultural 
fields 
annual grassland and other open areas 

grasslands 

\\ rdespread forager. but nests in woodlands 

"rdc:spread rnrgrant. but 
nest< Ill rrpanan \\ nnd land 

r:panJn \\nod land 

-:hararral Jnd cnastJI sage: scrub 

:mnua! ~rJssland 

.!~r;cuiturJi rield,. JnnuJI grJssland. and 

·~e.Jr :1aUJ11C hJbitJtS 

cnJstal sage scrub Jnd chaparral 

chaparral. oak woodland. and coastal sage 
~crub 

annual ~rassl:md. coastal sage scrub. and 
chapa'&!' - --' ! 

...... ""',, ·~ rrnanan 



- C Inclusion of the Headlands Property Located Within the City of Dana Point 

The 121-acre Headlands Property located on the Dana Point Headlands in the City of Dana Point is 

mvned by Chandis-Sherman. This property is surrounded by urban development and for many years 

has been planned as a residential and tourist commercial development. The Headlands property is 

isolated from the proposed Reserve System by about two miles of existing urban development. 

Despite its isolation from other remaining natural areas within the subregion. this site was evaluated 

to determine whether it should be included within the proposed habitat Reserve Svstem. 

Consideration of inclusion of the Headlands site within the Reserve System reflected the variety of 

sensitive plant and animal species that are found on the site. including: 

• one of the few populations of the federally-listed Pacific pocket mouse; 

• representatives of all three target species. including nine sites occupied by the federally-listed 

coastal California gnatcatcher; and 

• several plant species either identified as state/federal "candidate" species or considered sensitive 

by state and federal agencies. 

Taking into account the variety of sensitive species on the property. it was nonetheless concluded 

that inclusion of the Headlands Property in the Reserve System \\as neither feasible nor appropriate. 

The factors contributing to this conclusion included the follo\\Ing: 

• the site is physically isolated from other elements of th<: R.eserw System b: more than two 

miles of urban development: 

• the site's physical 1solation from other reserw areas lii-:el: \\Ouid preclude any biological 

connectl\'itv function in relation to the Resene S\ ~tem: 

• the site is relatiwly small. surrounded hy n:isting urban res1dent1al uses. bisected b\· paved 

and dirt roads and already hea\ ily trespassed by local residents and\ is !tors that use the site 

for recreational purposes: 

• the size and isolation of the site. in combination with pre\·ious de\·elopment and the already 

hea\·y use by neighbors and \·isitors. make it a poor candidate for long-term management of 

existing biological \·aiues. particularly for spec1es such as the Pacific pocket mouse. which 
{'-'~".-·, "''"\""•••·-·-· 
\..,~~, •. ., •. ,£.. v...,~~·J··•· . .1 -J·-.-J 

April II. :WOO 

~I 



\\·ould continue to be exposed to significant threats to its continued existence from 

natural stochastic events. limited suitable habitat. a significant chance of 

inbreeding depression. habitat disturbance and exposure to predation by domestic and feral 

animals; 

• the site· s lengthy planning history indicates that inclusion of the site within the Reserve System 

would involve very high costs (i.e .. in the several tens of millions of dollars) due to the potential 

value of this uniquely situated oceanfront land for residential and visitor serving uses: and 

• because it is small. physically isolated. and would not contribute significantly to improved 

biological connectivity within the subregion, inclusion of the site in the Reserve System was 

not considered essential to formulating an effective subregional reserve design when viewed in 

the context of the NCCP reserve design tenets. 

For all of the above reasons. this site was rejected as a component of the subregional habitat Reserve 

Svstem. 



Geographic Extent of covered Habitats 

Geographic Extent of Covered Habitats 
' 

The geographic extent of"covered habitats" provided for under the NCCP/HCP is sho\\n in Figure 

69. Non-CSS habitats located on participating landowner properties that are "covered" include 160 

acres of chaparral within the Coastal Subarea, 105 acres of oak woodlands within the 

Central and Coastal subareas, 28 acres of cliff and rock in both subareas and three 

acres of Tecate Cypress forest within the Central Subarea. In all, a total of 496 acres 

ofnon-CSS habitat are proposed to receive regulatory coverage within the subregion. 

The 496 acres of non-CSS habitat proposed to receive coverage under the 

NCCP/HCP represents less than one percent of the total habitat located outside the 

proposed Reserve System. 

Extent of Commitments for Species Dependent Upon or Associated with 

Covered Habitats 

The -+q6 acres of habitat represents the habitat area allowed for conversion to non

habitat uses. The authorization ofTake of species dependent upon or associated with 

the "co\·ered habitats'' is subject to the requirements of Section 8.3.-+(d)(.2) of the 

Implementation Agreement. 

It is important to understand that the "cm·ered habitat" CSS acreaQe onh· identifies 

those areas where USF\VS will assume the responsibilit\· to undertake mitigation 

actions and other measures, to the maximum extent of its legal authorit\' and funding 

capabilitv, to allow for the issuance of Section 1 O(a) Permits/CDFG Management 

Authorization for participating landowners for species dependent upon or associated 

with these habitat tvpes. The "co\·ered habitat!CSS" pro\·isions of Section 8.3.4(d) 

of the Im lementation Agreement differ in s· a i- c those of the 

-."' --. ,_ '" I I L 
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"Identified Species" provisions of the Implementation Agreement. \Vhereas the 

"Identified Species" provisions assure the automatic issuance of Section 1 O(a) 

Permits (and CDFG Management Authorization approval) for the "Identified 

Species", the "covered habitat/CSS" provisions of Section 8.3.4(d) of the 

Implementation Agreement require an assessment of the adequacv of the NCCP/HCP 

and anv necessarv USFWS mitigation measures to meet Section 1 O(a)( I )(8) permit 

issuance requirements at the time of the future listing. 

USFWS and CDFG have determined that sufficient habitat of the covered habitat 

tvpes are protected under the NCCP/HCP that USFWS is willing to share mitigation 

responsibilities by taking any necessarv actions or measures to complement those 

actions taken bv the participating landowners in establishing a Reserve Svstem that 

contains such a high percentage of these habitat tvpes. If. however, USFWS does not 

have the legal or programmatic abilitv to satisfv permit issuance requirements. the 

Implementation Agreement allows for a determination regarding anv necessarv 

additional land or funding compensation on the part of participating landowners (if 

the\· choose to do so). If, followin2: all of these measures. l'SF\VS cannot make the 

required Section I 0 findin2:s. the LSF\\'S \\·ill not issue Section I 0( a) Permits. 

~.5.3 Issuance of Section lO(a) Permits for Identified Species and Headlands Plant 

Species 

On Juh 1""'. !997. tht: t'Sf\\'S issueJ ScCtllln ]UIJJ l\:rmiL~ t~l Si£naton rarticipating 

landO\\·ners for all federally-listed species Jestgnated t\) recc:\ e Ctn eragc unJer the appro\ed 

'\CCP HCP. The listed species recei\ inu ccn·eraue included 

• coastal California gnatcatcher: 

• least Bell's \·ireo: ;· .- ....... - .. I ~' .. ,., ... ~ ... -· .~ -. ~, -"" 
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• southwestern willow flycatcher: 

• peregrine falcon: 

• southwestern arroyo toad: 

• Pacific pocket mouse: 

• Riverside fairy shrimp: 

Consistent with Section 8.3.1 of the Implementation Agreement. concurrent with 

execution of the Implementation Agreement, USFWS also authorized future Take of 

each "Identified Species" incidental to planned activities. In the event that an "Identified 

Species" is listed subsequent to the effective date ofthe NCCP/HCP, the Section lO(a) Permit will 

become effective as to the particular species concurrent with the listing of such species 

as an endangered or threatened species. 

For anv participating landowner or local government which becomes signatorv to the 

Implementation Agreement subsequent to the Effective Date, USFWS shall. 

followinQ submission of a permit application and in accordance with USFWS 

reoulations. issue a Section I 0( a) Permit providinQ the same Take authorization as 

that prm·ided for parties siQnator\· as of the Effective Date. 

There are currenth· no state-listed species in the subregion authorized for Take under the 

\:CCP HCP. ln the ewnt that the California Fish and Game Cmm1Ission subsequently lists an 

"iJentit!ed" species or J. species that is resident within one of the non-CSS "cl)\ered" hJ.bitats. as 

a candidate. threatened or endanQered species, the Implementation :-\Qreement 

constitutes a present \1anagement Authorization for future Take ofldentified Species 

(refer to Section 8.-+ of the Implementation AQreement ). 

In the event any of the fi\'e sensiti\'e plant species identified for the Headlands site are subsequently 

listed. these species'' ill be treated in the same manner as "iR~TJ.ti.t~e.d"~s.peq~~., __ ... l c """A .. ., ~ .. ~ L l. ·-· . ' J j • t • v ~ ' -.A' • j 



~.SA Treatment of the Pacific Pocket Mouse. Other Sensitive Plant Species and Planned 

Activities Proposed for the Dana Point Headlands Property 

As indicated in Chapter 3, the Dana Point Headlands property was considered for inclusion \\-ithin 

the subregional habitat Reserve System but rejected during the reserve design process. In addition 

to containing occupied gnatcatcher habitat (nine sites), this site contains one of only a few known 

populations of the Pacific pocket mouse. two cactus \\-Ten sites. at least one orange-throated whiptail 

lizard. and several sensitive plant species. After considering the site's size. the extensive 

urbanization surrounding the site, its isolation from other areas being proposed for inclusion in the 

Reserve System. its isolation from other populations of sensitive plant and animal species and its 

poor prospects for effective long-term management (e.g. control of domestic/feral pet predation on 

the mouse and birds and ongoing human trespass and disturbance), it was determined that this site 

should not be included within the proposed subregional habitat Reserve System. 

Planned Activities Covered b)' the NCCP/HCP on the Headlands Site 

This section discusses "planned activities" that are covered under the NCCP/HCP and the approach 

to ~ith~r prot~ct onsite biological \·alues to the extent feasible and. or to mitigate the unavoidable 

impacts of plann~d acti\ iti~s through ImpkmentJtion of the \:CCP HCP Jdaptive management 

progwm. Th~ sp~c1~s to rec~in~ co\ erJge for lncid~ntJI Take. In ~1ddition to the target'" Identified 

Species". are Jlso identified. 

The kinds. k)cJtion Jnd intensities of land uses proposed for the 121-dcre Heddlands property are 

illustr::ned in Figure~ 1. For purposes of the \:CCP HCP these kmds (\fland us~s shJ!! cor.stitute the 

"pbnned acti\ ities" that ar~ CO\ ered for purposes of compliance with FES.-\. CES.\. the \:CCP Act 

and Guidelines. CEQ.-\ ;md \:EPA The proposed uses include a combination of residential. \·isitor 

servinu commercial. recr~auonal and op~n space uses. The Joint EIR.,EIS (Part III) addresses 

propos~d us~s and related impacts. 

As currently em isioned. planned activities would impact about 30 acres of CSS habitat. Other 

impacts resulting from the planned -~cti\ iti~s as currentf~.~n>,i.stT~\~.~~fj~~~e the loss of less 

than 1 Jere of south~m coastal blutt scrub. and 55 acres o( annual grassland and disturbed annual 
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grassland. L:pon completion of planned activities. as currently envisioned. permanent onsite open 

space would total roughly 60 acres. including 25 acres of existing and restored CSS. and 

development would occupy roughly 61 acres. 

Chandis-Sherman · s proposed development plan has not received final local government and Coastal 

Commission approvals. As noted above. there will be substantial onsite open space,'recreation in 

the development plan that is acted upon by local/state entities: however. the precise amount and 

configuration of onsite open space/habitat in the approved plan is not kno\\TI at this time. Therefore. 

consistent with the authorization for Take of species outlined in Section 4.5 .I and Section 

8.3.2 of the Implementation Agreement, and consistent with the need to protect the temporary 

pocket mouse preserve. the NCCP/HCP authorizes an estimated Incidental Take of30 acres ofCSS 

with no additional restrictions on the location/configuration of CSS Take. This Incidental Take 

authorization is not conditioned on any presumed location. intensity or type of planned activities. 

However. construction-related mitigation measures are incorporated into the 

conditional coverage granted for the Pacific pocket mouse. 

From an endangered species/habitat protection perspective. the Take for all of the listed and sensitive 

species on the Headlands site that would result from planned acti\·ities is considered adequately 

mitigated by the provisions of sections -+.5.1 and -+.5.-+ ofthe \iCCP'HCP and Section 8.3.2 of the 

implementation Agreement. These mitigation provisions contribute directly to the conservation of 

the Pacitic pocket mouse and to implementatlon ofthe :\CCP HCP adaptiw management program. 

Cumulati\·ely. these mitigation measures \\ill contribute to mJintammg and. potentially. enhancing 

subregional biodiversity and the prospects for sun·i\·al of and recn\ er;- of" ldcnti fied Species" as 

defined in the Implementation A!lreement. 

Proposed \litigation of Impacts Resulting from Planned Activities on the Headlands Site 

The :\CCP HCP approach to the Headlands property involws the following biological resources: 

(a) the Pacific pocket mouse population: (h) other "target and" Identified Species"." including the 

coastal C a! i fornia gnatcatc her. cactus wren and orange-throated \\hi ptai L and c) other designated 

sensitin~ plant species. The strategy for addressing the sere!::'.!l'M9tU~¥.oriti-Ji~i'k under the 



\:CCP''HCP involves commitments by Chandis-Sherman. CDFG. USF\VS and the County of .. .......,__ 
Orange. 

Pacific Pocket Mouse 

The Pacific pocket mouse (Perognathus longimembris pacificus) was listed by the USFWS pursuant 

to its emergency authority on February 3. 1994 as an endangered species (Fed. Reg. Vol. 59, No. 23 

at pp. 5306-5312). This listing was extended by a final rule published on September 29, 1994 (Fed. 

Reg. Vol. 59. No. 188, at pp. 49752-49764 ). The distribution. taxonomy and habitat requirements 

of the Pacific Pocket mouse are addressed in Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2. 

In recent years. confirmed populations of the Pacific pocket mouse have been found at only three 

locations in the United States. (Potential suitable sites in Baja California, Mexico are not known to 

have been surveyed.) Surveys in 1993 found a small population of the species on approximately 4 

acres of the Dana Point Headlands site within the Central/Coastal Subregion. According to the 

Service's findings in the Federal Register "No more than 39 individuals are known to exist" on this 

site. The mammologist who surveyed the site put the number of mice trapped at between 25-36 

individuals . 

. --\s noted in Section 2.6.2 of the :\CCP HCP. the Dana Point Headlands contains the only population 

ufthe Pacific pocket mouse currently known to exist within the subregion. Historically. the pocket 

mouse was found in small numbers in the Spyglass Hill area in the San Joaquin Hills. The Spyglass 

Hill location has been subsequently de\'eloped. Between 1990 and the present. site-specitic trapping 

for the Pacitic pocket mouse has been conduced on lands potentially pro\'iding suitable habitat for 

the species \\ithm the C uastal Subarea slJted for de\·elopment. T J.ble -t-9 shows the le\ el of trapping 

conducted within the San Joaquin Hills portion of the Coastal subarea during this time. Trapping 

effons resulted in more than 6.-+00 trap nghts. To dJ.te. the only locJ.tion where the species has been 

t\.•und has been the Dana Headlands site .. --\ccordingly. it is possible that at present. the species is 

limited to this approximately four-acre area within the subregion. 

In its current condition and isolated location. this population on the Headlands site may he extremely 

\Ulnerable to extirpation .. -\t J. population of between 25 ~e.~~-~\~~ls.1:.~~~h~~p~pJulation also is 
-"·"· '' 'V'-• ~ 4' 
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significantly vulnerable to the deleterious effects of inbreeding depression. See E. 0. \\'ilson "The 

Diwrsity of Life" ( 1992 ). Because the effective population size is less than 50. the conservation 

biologists "rule of 50-500" may apply. The small population size and limited habitat availability 

place the Headlands population at a high risk of extirpation due to stochastic events such as drought. 

fire. disease. flooding or a population crash. The population is also significantly at risk from human 

trespassers who have historically used and currently use the site for recreational purposes. The mice. 

existing in a small location surrounded by significant urbanization are further threatened by 

predation from domestic. as well as feral. animals. 

The best long-term hope for the continued viability of the population currently located on the 

Headlands site may involve the translocation of the species at the earliest feasible date. In the 

absence of proactive intervention measures with this population to attempt to enhance the population 

size and relocate to a larger and more protected area within the subregion. the extirpation of this 

population is all but certain. 

Potentiall v suitable habitat has been identified in the proposed Reserve System. much of which 

is interconnected and provides opportunities for significant expansion of the species within the 

subregion if propagation and translocation efforts are successful. Therefore. the NCCPIHCP 

pro\ ides funding for beha\·ioral and biological studies. propagation. habitat enhancement and 

translocation acti\·ities both on the eight-~ ear. 22-acre temporary pocket mouse rreser\e established 

Lin the Headbnds site and within the perm~ment Reserve System. 
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Table 4-9 

PACIFIC POCKET MOUSE TRAPPI:\G EFFORTS 

IN THE SAN JOAQUIN HILLS PORTION OF THE COASTAL SUBAREA 

SITE 

Newport Coast Resort Site 

Pelican Hill 

Wishbone Development Area 

Upper Wishbone Hill 

Upper Coyote Canyon 

upper Bommer Canyon 

Shady Canyon 

Mac.t\rthur Boulevard. Irvine 

Concordia University. Irvine 

Laguna Canyon 

TOTAL TRAP :\IGHTS 

DATE 

September 1993 

August 1994 

October 1990 

July 1994 

September 1993 

July 1994 

July 1991 

July 1991 

September 1994 

April 1991 

November 1991 

June 1991 

.-\ugust !99: 

Provisions of Regulatory Coverage for the Headlands Cnder the :\CCP/HCP 

TRAP 
NIGHTS 

1.227 

334 

1.575 

327 

500 

97 

194 

1,100 

291 

194 

97 

475 

6,411 

\ nJcr the cnnJitll)ns set fonh in Section -+.5.1 for the "conditional co\ erage" granteJ for the Pacific 

ptlcket mouse anJ Section X.3.: of the Implementation Agreement. the ~CCP HCP establishes a 

process tor onsite protection, propagation. population enhancement and transloc:nion of the 

remaining Pac1tic pocket mice on the Headlands property in accordance with the terms of 

conditional co\·erage . .-\process is also established to allow for the attempted maintenance of that 

population on the site for a period longer than the life of the temporary mouse preserve. In addition, 

a parallel process 1s established for other landowners within the subregion in the event the pocket 

mouse is encountered on other ownerships. . ~ • _., ••• . . -'"'l. ""' .. - ·- ... , - "'t - ... J 
. ' . I 

.,. * •• - :_ ,_ .. vi • 1. J ...... ., '""'J \.... .tl 

-- ~ .. ~ 

;-, --=·~- April II. 2000 



The \JCCP'HCP proposes to allow Incidental Take of any Pacific pocket mice within other areas 

within the subregion on lands within signatorv jurisdictions owned by Participating 

Landmvners and authorized for Incidental Take for planned activities. ~o additional surveys for this 

species would be required by participating lando\\ners. As explained above. surveying to date does 

not suggest that any members of the species are located in these areas. 

Based on the extensive trapping efforts for the Pacific pocket mouse conducted bet'.veen 1990 and 

the present by participating lando\\ners other than the Headlands Property 0\\Tiers. these 

participating landowners shall not be required to conduct additional trapping or surveys on their 

properties. In the unlikely event that Pacific pocket mouse population is encountered on 

participating land ownerships. the USFWS shall assume the responsibility for identifying and 

implementing appropriate mitigation at no cost to the participating landowners and with no delays 

to proposed development programs. 

This NCCP/HCP also proposes to authorize at this time the Incidental Take of any Pacific pocket 

mice in the temporary Headlands preserve after the expiration of the eight-year preserve period, 

unless the USFWS has purchased this area or exercised other options pursuant to the terms 

outlined in Section 8.3 .2 of the Implementation Agreement. Prior to this time. Take will be 

authorized for qualified individuals under FESA Section I 0( a)( I)( A) for purposes of allowing for 

the rropagation. study and enhancement of this population. 

L;nder the terms of Section -+ . .:::. l Jnd Section 8. ~.'(f) of the Implementation 

AQreement. if at the expiration of the eiQht-\·ear period the l'SF\\'S determines that 

cJpti\·e breeding or translocation of the mouse is not feasible and continuance of the 

reserve is necessan· to ensure sun·i\·al and recm·en· of the species. the cited sections 

of the :-;ccp 'HCP and Implementation AQreement Jddress measures desi 2:ned to 

prm·ide the necessarv le\·el of protection for the species. I f. however. translocation 

and/or captive breedinQ efforts are demonstrated to be successful and the temporarv 

preserve is not purchased by USFV.:S or others within eight years. individuals of the species would 

be expected to have been translocated off of the Headlands site hy the end of the eight years. 

Therefore. it is unlikely that any pocket mice \\Ould he impacted hy de\·elopment acti\·ity within 
c:.'<- ~.-~L ::~,·~~:-~::,~:1 
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this 22-acre area after the initial eight year reriod: howewr any such resulting Incidental Take will 

be permitted by this NCCP'HCP. 

Other Target and "Identified Species" on the Headlands Site 

As participating landowners. Chandis-Sherman is fully covered for all target and "Identified Species'! 

found on the Headlands site. including but not limited to the coastal California gnatcatcher. coastal 

cactus wren and orange-throated whiptail lizard. 

Headlands Blochman's Dudleva 

With respect to the Blochman' s dudleva population on the Chandis-Sherman Property 

onlv, Chandis-Sherman will offer to relocate anv population ofBlochman' s dudleya 

which will be directlv impacted bv grading. Chandis-Sherman will bear all 

reasonable costs (not to exceed $23,000) associated with the relocation of such 

populations, as such costs are incurred. excluding an\· and all costs associated with 

the acquisition of an\· real pro pert\· interests in or ri Slhts of access to the relocation 

site. 

Am· other populations rna\· remain on the site without further miti 2:ation b\· Chandis

Sherman. At the election of Chandis-Sherman. Chandis-Sherman rna\· opt to 

undertake a seed collection and plantinQ proQram in lieu oftranslocation of existing 

individuals onsite if such plan meets the apprm·al of CDFG and l.SF\\.S. Under 

either method. CDFG is obliQ.ated to identifv the relocation site and secure all 

permissions required to conduct the relocation, if an\·. at its expense, \\·ithin one ( 1) 

vear of the receipt of a request from Chandis-Sherman to identifv the relocation site 

and mav relocate the population, without such request. at anv time t\VO \·ears after 

L/_11 .. -April I L :woo 
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issuance of the Section I O(a) Permit and CDFG Management Authorization for the 

Chandis-Sherman Propertv. 

Failure ofCDFG to identifv and make available a reasonable site within the one vear 

time period upon the Chandis-Sherman notice shall entitle Chandis-Sherman to 

remove anv population to be directlv impacted. Chandis-Sherman shall use their best 

efforts to notifv CDFG of anv grading activities at the earliest practicable time and 

not later than 90 days preceding commencement of such activities, although notice 

provided pursuant to the Implementation Agreement need not be tied to grading or 

disturbance on the site. 

Other Sensitive Plant Species on the Headlands Site Not Included on the List of Target 

and "Identified Species" Receiving Coverage Under the NCCP/HCP 

Although the distribution and abundance of five sensitive plant species occurring. or potentially 

occurring. on the Headlands site are not sufficiently well kno\\·n \Vithin the Central/Coastal 

Subregion as a \\·hole so as to allow for blanket coverage for Incidental Take to all lando\\ners or 

participating landowners within the subregion. the distribution or potential occurrence on the 

Headlands property is sufficiently \\ell known so as to allcl\\ for Incidental Take CO\erage to be 

prO\ ided to Chand is-Sherman for any impacts to these species on the Headlands property as part of 

this :\CCP HCP. 

I nciJental Take management Take is authorized for these ti \ e plant species on the Headlands 

property only. for the following reasons: (I) the five species occur. or would potentially occur. in 

\lnly limited portions of the site. (:2) the ti\·e species occur in a \ariety of other locations in Orange 

and San Diego counties and. generally. other areas. ( 3) suitable and sufficient habitat for these 

species \\ill be presened by the subregion's permanent Resene System relative to the numbers of 

individuals potentially to be lost on the Headlands property. ( 4) ultimate open space on the property 

can be expected to preserYe at least some of the indi\·iduals of one or more of the fiw species (e.g 

individuals of the cliff spurge are likely to remain under any tina! open space design). ( 5) Chandis

Sherrnan has agreed to relocate any populations ofBI~~brn9ri',S,bW:ile~~~:~t.h~le \\hich \vould be 
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directly impacted by site development pursuant to terms in the Implementation Agreement. and (6) _, .• , 

Chandis-Sherman has agreed to provide $500.000 to the :t\C(P,HCP endo\\ment fund for the 

permanent reserve following issuance of the first grading permit on the site. The endowment 

contribution will enhance the management of a broad range of species within the subregional 

Reserve System, including the sensitive species found on the Headlands site. 

Collectively. these factors. when applied against the August 1. 1995 guidelines for HCP species 

coverage in a multi-species plan issued by the Regional Director and discussed in Section 4.5.1. 

satisfy the necessary requirements to enable the USFWS to issue coverage for those plant species 

on the Headlands Property. 

Accordingly. impacts to. and the Take of. the following plant species that would result from 

implementation of planned activities on the Headlands site are authorized in accordance with the 

terms of Section 8.3 .2 of the Implementation Agreement: 

Blochman's Dudleya (Dudle_va hlochmaniae) (Subject to the conditions set forth in this 

Section and the Implementation A2:reement 

\\.estern Dichondra t Dtchondro oatdl'ma!ts 1 

Cliff Spurge ( Euphorhia nuscra 1 

c,)JSt Scruh Oak (Quercus Lillfl/!1\(/ I 

:\ote: this species is co\·ered by the :\CCP HCP as an "identitied" species 

Palmer's Grappling Hook rHarpagonella palmeril 
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-'.5.5 Other Species Likely to Be Eligible for Regulatory Coverage Following 

Completion of Field Surveys \Vithin the Habitat Resene (Special Interest 

Species) 

In addition to the species cited in Section 4.5.1. it is likely that field inventories conducted within 

the reserve during the early years of reserve management will demonstrate that additional species 

(called special interest species) also will be protected to a Section 1 0/Section 2835-level as a result 

of implementation of the subregional reserve and management program. The management program 

for the permanent Reserve System (Section 5.4.3) will provide for focused field surveys for these 

special interest species. The special interest species identified in Table 4-10 are designated for 

focused field surveys early during the adaptive management regime to confirm whether they should 

receive regulatory coverage under the recommended subregional NCCP/HCP. 

Consistent with the Implementation Agreement amendment procedures. additional species may be 

added to the lists of covered "Identified Species" contained in this section. Each new species added 

to the "covered" list would receive regulatory coverage equal to the coverage received by "Identified 

Species" under the NCCP Guidelines. CESA. FESA. and the Special 4(d) Rule for the coastal 

California gnatcatcher. Added species would be recommended for coverage based upon completion 

of the field surveys discussed in this section and Section 5.4.3 and Section 5.4.3 of the NCCP/HCP. 

The annual reports prepared and submitted to the CDFG and LSF\\"S hy the reser.e managing 

authority will upd:ne hoth of the abO\e lists as additinnJl information becomes a\·ailahle. 

-. "' ... ·- . 
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Table 4--10 

SPECIAL 1:\TEREST SPECIES 

COMMON NAME GENl1S/SPECJES 

grasshopper sparrow Ammodramus savannarum 

2 Bell's sage sparrow Amphtspt:a be/Iii be!!ti 

.3 burrowing owl Speotvto cumcu/ana 

~ black chinned sparrow Sptrella atrogu!aris 

5 white-tailed kite £/anus Leucrurus 

6 summer holly Comarostaphylis diversifolw 

7 western dichondra Dtchondra occidentalts 

8 many stemmed Dudleya Dudleya multicaults 

9 Palmers grapplinghook Harpagonella palmen 

10 coastal nolina .\:a/ina ctsmontana 

II crown beard (FT) l'crhesma dissita 

12 coast patch-nose snake Sulmdora hexaltpts \'lrgultca 

In the e\·ent that one or more species is proposed t0 he added as a ne\\' "Identified 
Species". such species shall be added to the list of"Identitied Species" if. consistent 
\\·ith Section 8.8 of the Implementation A£!reement. LSF\\·s :md CDFG determine 
that the conserYation and mana2:ement measures set forth in the \iCCP 'HCP satisfv 
the requirements of Section I 0( a)( I )( b l of FES.--\ and Fish and Game Code sections 
...,081 . ...,08-L ...,8...,5(cl .2830 or ...,835. as aprlicable. Howe\·er. under FESA. no Take 
of ne\\ "Identified Species" is authorized until the Section IOial Permit(s) are 
amended to authorize such Take. 
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4.5.6 Procedures and Findings for Future Listing of "Identified Species" and 
Other Species and Procedures Regarding Covered Habitats in the 
Central/Coastal Subregion 

USFWS and CDFG agree to specifically consider the provisions of the NCCPIHCP 
in anv determination regarding the listing as an endangered or threatened species or 
anv other species whose habitat is found in the Reserve Svstem. The Implementation 
Agreement sets forth the procedures and findings that will be utilized bv USFWS (in 
Section 8.3 .4) and CDFG (in Section 8.4.3 ). 

Section 4.5. 7 Conclusions Re~ardin~ Basis for Critical Habitat Assurances in 
the NCCP/HCP Implementation Agreement 

.As reviewed previouslv, the creation of the NCCP/HCP Reserve Svstem with its 
associated intra-subregion and inter-subregion biological connectivitY features. is an 
essential element in assuring that there will be no reduction in net habitat value in the 
subregion for the CSS Identified Species species on a long-term basis. Due to the 
regional planning framework for the NCCP reserve design guidelines, the 
configuration of the Reserve Svstem is intended to be consistent with "critical 
habitat" should it ever be desi~mated bv USFWS in the future for lands owned bv 
''parricinaring landmrners" consistent with the substanti\·e requirements of 50 CFR 
-+ "-L 1'"' of the FESA reuulations. 

Section ·+'"'-+. 1" of the FESA reuulations specifies the criteria to he used bv the 
L'SF\VS in desirrnatinrr critical habitat. These criteria include "those phvsical and 
biolouical features that are essential to the consen·ation of a rri\·en species and that 
rna\· require special mana2ement considerations or protection: (-+ '"'-+. 1 2( h)). The basic 
premise ofthe NCCP Conservation Guidelines tenets of reserve desiun is to identifv 
CSS habitat essential to the consen·ation of the tarrret species. Subsection 8.'"' of the 
FEIRifEIS reviews the NCCP reserve desi2n and assesses its contribution to 
maintaininrr net habitat value within the subre2ion for CSS Identified Species on a 
long-term basis. As reviewed in Chapters 7 and 8 of the FEIRIFEIS, the NCCP 
Reserve Svstem protects those habitat areas essential to the conservation of the 
species on the lands of"participarinr;: landowners" \vithin the Central/Coastal NCCP 
subre2ion. 
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Likewise, the NCCP Conservation Guidelines address "special management 
considerations" through the prescriptions for the NCCP Adaptive Management 
Program. The Central/Coastal NCCPIHCP Adaptive Management Program 
comprehensivelv addresses CSS/Reserve Svstem "special management 
considerations" and those adaptive management elements of the NCCP/HCP have 
been determined to carry out the requirement of the NCCP Conservation Guidelines. 

The Central/Coastal NCCP/HCP also identifies the "principal biological or physical 
constituent elements within the defined area that are essential to the conservation of 
the species" in a manner consistent with the critical habitat determination 
requirements of 50 CFR 424.12(b). These constituent elements are reviewed in 
Chapters 2 and 3 of the NCCP/HCP. in Chapters 4- 8 ofthe FEIRIFEIS and have 
been applied directly in the formulation of the NCCP/HCP Reserve System. 

Consistent with 50 CFR 424.12(c). the specificity of the reserve design complies with 
the requirement that "each critical habitat will be defined by specific limits using 
reference points and lines as found on standard topographic maps ofthe area." 

The NCCP Conservation Guidelines. as incorporated into the 4(d) Rule. indicate that 
NCCP re2ional planning is to be conducted, approved and implemented on the basis 
of subre2ional planning areas that maY proceed independentlv of one another. Thus, 
habitat essential to the conservation of the CSS Species is to be addressed at the 
subregional. as well as regional. le\·el. Given the scale of the Central/Coastal 
Subregion. the scale of the Reserve Svstem and the comprehensive nature of the 
special mana2ement considerations incorporated into the adaptive Management 
Pro2ram. CSF\\'S concludes that the Reserve Svstem and Adapti\·e Management 
Prm!ram identih. and include within the Reserve SYstem. the habitat owned bv 
particiuarin'? landmrners "essential to conservation" of the CSS Species and the 
"special management" measures necessarv to manage CSS on lands of participating 
landowners within the Central/Coastal Subregion in a manner that will "provide for 
the conser:ation of the species involved." 

- --- .. ~.~,~ .. -.. , 
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SECTION 4.6 CONCLl'SIO!'S REGARDI:\G BE!'iEFITS PROVIDED 

BY I:\1PLEME:'\T A TIO!\ OF THE :'\CCP/HCP 

SUBREGIONAL CON5?ERVATIO!' STR.\ TEGY 

The subregional conservation strategy outlined in this chapter. and further explained in Chapter 5 

and in Chapter 6. creates a systematic program for protecting multiple species and multiple habitats 

on a subregional basis. 

The subregional focus of the NCCP/HCP habitat protection program provides important advantages 

over past efforts to address environmental protection issues on a project by project basis. The 

adopted NCCP/HCP approach benefits the environment. the regional economy. and the public. 

Some of the benefits associated with the NCCP/HCP are identified below. This brief summary of 

program benefits is not all-inclusive. but it does illustrate the range of benefits associated with 

implementing the NCCP/HCP and approaching habitat protection on a subregional ecosystem level. 

1. Biological Benefits 

• .-\ subregional habitat Reserw System is created that 

includes more than 3 7.000 acres l)f "ild!Jnds m a rermanent habitat reserw that will 

prohibit residential. commercial and Industnal uses. mtens!\ e recreation. and other 

mcompatible acti\-Ities 

protects z.~dequate hz.~bitm for z.~ federz.~lly-IIsted species. the coastal C<Jlit"ornia gnatcatcher. 

as required under the Special -+1 d 1 Rule and for 18 additional ldenti tied Species 

addresses the need to protect biodiversity on a subregional level by providing for multiple

species and multiple habitat protection. including representati\e habitat of 12 of the 13 

major habitat types existing in the County ~-e,\·eral-R!-~~i,~n-;:ire',.;.f~ufficient scale to 

be treated as "covered habitats" ·- • · · ":_:_ _ 11-11.:-
-- .. ··~ ~rl 
-~~-,:;·~~~-~Cf~ 
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protects and enhances biological connectivity within the subregion and between this 

subregion and adjacent NCCP subregions 

establishes a Reserve System that is capable of being used to offset development impacts 

outside the reserve and throughout the subregion that would affect CSS and non-CSS 

habitat 

completes the minimization and avoidance measures initiated by the County as part of its 

regional open space strategy 

provides. through implementation of the adaptive management program and associated 

monitoring. a greatly increased understanding of the ecology of the target and "Identified 

Species". CSS. and the overall CSS habitat mosaic 

provides a "living museum" that can be used to preserve the natural heritage of Orange 

County 

prm ides a dynamic. ecosystem- k\ c I lahor::nory that can he used by academic. scienti fie. 

and educ:1tional institutions for study and research to impro\ e protection :1nd management 

of the region· s remaining biologic:1l resources 

• creation J.nd implementation of a COL)rdinJ.ted m:.mJ.gement program that'' ill 

implement Jn "Jdaptive man:1gement" appro:1ch on a suhregionJ.lle\·el. consistent with the 

:\CCP Conservation Guidelines. thereby maintaining the long-term net habitat \'Jlue of the 

CSS habitat mosaic 

incorporate land management policies which emp~iz; l,on,g-~m h~l.4LP~ftection 
{.,~ •• -w.lL lJ...,:.,,.J,II-"-<~"-1 



increase certaintv within the re2ulatorv and scientific communit\· in terms of the abilitv of .. ..... .. .. -
reserve managers to adequately protect and manage sensitive species 

take advantage of opportunities to expand the current distribution oflisted (e.g. the Pacific 

pocket mouse) and "Identified Species" within the subregion 

identify opportunities. and implement systematic long-term restoration and enhancement 

measures for both CSS and non-CSS habitat within the Reserve System 

protect sensitive biological resources by providing for the coordinated control of exotic and 

invasive plant and animal species. including cowbird trapping, eliminating artichoke thistle, 

and controlling other invasive plant species 

implement systematic species/habitat monitoring and field surveys within the Reserve 

System. both to achieve short-term and long-term management goals 

coordinate habitat management activities on a subregional level 

implement coordinated fire management. including more bemgn fuel modification practices. 

and impro\·ed anentton to preventt\ e practices that will benefit both biological resources 

and communities adiacent to the resen·e 

Implement a recreation access control plan that wtll pronde for appropnate public use and 

en1<1yment of the Resern~ System \\hile protecting sensitt \ e resources 

implement an agricultural management plan that will control agricultural practices while 

the Resen e System is being assembled. and lead to phasing out of agricultural activities 

\\ithin the reserw that do not contribute directly to long-term management and 

enhancement of biological resources 

El<:-1i3!T ~: u ~~ 'LJ;ij I:"'J April II. 2000 
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• creation of a subregion management corporation that will 

• 

admini~ter the Reserve System and coordinate ongoing habitat management programs 

solicit and receive funding and land for inclusion in the subregional management program 

disburse funds to individual public agency reserve lando\\-ners and managers 

receive and disseminate scientific information concerning species and habitats. 

advancements in habitat management techniques, and so forth, to participating reserve 

O\\-ners/managers and the public 

prepare annual monitoring reports that allow the public and regulatory agencies to evaluate 

the performance of the adaptive management program (e.g., fire management. invasive 

species control and grazing management practices) and. 

as necessary. fine-tune management practices under the adaptive management approach. 

Jmend reserw policies. and add or delete species from the list of species that receive 

regulatory co\·erage \\·ithin the subregion 

Regulatory Efficiency and Economic Benefits 

the efficiency of the state federal regulatory process will benetit because the :\CCP HCP \.\ill 

establish a coordmated system for addressing the protection of species currently listed as 

endangered or threatened 
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pro\·ide for a level of protection justifying state and federal regulatory cowrage under 

FESA. CESA. and the NCCP Act for thirtv-nine "Identified Species" found within the 

reserve 

reduce the need for future state and federal listings of species within the subregion because 

- a diverse habitat mosaic will be reserved and managed for multiple-habitat and multiple

species protection 

- ongomg adaptive management efforts within the reserve, including systematic 

monitoring and focused species inventories, will provide the basis for granting regulatory 

coverage to additional species. over and above the thirty-nine species identified in the 

NCCP/HCP 

• the NCCP/HCP will generate significant economic benefits for the subregion, including 

financial savim!s to local £owrnments resulting from the increased reuulatorv certaintv and 
....... ....... '- ....... . .. ' 

reduced processing time requirements. for local governments seeking to implement already

adopted plans. programs. and Jewlopment projects for Imponant public infrastructure. jobs 

and housing 

increased cenainty and reduced regulatory processmg time for !J.nd\nmers mvolved in 

planning and constructing new development 

creation ofnew_1obs within the subregion and County as a result of the more predictable and 

efficient regulatory process relating to endangered and sensitive species 

EXHI31T # ll.i:L . 
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addressing the need to be able to assemble the reserve and implement the adaptiw 

management program without requiring substantial new tinancial commitments by local 

governments 

3. significant social benefits created for the people of Orange County will include 

creation of a large public "living museum" that the citizens of Orange County and visitors 

will be able to use as a place for relaxation and nature appreciation and interpretation. and 

to gain a bener understanding of their natural heritage 

preservation of existing recreation opportunities that could be threatened by existing 

state/federal endangered species laws. and creation of appropriate new recreation 

opportunities within the Reserve System 

preservation of large blocks of natural open space that will provide visual relief from the 

effects of urbanization 

th~ ::~bility forth~ public to us~ th~ R~s~rw System \\ith the ::~ssurance that. under the 

policies :.1nd management prJctices Implemented \\Ithm the resene. long-tem1 habitat 

\Jlues within the Reserw System Jre heing protected 

The benefits described J.bo\ e :1re :1mnng those thJt cJ.n he reJ!IzeJ by implementmg the \:CCP'HCP. 

Chapter 4 outlined the O\'erall subregional conser\'ation strategy. and described the Resene System 

and supporting geographic components. Creation of the Resen e System is the first step necessary 

to implement this strategy. Howe\'er. mo other essential components of the subregional 

conservation strategy must be present if the \:CCP 'HCP is to work. The NCCP 1HCP also must 

establish effective habitat management and implementation programs (including provision for 

EXHi3 T:; It "- = 

-· ~- 1:'1\ ~I 
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adequate funding). The following two chapters describe these other essential components of the ··""-, 

~CCP/HCP. 

Chapter 5 sets forth the reserve habitat management program. 

Chapter 6 explains how the NCCPIHCP will be funded and implemented. 

..\pril I I. :woo 
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URS 

S.:ptcmber 19. ~00~ 

Daniel Marquez 
l' .S. Fish and \Vildlifc Service 
~730 Loker A venue West 
Carlsbad. CA 9~008 

Sl'B.JECT: DANA POINT HEADLANDS PACIFIC POCKET \IOl!SE st:RVEY, 
AUGUST IS-SEPTEMBER l, 2002 

Dear Mr. Marquez: 

This letter report documents the results of II nights of small mammal live trapping on portions 
of the 121.3 acre Headlands property. located in the City of Dana Point. Orange County. 
California. LSA Associates. Inc. (LSA) and URS Corportation (LRS) conducted the surwy. 
The trapping was done to determine the presence or absence of the federally endangered Pacific 
Pocket Mouse (Perognathus !ongimemhris paciflcus) (Pocket \-1ouse) within areas of the 
property that exhibit potentially suitable habitat conditions (e.g. vegetation and sandy soil). but 
that lie outside the 22-acre temporary Pocket Mouse preserve. Trapping locations and 
methodology were designed to respond to the July 31. 2002 written request by the California 
Coastal Commission that additional areas of potentially suitable habitat for the Pocket \1ouse be 
trapped for the species. The results of this protocol survey indicate that the species is not present 
in those areas. 

STl"DY AREA 

!he additional trapping occurr.:d in three areas ( Traplines .-\. B. and C)\\ ithin the I~ I .~ ~ll'rc sill'. 
Including the project area of the proposed lkadlands Dc\elupmcm and ('lllbCI"\~ltlllll PL111 
ti!DCP) 1ligure I and~). !he HDCP pnl\ides for the prescnatinn llf the ~~--k'rl· tc111pllrar~ 

prcsene that encnmpasses the l1riginal ~'~acres knm\n tll he lKcupicd hy the Pac1tic PllCkl·t 
\louse since at least 199.'. and that \\JS suneycd most recently 111 .\ugust ~()I)~ h: the { nikd 
~tates Fish and \\'ildlik Sen icc 1 l SF\\''-; l The prorosed HDCP Headlands l'lmsen atil1n Park 
is ~-+-~ acres in "i?c and encompasses the entire ~~-Jere temporar;. Pocket \louse presen l' I he 
~~-acre Pocket \louse prescne area \\as spec! tical!: rwt sun eyed in this stud:. because 1t h~h 
been e:-;tcnsi\cl;. trapp.:d hy l ·sF\\'-' on an l1ngn1ng basis since Jl)l)() Jlrc\ rousl:. l\1cket \lice 
''ere captured at an unspecitied locatiun on llr in the immediate 'ICinlt\ llf the I!})( J> ~I h.' 111 

jl)'~ 

I he ti rst '' eek n f trapping co\ ered the area just north of Scenic Dri' e and \ largucrr ta . \, enue 
1lrapline .\) and \\as conducted by LS:\. The second week co\ ered areas north of the 
residential enclave on the northwest side of the proposed Headlands Conservation Park (Trap! inc 
B) (conducted by LS:\) and the area bet\\een Scenic Dri\e and the southern hluff(lrarlinc C'l 

COASTAL COMM:SSION 
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ccmducted b~ L'RS. Coastal sage scrub covering the area associated with Trapline A. is similar to 
that in the temporary Pocket Mouse preserve. except for the high level of disturbance due to 
Jledestrians. their dogs. off-road vehicles. cyclists. and other consistently trespassing individuals. 
!he an .. \1 associated with Trapline B lies between the residential enclave and the abandoned 
trailer park to the north. Foot traffic to and from the beach is heavy in the southern portion. and 
the terrain is steep in much of the area. In the area of Trapline B. vegetation is dominated by 
ornamental and exotic species. especially carpets of Hottentot-Fig (Carpobrotus edulis ). but 
scattered patches of native scrub are present. The area associated with Trapline C (designated as 
Harbor Point Park in the HDCP) appears to be similar to that in the temporary Pocket Mouse 
preserve with respect to vegetation and basic soil composition, except at the eastern end of the 
area \vhere it tlattens and where the soil changes from very sandy to mostly clayey. Although 
the two primary variables of vegetation and soil composition may exhibit potential for Pocket 
\louse habitat. numerous other variables (e.g .. edge conditions. hydrology. slope) may in fact 
render such habitat unsuitable for occupation. 

\IETHODS 

For trapping performed by LSA. Richard Erickson was present and responsible for the entire 
trapping effort. pursuant to LSA 's Federal Fish and Wildlife Permit PRT-777965. For trapping 
performed b~ L'RS. Richard Friesen \Vas present and responsible. pursuant to URS · s Federal 
Fi::;h and \\.ildlife Permit PRT-775869-5. William \<hiler of the L'.S. Fish and \\'ildlit'e Sen ice 
'hi ted (ln the nlll!'ning c,f .-\ugust 23 and re\ iewed the methodology with Richard Friesen :mel 
Rtchard hicb(ln. 

I hl· tr:lpJlilltc 1 I r:qllines .\. B. and C J \\:IS Cllt1ducted Putside the Pnckct \luu;.e tcmp(·,rar:· 
Jlresene. ''hl.'h.' -.,(ltl Cll!1ditinns and habitat \\nuld appear most likely t,, :-;uppnrt the Pa..:itic: 
P(1cket \ J, 'Lhe I he determination nf '' hich ~neas Cllnstitukd the remaining P<lknttal p,,..:i-;l.'t 
\lclu:-;e habtt:lt \\:ts hast:d ,,n a combination nf I J soil substrate. : J 'egctation. and :; J terrain. I (l 

ilkntif:- Jl<ltentdl:- -;uitabk soil conditions for Pocket \lice. l_ RS conducted "l'tl ~un e:-:; in 
\larch :1HJI anc! .\ugust 2002 !Figure 3J. In general. the soils in mu:->t (If the nnrtheastern l~''rtl<'ll 

,,(the l!DCP ~md in the southeastern portion of the site lack a s::mdy cnmpllllent 11 e. "UrtJc:<.: 
~anci und~rLttn .,,ith >.:<ll1Sl'lidated s~md) and ''~reconsidered much kss like!:- t'' 'ul~!'''~·: till' 

p,,cl-;et \J,,u:;c ltl-;'-'''ise. e\tremely steep areas and those areas either lacking \egcuti,,n ,,:· '.\tth 
.1 cklhC C:t'\Cl' <•! C\lltJC \egetation le.g .. ![nttentllt-FigJ \\ere constdered much k-;s :--UJUbk (,,r 
rh~.· p,,..:J-;et \J,,u~e 

hJr lr•tpline .\. c~ tcltal of 300 Sherman li\·e traps were set. (Two hundred eighty-five traps were 
:;ct the first c\ eni ng. '' ith ti fteen traps added for the subsequent four nights.) Traps ''ere 
~trranged in ti\e h'llghly parallel traplines. In contrast. for Trapline B. the conditions \\ere less 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT #_..._J_ZA~
PAGE_..,"~OF_'f.......__ 
Dan.l l\•1n1 l'f'\1 l ~.lJ'L'II1~ Rc:;1..r1 



URS 
l ),tll!cl \ Llrquo 
l .-..; l ish ~mll \\ !ldlik Scn ICc 
-..;cptembcr JLJ_ ~()(I~ 

Page -~ 

suitabk t<.)r Pocket \lice because only fragments of suitable habitat were a\ailabk. ,-\sa result. 
only II 0 traps \vere set in this area. Although exclusionary signage and tlagging and ~-+-hour 
security guards \\ere present throughout both trapping sessions. pedestrian traffic \\as still ct 
problem on the tirst night of the second week for traps \vithin Trapline B. As a result. traps in 
the southern portion of the site (Trap line B) were not set until the second evening and then \vere 
maintained through the sixth morning. For Trap line C. a total of:~ I 0 Sherman live traps ( 8 inch 
\\ith door moditications) were set. Traps were arranged in three roughly parallel lines in an east 
to west direction. Although Trapline C is located in an area that on first assessment would 
appear potentially suitable for the Pocket Mouse, the eastern end of this trap line extended a short 
distance from mostly sandy areas into an area of sandy clay. 

Trapline placement and methodology for all three traplines were reviewed by and discussed in 
advance among Richard Erickson and Richard Friesen, and both concurred on the placement. 
methodology and trapping approach utilized for this study throughout the HDCP area. A third 
small mammal expert experienced with trapping the Pocket Mouse, Mr. Ruben Ramirez, also 
re\ iev,:ed and concurred with the placement. methodology, and trapping approach utilized. 

For ctll three trap lines. within the general confines of this system, traps were set in those 
microhabitats best suited for Pacific Pocket Mice. That is. traps were usually placed on sandy 
substrates in relatiwly open settings just under. or adjacent to. the shrub canopy. Conditions 
,)cc~lS!t1!1ally ali\)\\Cd for thl' placement of traps among a tow grcm1h of herbaceous \egetation. 
such ,IS l ~liit~•rnt,tl 1"\llt'n 1 ( ·ruron L"~llifornicus). 

! ,\L'h e\ cmng. t -..; \ ~et ~111d hattl'd their traps'' ith a mi'\ture of \\ild bird seed and rntkd ,lab. \ 
rnpcr t,met \\as f'laced in each trap fur nesting material. Traps \\ere checked bet~•re miciniglll 
and heti,re Ja,, n. ,ll '' hich time all captured animals \\ere identified and released. 

In a stmilar fashit•n. l"RS sd and baited their traps ''ith parakeet sl'ed. Batting 111 the t.)rm ,11 ,1 

crumr•kd l'~tr•cr t•mcl ''~ts !'laced in each trap \)11 the second night. then e\er: ,qhl'r tr~tr ,lll 
ntghts thrl'l' thh\Ugh li\e. !raps \\ere checked at midnight and before da\\n. ,tl ''h1ch time .til 
cc~j•turcd .tntm~tl~ '''-'re idL·nu!ied. aged. and se'\ed. then released. \ll bait rl'm~tintng \\!tll!l: lUJ'' 
c~t the !'rc-cLt\\n tr~tp check \\~h renhl\ed. so ants or other insects \\\lUld nllt he ~tltr,tctcc! l•' th~.· 

tr~lJ'~ 

RESLLTS 

!he minimum night temp.:ratures were generally around 63° F, but did drop to 5-ts F on one 
n1~ht during thl' secnnd \\eek of trapping. There \\as a general cloud cover most nights. \vhich 
C•llltnbutl'd t,1 the mild minimum temperatures. The moon was full or otherwise bright wht.::n 
cl\)uds \\ere ,tbsent. htt d1d nut appear tn intluence the numbers nf captured animals. \\.inds 
._, crl· '.lr!~thk clurll1::' the 111~ht. hut ranged around I tel -; mph. '' ith gusts OO~STA11?1C()f(J.MLSSION 
ci llri 11g \ 1ne \) f the mlcini g h t C hec J..s. 
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Trapping resulted in 17~ rodent captures im oh ing four species: no Pacific p,)ckcr \lice \\ere 
captured .. -\s with the most recent trapping in the temporary Pocket \louse prcscn I.' area ( ~00~ J. 
the most commonly captured rodent by far was the \\'estern Harvest \louse ( Reithrodomomrs 
mega/oris). Nonetheless. no Western Han· est \fice were captured on Trap line C. ''here the 
Dese11 Wood Rat (.\'eoronw lepida) was the most frequently captured rodent. '\o House \lice 
\\ere captured on Traplines A and B. The complete trapping results are sho\vn in labk A. 

The California Coastal Commission had requested an updated Pocket \louse trapping effort for 
areas outside the proposed Headlands Conservation Park area that might potentially contain 
Pocket Mice. This objective \Vas achieved by this study. Some or all of these areas were also 
trapped in 1993 by Phil Brylski. likewise without detecting anv Pocket Mice in these areas 
according to his report. 

Gi n~n that less than t\VO weeks prior to the current effort Pocket \lice had been captured by the 
L'SFWS within the 22-acre temporary Pocket \louse preserve. the species in this location was 
known to be active above ground during the survey period. Thus. our finding of no Pocket Mice 
was not a result of the animals being in torpor· at the time of our trapping. Had Pocket \louse 
been present outside the Headlands Consenation Park area. \Ve would have expected to capture 
at least one or more of them . 

. -\!though the habitat appears potentially suitable based on an initial assessment I imited tu 

\Cgl'tatiun CO\er and basic soil composition. this suney indicates that the Pacitic Pncket \louse 
h 11\lt present \lUtSJde the temporary p,1cket \In use preSCr\ e. 

LS.\ .\SSOCL\TES. 1:\C 

R1charll l rid,:.;, '11 

\:---,,1C1at..: B1,1[,,~1:--t 

.\ttachmenh li~ur..:" 1--;. !"able.\ 

Richard Dl'an ·: :-.:<11. i>il l) 
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URS 

September 18, 2002 

Mr. Kevin Darnall 
Headlands Reserve, LLC 
24849 Del Prado A venue 
Dana Point, California 92629 

Re: Update on the Current Status and Viability Assessment of Pacific Pocket Mouse 
Population on Dana Point Headlands 

Dear Mr. Darnall: 

URS Corporation completed a status review and Population Viability Assessment (PV A) 
for the Pacific Pocket Mouse (PPM) population on the Dana Point Headlands in August 
2001. The basic conclusions of the assessment were that "There is a low expectation that 
the Dana Point Headlands PPM population will continue to persist in that location without 
substantial management activities that have unknown effectiveness." We also concluded, 
as have other biologists, that the PPM population may not be able to persist on the 
Headlands site even with active management to assist with their continued survival. We 
have reviewed the most recent summary report from the Wildlife Agencies (dated June 
12, 2002) regarding the PPM trapping effort during 2001. A total of 4,835 trap-nights 
were set within the Temporary PPM Preserve in May/June 2001. A total of four (4) PPM 
individuals were captured during this effort. This trapping effort is considered by the 
wildlife agencies as the "most comprehensive single effort to date" for the Dana Point 
Headlands site, encompassing the entire 22-acre Temporary Preserve. Mr. Will Miller of 
the USFWS reported (pers. comm. to P. Mock September 16, 2002) that the recently 
completed August. 2002 trapping program consisted of 2,915 trap-nights within the same 
area as the 2001 effort and resulted in the capture of only two adult PPM individuals. 
LSA Associates and CRS Corporation conducted a trapping survey (3,085 trap-nights) of 
potentially suitable PPM habitat present outside for the Temporary Preserve in September 
2002. No PPM indi\·iduals were captured outside the Temporary Preserve in 2002. 

The agency 2001 summary report discusses in detail limitations of the trapping program 
regarding the interpretation of the survey results and interpretation of the population size 
remaining on the site based on trapping results, but the low number of captured 
individuals is still indicatiw of both the extremely small population size that is present on 
the Headlands, as well as the continuing decline in the PPM population. The low number 
of individuals captured and the continued decline in the apparent population size are 
consistent with the hypothesis that the Headlands site is not well-suited to be able to 
maintain a PPM population on the site in the long-term. 

The current small population size is generally consistent with our PYA report. Attached 
are two graphs summarizing the trapping effort since 1993 on the Headlands and the 
number of PPM individuals captured each year. Both figures indicate a negative temporal 
trend that is not modified with increased trapping eflort. Our PYA simulation model used 
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an initial population size of fifteen ( 15) females based on 1999 and 2000 trapping results 
and an assumption that the trapping effort resulted in less than one-third of the female 
population being detected. Applying this methodology to the 2001 data would result in 
about six (6) female adults assumed to be present on the Headlands in Spring 2001. The 
2002 trapping results would suggest three (3) female PPM may be present this current 
year. Given the current data available on the Dana Point Headlands Temporary Preserve, 
our population simulation model may be an overly optimistic scenario for predicting the 
long-term viability of the Dana point Headlands PPM population. 

Please call me if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Patrick J. Mock, Ph.D. 
Senior Biologist 

Attachments 
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August 8, 2003 

John Dixon, Ph.D. 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street 
Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

-.1:\..tiVtL. 
1outh Coast Region 

AUG 0 8 2003 

CALIFORNIA 

Re: Dana Point Headlands LCP Amendment 

Dear John: 

Via Facsimile 

Pursuant to our continuing discussions regarding the quality and long-term viability of 
the biotic resources on the Dana Point Headlands, I wanted to call your attention tc the 
attached report Section 4.5 that was included in the biological technical report for the 
Headlands EIR. This discussion was included in our project analysis pursuant to 
comments from Coastal Commission staff during the EIR Notice of Preparation process. 

As has been discussed with staff, there is an overwhelming body of science that find~ the 
quality and long-term viability of biotic resources on the Headlands to be tentath e at 
best. We're confident that through your continued review of these materials and related 
documentation, you will find our analysis and that of the Resource Agencies and others 
involved, to be scientifically sound and conclusive. 

To the extent you prepare an analysis that reaches another conclusion, we w mid 
appreciate the opportunity to review It in advance ofthe LCPA hearing. 

Sincerely, 

URS Corporati"j:;J-~ 

Patrick Mock, Ph.D. 

Enclosure: Section 4.5 ofURS biological resources report, February 2002 

cc: 

~ ........ _ 

Karl Schwing 
Kevm Darnall 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

URS Corpora:JOr. 

1615 Murray Canyon R~ac 
Su:te 1000 
Sa~ D1ego, CA 92::..08 
Tel: 619.294.9400 
:=ax: 619.243.2977 
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SEDTIIIFOUR Impact Asses:smeut 

Orange County CentraVCoastal Subregion NCCP!HCP Program and lmplemenlation Agreerr ent and 
Adapt1ve Management Program. 

Additional indirect tmpacts include impacts to wildlife from residential noise and lightng and 
temporary impacL<> to wildlife because of construction activities. These impacts are considered 
insignificant; however, rccommendat)ons to minimize impacts to wi]dJife are included in the 
Mitigation section of this report. 

*4.5 I 

SPECIES INTERACTION AND ECOSYSTEM FUNCTION 

Existing Ecological Interactions between Species on the Site 

Ecological interactions between species on the Headlands site are limited and constrained due to the 
relatively small size of the project a~ the fragmented configuration of the native habitat patcnes, the 
amoWlt of wban-habitat interlBce that can cause adverse edge cffi:cts (Paton 1993), and tt:c site's 
isolated condition within the surt'OWlding urbanized landscape: (Dickman, 1987; Sanders et al., 1990; 
Bolger et al., 1991, 1997a, 1997b). The current site conditions and isolation by the sum)UD(fing 
developed lands that extend more than two miles bc:yond the site adversely affect preda'or-prey 
interactions and opportunities for typical population migration processes. 1be food web manix 
currently existing onsite is expected to be simplified and truncated, with the higher trophic Jevels (top 
native predators) likely to be absent or well below the local habitat canying capacity (Kareivu, 1987; 
Estes et at., 2001). Energy and nutrient cycles can be adversely affected by this food web 
simplification. Huinan subsidized non-native predators (domestic cats) have been observed omite and 
may exceed local habitat carrying capacity and adversely affect prey (songbird and rodent) pop-llations 
onsite (Vissman, 1993; Crooks, 1998, Crooks and SouJC, 1999). 

The small size and isolated condition of the site will adversely affect plant-poJlinator interacti-ms due 
to the local extirpation of pollinator populations, resulting in the disruption of species' reprc.ductive 
processes. lbis may be the case for such species as prostrate spineflower. Pahncr's grapplinghook., 
and cactus wren, species detected in the early 1990s but not detected in recent site surveys. Small, 
isolated populations have higher likelihood of becoming extirpated from an area than pop 1lations 
located in large open space preserves. Competition between native species and invasive non-native 
species is a current condition on the site. Argentine ants CUirelrtly may be advt::t"Sely affecting native 
ant populations onsite and potentially reducing local food availability for native lizards (Suaru et aJ., 
1998; Bolger ct al., 2000). Ice plant is an invaSive exotic plant that dominates relatively large portions 
of the Headlands site. Past disruption of site soil conditions may have limited the distributi01 :·of soil 
endemic species, such as Blochman 's Dudleya. 

The site's small size and isolated condition within the surrouud.ing urbanized landscape comJ .ared to 
other subregional areas ofbiological open space suggest that it is incapable of any sustained eo)logical 
functioning even if left in an ''as is" condition. In analyzing the NCCP program for the Orange 
County Central!Coastal subregion, the USFWS, CDFG and County of Orange determined fuat the 
PPM population on the Headlands site was likely to become extirpated from the site unless very active 
management of the site was immediately undertaken. and even then, the specjes' ability to mc:intain a 
viable population was very much in doubt. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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One example of adverse f:cological trends onsite is the mcreasing density of bot!- native and 
IH"ln-native plant species. Stu~.iics ou the site to date suggt!st t.hat unless habiWL rnarupulauon rnethods 
are employed periodicaiJy, increasing vegetation density may result in - in and of jtse.f -·- eventual 
extirpation of the ?PM from the s.ite. Other sensitive species, such as the cactus wren, grappling hock, 
and prostnte spineflower, have either become extirpated fium lhe site over the last ten years or are 
able to maintain only a very tenuous hold on the site, further evidencing the site's compromised 
ecological functioning. 

The constant exposure to a:nd damage from chronic human trespass also adverse)) affects the 
ecological functioning of the site related to the successful preservation of varioJs sensitive 
species on the site. For example, the Blochman•s dudleya could soon be extirpated from the site 
given its current location in areas often used by trespassers from the adjacent developed 
residential areas. The dichondra, spineflower, and grappling hook, if still present, may also be 
experiencing this kind of cWTCJTt exposure to uncontrolled trespassers trampling the v::getation. 

ExistJng Ecological Function of Project Site as a Whole 

The small size and isolated condition of the 5ite within an urbanized l•odscape severely c~ 
the existing ecological functioning of the project site as a whole (i.e., without the projcxt). Properly 
functioning natural ecosystems. not subjected to the scvc:re limitations shown on the Headlands site, 
can provide certain ••services,.. such as serving as potential source of biodiversity, ~cdiating the 
hydrologic cycle; ameliorating local climates, building soil, controJling erosion, detoxifying wastes, 
and providing recreational opportunities. The 37,()0().plus-acre Orange County Nature Reserve 
provides all of these ecological services by developing a conservation program that shift~ away from 
the current focus on project·by-project, single-species protection to conservation and management of 
many species and multiple habitats on a subregional level. Some of 1hese fimctions are more 
predominant than othaB for certain ecosystems. The coastal scrub conununitics eximng on the 
Headlands site are imponani in moderating water runoff, soil erosion, a nominal contribution to 
biodiver.;ity, and some degree of passive recreation (Brossard et al., 1993). Four rare species that 
occur onsite (PPM, Blochman's Dudleya. Coulter's saltbush, and Cliff Spmge) are restricted to 
coastal areas of southern California. Retention of these IWI'OW, endemic species onsite is a goal of the 
proposed project open-space design and long-term habitat-management program. ·t"he isolated 
condition of the sire and its location within the urbanized landscape preclude the site frorr functioning 
as habitat linkage between larger, natural habitat areas that support source populations of sensitive 
species. The potential for the site to act as an "ecological sink" is likely due to the srnalJ size of the 
site and the extensive habitat edge conditions that typically prevail in small isolated h.a litat patches 
(Alberts et al., 1993; Bolger et al.,'l991. 1997a, 1997b; Lovio, 1996; Crooks and Soule, 1999, Crooks 
et al.. 2001). The surrounding urban development has also modified the natural fire ecoio;,;yoflhe site 
w1th subsequent ecological effects (Zedler et at, 1983; O'Leary 1990). 

Ecological Functioning of the Site with the Proposed Project 

Given the site's constrained ecological functioning baseline. the after-project fw1ctioning is 
expected to be equal to or better than current conditions. The project will establish and maintain 
in perpetuity a 24.2-acrc Conservation Park on the Headlands that will be actively r;lanaged for 
the benefit of sensitive coastal species, including PPM, California gnatcaccher, and certain rare 
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native plants. A substantial monetary endowment will he established to ensure th<n adaptive 
management techni4ut:!s ~.:an be applied to the Conservation Park for the henefit uf the native 
species onsite. Non-native invasive species will be reduced, and conditions for nati·,c species 
will be enhanced. A minimum 1 00-foot buffer between the proposed residential de·1elopment 
and Conservation Park is included in the proposed design. Public access will be managed so as 
to benefit biological resources conserved onsite by establishing and limiting coastal access to a 
clearly delineated public trail system that includes conservation and safety fencjng. 

The PPM population currently has, at best, a tenuous hold on the project site, and the ecological 
functioning of the site is limited by the above factors. In contr"asty implementation of the proposed 
project will provide the greatest possibility to maintain the viability of the PPM population, either by 
establishing the penrumcnt 24.2-acre Conservation Park on the Headlands site or, if later determined 
by the Wildlife Agenciest by translocating PPM elsewhere within the Onmge County Nature Reserve. 
Without the proposed project, the Headlands property owners may withdraw ftom the NCCPIHCP, 
and tile PPM population would not have active protection or manaaement resources assigned to the 
Headlands site. Without the proposed project: (1) current proactive conservation and nuuagement 
actions on the site would be jeopardized, (2) significant funding for habitat acquisition for the Nanae 
Reserve of Orange County and adaptive management activities would be I~ (3) the opportunity to 
protect Blochman's dudleya population from extirpation due to t.lilfeStricted hUJJUm trespasn would be 
lost, and (4) the opportl.Dlity to preserve a PPM population within the property or coastal ~~bregion of 
Orange County would be lost or, at a minimum, severely compromised. 

With the project, the site would continue to provide opportunities for occupation by California 
gnatcatcher. The proposed biological open space and habitat buffer areas will provide sufficient 
habitat for three to five gnatcatcher territories. Blochman's dudleya. Coulter's sal1bush cliff 
spurge. and wooJJy scablite can continue to exist, as the dudleya and saltbush can be successfully 
translo~ated into protected open space onsitc. The cliff spurge and woolly se.ablite will persist 
due to it& location on the steep cliffs of the site within project-designated, conserved. oren space. 

Ecosystem Function within tho Subregion's Coastal Zone with and without Project 

A primary function of the Orange County NCCP program is to protect habitat types f01md within 
the Orange County coastal subregion in sufficient amounts and distributions to er.sure their 
long-term conservation and proper ecological functioning, and thereby also ensure long-term 
conservation of the particular species that use those habitat types. Specifically, as nc•ted in the 
NCCP!HCP Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (":ounty of 
Orange 1996), the specific project purposes of the NCCPIHCP are as follows: 

( 1) Planning for the protection of multi-species and multiple--habitats within the coastal sage scrub 
habitat mosaic by creating a Habitat Reserve System that contains substantial coastal sage 
scrub, chaparral, grasslands, riparian, oak woodlands, cliff and rock, forest, and othtt habit81s. 

(2) Developing a conservation program that shifts away from the current focus on 
project~by-project, single-species protection to conservation and managemen~ of many 
species and multiple habitats on a subregional level. 

(3) Allowing social and economic uses within the subregion thal are compntibl ' with the 
protection of identified species and habitats. 
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(4) Protecting the federal1y listed coastal California gnatcatcht:r in a manner consi:-.tent with 
Scc.tion 1 O(a) of the FESA and the Spec;al 4(d) Rull: fur tht'. gnalcatcher while )roVidtng 
for future incidental take of the species. . 

( 5) Protecting the other two .. target species," the coastaJ cactus wren and orangf·.-throated 
whiptaiJ lizard, by treating them "as if they were listed'' under Section 1 O(a) of FESA and 
allowing incidental take of these species. 

(6) Protecting non-CSS habitat within the CSS habitat mosaic at a level comparal>le to the 
protection provided for CSS, thereby contributing to the protection of a broader range of 
species than just the target species or CSS species. 

(7) Addressing the habitat needs of the non-target species within lhe subregiotk and the 
non-CSS habitats, including protecting six other federally listed species consi~>tent with 
FESA Section 1 O(a) and treating 33 other "identified" species "as if they were listed" 
under Section lO(a) of the FESA. 

(8) Addressing the conservation of sensitive species located on the Dana Point Headlands 
site, including the coastal California gnatcatcher, PPM, other identified species, and five 
designated plant species. 

(9) Building on prior regional open-space planning that has occurred in Orange C.Junty and 
integratjng that open-space planning into the creation of the Habitat Resene System and 
subregional conservation strategy. 

(1 0) Addressing impacts to CSS and non-CSS habitats and related NCCP/HC? species 
addressed in the Joint EIR/EIS in a manner that will be used and relied on in oc·Djunction 
with future enviromnenta1 reviews and documents. 

By meeting these goals, the Headlands development and conservation project, as a primary ·.>articipant 
in the County's Central/Coastal NCCP/HCP Subarea Plan, was instrumental in ensuring the long-term 
conservation of functioning ecosystems in the coastal subarea, including the Coastal z~me. The 
Central/Coastal Subarea Plan assures the conservation of nearly 11,000 acres of interconnected 
sensitive habitats in the Coastal Zone and over 18,800 acres of coa"ta1 sage scrub, 7 ,.300 acres of 
chapanal, 6,100 acres of grasslands, 1 ,800 acres of riparian, 950 acres of woodland, 2CO acres of 
forest habitat, and significant portions of six other habitat types now existing within the subregion. 
The Central/Coastal Subarea Plan also provides a non~wasti.ng adaptive m.an.agcmc:nt endowment of 
approximately $11 million. which ultimately may grow to a.s much as two to five times as :.arge. The 
NCCP Subregional Habitat Resenre protects and manages viable, connected habitats in :he coastal 
zone and the coastal subarea thai have been configured to provide for the mobility. foraging, breeding, 
genetic exchange, and refugia needs of sensitive: and listed species both within the Coasta Zone and 
within the larger subregion. 

In contrast, without the proposed Headlands conservation and development plan, the :cosystem 
functioning of the subregion may be significantly diminished. In its current conditicn, the site 
does not contribute significantly to the healthy ecosystem functioning of other open-soace areas 
of the subregion. The site's isolation from these other areas by signifi~ant urbanizatior. precludes 
such contributions. The relative value of the site as gnatcatcher breeding habitat is SUSJ ,cc;t due to 
its isolation and the extensive edge effects currently present onsite. 
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The site 15 one of four known populations of PPM However, it is unlikely to sur::port this 
population in the medium to long tern1 (10 to 20 years), and the population is likely h, become 
~xtirpated from the site even sooner without the proposed active program for PPM prote;tion and 
habitat management With the proposed project, the wildlife agencies have the opportunity to 
provide ongoing protection and management, and should they deem it necess&) for the 
long-term survival ofthis PPM population, to translocate the members of the populatio11 to more 
suitable and secure habitat within the Orange County Nature Reserve or San Diego CoUI;ty. 

-----~------------- -- -·- ---·-·---~ 
4.6 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
Other approved or proposed projects affecting biological resouroes within the City of !:ana Point 
include the Monarch Beach Resort, the eapo.by-tbe-Sea Project; and the fonne.r Bade Property, which 
is the westenunost three lots in the southern residential enclave. TI1ree new homes bavc been 
approved where one home and ancillary uses cummtly exist. The development of the Project Site in a 
manner consistent with the proposed project was included in the analysis for the Onm~e CoWlty 
Ceutral/Coastal Subregion NCCPIHCP EIRIEIS. The NCCP/HCP Program is intended tn mitigate 
cumulative impacts on biological resources at the subregional level. Therefore7 the proposec project's 
incremental contribution to a cumulative impact to sensitive habitats aud associated scmiti•oe species 
will be reduced to a less than significant level by participation in the NCCPIHCP Program. 

4.7 SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS 
Direct. ind\rec:t, and the proposed project's incremental contribution to the cumulative impacts on 
coastal sage scrub, maritime succulent scrub, and coastal bluff scrub and associated sensitive 
plant and wildlife species are considered to be mitigated to a level of insignificance and 
consistent with the NCCf guidelines under the Orang_e County CentraVCoastal f,ubregion 
NCCPIHCP Program and Implementation Agreement (USFWS J 995). 

The coastal California gnatcatcher and the PPM are both sensitive species and are species 
rovered by the approved NCCPIHCP Program (i.e., ''take" of these species and their habitats is 
authorized on the Project Site and has been analyzed under CEQA). Therefore, impacts to thc:se 
species are considered to be mitigated to a leve1 of insignificance. Other species cJnsidered 
sensitive by the resource agencies documented on the Project Site, treated as Identified Species 
under the NCCP plan and analyzed under CEQA include orange-tlu"oated whiptail, and cactus 
wren. Plant species found on the Project Site that are explicitly covered under the NCCP plan 
include Nurtall's scrub oak, Blochman's dudleya. cliffspw-ge, Palmer's grappling hook prostrate 
spincflower, and western dichondra. Direct, indirect, and cwnulative effects on thet.e species 
were considered to be adverse and significant due to Joss of sensitive coastal sage scn:b habitat. 
However, mitigation "in the NCCP/HCP Program reduces the impacts to these species associated 
with development of the Project Site to a less than significant level. 

Coulter's saltbush is a List lB species that is not explicitly covc:red under the NCCP/H.Cf Program. 
However, direct, indirect, and cwnulative impacts on this species arc ronsidered to be J"C'11uced to a 
less than significant level through the application of specific Project Design Features, Project 
Conditions and mitigation measures (translocation) and through the project's consistcnc·1 with the 
NCCP/HCP and lA Coulter's saltbush is known from approximately 45 occurrences on tf.e Channel 
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June 12 . .2003 

Ms. Caitlin Bean 
California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast District 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Re: Headlands LCPA: ESHA Designation 

Dear Caitlin: 

Via Overnight Delivery 

;JN 1 3 2003 

As I mentioned in my memorandum of June 3, 2003, I asked Pat Mock, Ph.D., to pull the 
relevant information concerning the California Natural Diversity Database ("CNDDB") 
so that we could understand what vegetation associations on the Headlands were 
classified in the CNDDB as to rarity or significance. You stated previously in our 
discussions concerning the potential for an ESHA designation on the Headlands that the 
CNDDB classification of the onsite vegetation was a primary criteria for ESHA 
designation. 

Dr. Mock reviewed the relevant CNDDB information and provided the enclosed 
memorandum with attachments. As Dr. Mock states in his memo. for the Dana Point 
vicinity, Coastal Sage Scrub is not classified in the C:l\iDDB as a sensitive resource, nor is 
California Sagebrush-California Buckwheat Scrub, which is the primary coastal sage 
alliance on the Headlands. The following description is included on page 2 of the 
introduction to the CNDDB: 

The pmnan· purpose of the CNDDB classification is to assist in the location and 
dl'temzinatwns of sigmjlcance and raritv of various vegewtion tlpes. Thus. 
ranking ofnatura! communities by their rurity and threat is an llllporwntfacet of 
ilze clussUicution. In this document. as in prevwus CVDDB conzllwnitl' lists, 
usu:nsks r * J denote conzmwziues that arc ealzer known or he!in·ed to be of high 
przorlt\'for im·enlOIT in C!'v'DDB. 

Dr. \lock goes on to indicate that there are only two vegetation communities or alliances 
present on the Headlands that have the asterisk (*)designation: Maritime Succulent 
Scrub (32.170.00) and Southern Coastal Bluff Scrub (32.200.00). The Southern Coastal 
Bluff Scrub falls within the conservation open space designated onsite and is therefore 
protected. The impacts to Maritime Succulent Scrub under the proposed project consist 
of only u.o 1 ~1 cres. Due to the dominance of annual grasses and other exoticttmSTAL COMMISSION 
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Disturbed Southern Needlegrass vegetation onsite should not be classified as a sensitive 
resource. 

Dr. Mock goes on to state that Coastal Sage Scmb is the most common natural vegetation 
community in the coastal zone of Orange County ( 42% of natural vegetation), as well as 
within the entire county (32% of all natural vegetation). 

The conclusion that can be drawn from this data is that Coastal Sage Scmb is not 
considered a rare or sensitive vegetative association in coastal Orange County. In fact, 
the data suggests that an ESHA designation for Coastal Sage Scmb vegetation 
associations is not appropriate. 

We look forward to reviewing this issue in more detail at our meeting on June 18th. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure 

cc: Karl Sch\\·ing 
John Dixon 
Doug Chotkc\·ys 
P~1trick \lock 
Tony Bnmbmp 
.-\nd1 Culbertson 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

June 9, 2003 

Kevin Damall 

Patrick Mock, Sr. Biologist 

CNDDB Habitat List and Rarity Classification 

1615 Murray Canyon Road. Suite 1000 
San Diego. California 92108 
Phone 619 294-9400 
Fax 619 293-7920 

This memo is to comment on Coastal Commission Staff referencing the California Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB) to justify their proposed designation of Ecologically Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) 
on the Dana Point Headlands project site. In the meeting of April 24, 2003, Ms. Caitlin Bean, CCC staff 
biologist, stated that Coastal Sage Scrub (CSS) was a "rare" vegetation community, and as such, was 
sufficient justification to include all of the CSS on the site as ESHA, with a few patches in the vicinity of 
the Strand designated as "tentative" ESHA, subject to field verification. Ms. Bean went on to state that 
the ESHA designation was not based on the presence of listed species within the habitat, but was based on 
the criteria of the vegetation classification in the CNDDB. 

We reviewed the CNDDB documentation and database output for the Dana Point vicinity. The 
standard output typically produced by the query routine did not include CSS as a "sensitive resource." 
The results included a list of sensitive species and noted riparian scrub is known to be in the vicinity. 
The documentation that accompanies the CNDDB software includes a "List of California Terrestrial 

Natural Communities Recogni::.ed b_v the California :Vatural Diversity Database" (May 2002 Edition). 
The introductory text to this list includes a notation on page 2: ·· ... ranking of natural communities by 

their rarity and threat significance is an important facet of the classification." Natural communities 
listed with an asterisk (*)denote communities that "are either known or believed to be of high priority 
for inwntory in CNDDB." The portion of the list that includes CSS alliances (attached) shows that 
only a subset ofCSS alliance categories have an asterisk. The CSS community (32 000 00) does not 
have an asterisk. nor Jne:-- the alliance California Sagchru-;h-Cllifornia Buckwheat Scruh !32110.00), 
which is the alliance presL·nt un the Headlands project site (see page 6 of the list). 

Vegetation communities or alliances present on the Headlands site that have an asterisk are: Maritime 
Succulent Scrub (32. 170) and Southern Coastal Bluff Scrub (31.200.00). The disturbed native grassland 
present on the site is in highly marginal condition and could easily be classified as non-native grassland 
due to the dominance of annual grass species and other exotics and the ongoing disturbance regime 
occurring on the site. 
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CSS is the most common \Tgetation community in the coastal zone of Orange County ( 421t of natural 
\ egetation). ~h well as within the entire county <32 '1 of total acreage of natural vegetation). It is not a 
rJ.re \egetation communit>, hut it does ha\'e high potential to support plant and animal species that are 
considered sensiti\'e hy the wildlife agencies. By comparison, succulent scrubs and woodland habitats 
are much rarer vegetation communities, represent a small proportion (1 to 4 percent) of the existing 
inventory of natural vegetation. Please see the attached exhibits of vegetation within Orange County 
and coastal zone (Figures 1 & 2). The approved NCCP/HCP assessed the regional value of 
vegetation and focused on the larger, relatively intact areas of natural vegetation to conserve since 
small isolated habitat patches are considered to have low long-term viability due to the effects of 
habitat isolation and chronic adverse edge effects. Long-term management of small "postage stamp" 
habitat reserves is not considered an effective conservation strategy. Nor is it cost effective relative to 
conserving and managing much larger habitat reserve areas. 

Attachments: 

List of California Terrestrial Natural Communities Recognized by the California Natural Diversity 
Database" (May 2002 Edition) [Introduction and CSS alliances - Pages 1-6] 

Figure 1 - Vegetation within Orange County Coastal Zone 

Figure 2 - Vegetation within Orange County 
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Department of Fish and Game 
\Vildlife and Habitat Data Analysis Branch 

California Natural Diversity Databas.e 

List of California Terrestrial Natural Communities Recognized by 
The California Natural Diversity Database 

May 2002 Edition 

Introduction: 
Tbis document supersedes all other lists of terrestrial natural communities developed by the Natural 
Diversity Database (CNDDB). It is based on the classification put forth in "A Manual of California 
Vegetation" (Sawyer and Keele_r-Wolf 1995 and upcoming new edition). However, it is structured to be 
compatible with previous CNDDB lists (e.g., Holland 1986). For those familiar with the Holland numerical 
coding system you will see a general similarity in the upper levels of the hierarchy. You will also see a 
greater detail at the lower levels of the hierarchy. The numbering system has been modified to incorporate 
this richer detail. Decimal points have been added to separate major groupings and two additional digits 
have been added to encompass the finest hierarchal detail. 

One of the objectives ofthe Manual of California Vegetation (MCV) was to apply a unifonn 
hierarchical structure to the State's vegetation types. Quantifiable classification rules were established to 
define the major floristic groups, called alliances and associations in the National Vegetation Classification 
(Grossman et al. 1998). In this document, the alliance level is denoted in the center triplet of the coding 
system and the associations in the right hand pair of numbers to the left of the final decimal. The numbers of 
the alliance in the center triplet attempt to denote relationships in floristic similarity. For example, the 
Chamise-Eastwood Manzanita alliance (3 7 .I 06. 00) is more closely related to the Chamise-Cupleaf 
Ceanothus alliance (37.105.00) than it is to the Chaparral Whitethorn alliance (37.205.00). However, due 
the rigidity of the numerical system newly added alliances are not necessarily numerically adjacent to their 
closest relatives. 

EXAMPLE OF CODE: 

Denotes general physiognomic and physical location (e.g. riparian and bottomland habitat) 
1 __ Denotes type of general habitat (riparian forest and woodland) 
I I __ Denotes floristic vegetation alliance (Sycamore alliance) 
I I _]_ Denotes association (California Sycamore/Soft Chess 

association) 
I I I 

6 1. 3 11 .0 2 
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In portions of this list nwnbered place-holders have been added. These are not formal units of 
classification., but simply serve to further clarity relationships between some of the more complex vegetation types. 
For example, several vegetation alliances are characterized by ha\ing Chamise (Adenostomafasciculatum) as a 
major component. Thus the code 37.100.00 chaparral \\ith Chamisc was erected to show that such alliances as 
37.105.00 Chamise-CupleafCcanothus, 37.106.00 Chamise-Eastwood ~lan.zanita, etc- are included in this cluster 
of chaparral types characterized by rugh cover of cha.rrilse. Other examples in this vein are vegetation with pines 
dominant (87.000.00), vegetation \\ith fir dominant (88.000.00), and vegetation dominated by tree oaks 
(71.000.00). Because the classification for California is incomplete, the detail in the finest resolution ofthe 
hierarchy, the associations, is not uniform. Associations are defined quantitatively through a classification 
procedure using nwnerical comparisons between related vegetation sampling plots. These comparisons have been 
made only for a portion of all vegetation stands in California. For example the U.S. Forest Service has been active 
in defining associations. Thus, one will notice the rich detail of the classification in various forest alliances such as 
the Douglas-fir, Red fir, White fir, and Jeffrey pine. 

Since the previous edition of this document large areas ofthe State including the Mojave Desert, Yosemite 
National Park, Point Reyes National Seashore, and other National Park lands have been widely sampled through 
vegetation mapping and classification projects. IdentiDcation of these alliances and associations will be possible in 
the second edition of The Manual of California Vegetation expected to be published in 2003. Details about the 
definitions of more long-established alliances (called series in the first edition), their species composition, 
distribution, and ecological requirements may be sought in the MCV. (Available from The California Native Plant 
Society) 

The literature citations following the association name refer to the original authors who defined the 
particular association. These are analogous to the author's names following a plant species in a botanical flora. All 
the citations mentioned in this document prior to 1996 are listed as entered in the literature citations in The Manual 
of California Vegetation or if newly defined, will be cited in the second edition ofthe MCV. 

The primary purpose of the CNDDB classification is to assist in the location and detenninations of 
significance and rarity of various vegetation types. Thus, ranking of natural communities by their rarity and threat 
is an important facet of the classification. In this docwnent, as in previous CNDDB community lists, asterisks(*) 
denote communities that are either knomt or believed to be of high priority for inventory in CNDDB. If an alliance 
is starred, this means that all of the associations within it will also be considered ofrugh inventory priority. 

A special issue arises as a result of the conversion ofthe classification. Because CNDDB has accumulated 
many location records for certain rare community types now considered differently in the classification., it is very 
important that this critical conservation information is not lost as a result of taxonomic change. Thus, in this 
docwnent one will notice instances where a community is listed either at the alliance or association level \\ith an 
accompanying bracketed nwnber. Tills number is the Holland code, which was used for it in the older 
classification. (e.g. 52.100.00 Fresh-Brackish Water Marsh {52200} ). Because, in some cases, we are unsure of 
how this community t)pe relates to the new ruerarchy (it has not been quantitatively defined), it is placed into the 
ruerarchy in its most likely position. However, no information \\ill be lost and it v,.-ill continue to be maintained in 
CNDDB until all occurrences of the community can be properly placed into the quantitative hierarchy. This fact 
points to the need for assistance from field investigators to revisit these sites and provide information on the species 
cover so we can convert to the new classification. 

As more information comes in on the relationsrups bet\,.een associations in this classification it becomes 
clear where some of these should be placed in the classification. For example the concept ofthe montane or Sierra 
mixed conifer forest has been vastly altered as a result of cumulative analysis of data of many plots of montane 
coniferous forest throughout California. Thus, in tllls list you \\-ill note that many of the mixed conifer associations 
in the previous edition ofthis document have been moved to White fir-Douglas-fir, Douglas-fir- Canyon Live 
Oak, Douglas-fir -Incense-<:edar Forest, White-fir -Sugar Pine, Ponderosa Pine- Incense Cedar, and other newly 
defined alliances that better describe the :variation in the montane coniferous forests of the state. Vegetation 
classification is an active field in California and such relationships will continue to be refined for some time. 
Currently we define approximately 400 alliances and 1300 associations. 

We relish information on communities, whether it is a new record or re-assessment o~m~SSION 
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Please contact us at CNDDB (916) 324-6857, and we can help you detennine the most useful way to collect 

information on communities. 

VEGETATION CLASSillCATION: TERRESTRIAL SECTION (*indicates a series or association considered rare and 

worthy of consideration by CNDDB) May 2002 

20.000.00 DUNES 

21.000.00 Coastal Dunes 

21.010.00 

21.020.00 

21.030.00 

21.040.00 

Active Coastal Dunes {21100} 

Coastal Foredunes {21200} 

Central Fordunes {21220} 

Southern Foredunes {21230} 

•21.100.00 Sand-verbena-Beach Bursage (Abronia vi/losa-Ambrosia chamissonis) {21210} 
•21.100.01 Beach Morning Glory- Dune Sagebrush [Calystegia soldane/la-Artemisia 

22.000.00 

•21.100.02 

*21.100.03 

*21.100.04 

*21.100.05 
*21.100.06 

*21.100.07 
*21.100.08 
*21.100.09 
•21.100.10 

pycnocepha/a] (Bluestone 1981) 
Seashore Bluegrass- Dune Sagebrush [Poa doug/asii-Artemisia pycnocephala) 

ODuebendorfer 1989) · 
Beach Bursage-Seaside Woolly-sunflower-Yellow Bush Lupine (Ambrosia chamissonis-
Eriophy/lum staechadifolium-Lupinus arboreus] (Holton&. Johnson 1979) 
Seaside Woolly-sunflower -Yellow Bush Lupine [Eriophyllum staechadifolium-Lupinus 

arboreus) (Holton & Johnson 1979) 
Active North Coastal Dunes (Johnson 1963) 
Seashore Bluegrass- Beach Pea [Poa douglasii-Lathyrus littoralis] (Parker 1974 & 

Johnson 1977) 
Strand (Williams & Potter 1972) 
Northern Dune Scrub {21310} 
Central Dune Scrub {21320} 
Southern Dune Scrub {21330} 

*21.110.00 Beach Bursage V1mbrosia chamissonis] (Keeler-Wolf, eta/. 2001) 
*21.110.01 Dune Sagebrush- sandmat [Artemisia pycnocephala- Cardionema 

ramosissimum](Keeler-Wolf, eta/. 2001) 

21.200.00 Non-native lceplant 
_ 21.200.01 Iceplant- Fig-marigold (} .. 1esembryanthemum spp.- Carpobrotus spp.] (Keeler-Wolf, et 

a/. 2001) 

Cismontane and Desert Interior Dunes 

*22.010.00 Active Desert Dunes and Sand Fields {22000} 

*22.100.00 Desert Sand-verbena V1bronia vi/losa] 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

*22.200.00 Antioch Dunes Unique Stands { 23100} 
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22.300.00 SL:lbilized and Partially Stabilized Desert Dunes {22200} 

22.400.00 St:lbilizcd and Partially St:lbilized Desert Sand Fields {22300} 

*22.500.00 San Joaquin Valley Dunes (residual dunes of Holland) 

30.000.00 SCRUB AND CHAPARRAL 

32.000.00 Coastal Scrub {32000} 

*31.100.00 Northern Coastal Bluff Scrub {311 00} 

*31.200.00 Southern Coastal Bluff Scrub {31200} 

32.005.00 Riversidian Sage Scrub {32700} 
32.005.01 Upland Riversidian Sage Scrub {32710} 
*32.005.02 Riversidian Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub {32720} 
32.005.03 Riversidian Desert Scrub 

32.010.00 California Sagebrush Scrub (Artemisia califomica] 
32.010.01 California Sagebrush (Artemisia califomica] (Kirkpatrick&Hutchinson 1977, Gordon & 

White 1994) 
32.010.02 California Sagebrush- Deer Weed (Artemisia califomica-Lotus scoparius] (DeSimone & 

Burk 1992) 
32.010.03 California Sagebrush- Bush Penstemon (Artemisia califomica-Keckiella cordifolia] 

(Gordon & White 1994) 
32.010.04 California Sagebrush- Purple Sage (Artemisia ca/ifomica-Salvia /eucophylla] (Gordon& 

White 1994) 

32.020.00 Black Sage Scrub [Saliva mel/ifera] 
32.020.01 Black Sage- Laurel Sumac [Salvia mellifera-Malosma /aurina] (Kirkpatrick & 

32.020.02 

32.020.03 
32.020.04 
*32.020.05 

Hutchinson 1977) 
Black Sage- California Buckwheat [Saliva mellifera-Eriogonumfasciculatum] 
(Kirkpatrick & Hutchinson 1977) 
Black Sage [Salvia mel/ifera] (Malanson 1984) 
Black Sage- California Encelia [Salvia me/lifera-Ence/ia califomica] (Malanson 1984) 
Black Sage - Coast Prickly-pear [Saliva mellifera-Opuntia littoralis and hybrids] 
(1v1ooney 1977) 

*32.030.00 White Sage Scrub [Salvia apiana] 

32.040.00 California Buckwheat Scrub [Eriogonumfasciculatum] 
32.040.01 California Buckwheat- California Fi~·ort- Phacelia [Eriogonumfasciculatum

32.040.02 
*32.040.03 

*32.040.04 
32.040.05 

32.040.06 

Scrophularia califomica-Phacelia ramosissima] (Kirkpatrick & Hutchinson 1977) 
California Buckwheat [Eriogonum fasciculatum] (Gordon & White 1994) 
California Buckwheat -Big Sagebrush [Eriogonum fasciculatum-Artemisia tridentata] 
(Gordon & White 1994) 
California Buckwheat Alluvial Fan [Eriogonumfasciculatum] (Gordon & White 1994) 
California Buckwheat-White Bursage [Eriogonumfasciculatum-Ambrosia dumosa] 
(Keeler-Wolf et a/1998) 
California Buckwheat- Bladder Sage [Eriogonum fasciculatum-Salazaria mexicana] 
(Keeler-Wolf and Thomas 2000) 

*32.041.00 \\'right's Buck·wheat D\\'3If Scrub (Eriogonum wrightii] (Keeler-Wolf eta/ 1998) 

*32.050.00 California Encelia Scrub [Encelia californica] 
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32.050.01 

*32.050.02 

California Encelia ·California Sagebrush [Ence/ia ca!Jfomica-Artemisia califomica] 
(Kirkpatrick & Hutchinson 1977) 
California Encclia [Ence/ia californica] (Malanson 1984) 

32.060.00 Coyote Brush Scrub and Dwarf Scrub [Baccharis pilularis] {32110} 
*32.060.01 Coyote Brush/Seaside Woolly-sunflower [Baccharis pilularis!Eriophyl/um 

staechadifolium] (Baxter 1992) 
*32.060.02 Coyote Brush I Tufted Hair grass [Baccharis pilularis!Deschampsia caespitosaJ (Elliott & 

Wehausen 1974) 
*32.060.03 Coyote Brush I Creeping Ryegrass [Baccharis pilularis!Leymus triticoidesJ (Fiedler & 

Leidy 1987) 
*32.060.04 Coyote Brush I Sword Fern [Baccharis pilularis/Po/ystichum munitum] (Grams eta/. 

1977) 
32.060.05 Coyote Brush- California Sagebrush (Baccharis pilularis-Artemisia californicaJ (Heady 

eta/. 1977) 
32.060.06 Coyote Brush- Dune Lupine -Yellow Bush Lupine [Baccharis pilularis-Lupinus 

chamissonis- Lupinus arboreusJ (Parker 1974 in Barbour & Johnson 1977 modified by 
Keeler-Wolf eta/. 2001) 

32.060.07 Coyote Brush I European Beachgrass [Baccharis pilularis/Ammophila arenaria) (Parker 
1974 in Barbour & Johnson 1977) 

32.060.08 Coyote Brush I California Figwort [Baccharis pilularis/Scrophularia califomica] (Parker 
1974 in Barbour & Johnson 1977) 

32.060.09 Coyote Brush I Annual Grasses [Baccharis pilularis-Bromus spp.) (Keeler-Wolf, et al~ 
2001) 

*32.060.10 Coyote Brush I Purple Needlegrass [Baccharis pilularis !Nassella pulchra] (Keeler
Wolf, eta. I 2001) 

•32.060.11 Coyote Brush I California Oatgrass [Baccharis pi/ularis /Danthonia ca/ifomica) (Keeler
Wolf, eta./ 2001) 

•32.060.12 Coyote Brush/ Ocean Spray [Baccharispilularis I Holodiscus discolor] (Keeler-Wolf et 
al. 2001) 

*32.060.13 Coyote Brush I Slough Sedge- Common Rush [Baccharis pilu/aris !Carex obnupta
Juncus patens] (Keeler-Wolf eta/. 2001) 

32.060.14 Coyote Brush- Blueblossom [Baccharis pilularis- Ceanothus thyrsijlorus] (Keeler
Wolf eta/. 2001) 

32.060.15 Coyote Brush- California Blackbeny/ Weedy herb [ Baccharis pilularis -Rubus 
ursinuslweedy herb] (Keeler-Wolf eta/. 2001) 

32.060.16 Coyote Brush- Coffeeberry [Baccharis pilularis -Rhamnus califomicus] (Keeler-Wolf 
eta/. 2001) 

32.060.17 Coyote Brush- Poison Oak [Baccharis pilu/aris -Toxicodendron diversilobum] (Keeler
Wolf eta/. 2001) 

32.060.18 Coyote Brush- California Sagebrush- Poison Oak/ Coyotemint [Baccharis pilularis
Artemisia califomica-Toxicodendron'Monarde/la vi/losa] (Keeler-Wolf et al. 2001) 

*32.070.00 
*32.070.01 

Scalcbroom Scrub [Lepidosparrum squamatum] (Keeler-Wolf eta/. 1998) 
California Buck-wheat - Scalebroom [.Eriogonum fasciculatum-Lepidospartum 
squamatum] (Gordon & White 1994) 

*32.070.02 

*32.070.03 

Scalebroom- Hairy Yerba Santa- Chaparral Yucca [Lepidospartum squamatum
Eriodictyon crassifolium-Yucca whippeli] (Kirkpatrick & Hutchinson 1977) 
Scalebroom I mixed ephermeral herbs [Lepidospartumlmixed ephemeral Mojave Desert], 
(Ba.Ibour & Wirka 1997) 

32.080.00 Yellow Bush Lupine Scrub [Lupinus arboreus] 

Version 05/22/02 
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32.080.02 
*32.080.03 

32.080.04 

32.080.05 

Yellow Bush Lupine [Lupinus arboreusJ (Holton & Johnson 1979) 
Yellow Bush Lupine-He.1ther Goldenbush [Lupinus arboreus-Ericameria ericoidesJ 
(Holton & Johnson 1979) 
Yellow Bush Lupine- Vernal Grass [Lupinus arboreus-Anthoxanthum odoratumJ 
(Heh1.ner & Foin 1977) 
Yellow Bush Lupine- California Figwort [Lupinus arboreus-Scrophularia californica] 
(Parker 1974) 

32.081.00 Silver Bush Lupine Scrub [Lupinus albifronsJ (Keeler-Wolf and Moore 2001) 
32.081.01 Silver Bush Lupine [Lupinus albifrons] (Keeler-Wolf and Moore 2001) 

32.090.00 Purple Sage Scrub [Salvia leucophyllaJ 
32.090.01 Purple Sage- California Sagebrush [Salvia leucophylla-Artemisia californicaJ 

(Kirkpatrick & Hutchinson 1977) 
32.090.02 Purple Sage- Laurel Sumac [Salvia /eucophylla-Malosma laurina] (Kirkpatrick & 

Hutchinson 1977) 

*32.100.00 California Buckwheat- White Sage Scrub [Eriogoniumfascicularum-Sa/via apiana] (Gordon 
& White 1994) 

*32.100.01 California Buckwheat- White Sage [Eriogonumfascicu/atum-Sa/via apiana] (Gordon & 
White 1994) 

32.110.00 California Sagebrush- California Buckwheat Scrub [Artemisia californica-Eriogonum 
fasciculatum] 

32.110.01 California Sagebrush- California Buckwheat- Sugar Bush (Artemisia californica
Eriogonumfascicu/atum-Rhus ovata] (Gordon & White 1994) 

32.110.02 California Sagebrush- California Buckwheat- White Sage [Artemisia califomica
Eriogonumfasciculatum-Salvia apiana] (Gordon & White 1994) 

32.120.00 California Sagebrush- Black Sage Scrub [Artemisia californica- Salvia melliferaJ 
32.120.01 California Sagebrush- Black Sage [Artemisia californica-Salvia mel/iferaJ (DeSimone 

&Burk 1992) 
32.120.02 Black Sage- California Sagebrush [Salvia mellifera-Artemisia ca/ifornica] (DeSimone & 

Burk 1992) 

*32.130.00 Salal- Black Huckleberry Scrub and Dwarf Scrub [Gaultheria shallon-Vaccinium ovatum] 
{32120} 

32.140.00 Mixed Sage Scrub [Salvia spp.] 

*32.150.00 Coast Prickly Pear Succulent Scrub [Opuntia littoralisJ 

*32.160.00 Dune Lupine- Goldenbush Scrub [Lupinus chamissonis-Jsocoma men.::iesiiJ {21330} 
*32.160.01 Heather Goldenbush [Ericameria ericoides] (Bluestone 1981) 
*32.160.02 Dune Lupine [Lupinus chamissonis] (Holton & Johnson 1979) 
• 32.160.03 Dune Lupine ·Heather Golden bush [Lupin us chamissonis-Ericameria ericoides] (Holton 

& Johnson 1979) 

*32.1'70.00 Maritime Succulent Scrub {32400} 

32.180.00 Broom Scrub [includes stands of Cytisus spp., Spartium spp.,Genista spp.] 

32.185.00 Gorse Scrub [u7ex europea] (Keeler-Wolf, eta/. 2001) 

32.190.00 Venturan Coastal Sage Scrub {32300} COASTAL COMMISSION 
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P. 0. Box 54891 Irvine, CA 92619-4891 occnps.org 

Mike Reilly, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Ocean gate, 1oth Floor 
Long Beach CA 90802-4416 

RECEIVED 
South Comt r~egion 

JUN I 7 2003 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

June 9, 2003 

RE: Dana Point Local Coastal Program Amendment No. 2-02: Response to Glen Lukos and Associates Letter 
of April 15, 2003 

Dear Mr. Reilly: 

The Orange County Chapter of the California Native Plant Society (OCCNPS) has had the opportunity to 
review a Glen Lukos and Associates (GLA) letter addressed to you and dated April 15, 2003. The GLA letter 
is largely devoted to responding to our letter of January 28th 2003. OCCNPS stands by our letters of January 

28th and March 3rd, 2003. We believe that 
the contents of our letters are correct and 
factual. 

OCCNPS believes that a disagreement over 
the definition of ''rare" does not substantially 
affect our arguments for increased conserva
tion. Whether these plants are referred to as 
"rare," "sensitive." or "special status," our 
point is that it is highly unusual to have so 
many of these species concentrated in a 
single 40 acre area. The high diversity of 
"rare" or "sensitive" species clearly suggests 
that there is an element of uniqueness to the 
Dana Point Headlands. In combination with 
suitable habitat for, and the occurrence of 
CNPS List I B species such as Coulter's 
saltbush (Atnplex coulteri), Blochman 's 
dudleya (Dudleya blochmaniae), Nuttall's 
scrub oak (Quercus dumosa), and federally 
listed species such as the Pacific pocket 
mouse and the California gnatcatcher, the 
majority of the Headlands mesa clearly fits 
the definition of an ESHA (see Figure I at 
right). 

0 sandy soils 

N 
\ 

I 

Approximate 
Clay Soil 

Distribution 

Figure 1: The approximate boundary of areas meeting the 
definition of an ESHA on the Dana Point Headlands and its 
relationship to the distribution of sandy soils and clay soils, 
highest diversity of special status plants, and the Pocket Mouse 
Conservation Area. 
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On the definition of "rare" \Ve would like to add the following: 

As you may know, by CEQA definition only CNPS List I B and List 2 species require review and impact 
mitigation. These are the species that CNPS considers "rare and endangered." However in the broad sense, 
and often in the scientific sense, any plant listed in the CNPS !m·entory of Rare and Endangered Plants can be 
considered rare by inclusion. GLA cited the Inventory, page 55, to make the point that CNPS list 4 plants 
should not be considered rare: 

"While we cannot call these plants "rare" from a statewide perspective, they are uncommon enough 
that their status should be monitored." 

However, we draw your attention to the following paragraph also on page 55: 

"Very few of the plants constituting List 4 meet the definitions of Sec. 190 I, Chapter I 0 (Native Plant 
Protection Act) or Sees. 2062 and 2067 (California Endangered Species Act) of the California Depart
ment of Fish and Game code, and few, if any, are eligible for state listing. Nevertheless, many of 
them are significant locally, and we STRONGLY RECOMMEND that List 4 plants be evaluated and 
considered during the preparation of environmental documents relating to CEQA." 

Additionally, on page 2 of the Inventory, Peggy L. Fielder states under Patterns of Rarity: 

"What does it mean to be rare? Essentially using the word "rare" is a statement about the geographic 
distribution and population sizes of a particular species. Rarity in fact, describes at least three 
different biological possibilities. A rare taxon can be A) broadly distributed but never abundant 
where found (e.g. Cypripedium californium); B) narrowly distributed or clumped, and abundant 
where found (e.g. Limnanthes baken'); or C) narrowly distributed or clumped, and not abundant 
where found (e.g., Tuctoria mucronata) ..... " 

The first example cited, (1pripedium californium, is a List 4 plant. This demonstrates that CNPS List 3 and 4 
plants may be "rare," depending largely on the individual species and the scale addressed. Many CNPS List 4 
plants in Orange County are known from only one or two locations. Certainly these plants are "rare" in 
Orange County even if they are more common or broadly distributed elsewhere. 

Respectfully, 

Fred Roberts. Jr. 
Conservation Co-Chair 
760-439-6244 

cc: 
Kaitlin Bean, Biologist, California Coastal Commission 
William E. Tippets, Environmental Program Manager, California Department of Fish and Game 
Karen A. Evans, Assistant Field Supervisor, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
lleene Anderson, CNPS Southern California Regional Botanist 

David Chipping, C~PS Conservation Director COASTAL COMMISSION 
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GLENN LUKOS ASSOCIATES 

April 15, 2003 

Mike Reilly, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, 1oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Regulatory Services 

So~ff.!!,~EO 
eg,on 

APR 1 7 200] 

COA.s~iL~ORNtA 
OMMtsstoN 

Subject: Dana Point Local Coastal Program Amendment No. 2-02, 
Response to Mr. Fred Roberts' Letter of January 28, 2003 

Dear Mr. Reilly: 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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The Coastal Commission recently received a letter from Mr. Fred M. Roberts written on behalf 
of the Orange County Chapter of the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) (dated January 28, 
2003) that addresses the issue of rare plants on the Dana Point Headlands. Many of the issues 
raised by Mr. Roberts were previously addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Report 
(FEIR) and also substantially dealt with in my February 10. 2003 letter to Meredith Osborne, 
DFG. and copied to Karl Schwing. :\evertheless. \Ve are submitting this letter to provide the 
Coastal Commission with the most up-to-date information on the botanical resources associated 
with the Headlands stte and. as appropriate. to address comments in :Vlr. Roberts' letter that rely 
on outdated surw: data. do not accurately characterize relevant information, or that do not 
accuratelv reflect current conditions on the site. 

During the spring of 2002. botanists from Glenn Lukos Associates conducted focused surveys for 
special-status plants on the Dana Point Headlands site to supplement the already extensi\·e survey 
data developed during the last 20 years. It is our opinion that this information is relennt for two 
reasons. First. The California :\ative Plant Society (C:\PS) has recently published an update to 
its list of Ran: :md Endangered Plants m California and second. portions of the site haw been 
subject to ongoing disturbance of various kinds leading to significant degradation. This latter 
fact is particularly Important because the ability of the site to support special-status plant spectcs 
has been moderately to sc\·erely impacted (depending upon the specitic location on the site) and 
this trend continues. The extent of these impacts coupled with the site's isolated and fragmented 
habitat played an important role in the Resource Agencies determination that, with the exception 
C?fthe Pacific pocket mouse, the site was not an important habitat resource in the context of the 
regionally based Central:Coastal Orange County Subregion :\CCP/HCP. The Headlands was 
deemed ill-suited for any long-term species and habitat preservation. Therefore, :Vlr. Roberts' 
description of the Headlands as one of the more important rare-plant sites remaining in the region 

29 Orchard • Lake Forest 
Telephone: (949) 837-0404 

• California 92630-8300 
Facsimile: (949) 83 7-5834 
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is disputed by knowledgeable experts, differs from findings by the Resource Agencies and 
overstates the case. 

Before addressing specific issues raised by Mr. Roberts, I would like to clarify a couple of 
matters. 

1. In the introductory paragraph, Mr. Roberts states that "OC CNPS has monitored the status of 
native vegetation on the Dana Point Headlands, and projects proposed for the site since 1983". 
This is a misleading statement. I served as the OC CNPS Chapter President for six years during 
the late 1990s and prior to that was very active in the Chapter beginning in the late 1980s. During 
this period, the Chapter had no such monitoring program; rather, there were a couple of informal 
"field trips" to the site that were led by Mr. Roberts; however, these trips did not include 
mapping or any sort of quantitative analysis. Furthermore these trips were restricted to those 
limited portions of the site that were not fenced. Any "monitoring" conducted by Mr. Roberts, a 
CNPS member, was conducted as an individual and none of this information has been previously 
published. 

2. Mr. Roberts designates as "expected" three species that, in spite of numerous surveys, have 
never been detected on the site. This includes Aphanisma (Aphanisma blitoides), Pacific 
saltbush (A.triplex pacifica). and Robinson's peppergrass (Lepidiunz virginicum var. rohinsomi). 
Given the number of surveys conducted on the site. including the visits by Mr. Roberts and other 
C:\PS members. It IS misleading and inappropriate to include these species as those expected to 
occur on site. 

3. \lr. Roberts states on page one that the site contains 13 "rare·· plant species. :\gam. this 
statement is both misleading and a significant overstatement for a number of reasons. 

First. t\\O of the 13 Palmer's grappling hook (ffarpagone!la palmen) and California groundsel 
(.\'cnt'CIU Llphinucns) ha\ c not been detected on the site since 1983, when they\\ ere found in , er~ 
low numbers Clr \\ 1th 'cry limited distribution. Gi\ en the complete lack of detection over the last 
19 years. It is highly likely that these species have been extirpated by the ongoing disturbance and 
degradation ot'thc Site 

Second. another species prostrate spinetlo\ver ( Chon::anthe procunzhens) has been removed from 
the most recent edition of the C~PS Inventory because it is considered to be "too common" (it 
was included as a List-+ taxon in earlier editions of the Inventory). As discussed belo\v, List 4 
species arc not considered as ··rare" by C:\PS: nevertheless, this species has been removed e\·cn 
from List -L which IS a "watch list". 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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Third, Mr. Roberts appears to be using the term "rare" for a variety of the species inappropriately 
and certainly not in keeping with the intent of that term as defined by the California Native Plant 
Society Inventory, Sixth Edition, of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California 
(Inventory). Ho\vever, it is important to note that based on the Inventory, only four of the plants 
(as acknowledged by Mr. Roberts) are on List I or List 2 and therefore considered "rare" or 
endangered in California by CNPS. In contrast, five of the species western dichondra 
(Dichondra occidentalis), golden-rayed pentachaeta (Pentachaeta aurea), small-flowered 
microseris (Microseris douglasii platycarpha), woolly seablite (Suaeda taxifolia), and California 
boxthorn (L_vcium californicum), are designated by CNPS as List 4 taxa. List 4 (the "watch" list) 
species are specifically not defined or described as rare or endangered by CNPS. Furthermore, 
one other species vernal barley (Hordeum intercedens) is a CNPS List 3 taxon, which also is not 
considered "rare" or endangered. 

Fourth, of the four species (not 13) listed by the CNPS Inventory as "rare" (i.e., List 1 or 2), one 
occurs as a single individual Nuttall's scrub oak (Quercus dumosa 1

); one is essentially preserved 
in its entirety cliff spurge (Euphorbia misera), one has been approved for translocation by CDFG 
and USFWS Blechman's dudleya (Dudleya blochmaniae blochmaniae) and the final species, the 
Coulter's saltbush (A triplex coulteri). occurs as only 9 individuals with 6 of the 9 preserved in 
project open space. 

Because ofth~ e:xtensi\e issues raised. we have found it most efficient to address th~ Animal 
Species listed on page I of\lr. Roberts· letter and the Plant Species listed on page 2. Table I of 
the Roberts lett~r. on a species by sp~cies basis as set forth below. Since the animal species have 
been dealt \\ith c:xtcnsi,ely in the FEIR as ''ell as in letters prepared for and by the Resource 
Agencies. my discussion ''Ill concentrate on the issues associated with the plant species. 

PACIFIC POCKET \IOCSE 

Th~ applicant \\!II set aside a 2-+.2-acre Headlands Consenation Park for purpos~s of 
con sen at Ion of th~ Paci fie pocket mouse. \loreover. an endowment \vi II be establish~d to 
pem1anently manag~ th~ Conservation Park. Th~ 2-+.2-acre Consen ation Park includes all 
occupi~d habitat for the Pacific pocket mouse. increases the original temporary Pocket \louse 
Presen·e by 2.2 acres. includes substantial habitat for population expansion, and provides 
adequate internal and external buffers. The proposed plan represents significant conservation for 
this species. Please refer to the CRS~ LSA letter report of September 19, 2002 and to the March 

~~~t;;~ I~-~-~;e 1. \lr R<lbcrts mcorrectl;. stat.:.; that '\una!'~ s-:rub oak ts not an "Identified" specteCQASTAL COMMISSION 
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2003 letter from the Resource Agencies to Mike Reilly, Chair, Califomia Coastal Commission, 
for more information responsive to the pocket mouse issues raised by Mr. Roberts. 

CALIFORl~IA GNATCATCHER 

As identified above, the Headlands site was deemed ill-suited for long-term conservation of this 
species and its habitat by the USFWS and CDFG, as well as the County of Orange. This is 
reflected in the NCCP adopted for Central/Coastal Orange County. Factors supporting this 
conclusion included the site's small size, the isolation of the site from areas supporting 
significant populations of gnatcatchers, the fact that the site does not contribute significantly to 
biological connectivity in the region, and the site's existing exposure to heavy use by humans and 
pets, among other things. Regardless, the 24.2-acre Conservation Park, combined with CSS in 
the Harbor Point Park area, will result in preservation of the highest quality and largest 
contiguous block of CSS remaining on the Headlands including territories for three pairs of 
California gnatcatchers as well as the addition of an extensive green belt buffer adjoining the 
Conservation Park consisting of 2. 7 acres that will be revegetated with CSS species following the 
removal of Margarita A venue. 

SPECIAL-STA Tt.:S PLA:"TS 

In addition to th..:: general comments pro\ ided abo\C. the plant species listed by \lr. Roberts in 
Table 1 of his letter are addressed in the order prO\ idcd in that table. As appropriate, the 
follo\\ing factors considerations for each spec1cs arc addressed bclO\\: 

• Status on the Headlands site: 

• Rarity. both locally and range-\\ ide: 

• Spec1al nature or role 1n the ecosystem. both locally and range-\\ 1de: 

• Sensitivity to indirect impacts. companng current conditions\\ 1th proposed conditions 
associated \\lth dc\elopment of the site: and 

• Likelihood for successful relocation or restoration (for those species for \vhich such is 
proposed) 

The criteria described bell)\\ arc used in cons1denng each of these pomts. COASTAL COMMlSSlON 
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Status on the Headlands Site 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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A determination of the status of each species on the site was based on the collective survey data 
regarding location, numbers and aerial extent along with the trends of the species on the site. In 
this regard, particular attention should be given to the decline of species caused by ongoing 
habitat degradation. 

Rarity, Both Locallv and Range-Wide 

In considering rarity, the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory, Sixth Edition, of rare 
and endangered vascular plants of California was the primary reference. As appropriate, this 
resource was used in conjunction with documentation and data provided by a variety of other 
sources, specific to the Orange County area. Use of the CNPS Inventory is helpful because it 
clearly defines levels of endangerment and rarity for all of the species addressed in the Inventory, 
which divides its subject taxa into four lists: List 1 (which is further divided into List 1A and 
1 B), List 2, List 3, and List 4. Although the Inventory uses the terms "rare" and "endangered" in 
the title, it is clear in the definitions/descriptions of these categories, that not all of the taxa listed 
in the Inventory are considered "rare". Specifically, List 3 and List 4 consist of species that 
typically exhibit relatively widespread distribution and at the current time have not reached a 
level of threat. nor have numbers or populations declined to a point that would cause these taxa 
to be considered "rare". List-+ is defined bv C:\PS as "Plants of Limited Distribution - A Watch 
List". C:\PS further explains the List-+ designation on page 55 ofthe Im·entor;v· (6' 11 Edttion): 

Thi! 55-1 plums m this catcgon are o(/united distrihwion or infinfuou 
throughout u hrouder area in Cali(omiu. and their \'ldnerahilln· or susceprihilit\ 
to threat uppcars rdarn·e!r lo11· ar rlus time. While ~t·e cannot call these p/all{s 
"rare ".t/·01n u state\\ ide perspecti\'i:. ther are uncommon enough that their status 
should he monllorccl n:gularlr. Should the degree o(endangerment or rant\ o(t~ 
List -1 plant cht~ngc. \\ £:' 11 ill rmns(cr it to u more appropriate lisr. 

Table I bclo'' summJriLcs the C~PS Lists. 

Special :\ atu re or Role in Ecosvstem 

Many plant species exhibit functions that make them particularly important v-.·ithin the 
ecosystems where they occur. Significant functions that many plant species provide, include 1) 
provision of habitat (including structure or food resources) for rare and endangered species. 2) 
provision ofhabitat for keystone species: 3) provision of resources for important pollinators, 
especially pollinators that arc important for other scnsiti\·e plant species: and-!.) effects on soil 
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either through erosion control or associations with mychorrizal fungi that often benefit native 
scrub and grassland communities. 

TABLE 1: SUMMARY OF CNPS LISTS 1, 2, 3, AND 4 

CNPS List 
[ List I A~ Presumed Extinct in California 

i 
I List I B- Rare or Endangered in 

California and Elsewhere 

I 
! List 2 - Rare or Endangered in California, 
I More Common Elsewhere 

List 3 - Need More Information 

' I 

----------- -~--~-- -------·~---

List 4 Plants of Limited Distnbution 

Comments 
Thought to be extinct in California based on a lack 
of observation or detection for many years. 
Species that are generally rare throughout their 
range that are also judged to be vulnerable to other 
threats such as declining habitat. 
Species that are rare in California but more 
common outside of California 
Species that, when more data is collected, may be 
found to be rare or in decline but CNPS lacks the 
information needed to assign to the appropriate list. 
In most instances, the extent of surveys for these 
spec1es IS not sufficient to allow CNPS to 
accurately assess whether these species should be 
assigned to a specific list. In addition. many of the 
List 3 species have associated taxonomic problems 
such that the validity of their current taxonomy is 
unclear. 
Species that are tentatiwly considered to be limited 
in distribution or range whose vulnerability or 
susceptibility to threat is currently low. In some 
cases, as noted abo\·e for List 3 species above. 
c:--;ps lacks survey data to accurately dctennine 
status in California. :\lany species han been 
placed on List 4 in previous editions of the 
"Inventory" and have been remond from the 
C:\PS lists altogether as survey data has 
indicated that the species are more common than 

, previously thought. CNPS recommends that 
· species currently included on this list should be 

monitored to ensure that future substantial declines 
are minimized. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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Sensitivitv to Indirect Impacts, Comparing Current Conditions with Proposed Conditions 
Associated \Vith Development of the Site 

The project site has been subject to varying levels of disturbance and degradation. In large 
measure the degradation has been related to the heavy human use which portions of the site have 
been subjected. Unfortunately, one of the areas ofhighest use, and therefore degradation, is the 
area in the vicinity of the hilltop and corresponding ridge, both of which exhibit the clay soil 
substrate preferred by many of the plants indicated by Mr. Roberts as requiring conservation. 
Some portions of the site, specifically those behind locked gates and fences, have been subject to 
far less disturbance. The special-status plant species on the site must each be evaluated 

separately with regard to current degradation, observed trends and long-term potential for 
persistence on the site with a no project alternative with the resulting expected continuing 
degradation, and with regard to the conditions under a post-project resource management regime 
as proposed in the HDCP. 

It should be noted that under the proposed project (HDCP) a significantly greater area of 
sensitive habitat, notably the Headlands Conservation Park and Harbor Point Park areas, are 
proposed as natural open space and conservation open space, compared with the Certified Local 
Coastal Program. Absent approval of the HDCP, the landowner could pursue development of a 
project consistent with the Certified LCP. This scenario would result in greater resource impacts 
than the proposed HDCP. 

Likelihood for Successful Relocation or Restoration 

For those species for'' hich relocation or restoration is proposed. evaluation of the likelihood of 
success is based upon 1) data generated by previous restoration efforts (e.g .. Blochman · s dudleya 
which has been subject to very successful restoration efforts), 2) data from closely-related 
species. and or 3 l ecological or horticultural information that would infom1 the likelihood of 
success. 

APHA\IS\IA 

This species has never been detected on the site in spite of the numerous directed focused surveys 
and more infom1al surveys by :V1r. Roberts and others, as indicated by Mr. Roberts in "Table I" 
of his letter. and is not further addressed. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT #._/...;;:3=-=.:d~ 
PAGE 7 OF U 
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COULTER'S SALTBUSH 

Status on Site 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT #_/_~_J-=-._ 
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Surveys in 2001 and 2002 identified a total of9 plants on the project site, including 6 individuals 
along the bluff edge adjacent to the Harbor Point Park and 3 individuals within the development 
footprint on the ridgeline west of the proposed Hilltop Park. The 6 individuals along the bluff 
edge occur along a footpath in open Coastal Sage Scrub/Coastal Bluff Scrub ecotone. The 3 
individuals within the proposed development footprint occupy disturbed Coastal Sage Scrub. 
Although the 6 individuals occur in an area that is fenced to prevent public access, given the 
proximity to public roads and the public's desire to walk along the bluff top, individuals climb 
over or cut through the fences on a regular basis. Thus, without proper management, even areas 
behind the fences are in jeopardy. 

Status/Raritv in Orange Countv and Range- Wide 

This species occurs from Baja California, extending northward to Ventura County and also on 
the Channel Islands. According the CNDDB, most of the Channel Island populations are extant 
(approximately 20 occurrences) and in fact, this species is generally considered to be an insular 
species with the Channel Islands providing the majority of the suitable habitat for this species. 

Extant locations on the mainland include: Southern Oran\!e Countv ~CCP Studv :\.rca (includin;z .__ - ~ ...... 

a number of populations in the San Juan Crcek\\'atershed and t\\O occurrences in the San \latco 
Creek Watershed): 2 San Clemente State Park: San Onofre State Beach (several hundred 
individuals). Bommer Canyon (two small populations of about 2U plants each): San Joaquin 
Freshwater \Iarsh (less than 25 plants ohsern~d): Laguna Beach: \lacArthur Boulevard and 
Pacific Coast Highway: behind :'\ewport Beach Public Library (obsef\ed by DaveBramlet in 
1998): Pelican Hill: and the east slope aho\·e Los Trancos Canyon. \\·here it is reported as 
common Jlong the dirt road passing through coastal sJge scrub on hill top in sandy clay soil. In 
all the total Orange County population is estimated at aproximately ~ . .2rJCJ and -UJOU indi\ iduals 

On page-+ ofti11S letter. \lr. Roberts describes this species as tolkms: 

Coulter's saltbush IS not an "u/emijleJ species .. in the XCCPiHCP It 1s extreme!.\· rare 
and sporad1c in the Centra! Coastal [.VCCP Subregion for Orange Cozmt_1,} and the 
!lead lands populatiOn represems a substantial fraction oft he total. Therefore adequate 
cm·erage H llf not he uclunt.>d in part because the Headlands site mm· he necessan· to 

: Occurr~nc~s ofCuultcr·s salthush 111 the: UrJngc Countv Suuthcrn Suhrcg1on '\CCP I!CP Study .-\rca can be 
\It:\\ ed un th~ l .'i. F1sh Jnd \\ Iidlife Sen Ic'c l'JrhhJd h~ld Office \\.~bsite at http//carlsbad fws.qov 
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the long-term survival of the species. Not on/_'v does the Headlands have suitable habitat 
hut the disturbed habitats on the site have excellent restoration potential for expanding 
Coulter's saltbush: this is not true elsewhere in the NCCPIHCP. 

Currently, the Headlands site supports less than 0.3-percent of the Orange County population of 
this species, and the project as proposed would impact three individuals or less than 0.1-percent 
of the Orange County total. Preservation of the six individuals and translocation of the three 
impacted individuals on the bluff top edge adjacent to the Harbor Point Park in conjunction with 
adjacent habitat restoration and long-term management will result in increased numbers for this 
species on the site, which would provide for a marginal increase of this species on the site and 
within Orange County. 

Special Nature or Role in Ecosvstem 

Coulter's saltbush is a diminutive perennial that emerges from an underground rootstock 
following winter and spring rains. This species typically ranges from two to six inches in 
diameter and is most often prostrate. During most years, the above-ground portions of the plant 
die back by June or July (sometimes August). 

Based on the characteristics noted above, this species does not play a special role or exhibit a 
special nature in the ecosystem. The small plant does not provide habitat and is not otherwise 
used in any way by any state or federally listed species or any other special-status species, nor is 
this species used by any keystone species. Coulter's saltbush is in the Chenopodiaceae. or 
Pigweed. family. ''hich mcludes a predominance ofwind-pollinated species including the 
Coulter's saltbush. Therefore. pollinators do not interact (and therefore do not benefit) from this 
species. Similarly, given the small stature and small numbers on the site, this species would not 
provide for any sort of erosion control. Finally. members of the Chenopodiaceae do not form 
mychorrizal associations. Therefore. this species exhibits no special soil functions in the 
ecosvstem. 

SensitivitY to Disturbance or Degradation 

.-\s noted abO\c. a total of nine individuals have been identified on the site. including six ncar the 
bluff edge in the area adjacent to the proposed Harbor Point Park and three in the development 
footprint on a small mound immediately adjacent to a heavily used trail. The six individuals 
located near the bluff edge would be preserved and managed under the project alternative and the 
potential for degradation would be minimal. lJnder the no project alternative, absent a 
management program. it is possible these plants could be impacted by trampling or other 
disturbance. The three individuals located "·ithin the development area are in a location that has 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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been subject to substantial degradation due to trampling, mountain bikes and invasive species 
and there is a high likelihood that these individuals will not persist on the site. If these three 
plants sti II exist, they are proposed for translocation to a suitable protected location pursuant to 
the project FEIR. 

Likelihood for Successful Relocation or Restoration 

On page 5 of his letter, Mr. Roberts states the following: 

The FEIR proposes moving the Coulter's saltbush population as mitigation for impacts to 
its present site. OC CNPS has objections to this: 

• There is little known habitat remaining in Orange County for this species. It 
grows only on cla_v barrens or cobbly clay soils such as those on the Headlands. 
Onl_v an extremely small area of suitable habitat will remain in conserevation if 
the HDCP is implemented in it current form. The conserved area will be very 
vulnerable to edge effects, non-native species invasion and suspension of site 
management-even if short term. 

• There is no histOIT of transplantation for this species. Any transplantation for 
rlzis species li'Ou!d he extremeh· experimental. 

• The Headlands popul1ztion. despite its small si::.e. is characteristic oft he ma;onn 
o(rlus speCies· remauzing populations lll sowhern Orange Counll or southern 
CulUornta us u region. rThere are sn·cn extant populations in Orange Cowztr. 
mosl (~l H hich are threatened h~· de\·e!opmenl). The Headlands slle also 
represents excellent opportunities for population expansion hecause it \tall!d 

recjllirc minunal res/oration. Fe1v other siles lw1·c as IIWC!z resroratton or 
popul,mon L'Xpwzston porcntia!. Thus the Headlands population ts \·en 
\1'!,11/(lCUII{ 

\lr. Robert's statements arc not accurate. 

First. there is substantial habitat remaining In Orange County. including areas within the Orange 
County Southern Subregion \iCCP 1HCP Study Area. Other populations such as the Bommer 
Canyon sites and the San Clemente State Park populations are conserved in preservation areas. 

Second. the are::1 on the Hc::1dlands (that currently supports approximately 6 individuals 
occupying a t'c\\ square feet) is along the bluff edge within the conserv::1tion area associated with 
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the proposed Harbor Point Park site that includes approximately 1.5 to 2 acres of potentially 
suitable habitat. These plants occur immediately adjacent to an existing footpath that receives 
limited use but is sufficient to create some ofthe edge effects noted by Mr. Roberts. 
Management of the area would actually serve to reduce potential edge effects, allowing the plants 
to expand either passively or through active restoration. 

Third, while GLA is not aware of active transplantation programs for this species, we have had 
experience with what could best be described as "passive" relocation, specifically in association 
with a southern tarplant restoration program for Tesoro High School in southern Orange County. 
In this case, seed and soil collections for southern tarplant apparently contained seed of Coulter's 
saltbush (these species often share the same habitat areas in southern Orange County) because 
Coulter's saltbush appeared with the southern tarplant in a freshly graded mitigation area. 
Although not part of the southern tarplant relocation project, Coulter's saltbush occurrences were 
recorded and individuals have persisted for at least three years within the southern tarplant 
mitigation site. As such, it appears that in the presence of suitable conditions, this species would 
not be difficult to relocate, especially in small numbers. 

Fourth, while on the one hand Mr. Roberts cites the CNPS objections to relocation of this species 
as proposed in the EIR, he then goes on to say on page 5 of his letter: 

The Headlands site also represents excellent opportunities for population 
expansion hecause it Hould requtre minimal restoration. FeH other sacs lza\'i.' as 
much reswruuon or population expansion potential. 

Given that the three plants to be impacted occupy an area of a few square feet it is our opinion 
that there is more than sufficient area within the areas of the Harbor Point Park and the Hilltop 
Park for successful relocation and expansion of this species on the site. 

PACIFIC SALTBtSH 

This species has ne\"~.::r been detected on the s1te. in spite of the numerous directed focused 
surYeys and more infonnal suf\ eys by \lr. Roberts and others as indicated by \lr. Roberts in 
"Table I" of his letter and is not further addressed. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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PROSTRATE SPINEFLO\VER 

As has happened previously with a number of List 4 species, the California Native Plant Society 
has removed this species from the List 4 designation. As noted above, CNPS does not consider 
List 4 species to be "rare"; however, this species was considered to be too common even for 
inclusion on List 4. As such, this species no longer has any special status even within the CNPS 
Inventory system, and is not further addressed. 

WESTERN DICHONDRA 

Status on Site 

This diminutive herbaceous perennial occurs in small, scattered patches, usually in the shade of 
woody shrubs on the west- facing slope immediately southwest of the proposed Hilltop Park area. 
The areal extent of the area occupied by this species is depicted on Exhibit 3. Under the 
proposed development plan, all but a small portion (approximately 10-percent) ofthe area 
occupied by this species will be removed during grading for the project. 

Status in Orange Countv and Region 

This species is still fairly \\idespread and common and at times locally abundant (especially after 
fires) in San Diego County. [t also occurs at many sites in Orange County. including multiple 
sites in Laguna Beach and Rancho .\lission \'IeJO. [n Los A.ngeles and \'entura counties this 
species has been reported on the Ridge bet\\een La Tuna and Topanga canyons and La Jolla and 
Deer canyons respectively. Reiser ( 1994); pro\ ides a detailed account of occurrence of this 
species in San Diego County. a portion of which is excerpted below: 

Western ntclzondru IS occusionu!h C0/1/11/011 folio\\ ing hurns Ill coasru! Sun /)u·go 
CowU\. as ncar Black .\fount ill !I Row/ south o(Pc1zasqzutas Cunron It ts 

r)()tcnuullr rrcscnr at man\ count\ stll'S tn coastal Chararra! or Dtcgun Suge 
.).cruh It 1s uhwiilunt on rlze slores uhm·e rhe ocean at Torrn Pzncs Prcse1Te us u 

dominant undersron element. D1chondra IS a 11 uieh dispersed wzderston plalll 

in J/i!aun Sector Afj(I THo on Camp Pendleron >vith sightmgs extending 
rhroughout the San Onofre .\fountains. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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In addition to these occurrences, Reiser notes over 50 other occurrences in San Diego County 
alone, occurrences in Orange, Los Angeles and Ventura Counties (though it is important to note 
that his discussion of counties other than San Diego County are incomplete). Mr. Reiser also 
notes 13 occurrences in Mexico. 

Raritv 

This species is not considered rare. CNPS includes this species on List 4, which, as noted above 
(including the summary in Table 1 ), means that this species is not considered by CNPS as a 
"rare" taxon. Furthermore, as described above, this species currently occurs at a wide variety of 
sites in San Diego and Orange Counties. 

Special Nature of Role in Ecosvstem 

Western dichondra is a diminutive perennial that emerges from an underground rootstock 
following winter and spring rains. This species typically ranges from one to two inches in height, 
growing in clumps of a few to hundreds of plants typically in the shade of shrubs. During most 
years, the above-ground portions of the plant die back by June or July. 

Based on the characteristics noted above, this species does not play a special role or exhibit a 
special nature in the ecosystem. The small plant does not provide habitat and is not used in any 
way by any state or federally listed species or any other special-status species. nor is this species 
used by any keystone species. This species occurs on portions of the site with cobbly clay soils 
that exhibit little potential for erosion .. -\s such. this species would not play an important role in 
erosion control. 

Sensitivitv to Disturbance or Degradation 

As noted abo\ e. this species typically occurs under the shade of large shrubs. which also limits 
competition from non-native annual grasses and !orbs. which typically do poorly under the 
canopy ofnati\e shrubs. For the portion of the population that is to be preserved. preservation of 
the soil structure and associated .. nurse .. shrubs would ensure tha.t this species continues to persist 
on the site. 

Likelihood for Successful Relocation or Restoration 

As identified in the FEIR and acknowledged hy \1r. Roberts, this species is adequately mitigated 

through the ;\CCP HCP. COASTAL COMMlSSlON 

EXHIBIT# /3d 
PAGE /.3 OF Z" 



\l1ke Reilly. C'hair 
Califomia Coastal Commission 
April 15. 2003 
Page 14 

BLOCHMA~'S Dt:DLEYA 

With the approval of the NCCP/HCP by the Califomia Resources Agency, the California 
Department of Fish and Game and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the subsequent 
issuance of a Section I O(a)(l )(B) Authorization, participating landowners were issued "take" 
authorizations for a variety of species including the federally listed threatened coastal California 
gnatcatcher. Included in the take authorization for the Headlands project site is the incidental 
take of the Blochman's dudleya as well as authorization for the translocation ofthis species, 
which under the NCCP/HCP is to be implemented by CDFG. Pursuant to the terms of the 
Implementation Agreement ofthe NCCP/HCP, any individuals ofBlochman's dudleya that will 
be directly impacted by grading would be moved to a suitable site (either onsite or offsite) as 
determined by CDFG biologists. 

Status on Site 

In our above-mentioned letter to Meredith Osborne ofCDFG, dated February 10,2003, we 
estimated the population of Blochman 's dudleya as 250 plants based upon surveys conducted in 
1991 and 1996 that determined the population to be approximately 250. It was noted in the same 
letter that Mr. Roberts estimated the population as ranging from 500 to I ,500 individuals in his 
letter dated June 27, 2002 for which no support or survey data was provided. Subsequent to our 
letter. \tr. Roberts submitted to L'RS Corporation what he characterizes as survey data for 
Blochman' s dudleya spanning selected years between 1983 and 200 I. Interestingly. this 
particular infom1at1on has ne\ er before been pro\'ided to the landowner or~ a far as we are aware 

any other agenc: and is only now being presented. :\e\'ertheless. the new information from 
\tr. Roberts regarding his estimates of the species' numbers in certain prior years ranges from a 
high of 2.UOO 3.UOO twenty years ago to populations sizes as low as 226 and as high as l .384 in 
the last ten years. lt IS thus consistent \vith our earlier characterization of his information. 
Although \tr. Roberts pro\ ides no information regarding his Sllf\ ey methods. the count of 226 in 
1996 is \cry close to the 2~() that l counted in 1996. Regardless of the accuracy of \lr. Roberts' 
numbers. the population on the Headlands site has been generally declining compared With 
t\\ enty years ago. and the location of this population continues. and will continue to be e\posed 
to significant human disturbance In the absence of a project to transplant, manage, and protect the 
species. such as IS be1ng proposed by the current project. 

Status/Raritv in Orange Countv and Range-Wide 

This species ranges from north San Diego County to San Luis Obispo County to the north with 
populations in San Diego. Orange. Los Angeles. \'entura. Santa Barbara. and San Luis Obispo 

counties. COASTAL COMMISSION 
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.Special Nature or Role in Ecosvstem 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

:~:ITif ~0;1k: 

Blochman 's dudleya is a diminutive perennial that sends up leaves in March or April flowed by 
flowering stalks in April or May from an underground conn following winter and spring rains. 
The basal rosette typically ranges from two to three inches in diameter and usually one to two 
inches in height. During most years, the above-ground portions of the plant die back by June or 
July with dried flowering stalks sometimes visible into fall or winter. 

Based on the characteristics noted above, this species does not play a special role or exhibit a 
special nature in the ecosystem. The small plant does not provide habitat and is not otherwise 
used in any way by any state or federally listed species or any other special-status species, nor is 
this species used by any keystone species. This species is known to be insect pollinated and the 
potential pollinators include a variety of generalist pollinator groups. As such, the Blechman's 
dudleya does not appear to support any specific group of pollinators that depend solely on it. 
Similarly, given the small stature and small numbers on the site, this species would not provide 
for any sort of erosion control. Finally, members of the subgenus Hasseanthus of which 
Blochman 's dudleya is a part are not known to fonn mychorrizal associations.

4 
Therefore, this 

species provides no special benefits to the soil. 

Sensitivitv to Disturbance or Degradation 

As noted abo\·e. the population of Blochman 's dudleya occupies the most heavily used and 
degraded portions of the site. because it is easily accessible to the public. Under the no project 
alternative. absent a management program. it is expected that the population will continue to 
decline due to impacts from trampling, mountain bikes, and most significantly due to 
competition from non-native species. With implementation of the proposed plan, the preserved 
and restored habitat would be managed so as to provide for long-term persistence on the 
Headlands. 

Likelihood for Successful Relocation or Restoration 

\lr. Roberts submitted a letter. dated June 17. 2002. to Meredith Osborne of the California 
Department of Fish and Game regarding the proposed Blochman 's Dudleya translocation 
program. A letter of response was prepared by GLA to address the points raised by Mr. Roberts 
that effectively addressed each of the concerns that he raised. Rather than repeat substantial 
sections from that letter. it has been attached. It should be noted that in the attached letter (page 
5 ). we noted that restoration efforts for Blochman 's dudleya at the Marblehead Coastal site in 

• R1dner. R1ck. 2003. Personal Commumcatwn regardmg mychorrizal assoCiatiOns in members off:tJAMftf COMMISSIO 
Hus.1eanthus tested bj Ted St. John at the time \lr. St. John was associated with Tree of Life ;-.iursery. t 
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San Clemente has resulted in successful relocation or propagation of over 10,000 individuals. 
Based upon a personal communication with Mr. Mark Dodero of RECON, who has performed 
the Blochman 's dudleya translocation program, their most recent monitoring indicates upwards 
of 16,000 individuals on the site with a minimum of 5,000 flowering individuals. As such, the 
potential for translocation with an overall expansion of the population size is high. 

CLIFF SPURGE 

All but a few (and possibly all) individuals of this species are avoided and preserved; therefore, it 
is not necessary to further address this species. Mr. Roberts characterized the mitigation measure 
of avoidance as "good" in Table 1 of his letter. 

PALMER'S GRAPPLING HOOK 

Status on Site 

This CNPS List 4species was reported on the site in 1983 in the area proposed for dedication as 
the Hilltop Park [see Figure 4.3.4 of the FEIR]. As such, the area where this species was mapped 
would not be affected by the project.' \'cvertheless. it is important to note that this species has 
not been detected during subsequent surveys and it is very likely that Site disturbance has resulted 
in extirpation of this species from the Site. It should also be noted that \tr. Roberts considered 
this species to be adequately addressed hy the \'CCP HCP . 

. VER:\AL BARLEY 

Status on Site 

\'emal barley is a small annu<1! grass that is associated onsik with very limited flat <1reas with 
clay-rich soils ncar the hilltop and Within the proposed Harbor Point Park. In most instances. the 
vema! harley is associated \\ith tire ruts or \ery narrow eroded ditches along trails or roads in 
heavily disturbed areas. The ver;.: small population of vema! barley on the project site is subject 
to constant threat from off-road vehicles and mountain bikes that tend to ''target" road ruts and 
road depressions that provide microhabitats fa,·ored by this species. The potential for continued 

'On page -1.3-36 of the FEIR. It ts reported that Palmer·, grappltng hook \\OUid be Jd\ersely affected by the proJect; 
howner. based upon Ftgure -1 3 -1. It appear-; that tfm mJ\ ha\e been Incorrect and the pre\!ouslj mapped location 
for thts spectes \\tlltwt he graded. 



\like Reilly. Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
April 15, 2003 
Page 17 

degradation and possible extirpation is high if this species is not located to suitable habitat within 
protected open space. 

In each area where it was observed, the number of individuals of vernal barley was in the 1 Os or 
20s, constituting very small stands for this species that can number in the hundreds of thousands 
or millions in areas such as the San Jacinto River floodplain and in alkali grasslands in areas such 
as Hemet in western Riverside County (Bomkamp, personal observation). Overall, a few 
hundred individual plants were estimated to occur on the site. Under the development plan, most 
of the individuals would be affected by grading for the project. Nevertheless, it is expected the 
plant could be re-established as discussed below. 

Status in Orange Countv and Region 

This CNPS List 3 species has a wide range, extending from Baja to northern California where it 
is known from Mono and San Mateo counties. This species is also known from most of the 
Channel Islands. As noted above, in southern California, this species is still occurs in large 
numbers in western Riverside County in the San Jacinto River and Salt Creek (Hemet) 
watersheds and is known from multiple locations in Orange and San Diego counties. 

Raritv 

C:\PS includes this species on List 3, which. as noted above (including the summary in Table 1 ). 
means that this species is not considered by C:\PS as a "rare" taxon. In the case of List 3 taxa. 
this is often because insufficient data exists or because of taxonomic questions. In the case of 
vernal barley. both are the case. First. this annual grass is very difficult to identify and is often 
overlooked during surveys as it can easily be mistaken for a number of the annual non-native 
barleys of \lediterrancan origin. leading to an under reporting of this species. Secondly. and 
related to the first. this species has also been confused \\ith the nati\e Hordwn rusL!!um. also 
leading to misidentification. 

As noted abo\ e. vernal barley occurs in extremely large numbers (e.g .. in the millions in portions 
of Riverside County), and as more surYeys are perforn1ed. new occurrences continue to be found. 
including sites in San Diego and Orange Counties. 

Special Nature or Role in Ecosvstem 

Vernal barley is an annual grass that germinates from seed following winter and spring rains. 
This species typically ranges from four to eight inches tall. In areas such as the Saltcreek 
watershed in Hemet where it still occurs in the hundreds of thousands or millions. this species is 
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often the dominant species in the alkali grasslands. By way of contrast, in Orange County, 
populations are typically associated with the margins of vernal pools, seasonally wet grasslands 
in small patches or stands, or in local disturbances such as is the case on the Headlands. 

Based on the characteristics noted above, the vernal barley on the Headlands site does not play a 
special role or exhibit a special nature in the ecosystem. The small plant does not provide habitat 
and is not used in any way by any state or federally listed species or any other special-status 
species, nor is this species used by any keystone species. Vernal barley is in the Poaceae or grass 
family, which consists entirely of wind-pollinated species. Therefore, pollinators do not interact 
(and therefore do not benefit) from this species. Similarly, given the small stature and small 
numbers on the site, this species would not provide for any sort of erosion control. Finally, this 
is an annual species that does not form mychorrizal associations. Therefore, this species exhibits 
no special soil functions in the ecosystem. 

Sensitivitv to Disturbance or Degradation 

This species is typically associated with floodplains that are subject to cyclical disturbance or 
with the margins of vernal pools or other seasonal wetlands. As noted above, on the Headlands 
site, all of the individuals identified are associated with road ruts or low areas within roads or 
trails. These areas are subject to continued degradation in the no project alternative through 
regular disturbance from mountain bikes. occasional off-road vehicles and heavy foot traffic. 

:\litigation/Likelihood for Successful Relocation or Restoration 

Although not fom1ally identitied as a cO\·ered species in the :\CCP HCP. this species is 
adequately mitigated through participation in the :\CCP HCP because of its \Videspread 
occurrence within the :\CCP resef\·e. The FEIR provides the foliO\\ ing inforn1ation: 

!farms\\ orrh .·lssocwtcs f I 999) reporrs thea there are: I kno\t n locations o( 
1 ernul hurhT tn the (Orange Counnj Central/Coastal .\'CCP Suhrcgton r~(HJuch 
I 3 urc 11 ttlun the Central Coastal .\'awre Reserve, Special Lmkage. or .Von

n..·scn cOpen .)jJucc. ,)jJect/lcu/h·. \'Cmul hurfe1· IS knOH!l \i /thin the Resene al 

.lf1so Cunron rsel'(:raf occurrences;, Bommer Can\·on (several occurrences), and 

the Ecofogtcaf Resen:e (l{ L'C-!nine. (Author's note: Aliso Canyon and Bommer 
Canyon arc both within the coastal zone.) 

This species also occurs in substantial numbers (estimated at tens of thousands) on the Surf 
Beach Bluffs at San Onofre State Beach and also at Faif\iew Park in Costa yfesa in an area that 
IS proposed for long-tem1 presef\ at ion bv the Cit\' of Costa \lesa. . . 
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With regard to relocation or restoration, this is an annual species that typically occurs on 
floodplains and seasonal depressions. Such species are typically very easy to relocate by means 
of seed collection and broadcasting into areas with suitable hydrology. The ability of this species 
to tolerate disking and other types of disturbance is a significant indicator that relocation of this 
species would be successful. Suitable areas within the proposed Hilltop Park and the proposed 
Harbor Point Park would provide ample opportunity for relocation, although from the standpoint 
of regionally based habitat preservation, the species is adequately protected elsewhere. 

ROBINSON'S PEPPERGRASS 

This species has never been detected on the site, in spite of the numerous directed focused 
surveys and more informal surveys by Mr. Roberts and others, as indicated by Mr. Roberts in 
"Table l" of his letter, and is not further addressed. 

CALIFORNIA BOXTHORN 

Status on Site 

California box-thorn was identified on the steep. often inaccessible cliff faces, and along the 
blufftop at II locations on site. This species fom1s thickets. which makes it difficult to count 
individual shrubs. Based upon observations during the year-.2000 surveys it is estimated that 20 
to 30 clumps or isolated shrubs occur on site. :\II but two locations will be preserwd onsite 
within designated consef\.·ation open space as proposed in the HDCP. 

Status in Orange CountY and Region 

This recent add1t1on to the C:\PS List 4 species occurs in coastal bluff scrub or coastal sage 
scrub. generally ncar the coast (though it is known from as far inland as San Bernardino County) 
from Sonora \kx1co and Baja California north to Los Angeles County. This species also occurs 
on essentially all of the Channel Islands as \\ell as 1slands off the coast of\lexico and also ranges 
into Arizona. This species is still relatively common on coastal bluffs and slopes in San Diego 
and Orange counties. 

Raritv 

This species is not considered rare. C:\PS includes this species on List 4. which. as noted above 
(includin\.! the summaf\.· in Table I). means that this species is not considered bv C:\PS as a 
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"rare" taxon. Furthermore, as described above, this species currently occurs at a wide variety of 
sites in San Diego and Orange counties. 

Special Nature or Role in Ecosystem 

California boxthom is a small rounded shrub ( 12 to 24 inches tall) that is a drought-deciduous 
perennial that sprouts leaves following winter and spring rains. Based on the characteristics 
noted above, this species does not play a special role or exhibit a special nature in the ecosystem. 
This species occurs on steep slopes and nearly vertical bluff faces, this subshrub does not provide 
habitat nor is it likely used by any state or federally listed species or any other special-status 
species, nor is this species used by any keystone species. The small white tubular flowers are 
likely pollinated by generalist pollinators such as those named above in the discussion of 
Blochman's dudleya and like Blochman's dudleya does not appear to support any specific group 
of pollinators that depend solely on it. Because this species occurs on steep bluffs and slopes, it 
likely serves to reduce erosion; however, given the limited number of individuals and overall 
distribution on the site, the effect would not be measurable. It is not known whether this species 
forms mychorrizal associations; however, because of the limited number of individuals and 
overall distribution on the site, the benefits would not be significant. 

SensitivitY to Disturbance or Degradation 

The California boxthom occurs on the steep bluffs and slopes on the site that are generally \\ell
protected from human disturbance. due to the inaccessibility of the areas where it occurs. Lnder 
the proposed project. the species ''ill henefit from the management program which will remo\e 
im·asi\e species that over ttme could Impact several ofthe known locations of this species. 

Likelihood for Successful Relocation or Restoration 

Presen at ion of more than 91J-percent of the nnstte population and implementation of a resource 
management program ''Ill pro\ ide adequate protection tor this species. It should also he noted 
that \lr. Roberts considered thts species to also he Jdequately addressed by the :\CCP HCP 
through presenation ot'thts spectes In the :\ature Resenc. 
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SMALL-FLO\VERED MICROSERIS 

Status on Site 

Small-flowered microseris occurs on a small, disturbed flat area with clay-rich soils near the 
northern edge of the hilltop. This very small population often individual plants was identified 
on site in a narrow roadside ditch. The entire population would be preserved within the Hilltop 
Park. 

The few individuals of this species are under constant threat from off-road vehicles, mountain 
bikes, and hikers that tend to traverse the open areas that provide microhabitats favored by this 
species. The potential for continued degradation and possible extirpation is high if this species is 
not protected within open space. Preservation in conjunction with long-term resource 
management as proposed in the HDCP will ensure persistence of this species_on the Headlands 
site. 

Rarity 

This species is not considered rare. CNPS includes this species on List 4, which, as noted above 
(including the summary in Table 1 ), means that this species is not considered by CNPS as a 
··rare" taxon. Furthermore. as described below. this species currently occurs at a wide \·ariety of 
sites in San Otego and Orange Counties. 

Status in Orange Count\ and Range-Wide 

This species occurs from Baja California. extending northward to Orange. Riverside and Los 
Angeles counties. This species is also known from San Clemente and Santa Catalina islands. 
Small-flowered microseris is a non-descript small annual that !lowers in Febn.tar:: or \larch and 
is often missed Juring spring sur;eys. a fact that probably results in under reporting of this 
species. In Orange County. recent surveys have identified it at number of locations including the 
East Orange General Plan area and the Southern Subregion :\CCP HCP Study Area". In addition 
to these recent sightings. HarnlS\\Orth .-\sso<:_iates report 20 occurrences in the Orange County 
Central Coastal :\CCP Reser;e Study Area. 

"The results of these surveys are currently tn prep:uatiOn. 
· Ham15worth .-'l.ssoCiates. 1998. Grasslands: llabit:.Jt Qual1t: and Sensitive Plants m the'CentraLCoastal \:CCP 
Subre~IOn. 
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Special Nature or Role in Ecosvstem 

Small-flowered microseris is a diminutive annual that germinates from seed in late winter 
following winter rains. This species typically ranges from three to six inches tall with a single 
flowering head. During most years, the plant sets seed by April and is not detectable by June. 

Based on the characteristics noted above, this species does not play a special role or exhibit a 
special nature in the ecosystem. The small plant does not provide habitat and is not otherwise 
used in any way by any state or federally listed species or any other special-status species, nor is 
this species used by any keystone species. This species is in the sunflower family, a family 
which generally exhibits a broad range of generalist pollinators such as those mentioned for 
Blochrnan's dudleya and is not expected to support any specific group of pollinators that depend 
solely on it. Similarly, given the small stature and small numbers on the site, this species would 
not provide for any sort of erosion control. Finally, most annuals do not form mychorrizal 
associations. Therefore, this species exhibits no special soil functions in the ecosystem. 

Sensitivitv to Disturbance or Degradation 

As noted above, a total often individuals have been identified within the proposed Hilltop Park. 
The few individuals of this species are under constant threat from off-road vehicles, mountain 
bikes. and hikers that tend to traverse the open areas that provide microhabitats favored by this 
species. The potential for continued degradation and possible extirpation is high if this species is 
not protected \\ithin open space. PreserYation in conjunction with long-term resource 
management as proposed in the HDCP \\ill ensure persistence of this species on the Headlands 
site. 

Likelihood for Successful Relocation or Restoration 

\\"hile no impacts to this species would occur, through implementation of the proJect. the proJect 
offers the opportunity to Increase the total number of individuals on the site through management 
and passi\ e restoration. 

GOLDE:\-R..\ YED PE:\TACHAETA 

Status on Site 

.-\small population \\JS identified in coastal sage scrub along the upper west-facing slope of the 
ridge in the area of the Hilltop Park. 
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Rarih· 

This species is not considered rare. CNPS includes this species on List 4, which, as noted above 
(including the summary in Table 1 ), means that this species is not considered by CNPS as a 
"rare" taxon. Furthermore, as described below, this species currently occurs at a wide variety of 
sites in San Diego and Orange counties. 

Status in Orange County and Range-Wide 

This diminutive annual occurs across a variety of elevations (sea level to 6,000 feet) and 
associated habitats including cismontane woodland, coastal sage scrub, lower elevation 
coniferous forest, and valley and foothill grassland. This species ranges south into Baja and 
occurs in San Diego, Orange, Riverside, Los Angeles and San Bernardino counties. Like the the 
small-flowered microseris, golden-rayed pentachaeta is non-descript small annual that flowers in 
February or March and is often missed during spring surveys, a fact that probably results in under 
reporting of this species. It is also noteworthy that this species was only recently added to the 
CNPS Inventory List 4 (2001) as up until that time, this species would not have been subject to 
focused surveys as a special-status species, again, resulting in under reporting. As such, data on 
this species is lacking when compared with most of the species discussed above. 

In Orange County. recent surveys have identified this species in the East Orange General Plan 
area within The Irvine Ranch Land Reserve. In addition to these sightings, Harmsworth 
Associates report one occurrence with small-flowered microseris in the vicinity of Bommer 
C ~ an yon. 

Special :\ature or Role in Ecosvstem 

Golden-rayed pentachaeta is an annual forb that germinates from seed following winter and 
spring rains. This species typically ranges from three to six inches tall. Based on the 
characteristics noted ahove, the golden-rayed pentachaeta on the Headlands site does not play a 
special role or exhibit a special nature in the ecosystem. The small plant does not provide habitat 
and is not used in any way by any state or federally listed species or any other special-status 
species. nor is this species used by any keystone species. The golden-rayed pentachaeta is in the 
Asteraceae or sunflower family, which is typically pollinated by common generalist pollinators. 
This factor combined \vith the very limited number of individuals on this site, results in no 
measurable benefit to other species associated with pollinator interactions. Similarly, given the 
small stature and small numbers on the site. this species would not provide for any sort of erosion 

' 1-Lmnsworth Associates. 199S. Gr3sslands: Habitat Quality and Sensitive Plants m the Central. Coastal 'CCP 
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control. Finally, this is an annual species that does not fonn mychorrizal associations. 
Therefore, this species exhibits no special soil functions in the ecosystem. 

SensitivitY to Disturbance or Degradation 

The CNPS Inventory cites non-native species as the biggest threat to the golden-rayed 
pentachaeta. In the no project alternative, the proliferation of non-native grasses and forbs over 
significant portions of the site, along with on-going trampling and other human generated 
disturbances, pose a risk to this species, as they do for Blochman 's dudleya, Coulter's saltbush, 
small-flowered microseris and vernal barley. Implementation of a resource management program 
in connection with project site development offers the greatest potential for benefit to this species 
on the site. 

Likelihood for Successful Relocation or Restoration 

While limited impacts to this species may occur, the project offers the opportunity through 
restoration and management to increase the total number of individuals on the site. 

NUTTALL'S SCRUB OAK 

Status on Site 

:-\single indi\·idual of:\uttall's scrub oak \\as identified on the slope O\crlooking the "bowl" 
near the center of the site. Since the early 1980s. this has been the only indi\·idual identified on 
the site. This individual would be remo\ed by project grading. It is important to note that this 
species is a co\·ercd species within the Orange County Central Coastal :\CCP Subregion. and the 
take of this species is authorized. where it occurs on non-resef\c lands. The consef\·ation and 
management of this species is prm 1ded for under the Central Coastal :\CCP. 

This indi\Idual scrub oak Is specitically addressed on page 8--r:' of the Orange County Central & 
Coastal Subregion Pan Ill: Joint Programmatic EIR EIS as tollo\vs: 

Coastal Scruh Oak A lone Coastal Scruh Oak f Quercus dumosa) Has fowzd on
site Hlllch 1s ofhotanical interest. hw no hiolog1cal significance since it is a 
single indi\ idual H hich does not represent a viahle population. Suhstantial 
populations ofrhis oak are found ar numerous locales in coastal San Diego 
Counn·: a fell s1gm(icwzt populations also occur uz the \'iCllllt\ of Dana Point 
(e.g .. near the llltcrsectL0/1 o(CrrJ\\n f'alle1 PurkH·ar and Pac1fic /s!wu/ Dnn'J. 
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While transportation of this shrub to another locale within proposed open space 
may he feasible, the long-term viability of such a transplantation is of 
questionable merit. 

Status in Orange Countv and Region 

This species occurs in closed-cone coniferous forest (e.g., Torrey Pines environs), chaparral, and 
coastal sage scrub generally within close proximity to the coast, ranging from Baja to Santa 
Barbara County. As noted in the EIRJEIS cited above viable populations remain extant in the 
vicinity of the site. 

Special Nature or Role in the Ecosystem 

This single individual scrub oak does not represent a viable population and does not play a 
special role in the ecosystem. This individual shrub would not be used by the California 
gnatcatcher or other listed species on the site. While the single individual scrub oak could 
provide potential nesting habitat for a limited number of common species, the loss of this 
individual would not produce a measurable loss within the local ecosystem. Oaks are wind
pollinated species so there would be no benefits to pollinators associated with the presence of 
this species. Finally. a single individual shrub would exhibit no measurable benefit relative to 
erosion control or other associated effects on the soil. 

:\litigation 

As noted in the FEIR. this single indi\ idual is adequately mitigated through participation in the 
;\CCP HCP. \lr. Roberts also considers this species to be adequately mitigated by the 
:--.;CCP HCP. In addition. a limited number of individuals of this species could be incorporated 
into the landscaping within the Hilltop Park and orthe Harbor Point Park resulting in a net 
increase on the site. 

CALIFOR:\IA GROL:\DSEL 

Status on Site 

This species was reported as occurring on the site in 1983; however. numerous directed focused 
surHys and more informal surveys by \;lr. Roberts and others. as indicated by \lr. Roberts on 
Table 1. have failed to detect this species since. lt is presumed that the ongoing degradation of 
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the site has resulted in the extirpation of this species. There would be no impacts to this species, 
and this species is not further addressed. 

WOOLY SEABLITE 

Status on Site 

Woolly seablite was observed at three locations, typically associated with clay or poorly drained 
soils along the outer slopes above the south end of Strand Beach. This species has spreading 
branches and can form dense clusters of plants, often making it difficult to count individual 
plants. We estimate that fewer than 10 plants comprise the small population found on site. Of 
these, approximately three plants would be impacted and the remaining would be preserved in 
designated open space. 

Status in Orange Countv and Region 

This species occurs on coastal bluffs and slopes, coastal dunes, and the margins of salt and 
brackish marshes from Baja to Santa Barbara including the Channel Islands and Guadalupe 
Island (Mexico). This species is still fairly common in a variety of habitats in Orange and San 
Diego counties and is associated with salt marshes, creek mouths and beaches north of Santa 
\1onica to \"cntura County and Santa Barbara County. Reiser describes this species as· ... "locally 
common in the \estigial salt marsh habitat still present along the southern California Coast". 

Raritv 

This species IS not considered rare. C\"PS includes this species on List 4, which, as noted abo\"C 
(including the summary in Table I), means that this species is not considered by C\"PS as a 
"r:ue" taxon. Furthern10re. as described above, this species currently occurs at a'' ide' ariety ot' 
Sites in San DiegL' Jnd Orange counties. extending northv .. ard to Santa Barbara County. 

Special :\ature or Role in Ecosvstem 

Woolly seablite IS a small subshrub that ranges from one to t\VO feet in diameter with a height of 

12 to 18 inches. Based on the characteristics noted above, this species does not play a special 
role or exhibit a special nature in the ecosystem. The small plant does not provide habitat and is 
not used in any'' ay by any state or federally listed species or any other special-status species, nor 
IS this species used by any keystone species. Woolly seablite is in the Chcnopodiaceae or 
Pigweed family. which Includes a predominance of,,ind-pollinated species including this 
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species. Therefore, pollinators do not interact (and therefore benefit) from this species. 
Similarly, given the small stature and small numbers on the site, this species would not provide 
for any sort of erosion control. Finally, members of the Chenopodiaceae do not form 
mychorrizal associations. Therefore, this species exhibits no special soil functions in the 
ecosystem. 

Sensitivitv to Disturbance or Degradation 

Woolly seablite occurs in a number of habitats that exhibit regular disturbance including flooding 
(salt marshes and creek mouths), slope failures and erosion (bluffs) and wave action (marshes 
and beaches). The major threat to this species is loss of habitat. Preservation oftwo ofthe three 
populations on the project site would ensure continued persistence of this species on the site. 

Likelihood for Successful Relocation or Restoration 

Members of the Chenopodiaceae are typically easy to propagate and have the ability to thrive in 
salty or otherwise poor soils. As such, it is fully expected that this species could easily be 
translocated to appropriate conservation areas on the site. 

If you have any questions regarding this letter-report please contact me at (949) 83 7-0404. 

Sincerely. 

GLE~~ LL'KOS .-\SSOCIA TES 

Tony Bomkamp 
Senior Biolog.1st Botanist 

cc: Karl Schwing 
Caitlin Bean 
Bill Tippets 
Kevin Darnall 
Andrew Hartzell 
Doug Chotke\·ys 

-; IJ I (J.'-55J resp rob ,ioc 
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CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY 
Orange County Chapter 
P.O. Box 54891 
Irvine, CA 92619-4891 

Mike Reilly, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Ocean gate, I oth Floor 
Long Beach CA 90802-4416 

3 March 2003 

RE: Additional Information Regarding the Status of Blochmann 's Dudleya (Dudleya 
blochmaniae ssp. b/ochmaniae) on the Dana Point Headlands 

Dear Mr. Reilly: 

The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) is a non-profit volunteer organization that acts to preserve 
California's native flora. The Orange County Chapter ofCNPS (OC CNPS) works to increase public aware
ness of the significance of native plants, and to preserve the remaining areas of native vegetation in Orange 
County. We have recently submitted two letters, one dated 27 June 2002 addressed to the California Depart
ment of Fish and Game, and another to the Commission, dated 28 January 2003, regarding proposed impacts 
to the Dana Point Headlands. We know your staff has reviewed copies ofboth letters. In this letter we would 
like to submit additional information and discussion focusing on the significance and status of Blochmann 's 
dudleya (Dud/eva blochmaniae ssp. blochmaniae) (dudleya) on the Dana Point Headlands. 

There are three issues that we v.ould like to discuss: I) suitable habitat for dudleya, 2) the current status of the 
dudleya as supported by C:\PS survey results from 1983-2000, and 3) regional significance and other issues. 
We believe this Information \VIII lend support to our recommendations that more of the dudleya population, 
and its habitat. on the Headlands be presef\·ed than is currently proposed in the Headlands Development and 
Consef\·ation Plan. 

SVITABLE HABITAT 

In our previous letters our position has been that there are about 15 to 20 acres of suitable habitat tor Bloch man's 
dudleya on the Dana Point Headlands. Our uncertainty over the actual amount of habitat is simply a technical 
detail. We know where the habitat is but do not have a polimeter or other method of making precise quantifica
tions. While our estimate may be too high through lack of precision. it is approximately correct. A more careful 
analysis suggests that the area we consider suitable habitat is about 14 acres. However this remains signifi
cantly higher than applicant estimates of about 4.9 acres. 

We supply two avenues of reasoning supporting our position. First, the Hilltop Preserve is reported to consist of 
about 5.3 acres. The 1991 PSBS report indicated that there was about 5.5 acres of dudleya habitat. Therefore 
these two areas are roughly of comparable size even if they do not entirely overlap. Apparently the 5.5 acre area 
is based on a very conservative estimate of occupied habitat. Cpon reviewing the URS Figure 4 of Appendix C 
of the EIR Technical Report. a polygon drawn to include all dudleya sites would certainly contain more than 5.5 
acres as it is nearly twice the size of the prorosed Hilltop Presef\e. This is illustratecCQAiJAl!.OOMMlmtJN 
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Figure 1: The distribution of suitable and occupied 
dudleya habitat on the Dana Point Headlands, the 
proposed Hilltop Park, and dudleya locations 
reported in URS 2001 and observed by C~PS in 
2001. 

habitat must be at least 7 to 8 acres alone. Other areas 
with similar soils are shown as "Suitable Habitat" on 
Figure I. Clearly this area is much larger than the 5.3 
acre Hilltop Preserve. Fourteen acres can not be far off 
the mark. We believe it is correct to include road and 
trails within this area because these impacts do not com
pletely exclude dudleya from occurring and are are 
largely cosmetic and therefore almost certainly easily 
to restore to fully functional habitat. 

We include areas seaward of Scenic Drive of Cove Road 
as suitable habitat. This is an area of about 2.5 acres. 
Dudleya has never been reported within this area. 
However it is similar to uther sites that support dudleya. 
The PSBS and URS surveys also missed many plants 
north of Scenic Drive as well so we are hesitant to rely 
strictly on their survey data alone. The URS team in 
2000, for example, only looked at previously located 
stands and may not have even looked on the bluff top 
area. This plant can be obscure and difficult to find 
under the best conditions and almost impossible out
side a narrow window of months outside the field sea
son. On the other hand, this area is not readily acces
sible and independent botanists have not had an oppor
tunity to examine it. The site consists mostly of clay 
and clay-loam soil and in many respects is reminis
cent to the Marblehead coastal bluff tops that were 
largely removed in 1991. The Marblehead site had a 
large population of dudleya. Due to similarity with 

Marblehead and proxtmity to known populations on the headlands., the habitat almost certainly supported dudleya 
at some point in the recent past and may still support small populations hidden among the low shrubs today. 
Regardless. while we haw not recommended consef\ ation of this site at this time. if it were to be consef\·ed. 
\vith management and a few dudleya seeds would likely contnbutc to reversmg the decline ofdudley·a in Orange 
County and southern California. 

Site disturbance continues to be a maJor issue regarding the dctinttion of suitable habitat. It has been contended 
by the applicant botanists that disturbance was the main factor tn declines of the plant between 1983 and 1991. 
However as we have stated in previous letters. \\e bclie\e that a combination of climate and disturbance is 
responsible. For example there was little additional disturbance to the site between the years 19R3 and 19R6. 
However. according to a California :\atural Diversity Data Base (C:\DDB) fonn I submitted in lYRfl: 

"For two years. posstbly because of light ram,;. only 20 to 60 Dudlcyas have been seen here and only a couple 
in bloom. In !9~3 after heavy rains ... acres of Dudlcya grew. numbering 2.000 to 3.000 plants." 

Thus despite the lack of signiticant disturbance. the population of dudlcya appeared to be considerably smaller 
from 1984 through !986. Disturbance probably did not play a significant roll until after 1990. Most of the 
impacts prior to 1990. consisting of trails and roads. had been present for years. Figure 2 shows a portion of the 
Headlands ncar the currently proposed Hilltop Park from an oblique photograph taken in 1962.. :\network of 
dirt roads and trails not unlike those seen today arc clearly vhible. :\second aerial photograph taken in 1987 
also shows a large network of roads and trails 0\ cr much of the site. This latter photograph portrays conditions 
similar to those that were present in 1983. Thus a stgntticant portion of the disturbance ~he~@MM~SION 
today dates back as much as -W years. There is no doubt that several of these roads have expanded significantly 
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Figure 2: A portions of the proposed Hilltop area as seen from the 
air looking east in 1964. Note the network of trails and roads vis
ible illustrating that some of these features are quite old. Photo
graph compliments of First American Title Insurance Company. 
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Figure 3: Aerial photograph of 
the Headlands in April1987. 

in width since 1990 in association with an increase in off road vehicle and pedestrian traffic on the headlands. 
The point is that dudleya has persisted side by side with the core disturbance for a long time. 

The off road vehicle activity in particular is a key source of disturbance. There are two very significant points to 
consider when examining disturbance on the headlands. One is that the plants do occur throughout this habitat 
at least in low numbers and two, and the habitat damage we see here is largely cosmetic. In other words while it 
clearly diminishing habitat quality and suppressing or reducing the extent and number of dudleyas on site, the 
damage could easily repaired and the habitat remains very restorable. Because of the presence of dudleya and 
readily restorable habitat, the headlands should be viewed as an excellent dudleya restoration opportunity and 
not dismissed as a fading population with no hope of recovery. Restrictions on off road vehicle activity alone 
should have a major restorative intluence that would be visible in a few years. With additional management 
such as removal of exotics. restricting pedestrians to major roads. and some habitat rehabilitation. recovery 
could be greatly accelerated and benetit not only the dudleya. but many other rare species of plants that arc 
largely no longer common along our tmmedtate coast. Any argument that can be used in tem1s of restoring and 
impnl\mg the Hilltop Conser.atton Park could certainly be applied to a broader area. 

l'r,Joubtedly th:~ di~turbance !1:.1~ pi:lyec :.! part i:; !m•. er number cf dudley:.1s !'ounJ in the 1990's but other 
factors are just as important. For example. consider the link between \vinter weather conditions and sur.'ey 
results m 19113 and !991. 

ln the 1991 report. PSt3S ~tates that "ramLdl \\as plenttful" suggesting that other factors such as disturbance 
must ha\e hccn the kadmg cJusc for ubscncd decltncs. Howe\er It is important to constder not just the amount 
of ram dunng a sca~nn but hO\\ the raint~dl was distributed 0\Cr the season. When Karim \·Iarsh and I discm·
cred thts pllpulatton 111 ll/113. the dtsC\l\ cry fl)lkmed a wann very wet wmter. :\t the tnne I had been tracking 
weather tn Dana Pomt stnce the rntd 19-:'0\ and recorded temperature and rainfall daily. By the end of April 
19R3. 573 mm (22.6 in) of rain had fallen in Dana Pomt since the previous July. It wasn't simply the amount of 
rain. it was the tlmmg of the rainfall that was important. :\early every month that season was above normal 
starting \Vith a September when 24 mm ( l in) fell. The combined rainfall for November and December was 60 
mm (2 in) One hundred and stx millimeters (4 in) fell in January and over 190 mm (7 in) fell in February. This 
is important. There wasn't JUSt a lot of ram It fell early m the season. kept on t:1llmg, and the winter tempera
tures were rml d. 

In 1991 the ram\\ as rclatt\ ely plenttful but 1t \\as also late. :\ccordmg to the Los Anfe9e~~JnJ\~. ~9Mm!~~ION 
14th. 1991. only 3 ~ mm 1 l .4 tn) of ram had fallen tn L\l~ :\ngclcs and 59 mm ( 2 in) had fallen in San Diego. 
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Dana Point probably received something in be
tween. The \\-·inter season rainfall was far below ~......,~~-~~~~~~....;...~_..;:~ 
normal. It was hardly comparable to the more 
than 250 mm (9.8 in) that had fallen by February 
14th, 1983. Dudleya sprout and seed germina
tion peaks in January, February, or early March 
depending on rainfall and temperatures. In 1991, 
halfway through this window, little rain had yet 
fallen. This undoubtedly suppressed seed ger
mination and resprouting of older plants. This 
was also compounded by a drought that had lin
gered since the mid 1980's. March 1991 was in
deed wet but by then the key germination and 
resprouting period for dudleya had largeiy ended. 
By May 1991, the rainfall totals were approach
ing normal. 

Certainly the differences in rainfall patterns be
tween 1983 and 1991 alone are sufficient to ex
plain some of the differences in survey results. 

THE CURRENT STATUS OF BLOCH

N Scale in Feet 
0 50 100 200 

MANN'S DUDLEYA AND SURVEY RE- ~~~~~===,.-; 

I. 
I . ..-

A 
'I j 

; 

i 
'I 

!./ 
•,t'· 

SULTS 1983-2001 "~~--~:..kJ 

In our last series of letters we have consistently 
taken the position that the number of dudleya 
occurring on the headlands has been understated. 
PSBS described the population as about 250 
plants in 1991. The results of the PSBS survey 
are summarized in the final EIR and in compos
ite with my 2000 and 200 I surveys on Figure I. 
Although our results are Similar to those ofPSBS 
and Tony Bompkamp in 1996. in all other years 
the dudlevas were surveyed. \Ve found nearly Figure 4: Composite distribution of Blochman's Dudleya on the Dana 

Point Ht'adlands between I 'i94 and 200 l. three to tive times as many individuals. Even 

more significant. we found these individuals throughout much of the old 1983 site. :\ composite of survey 
results from !993 through 2001 is shown on Figure 4. The following data is included to support the larger 
population estimates. 

In 1983 2.000 to 3.000 individuals were reported on the site. The approximate distribution of this population is 
shO\vn In F1gure 5. The limits were estimated by the author and Karlin Marsh in April and May of that year. 
Most individuals were found along the western edge and on either side of the central dirt road south of the 
hilltop. I do not have precise mapping for the year 1986. The map submitted to the CNDDB was identical to the 
map supplied to the California Department of Fish and Game in 1983 presumably because the individuals were 
widely scattered throughout this area. As indicated earlier, only 20 to 60 individuals were seen on the Head
lands in 1984. 1985. or 1986. 

On Apnl3. 1993. I conducted a survey for dudleya and located about 674 individuals. TM-f~¥1\tfetf~~SION 
are displayed on Figure 6. The exact locations on earlier surveys maybe somewhat otT rs'tne~ase map U~em~ 
the field was very rough. Ho\.,ever the locations should be approximately correct. The majority of the individu-
als were found in 8 stands along the western margin of the mesa south of the hilltop. ~~116#1994, about J3e 
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Figure 5: The obsencd distribution and abundance of Bloch man's 
Dudleva on the Dana Point Headlands in 1983. Based on observations 
by Ka.rlin 'lanh and author. April 1~th and "a~ IJ, 1983. 
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Figure 6: The observed distribution and abundance of Bloch man's 
Dudleva on the Dana Point Headlands in 1993. Based on observations 
b~· author on April 3, 1993. The total number of individuals obsened 
was 67~. 

9.2~ 111d1\ Jdu;ll~ \\ere ,1b~er.•:d. Tf:e loc.HI0!1 Jr:J Jbu!1Li3nce of the stand~ locJtcd thJt \'C:Jr are shown or. Fioure . ~ 

7. While the ma,onty of the pl3nts were found 5 stands along the western margin of the mesa south of the 
hdltop. 5 small stJnds were also located cast (lf the hilltop. On April 5. 1996 I obscr.·cd about 226 dudleya on 
Site. This low number 1s about the same as the number found by Tony Bomkamp a month !Jter in 1996. As with 
other years. the maJOrity \\ere ilKated along the western margm of the mesa south of the hilltop. We do not 
know If \lr Bomkamp. \\ ho surwycd the s1te about a month later. mapped the same or different mdividuals. 

On \!Jy I.\. 2000. I located about 621 md1\ Idual Judie: as. These results are shown on Figure 8. \lost dudleyas 
were found In 6 stands located along the \\estern edge of the mesa and along the central road south of the hilltop. 
As m 199-L at least 5 stands were found m vicinity of the hilltop. While the number of dudleya encountered was 
not high as compared to other years. the distribution was the broadest it had been in years. More dudleya were 
located on the central and southern portion of the mesa than had been seen in years. This suggests that plants 
simply did not sprout in the intervening years or that some habitat recovery has taken place. The off road vehicle 
disturbance on the headlands was at 1ts worst from 199.2 through 1998 or 1999. In recent years ORV activity has 
lessened. 
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Figure 7: The observed distribution and abundance of Bloch man's 
Dudleva on the Dana Point Headlands in 199-4. Based on observations 
bv author on :'\In 26, 1994. The total number of individuals obsened 
\\:as 925. · 
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Figure 8: The observed distribution and abundance of Blochman's 
Dudleva on the Dana Point Headlands in 1996. Based on observations 
by auihor on April 5, 1996. The total number of indh·iduals observed 
\\3S 226. 

The following year. \111 \larch 15.2001. about 1.384 individuals ofdudleya were located on the headlands. The 
r.:sults ufthi~ :-;ul\ e~ are Jispla:.eJ on Figure 9. The majority of the incividual:; \\ere founJ in' stands along the 
western edge of the mesa south of the hilltop. At least two stands of over 30 individuals were also found near the 
hilltop lnterestmgly. the main concentration of stands appears to have shifted north from previous years. The 
200 I count is the largest made since I 983. Unfortunately 2002 was an extreme drought year. :\o dTort was 
madt: to ~urwy tht: population that year. The impacts on the the population resulting from the 2001-2002 
drought art: unc<:rtam Otht:r factors. a warmer \Vinter and higher fall rainfall totals in combination with a wet 
February art: all LI\Wabk fl1r gt:nmnation and resprouting in 2003. However virtually no rain fell in January 
and this could haw compounding impacts on the population. 

This data suggests a number of things. First, the population has not clearly declined since 1991 and may even be 
increasing. Second. the data shows that the hilltop park site actually protects only a small portion of the occu
pied habitat and does not protect the highest concentrations of dudleya found mostly along the western margin of 
the mesa. It should also be noted from the data that the stands can shift considerably from year to to year. This 
again suggests that tht: actual population ofdudleya on the headlands is considerably larger than the results from 
anv sm!.!k \Car sune\ \\ould indJc.lte. \1anv plants appear to be dormant for one or several seasons at a time. 
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Figure 9: The ohserved distribution and abundance of Blochman's 
Dudleva on the Dana Point lleadlands in 2000. Based on obsen ations 
bv author on .\Ia\ 13. 2000. The total number of individuals obsen ed 
"·as 621. · 
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Figure 10: The observed distribution and abundance of Blochman's 
Dudle\a on the Dana Point Headlands in 2001. Results based on 
obser~ations bv author on .\Jar 153, 2001. The total number of 
individuals obsened was 1.384. 

REGIO:\:\L S 't;'.:J FJC-\ :\IE .-\:\0 OTHER ISSLES 

In reference to the '.;CCP Headlands agreement. \\e agam express corKem that the agreement only requires the 
transplantJtllm ut' 2.:'0 md1\ 1duals ( representmg at most between 1.:' and 30 percent of the actual population). 
While we Jre J\\Jre thJt the !Jnguage does not pre\ent transp!Jntatton of more mdi\iduJ!s. It does not require 
mittgJtlon for more mdt\tduab 1f found. There IS no Jccountab11Jty to uffset tmpacts to larger numbers of 
mdi\iduals thJn the 2.:'0 dJScussed 1t1 the '.;CCP Howe\er let us emphJstze that C'.;PS believes that insitu 
presenatinn IS a t~1r more e!Tectl\e and less nsky method ofconsenat1on"than transp!Jntallon. The objective 
should not be to mamtam a rmntmal '"dudleya zoo·· or populauon on a shoestnng but to create a consen:ation 
strategy that truly offsets impacts and allows for the one of most important population of dudleya in Orange 
County to continue in a way that contributes to the regional health of the species as a whole. Additionally 
conservation should attempt to presene the habitat matrix and dynamics necessary to maintain this habitat. In 
the case of the headlands. expanded preservation would also benefit many other rare species including Coulter's 
saltbush (.irnplex om/ten) and golden-rJyed pentachaeta (Penrachaeta aurea). We have made recommenda
tion to the California Coastal Cummtssion for an improved consenation design (see our 28 January 2003 letter. 
attachment li. \\"e would like to see somethrng e>en larger but realize that compromi~As~~P~n)}:NJrtJ.ffis.ON 
ts not rdeal. wtth adequate management and butlers. our suggestton would certamly b'e'rl~ t/iltti~~!'H~J.IJ~~ 
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other species of rare plants considerably more effectively than with the conservation measures currently pro
posed. 

\Ve understand that the applicant has been reviewing the \larblehead site for information on transplantation. 
The Marblehead site is considered the only serious transplantation of this species to our knowledge. If trans
plantation is the adopted method for conserving headlands plants. we would prefer that the applicant use many 
methods applied at marblehead. Generally the Marblehead mitigation is considered a success. However there 
are a few cautionary notes that must be considered. First. the success of this site tends to be measured only in 
numbers. RECON was able to establish over I 0.000 individuals at this site and at 2 acres, this would seem 
impressive. However had the success criteria been a bit more complicated such as: establish at least 7,000 
individuals \Vithin a functional habitat that is large enough to support long-term population dynamics requiring 
minimal maintenance, the project would probably fail. Natural populations of dudleya almost always occur in 
areas with significantly more than 2 acres of suitable habitat. Marblehead, conservatively supported at least 7 
acres of suitable habitat and perhaps as much as 40 acres before cultivation was introduced to the site. This 
suggests that the larger the area available the more likely natural population dynamics will occur. Subtle diver
sity in habitat conditions that would benefit dudleya populations over a larger area. Thus one portion of a 
population may do poorly at one time while another does well. A different set of conditions may reverse this or 
cause yet another portion of a population to do well while the first two falter. These conditions may be absent 
from a small 2 acre site such as the mitigation site at Marblehead. Limiting conservation to small areas such as 
2, 3 or even 5 acres limit the flexibility and variation potential of a population. While there is no magic minimal 
area that we have been able to identify, the simple rule that the larger the area conserved, the more natural the 
population dynamics, and the less management intervention will be necessary, is fairly well established. We are 
almost certain that 5 acres, and certainly 2 acres, is simply too small. 

Despite its success, Marblehead can never adequately offset impacts to the original dudleya population simply 
because the original 7 acres of occupied habitat will always have the potential to benefit dudleya more than two 
acres. Forgotten in the argument is the potential to treat the original 7 acres with the same management and 
restoration care as the two acre site. Additionally it should be pointed out that Marblehead required a lot of 
volunteer hours to evolve to its current state. Cnfortunately. due to its small size, Marblehead will always 
require relatively vigilant management. We would ltke to see that requirement avoided on the Headlands. It is 
too difficult to predict what the management oversight may look like in 20 I 0 or 2040. 

As compared to other Sites. we believe the Headlands Site is one of the more important coastal sites with one of 
the largest contiguous hl,)cks of habitat. This statement must also take into consideratJon that surrounding 
natural but unsuitable habitat on the headlands plays a sigmficant part in butTering and site h,·alth. Certainly 
thcic <m: arc brgcr pupuiai1u,·,s eiiid ;~~~r::: Scltt::bk h:1b1tJ.t o~ C :.!!.:!p P:::~de!to,i. riowcvcr one must consider the 
signiticantly dJtTerent regulatory emmmment go\emmg military lands. Federal lands are not subject to State 
laws such as CEQ.\ and impacts to unlisted plants may not receive the same public review or consideration 
required of proJects on pri\ ate or State lands. ~ational Security iSsues may result in sudden lose of even 
minimal protections non-listed rlants recei\ eon such lands. For example in the spring of2002. one coastal bluff 
site identitied to support over :-\.000 dudley a ·s in I 99-+ was effectively reduced m half during a smglc training 
maneuver. The habitat was graded to fine dirt and comerted into a hea\ily used roadway. It has been so 
manipulated that it c,mld potentially require decades to reco\er if given the chance . .-\dditionally there is a 
strong ~ational mo\ e to completely exempt military lands from la\vs such as the Endangered Species Act. 
CNPS can not ignore these differences in regulatory frame work and believe that it is critical to provide adequate 
conservation outside of military lands. Eliminating substantial rare plant populations on private lands also places 
an unfair burden on the military to protect their biological resources. 

How well do we understand the di~tribution ofDudle\a h!ol'iununiae in southern California'? The distribution is 
fairlv well understood. In Orange County for e\ample. there have not been any significant new population 
disc~veries for O\er 20 years despite extensi\e ~uneys along the we~tem portions oCiASllALJOO:MMtSSION 
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Takga. and other parts of San Clemente. San Diego is also home to a relatively large community of amateur and 
professional botanist such as Craig Reiser. Jon ~1essina. Scott :VIcMillan. and Mark Dodero who have surveyed 
large areas of the County. ~lark Dodero. in particular. de\oted many years specifically to understanding the 
distribution of D. hlochmaniac and its relatives. None of these botanists will claim that all the dudleya popula
tions in western San Diego County have been found. However. I am confident that they would agree when I 
suggest that we know where the majority of the populations are today and it is unlikely that undiscovered 
populations will be large. Almost certainly any new population will be facing a risk of development no less great 
then those of the headlands. Reviewing a recent aerial photograph of southern Orange County and those areas of 
San Diego County within 5 miles of the coast south of Camp Pendelton will immediately convey the fact that 
there simply isn't much potential habitat remaining in Dana Point, San Juan Capistrano, San Clemente, Laguna 
Niguel. Oceanside. Carlsbad. Vista. or Encinitas for this plant. Even on Camp Pendelton, after several exten
sive survey etTorts were conducted on the base in the 1990's, the distribution of dudleya is probably reasonably 
well known. The only area where major questions remain regarding the status and distribution of this species is 
in the vicinity of San Luis Obispo. However this area is far removed from Orange and San Diego County and 
discovery of new populations in this area would not contribute significantly to conservation south of the species 
south of the Santa Monica Mtns. 

We hope this letter has supplied infonnation useful for future decisions by the coastal commission regarding the 
headlands. If you have any questions regarding the infonnation and analysis I have presented, I can be reached 
at 760-439-6244 or antshrike@earthlink.net. 

Respectful! y, 

CY /!l.~IJ, 
Fred Roberts, Jr. 
Conservation Co-Chair 

cc: 
\Villiam E. Tippets. Environmental Program \1anager. California Department of Fish and Game 
Karen:\. hans. Assistant Field Supervisor. L.S. Fish and Wildlife Sef\ice 
Celia Kutcher. \"ice President. Orange County. C:\PS 
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GLENN LUKOS ASSOCIATES 

February I 0, 2003 

Meredith Osborne 
California Department of Fish and Game 
4949 Yiewridge Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92123 

Regulatory Services 

R E C E 1\'ff)imlie & U.S. Mail 
:;,, th C·")ost R·:::qic ·: 

~. M f.i 1\.:_;r<.I'.Ji/\ 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SubJect: Relocation of Blochman 's Dudleya Associated with the Headlands Development 
and Conservation Plan. City of Dana Point, Orange County 

Dear Ms. Osborne: 

The Headlands Reserve LLC 1s a participating landowner in the Central/Coastal Orange County 
NCCP/HCP ("NCCP/HCP"). With the approval of the NCCP/HCP by the California Department 
of Fish and Game ("CDFG") and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ("USFWS"), and the 
subsequent issuance of a Section l O(a)( l )(B) Authorization, participating landowners were 
issued "take" authorizations for a variety of spectes including the federally listed threatened 
coastal California gnatcatcher. Included in the take authorization for the Headlands proJect site 
IS the mcidental take of the Blochman 's dudleya (Dudleya blochmaniae ssp. b!ochmaniae) as 
\veil as authorization for the translocatiOn of this species. whtch under the NCCPiHCP 1s to be 
implemented by CDFG. Pursuant to the terms of the ImplementatiOn Agreement ("lA.'') of the 
:\CCP HCP, any mdtviduals of Blochman ·s dudleya that will be dtrectly tmpacted by t,rradmg 
would be moved to a suttable site (etther onstte or offsite) as determmed by CDFG btologtsts. 

In 200 I. the Ctty of Dana Pomt appro\·ed the Headlands De\·elopment and Con sen at ton Plan 
("HDCP") that created a regulatory frame\\Ork. mcluding zonmg, for the proJect stte. The HDCP 
regulates development of the stte and estab!tshes land uses mcludmg parks and open space. 

The purpose ofthts letter ts not to address these regulatory tssues: r:Hher. to addre~s the 
feas!btltty llfa relocatiOn program relatt\e to potential translocatiOn sites and potentJa! for 
success of such a program. In :\ugust of 2002. I attended a site vtstt wnh you. Warren Wong of 
CDFG. and \lr. Andrew Hartzell to dtscuss the relocatiOn program and to evaluate areas tm the 
Headlands proJect stte that exhtbtt attnbutes mdtcltmg suttabtlity as potenttal translocation ~ttes. 
Based on a June 2'. 2002 letter addressed to you from \tr. Fred Roberts ["June 27 Letter"], tt 
appears that CDFG requested mformat10n from \lr. Roberts regarding potenttal relocatiOn sttes. 
I wlll refer to the June 27 Letter throughout the obsernttons that follow under the followmg 
general headmgs: 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
• General comments regardmg \tr. Roberts' letter: 

• Current status of Blochman ·~ dudkya on the Headlands Rcsene pro_Jectfi:lliHIBIT # __ .;../3:..;..F-=,_-
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• Poter.ttaltmpacts associated with the project: 

• Stze requirements ofrelocatton stte and potential edge effects; 

• Proposed onstte relocation areas: and 

• Relocation recommendations 

A. General Comments on Mr. Robert's June 27, 2002 Letter 

Based upon the June 27 Letter, Mr. Roberts has assembled mformation regarding Blochman 's 
dudleya, and he provides some background mformation regarding the historic and current status 
and distnbutiOn of this species. However, some of his comments are speculative or simply 
inaccurate. As set forth below, I have pointed out several discrepancies I have found in his letter 
where they could potentially affect determinatiOns made regarding the proposed Headlands 
Blochman 's dudleya translocation program. Other comments by Mr. Roberts are addressed in 
other sections of this letter under the specific topics noted above. 

I. In the June 27 Letter, Mr. Roberts states that the Headlands site contains about 15 to 20 acres 
of clay soils that support or are suitable for supporting Blochman 's dudleya. Based on previOus 
surveys by myself and others, this comment overstates the size and quality of the potential 
habitat ons1te. 

\lr. Roberts statement that there are 15-20 acres of suitable habitat IS Inconsistent With the 
published biological surveys. The suney In 1991 by PSBS states that followmg " ... relatively 
good spnng rams" ... the Blochman · s dudkya \\as growmg at " ... scattered locals on the ndge at 
thl' eastern portton of the Ileadlands ... rhe figure m the PSBS report tdentlf~·mg the locatton of 
the scattered clustenngs of plants falls \Vtthm an area of only about 5.5 acres. mcludmg htghly 
dtsturbed Jrcas such as roads and trails. Patnck \lock. Ph.D. and Jtm Rocks of LRS 
Corporation. preparers of the 2000 IJDCP terrestnal btology techntcal report for the IJDCP Fmal 
FIR. have e\ aluated thetr \larch 2000 Blochman ·s dudleya survey data and detcrrnmed that the 
occupted hJbttat Jrea. mclustve of rnJds Jnd trails. consiSted of 4.9 Jeres.: When the road and 
trails. conshtmg of hJrd cnmpactcd ,;,ltls and denuded of\ cgetatlon. Jre subtracted out. the 
uccupted hahttat consist~ of_1ust :;.9 acre~. These obsen·Jttons arc consistent \\Jth the condtttnn~ 
thJt I \lh~encd nnsttc Ill l9l)(J and 2002 \lr Rnberts also mcludes a map m hh letter that 
Jcptcts the Jrca lll1 the seJ\\ard stde lll. Sccntc Drt\C as suttJhlc hJbttat: hO\\C\·cr the spcctcs ha~ 
nncr been found m thts area. callmg tntn LJUestton thJt area·s actual suttabtltty for thts spec:es. 

2. \lr. Roberts also fJils to adequately address the ex.Jstmg degraded condition of the Headbnds 
site. While there may be areas of occupied habitat and suitable soils. the stte has been subject to 
ongomg degradJtJon. Th1s IS not a ne\\ tssue. In fact. regardmg 1ts 1991 survey. PSBS states: 

\kmorJnJum. PJtnck \lock. Ph[). l R:-. ( ·,,rpuratJnn. h:bruary ~. 20(!2. 
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.. 
Approximatf:'lr:! 50 jlo>t·ering plants ojthis taxon were noted during a directed search 
for this species in spring /99/. The numbers noted are significantly less than the 
population si:e estimated in 1983. Gi\·en the smaller population and relatively good 
spring rains in 1991 which preceded this most recent survey, the reduction is considered 
the direct result of substantial human recreational use of this plant's habitat during the 
preceding decade. Hea\:vfoot traffic and vehicle traffic continue to degrade the 
relatively open terrain where this minuscule plant still grows. Soil disturbance and 
subsequent weedy growth can substantially hinder the vigor of this population. 

For the past 12 years following this 1991 characterization of degradation, the site has contmued 
to experience such an extent of disturbance that the long-term viability of Blochman' s dudleya 
on the site in the absence of active management, is questionable. This is a very important 
consideration in evaluating any proposed restoration or translocation program and the associated 
long-term conservation of this species. 

B. Current Status of Blochman's Dudleya on the Headlands Reserve Site 

It is estimated that the current population ofBlochman's dudleya on the Headlands site is 
approximately 250 plants. According to the June 27 Letter, Blochman's dudleya was first 
observed on the Headlands in 1983 when discovered by Ms. Karlin Marsh. The June 27 Letter 
claims that in subsequent years, the population has varied between 500 and 1,500 individuals, but 
Mr. Roberts does not provide any citations for these estimates. He notes in passing that 
trampling and off road vehicle activity since 1990 have contributed to a reduction m numbers of 
this species on the Site. As noted above. previous biologists believe extensive degrat1on of the 
Site began m the early ·80s. The resultmg reduction in population is entirely consistent With the 
250 individuals that were counted during surveys m 1991 by PSBS and that I counted in 1996. 2 

It IS Important to note however. that habitat ,;:onditions for the Blochm;m's dudleya on the site 
ha\e contmued to declme since 1996 due to heavy use of the Site by hikers. mountam bikers. 
\Chicles and proliferation of non-native grasses and torbs that now dommate essentially all of the 
suitable habitat on the site and possibly te\ver than 250 plants occupy the site at this time. In Its 
survey of 2000. l'RS Corporation did not attempt to count individual plants. but merely noted 
lo<.:ations \\·here the plant was observed. 

Suncys cnnductcd m 2002 by Glenn Lukos Associates ("GLA") Identified only a te\\ 
mdl\'lduals of Blo<.:hman ·s dudleya on the proJeCt site: however, 2002 was a record low ram fall 
year and Bloch man· s dudleya appears to remam dormant during such years. As such. the IO\\ 

number detected m 2002 Is not likely representative of the remaining population. :--;evertheless. 
It IS also !Jkely that the populatiOn has declmed smce 1996 and that the numbers are even lower 
than the 250 plants observed at that time. However. because 250 individuals is the last actual 
count of the species on the site ( excludmg the largely drought year of 2002), it will be used as a 

: Bomkamp. Tom. 1996. Personal observattons during a \lay 1996 site reconnaissance regarding 
population count of B Iachman · s dudleya conducted dunng peak of flowering. At that time the occupted 
area encompassed approximatdy 4 acres compared with the 5.5 acres identified by PSBS in 1991. The 
dtfference IS likely attnbutable to ongomg stte disntrbance dunng the ensumg live years. COASTAL COMMISSION 
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gu1de for purposes of evaluatmg the proposed translocal!on program: however, please note that 
among the vanous errors 10 \fr. Roberts· letter. he incorrectly states that the relocation program 
is ilm1ted to 250 mdl\:idual plants. Ne1ther the l\CCPiHCP nor any other pertment 
documentatiOn provide such a limitation. 

As noted above. the June 27 Letter speculates that the Headlands proJect site contams between 
15 and 20 acres of suitable habitat for Blochman's dudleya. As mapped 10 the June 27 Letter. 
th1s "suitable habitat" mcludes portions of publlc streets such as Cove Road, Street of the Green 
Lantern and Scemc Drive. areas with hard. compacted sods and denuded vegetation, and areas on 
which the dommant \·egetation that IS mcompatible with Blochman's dudleya (southern mixed 
chaparral). It also mcludes an approximate 2.5 acre area overlooking Dana Point Harbor, 
identified as "Harbor Pomt'' m the HDCP. Harbor Pomt has never been identified as supportmg 
Blochman's dudleya, and considering that it has been fenced, thereby limiting the types of 
disturbance that have caused severe degradatiOn on the areas north of Scenic Drive, 1t would be 
extant if present in this area. Therefore, for whatever reason, this area has never been occupied 
and at best must be considered suboptimal or marginal potential habitat Thus, Mr. Roberts' 
acreage estimate must be reduced to account for all of the unsuitable and mcompatible areas 
described above. 

Discounting for the moment substantially disturbed areas denuded of vegetation and areas with 
overly dense vegetation or dominated by non-native grasses and forbs, GLA has evaluated the 
Headlands site and identified between I 0 and 12 acres which have the potential to serve as 
suitable habitat for the dudleya. Within the I 0-12 acres is a net area of approximately 4 acres 
that may still support low densities of the dudleya. 

\lr. Roberts abo suggests that the Headlands flrOJeet Site eontams the !Jrgest contiguous block of 
suitable habitat fur Blochman's dudleya. outside of military lands. m Orange and San D1ego 
cmmue;; . .-\,;1de from the fact that there h nu compellmg reason tl) dhCOLmt the sigmticant 
populatJOib \Jn mll1tary lands m this region. \lr. Roberts fails to mention the general lack of 
thorough ,uneys fur this species. parucuiJrly 1n S:.m D1ego County' \loreover. as stated above. 
the I I) to 12 acres of "potential" habitat at the I kadlands s!leare currently highly degraded. 
bisected by numerous roads and trails that are used by mountam b1kes. off-road vehicles. h1kers 
''llh off-leash dugs. and l)ther Similar Lbes. In the absence of long-term management the Site 
\\Ill contmue to degrade and may ull!mately lead to e'\tirpatJon \)f this ,;pee1es from thl' site. 

C. Potential Direct Impacts .-\"i'iociated "ith the Project 

The most accurate approach to determining the number of mdl\ 1duals that \\Ould need to be 
relocated IS to o,·erlay the proposed dewlopment footpnnt on the area of suitable habitat mland 
from Street of the Green Lantern that compnsed the occup1ed habitat m 1996. Based on the 
development footpnnt. 1t appears that approxm1ately 2.3 acres of-+ acre occupted habitat would 

£3lochman·s dudlna 1s a dm1mume species that often grows under the shJde of larger shrubs or 
bunchgrasses and can be\ ery dJtficult to detect. n en for those t:\pcnenced \\ 1th the spec1es. It 1s likely 
that there are addJtJonJl popu!JtJons thJt han: ,n tar eluded detect Jon 1 e.l! .. the recent tind of J nn\ 
popu!Jtl\ln \)11 CJmp Pendleton thJt had nnt hcen prc\Jousl\ detected). ~ COASTAL COMMISSION 

EXHI81T#_l_3_F __ 
LJ -- 0 



\kredtth Osborne 
CaltfomtJ Department of Ftsh and Game 
FebruJry 10.2003 
PJge 5 

be affected by development, or about 57-percent .. of the occupted (4 acre) envelope. This would 
equate to the need to translocate approxtmately 140-150 of the 250 plants identified on the site. 
If additwnal indtviduals ( t.e., more than 150- or even 250) are found during grading, pursuant to 
the terms of the IA. all individuals of dudleya would be salvaged and relocated to the identified 
relocatwn site(s), either onsite or offsite. 5 

D. Size Requirements of the Relocation Site and Potential Edge Effects 

In undisturbed, relatively "pristine" or otherwise ideal conditions, populations of Blochman 's 
dudleya have, in some cases, been observed to exceed one thousand individuals per acre. Such 
numbers also appear possible on sites that are protected and managed for the species. The June 
27 Letter noted that the Marblehead population in San Clemente numbered 10,000 individuals on 
about 7 acres. According to Mr. Mark Dodero ofRecon, small areas of ideal habitat (described 
as the size of a large conference room table by Mr. Dodero) can support several thousand 
individuals of Blochman's dudleya). At Dos Yientos Ranch, in Thousand Oaks, I personally 
counted approximately I ,500-2,500 individuals on a rock outcrop, in an area that exhibited 
nearly pristme conditions, covering less than 4,000 square feet (i.e., less that one-tenth of an 
acre). At the Marblehead Dudleya reserve, Mr. Dodero has successfully established over 10,000 
flowering individuals within the 2 acre reserve in a 7 year period and based upon the intensive 
monitoring, it appears that this population is stable and self-sustaining with an entire suite of 
"ecosystem functions" becommg evident (e.g., recolonization by ground-nesting native bees and 
other insects indicative of a healthy ecosystem). 

Based upon these observatwns. it appears that an area covering I acre. and possibly even less 
would be more than suffictent area for relocation of the individuals from the proposed 
development port tons of the site. In fact. after proJect implementatiOn thousands of mdmduals 
of the Blochman·s dudleya could ultimately he supported withm the remaming suttabk or 
restored dudkya habttat area. or even other restored areas withm the 5.4 acre port10n of Htlltop 
Park that has suttahk sotls and other favorable charactenstics. 

:\ny dtscussJon of suttable translocation sttes must also consider the potential for edge effects to 
Jdwrsely 1mpact the Headlands translocation site. The potenttal for edge effects can be 
mmtrmzed m J number of ways. First. only 1 acre. at most. is needed for translocat1on of the 
:.1pproxm1ately 1-+t!-150 mdmduals proJected to be salvaged dunng proJect grad1ng. The areJ of 
sullJhk or pt)tentJJ!1y hJbttat consists of approximately 3.2 acres wtthm a larger Htlltop PJrk 
Jrca of ab,)ut 5-+ acres. Therefore. there IS more than adequate area withm the Htlltop Park to 
pr<)\ 1de J 1 Jere trJnslocatJon s1te that would be buffered by the addttwnal 4.4 acres of natural 
open space Js proposed m the HDCP. 

":\t least 1 Jere of the-+ acre envelope JS h1ghly d1sturbed. consisting of heavily used roads and trails and 
Joes not support InJJvJdual plants. 
' The 1:\ allows CDFG discretion to conduct a seed collection program for purposes of reanng plants to use 
In l1eu oftrJ.nslo.:Jtion of all salvaged mdinduals. Accordmg to the lA. substJtution ofsalvaDOASJAl COMMISSION 
.:ollectJon anJ reJ.nng for plantmg rt:qutres approval by the L'SFWS and CDFG. 
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Second. all of the cxJstmg and proposed developed areas that adjOin the Htlltop Park are 
considerably IO\\er m elevatiOn. That Important fact. plus the requirements ofthe HDCP for 
efficient \\ater conservmg Irngation systems wtll mmimize or eiimmate any potential for 
development runoff or Irngation water to adversely Impact the Hilltop Park translocatiOn sites. 

Third. an active management program for the translocation Site and adjacent native habitat areas 
wtll be Implemented as reqUired m the HDCP and will mtmmize the potential for mdtrect 
tmpacts associated with im·asive plant species. litter. public access in the park and simtlar tssues. 
Other sources of mdirect impacts such as trampling can be controlled by a vanety of measures 
including careful placement of trails, fencing, barner plantmg (e.g., cactus) and stgnage. 

Thus, the existing boundanes of the Hilltop Park would provide sufficient buffer to the 
population of Blochman 's dudleya destgnated to remam in or translocated to the Hilltop Park. 

E. Proposed Onsite Relocation Area 

As referenced above, a 3.2 acre portion of the 5.4 acre Hilltop Park, designated for passive open 
space uses, represents a viable relocation site due to a number of posittve factors including: 1) 
availability, 2) suitable sotls, 3) ability to provtde for long-tenn preservatton and 
management.

6
and 4) potenttal for success. Despite comments to the contrary in the June 27 

Letter, none of the suitable habitat area wtthm the Hilltop Park will be graded. The only ground 
dtsturbance wtll be to restore denuded areas and to accommodate tratl alignments. To the extent 
posstble. existing trail alignments will be uttl1zed. 

In the Junl' 27 Letter. \Ir. Roberts ackno\\ledges that the Hilltop Park exhibits potential as a 
relocation Site because It has the appropriate sods. climate and other factors nl.?cl.?ssary for the 
species. It also offers opportunity tor presen at Jon of cxtant mdl\lduals. :\I though thi.? kttl.?r 
states that th1 s arl.?a \\ ould be graded. In fact there \\ ould be no gradmg of the park s1 te. Pursuant 
to the HDCP. thi.? Hilltop landform w1ll be presl.?ncd. Disturbance IS allowed only m the ar~.?as 
that are determtned to not be scnsttJ\e natural resources .. -\reas exhtbitmg natural resources 
\alul.? (e.g .. dudleya ri.?location Sites) shall be protected. through signage and fencmg. 1f 
neccssan·.- .\s such. this site represents a suitable and di.?sirable stte for relocation. enhancement 
and ultimately cxpanston of th1s spectes on the stte 

., \lr. Ruben.-; :;tJtcd that perpetual management \\Otdd be reqtured tu mamtatn thts spectes un the stte tfthe 
Je, elopment proJ<:Ct ts completed Gt\·en the current condtttons on the site and contmued degradation. 
perpetual management preceded by intenstve restoration efforts would be needed to mamtam the specres on 
the site m the complete absence of dewlopment Secondly. proJect destgn features that elimmate many of 
the potenlial mdtrcct Impacts such as trrtgatton runoff. 1!1\'JSt\·e species and human mcursrons would 
substJnttall;. ltmtt tlw need for long-term a..:tt\ e management: rather. \\ tth a properly nccutcd restoralion 
program. that prO\ tdes for cnhanCt:lllent llf eCO'i\ Stem processes. a functtonmg dud leva re-;en e could he 

~stabltshed that rcqtures nnly ltmlted matugcmcnt COASTAL COMMISSION 
IlcJd!ands Dneiupmcnt Jnd Com,cnJtt,Jn l'!Jn. :-ic..:tton-+ I! Dnelopment Ciutdelmc;, 
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F. Relocation Recommendations 

The ultimate goal of a relocatiOn or translocatton program is to ensure that the translocated 
populatiOn ts self-sustaming, with ecosystem processes; functwns established or enhanced as part 
of the relocatiOn program. In order to achteve these goals. a comprehenstve program that 
includes more than JUSt sal\'agmg corms of Blochman 's dudleya and replanting them at a suitable 
locatiOn wtll be required. The recommendations provided below are derived in large measure 
from the approaches used by Mark Dodero at the Marblehead site. Mr. Dodero 's Marblehead 
relocatiOn program has achieved notable success. In fact, even Mr. Roberts acknowledges tt as a 
"successful" translocation proJect. 

1. Use a number of techniques for establishing plants in the translocation site including 
salvage and relocation of corms. collection of seed with rearing of plants for later 
establishment, and direct seeding. Mr. Dodero has demonstrated that for 
Blochman's dudleya, seed collection for purposes of rearing individuals for 
translocation is the most effective method for establishment of new plants, wtth more 
than a 90-percent success rate. Success rates at Marblehead proved lower for the 
other methods. 

2. Implement an ecosystem approach that works to establish ecosystem functions that 
include reestablishment of the native soil fauna, insect pollinators, and a full suite of 
native plants that are typically associated with Blochman 's dudleya. Planting of 
appropriate native shrubs m low densities can provide "nurse plants" for the 
establishing dudleya. 

3. Develop proJect design features that eliminate sources ofpotenttal impacts (e.g., 
uncontrolled trrigatton and mvastve ex.ottc plants) followed by provtswn of adequate 
buffers such as proposed above. 1.e .. one acn.: of translocation \\·tthm 5.4 acres of 
upen space and other protections (such as fencmg) for areas where dudleya 
translocation would occur. tnclud:nt,! appropnate placement of tratls to mtntnltze 
trampling and tmport of non-natln~ weedy spectes. 

The method~ employed Jt the \tarblehead stte ~hould \\·ork equally well. 1 f not better. Jt the 
Htlltop Park stte bec::lUse the park stte still con tams areas of nattve vegetatiOn mdtcatmg that the 
sot! fauna 1:i reasonably mtact and that other spectes such as natt\·e pollmators are still present 
(the restorJ.tton at \lJ.rbleheJ.d requtr~.?d restoration of the sot! and the re-colontzatton by nat!\·e 
pollmators ~uch Js Haltcud b~.?es has taken a numb~.?r of years). :\t \farblehead. \tr. Dodero has 
restored naturJ.l~.?cologtcJ.I t'unctton~ .. \t th~.? ttml.? the resturatton proJect was undertaken. the stte 
recemng the tran~located tndl\lduab at \!arblchead \\as htghly de~rraded. dommated by non
nJtt\e annual grJ.sses and forbs. mdtcati\C n(poor sot! fauna and htgh levels ofnutnents. ;.md 
therefore not ~ultable for spectes such Js Blochman·s dudleya that prefers open areas wtth little 
competttton. Portions of the Htlltop Park site contam areas wtth dense non-nattve annual grasses 
that would be remowd and converted through the restoratiOn process to htgh quality habitat and 
because of the ex.tsting nattve CSS habttat at this stte. tt already contains a proper suite of 
ecosystem functions for the dudleya. 

BecJuse the Htlltop Park site offers the potent tal to support thousands of tndl\ldual dudleya. 
there should be no probkm replactn~ anJ :.h::uJ.ily mcre:1smg the number of plants OOASfAl COMMISSION 
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O\er current conditions. This will partlcubrly be the case once the wholesale tramplmg ofth1s 
site IS el!mmated. formal trails are established away from resource areas. fencmg IS utilized. and 

the long-term O\\nership and management of the open space IS tumed over to a the City of Dana 

Pomt. with conservation objectives m mmd. 

If you have any questions please contact me at (949) 837-0404. 

Smcerely 

GLENN LUKOS ASSOCIATES 

~uwa4wv·~ 
Tony Bomkamp 

Semor Biologist 

cc: Bill Tippets 
Karl Schwmg 

Caitlin Bean 
Patrick Mock 

Kevin Darnall 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT #_...;.\_J_F __ 
PAGE 1 OF y 



CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY 
Orange County Chapter 
P.O. Box 54891 
Irvine, CA 92619-4891 

Mike Reilly, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, lOth Floor 
Long Beach CA 90802-4416 

28 January 2003 

Dear Mr. Reilly: 

RECE~VED 
: -:wth Coos: C<egio· 

:-EB ,, -..,,.... 

.) - . -: 

-=:AuFGRNI.A 
COASTAL COMMISSiCI'· 

The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) is a non-profit volunteer organization that acts to 
preserve California's native flora. The Orange County Chapter of CNPS (OC CNPS) works to 
increase public awareness of the significance of native plants, and to preserve the remaining areas of 
native vegetation in Orange County. OC CNPS has monitored the status of native vegetation on the 
Dana Point Headlands, and projects proposed for the site, since 1983. 

The Headlands is one of the last undeveloped coastal promontories in Southern California. It is also 
one of the more important rare-plant sites remaining in the region. Even though the site has been 
isolated from other native habitats since about 1985, and has been partially disturbed, it still contains 
well-developed coastal bluff scrub. coastal sage scrub, and native grassland habitats. These in tum 
support a wide variety of plant and animal life. including: 

·..-\small population of the federally listed endangered Pacific pocket mouse ( Paognathus 
longimemhrus pacijicus). \vhich had been thought extinct in California before it was redis
covered here in 1993. 

·A significant concentration of the federally listed threatened California gnatcatcher (Polioptila 
calijrm1ica californica). 

·Thirteen rare plant species. some have been known from the Headlands since 19~3: the majority 
are still easily found during the spring season. Four of these species are on C:\PS' List 1 B or 
List 2 (i.e. are considered rare or endangered by CNPS). An additional three List 1 B species 
have a high potential of occurring on the site. but have not been reported. These species and 
their status are summarized in the table l. 

DeclicC!tcci to tile Presen.•wion of California SaliL'C Flora 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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TABLE I: SE:\SITI\"E PLA:\TS K~OW:"'I OR EXPECTED 0~ THE 
DA~A POI:\T HEADLANDS 

C = critical or significant populations on Headlands 
M = moderately significant populations on Headlands, more common elsewhere 
S = small or minor populations on Headlands, more common elsewhere 
* = Potential to occur on Headlands but not yet detected 

scienti fie name common name cnps status most recent "Identified" proposed FEIR 
I ist detection species in mitigation 

NCCP/HCP 

Aphanisma Aphanisma 18 * - no n/a 
blitoides 

Atriplex coulten Couiter's lB c 2002 i10 transplant 
saltbush 

Atriplex pacifica Pacific saltbush 18 * - no nla 

Chorizanthe Prostrate spine - s 2001 yes NCCP 
procumbens Flower 

Dichondra Western 4 s 2002 yes NCCP 
occidental is dichondra 

Dudleya 81ochman's 18 c 2002 yes NCCP; minimal 
blochmaniae dudley a avoidance 

Euphorbia misera Cliff spurge 2 c 2002 yes avoidance 

Harpagonella Palmer's 4 s 1983 yes NCCP 
palmeri grappling hook 

Honlcum Vernal barley .\ s 2002 no partial avoidance 
intcrcedens 

Lerndium Robinson's IB < 
110 nla 

\·irgmll'l/111 1·ur peppergrass 
rohinsonii 

!" t·cium ('alit()mra hox -+ \I 2002 no partial avoidance 
cali!rJnllcum thorn 

.\fie rnsc'ri.\ Small-tl,J\\ ered -+ s 21)02 JH) none 
doug,lusu 1·ur mrcwserh 
plutn'tupi:c~ 

Pcnlul'llaL'ld c~zo·L'Ll liuldcn-r·a\ ed -+ \I 2001 nn llllnC 
pcnL.Jchacu 

Qllc'rCI/S cflilllt;Sil :\ uttall's -;cruh IB s 2tHl2 no none 
oak 

Senecio uph znuc'l is Calit'orn1a 2 \I 1983 110 none 
groundsel 

Suaeda ta:u(olzc~ \\\1llllv scahlitc -+ s 2002 no avoid<mce 

Page 2 

mitigation 
adequacy 

nla 

r.ot adequate 

nla 

adequate 

adequate 

very poor 

good 

good 

') 

n/a 

adequate 

probably 
adei.juate bccau.-;e 
(Jf :\CCP 

nut adequate 

adequate because 
of :\CCP 

not adequate 

adCljuate 
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The fact that so many rare plants are known from the Headlands is significant. Coastal sites with 
this high a diversity are uncommon. More rare plants are known from this small promontory 
than from Crystal Cove State Park, which is over 20 times larger. 

The Dana Point Headlands is a special area not only for the remarkable diversity of rare plants 

and animals on the promontory, but also because so little of the native habitats found there 

remain elsewhere. Except for the open coastal mesas of Camp Pendleton, most of the coastal 

bluffs between Santa Monica and San Diego have been urbanized. Thus these habitats are now 

extremely rare on the immediate coast. 

Inadequacies in the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan's (HDCP) terrestrial 
biological report make it difficult for those unfamiliar vrith the site t0 understand its significance. 
The HDCP's Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), released in fall2001, failed to even 

identify many of the rare plants known from this site. We raised this issue in our November 16, 
200 I letter responding to the DEIR. A copy of this letter was made available to your staff. The 

final EIR (FEIR) included brief discussions of the rare plants, but still failed to adequately 

address them and to emphasize the site's significance for them. The fact that so many rare plants 

are known from the Headlands is significant and should be taken into consideration in determining 

conservation boundaries. 

As you are aware, there are three ways in which impacts to sensitive species may be dealt with: 
avoidance, mitigation and/or management. The HDCP's provisions for these are inadequate. 

1. A voidance: 
As detailed in OC CNPS' DEIR comment letter, the HDCP fails to offer sufficient avoidance. 

• Of the thirteen r::1re pi:lnt species known to occur on the Headlands, only those that live on the 

cliffs h::1\·e reasonable avoidance in the HDCP. 
• The majority of the rare plants occur on the clay soils making up the ridge leading to the 

hilltop. This ridge area is in part proposed for development; the remaining rart is 
proposed to be part of a "nature park" that is too small for reasonable long-term 

consen at ion. 
• T\\o rare plants (Nuttall's scrub oak and prostrate spineflower) occur on the sandy soils of 

the lo\\er ridge; these soils ::1re also preferred Pacific pocket mouse habitat. The HDCP 

calls for complete development of this area. 
As detailed in OC CNPS' DEIR comment letter, the HDC:P's planning area boundaries should be 

modified to avoid the clay and sandy soils. Figure I (attached) shows the distribution of clay 
and sandy soils on the Headlands and their relationship to currently proposed conservation areas. 
The sandy soils are used by the Pacific pocket mouse and prostrate spineflower. At least 9 
species of rare plants are concentrated on the clay soils. The areas we believe are required for 
adequate conservation of rare plant species on the Headlands are indicated by the "Improved 
Conservation Addition (!CA)". The ICA would also significantlY benefit the Pacific pocket 

~ - COASTAL COMMISSION 
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mouse by nearly doubling real usable habitat, thereby improving forage and shelter potential in 
addition to allowing a more natural population dynamic and providing additional buffer. 

2a. !\litigation via the Central/Coastal :\CCP/HCP: 
The HDCP's proposed mitigations rely heavily on the Central/Coastal NCCP/HCP. OC CNPS 
believes that this is not adequate and in some cases will contibute to the decline of sensitive 
spectes. 
• Only four of the Headland's rare plant species (western dichondra, prostrate spinetlower, 

Palmer's grappling hook, and Nuttall's scrub oak) are adequately mitigated by this 
NCCP/HCP, mostly because they have significant populations elsewhere within the 
Central-Coastal region. 

• Cliff spurge is adequately mitigated only because it lives on the cliffs and will be undisturbed 
by the project. 

• The relationship between the NCCP/HCP and seven rare plants has never been analyzed thus 
it has not been demonstrated that the NCCP/HCP will provide sufficient mitigation for 
these species. This includes Coulter's saltbush, small-flowered microseris, golden-rayed 
pentachaeta, California box thorn, woolly seablite, vernal barley, and California groundsel. 
Based on our experience, of these species only the small-flowered microseris and vernal 
barley may be adequately mitigated. 

• The NCCP/HCP gives particular attention to Blochman's dudleya, as an identified species. 
About fifteen to twenty acres of occupied Blochman's dudleya habitat exist on the 
Headlands. This is the largest areal extent of suitable and occupied habitat for this rare 
plant, on private lands, south of the Santa Monica Mountains. It is also the only suitable 
Blochman's dudleya habitat within the Central/Coastal boundaries. At most, less than one 
quarter of the known occupied habitat is proposed for conservation in the HDCP. This is 
a significant impact. The only viable mitigation is avoidance. To essentially destroy the 
only population of this species within the broader HCP seems contradictory to the HCP's 
stated goals. :\.dditionally the tinancial constraints in the ~CCP/1 !CP \\ere designed 
around and assumed the Impacts to about 250 individuals, less than 20 percent of the 
:Ktual P''r:uhttion. Therefor? th.: :\CC!1;HCP does :l'Jt rern()t·~!y al!o'.v for suffi~ie!lt 
funding to adequately mitigate impacts, particularly if transplantation is the applicant's 
Ll\·ored method. Funding should be based on a denwnstrated mitigation project. 

• Coulter's salthu~h is nnt an ""identitied species .. in the :\CCP HCP. It is e\.tremelv rare and 
sporadic the Central Coastal <llld the I kadlands population represents a sub~tantial 
fraction l)fthe total. Therefore adequate cmerage will not he achieved, in part because the 
Headlands site may be necessary to the long-term survival of the species. "Jot only docs 
Headlands has suitable habitat but the disturbed habitats on the site have excellent 
restoration potential for expanding Coulter's saltbush; this is not true elsewhere in the 
NCCPl!CP. 
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2b. \litigation via transplantation: 

Other proposed mitigations are a simple "mo\·e the plant from one spot to another" approach. 

CNPS has recently released a new policy statement regarding the transplantation of rare plants; a 

copy is attached. This statement \Vas written by a prominent botanical scientist who has 

considerable experience in California conservation issues. 

Experience at other sites has demonstrated that transplantation has, in general, poor results. As 

far as we know, no attempts have been made elsewhere to transplant any of the Headlands' rare 

species other than Blochman 's dudleya. (The Blochman 's dudleya transplantation's first 

attempt was unsuccessful; the second has required hands-on management at a level that is 
unrealistic in the larger scale and longer term.) Hence there is no track record to know whether 
transplantation will result ir. successful mitigation. Fcrthermore, the HDCP's proposed 

conservation area is simply too small to support viable populations of these species, even with 
much more intense management than proposed. 

The FEIR proposes moving the Coulter's saltbush population as mitigation for impacts to its 
present site. OC CNPS has objections to this: 

• There is little known habitat remaining in Orange County for this species. It grows only on 

clay barrens or cobbly clay soils such as those on the Headlands. Only an extremely small 

area of suitable habitat wi!.l remain in conservation if the HDCP is implemented in its 

current form. This conserved area will be very vulnerable to edge effects, non-native 

species invasion, and suspension of site management--even if short-term. 

• There is no history of transplantation for this species. Any transplantation attempt would be 
extremely experimental. 

• The Headlands' population, despite its small size, is characteristic of the majority of this 
species' remaining populations in southern Orange County or southern California as a 
region. (There are seven extant populations in Orange County, most of which are also 

threatened by development.) The Headlands site also represents excellent opportunities 

for population expansion because it \VOtild require minimal restoration. Few other sites 
h:.1'-'C ·:1:; mud', re~~ora~ion 0r popt.:lation ·~':p1r.sion pote~~ial. Thtts th:: He:dlan:is' 
population is very significant. 

3. \lanagemcnt: 
rhe HDCP propo:>es conservation management for only a few short years. But the rare species 

''ill need perpdual maintenance in the proposed "preserve'' configuration. The sm:.1ller the site 
conserved. the more critical is such monitoring and management. 

A realistic mitigation and monitoring plan for the Headlands conservation area must follow 
CEQA requirements: 
• Regular monitoring for no less than tive years, preferably seven years. Periodic monitoring 

thereafter. 
• ldentilied actions and methods by which rare plant populations and habitat will be established 
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or enhanced. 
• Short-tcm1 and long-term success criteria. 
• The applicant's accountability for long-term success; otherwise the mitigation is of little value. 

The Headlands' unique assemblage of rare plants and animals contributes significantly to the 
natural heritage of the City of Dana Point, as well as the State of Califomia and its unique coastal 
region. There are few other sites on the southem Califomia coast and none in Orange County 
with a comparable diversity of rare plants and animals, and with the restoration potential to 
significantly improve the regional status of most of them. In particular, the populations of 
Blochman's dudleya and Coulter's saltbush are too important to ignore and should not be 
subjected to the uncertain future offered by experimental transplantation. OC CNPS believes 
that the HDCP's proposed conservation areJ mt!St be expanded to include, at a minimum, all the 
areas of clay and sandy soils as indicated on Figure 1. Otherwise, one of the most significant 
sites of rare plant diversity along the Califomia coast will be lost. 

Respectfully, 

y~m.~~/1 
Fred Roberts, Jr. 
Conservation Co-Chair 

cc: 
William E. Tippets, Environmental Program Manager, Califomia Department of Fish and Game 
Ileene Anderson, Southem Califomia Conservation Coordinator, CNPS 
Edward Knight, Director, Community Development Department, City of Dana Point 
Tim Neely, \tanager, County of Orange Planning and Development Services Department 
Norman Pm\ell, Chair. D::ma Point Headbnds C\msenancv 
Pete DeSimone, Director for Orange County, Endangered Habitats League 
Sanford Ed\\ard, Principal. lkadlands Reserw LLC 
Gail Proth\'~(), l";>nscrvatirm Chair. Sierra Sag:·:/s(~uth Oranrre (Pllllty Gro11p. Sierra Cluh 
John Peterson. Consenati1ll1 U1~1ir. South Cuast .-\uduhon 
Chad :\clst~n. Environmental Director. Surfrider Foundati1Jn 
Karen A.[\ ~Ins. :\ssistant Field Supen isor. L.S. Fish and \\"i\dlik Sen icc 

.-\ttachmcnts 
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Approximate 
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Distribution 

Improved 
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Applicant Proposed 
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Figure 1: The approximate distribution of sandy soils and clay soils on the Headlands site and their 
relationship to the Pocket Mouse Conservation Area. Applicant Proposed Conservation. and an Improved 
Conservation Addition. The Improved Conservation addition here suggested would greatly enhance the 
potential for long-term survival of the pocket mouse. and conserve the majority of the rare plant populations. 

Rare Plant Distribution and Real onsite Conservation*: 

II GnoJ Conservation 

Onsite Consenation 
as Proposed in the 
FEIR 

Conservation as Proposed 
in the FEIRtaking the 
NCCP!HCP into account 

Onsite Conservation 
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Conservation Addition as 

I . . . 

indicated in Figure 1 """"""' 
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STATEMENT OPPOSING TRANSPLANTATION AS 
MITIGATION FOR IMPACTS TO RARE PLANTS 

The C:1hf<~rni:1 St:1te Le~!'i:J
rure en:1cred the ;\;:Hive Phnt 
Protection :\ct (".'PP.\) in 

I <)77. The :"-.'PP:\ 1dent1fie-. 11 ide
rang-ing and broad c:ltew1ries of Ktivi
ties on priv:lte l:mds th:lt could re-.ult 
in the uke (killing-) of st:lte-listed 
pl:mts. These :ll'tivities include: 

I) ag-riculnir:ll opn:Jtions or m:m:lge
ment practices including clt::1ring- of 
land, 

2) land clearing for fire control, 

3)timber operations in :1cconi:Jnce 
with :1 legal timber h:1rvesting plan, 

-1-)mining assessment work, 

5) performance by a public :1gency or 
public utility of its obligation to pro
vide service to the public, 

6) remov:1l of listed plants from :1) :1 
canal, h) lateral ditch, c) building 
site, d) road, or e) other right of w:1v 
hy the owner of the l:md. 

few l:md use or man:1g-ement :lcti,·i
ties hll outside of these c:aeg-ories. 
L:nder one inrerpn:t:nion of Sect1on 
1 <) 1:; of the ".'PP.\, L111do11 ners '' ho 
Wl',h to eng-:1i!e in :111\' ot'rhe :lt'<Jrt:lllen
ti<Hled :ll'ti\'Jtie-., .1nd '' h" h.11 e hn·n 
lnf()rmed Ill· the ( :.illf<~rnJ,I Dcp.lrr
lllt:llt of 1-'1-.h :mtl ( ;,une 1 DL'I'·Irrlllellll 
of I he pre-.elll'C ()f \t.lle-li,ll'" pi.JJ\h 
11n their propntl', llc'Ld 1111h 111'11\ i<k 
I IJ-d:11· notice ,IIlli !!lit: the I kJ'.II·t
llleiH rhe oi'J'OI'lUilltl' t•> ,,Ji, .l!,!'e the 
phnts l>t:f<Jr·e pn>cet:<llll!!. I h1, "11uld 
he the .cui<' lllill!!.lll<>ll rt.'ljllll·e,l f,,l. ,k
'tructJOil "(IJ\IL'til'l.ii1t' <>r tl1c1r 1ui>J
I.lt Ill tlll"l' L',hl'\, 

l~l'l'L'IH rL·~ul;tt()r~ P~"~'\)1'"'·11-.. i1! the 
J)cp,1rtlllc'11t, \t,IIL'li\L'Il[\ II\' tile ( :.JiJ
t<JI'Ill.t .\tt11r11e1 Cener.1l .. mt! .IL''J' J
lJt:<; 111 the courr-. .1ntl the 't.1te kcol'
hture, sJg-n:il th:1t ".'PP\\ prm 1\1<111' 
()11 tr:lnspl:mt:ltl<>ll 111:1\' '""n heunne 
the nujor, pos-.ihlv the onlv. f<~rm "f 
''protection ·• fr< Jill unilllll ted t:l k<: f<~r 

:ill st:lte-li<>ted phnt t:l\:L !-'or these 
n::1sons, 11 h:h hec<~llll' neu:ss.1n· to 

S'igned }11~}' 9, I 998 

tr:lll,pl:lllt.ltion to consene <;t:lte-li-;ted 
pl:int -.pecies l'i not onk unlikel1' to 
\lllTeed, hut is likelv to contribute ro 
further decl1nes of the-.e t:l\:1, JH>'>'il
hl~· to 11 1despre:HI extinctions. 

Tr:lll'Jll:inution is r:1rel:· -;ucce<;<;ful 
in e-;uhlishing- r:1re pl:1nr' :It new lo
c:Hion-;, :\ \ttlll:' h1· the Dep:lrtment 
itself (Fiedler I <)<JI) found th:lt, even 
under optimum condition-; with :11nple 
time for pl:mn111g, tr:mspl:lrH:Jtion w:1s 
dlectil't: 111 onlv I)'/., ofc:1ses studied. 
Other reviews (e.g. :\lien I <)<)-J.; 

I low:dd I<)<)()) h:l\'e found simil:lf 
problems. There :Ire man~' re:1sons for 
this poor -;uccess r:He: 

I)\ \'e often know very little :1hout the 
hiolot.,ry of r:1re pl:lllt<;. \ Vt: may not 
he aware of all the intric:He habitat 
requirements of e:ICh listed species. 
R:1rt: pl:111tS :Ire oftt:n specialists th:n 
exploit :l p:1rticular :1nd Untlsu:d 
comhin:ltion of hahit:n :lttrihutes. 
Thev nl:ly require a p:1rticui:Jr soil 
tvpe. set "f pollin:Jtor-., lll\Torlllz:ll 
fungi or other .1<;\0l'l:lte -;pec1es. :\';
peer. ill·dr<~lo[!IL'.il reg-une.llliLTm·li
Jll:ltL' or "nne· L'lllllhlll.ltloll ofrhe-.e 
111· 11ther f.IL'tor' for \Uf\ 11 :il. 

~l'itllt.d>ie tr.llhJll.llll.lllllll <lr P~'"l''l

~·.ltl<>ll 'Jtc' 111.11 ll<~t !,e .11 .IJI.Ii>k, 
il.lrlll'tll.lri~ \\lth ll\~], ]n ~!.1\" !l(l-

; 1 U>c>C'lll~ >II'· tr.lll'f'"ll!llc> .. Iilli re
:>i.JJltlllc> pl.lilh, l'tdl". rl1itlltl1L'' 1H· 

\CL'd\ llllf'll'e' .I ll'l'll\L'Ildllll\ \lrL'" 
<1)\ ,) pl.! ill I hl'l l .Ill l',i\lh ,Ill.' Ill 
the 1 )!"( lCL'"'"' 

-+! Sc lc' JllillL'.il! 1- t L''IL'>I. rc·l~.~l,k 11\c't h-
11(1'-. ~II!" '->.\:\.)~l.·, ]lJ'IliJ.l~~.J\111\), \!"\J)"

;I)l,\{}/l\1 11r tr.l!hpl.!!lt.ltHHl .1rc 1H1\ 

.1\ .ui.Ji1k !111· lll.ll\\ l',IIL' 'I'L'lll'\, 
'' \re.h "hLTe the 11111\.ICtL''I t.J\1111 h 

.t!r·L'.l<k prL''elll .lrL· ',ftcn .It the L'.tr
n 111i!C1Jl:ll'lt\' of the h.JI>ILlt. :llld the 
llllroductl<lll of tr:lnspl.iiltt:tl ln<h
,·idu:ils 111to the ni,ting- popui:Hion 
''ill diSrupt the equdillflulll "f th:H 
popul:ltton :1nd 11 ill not lllLTe:l-.e the 
\'Ld>ilir1· ,,f the t:l\<111. 

rn·leW the rt:.lSOII\ \\hi' rell.llltu~STAt'~oWr~IS~I'Otf' I\)\)( Ill llle:lll'> 

I• i• I I~ L .\\ ( 1 -..; I .\ 
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that landowners can requ1re the 
Dep:lrtllll'nt to s:1lv:1ge plants ;lt any 
timt: < >f the \'t::lr, including times th:lt 
:tre 111:1ppropri:1te for physic:1l dis
ruption of the pl:int. Annual species 
111:11' not e1·en he visible at some 
rimes of the I'C:l r. 

Transplantation c:1n also cause prob
lems :It the target site. Cenetic con
r:unin:Hion c:m occur if the pl:int be
ing transplanted can exchange genetic 
material with local taxa. Disturbance 
:H the target site may facilitate inva
sion by non-native invasive species. 

for all of these reasons, the Cali
fornia Native Plant Society (CNPS) 
does not reco~ize off-site compen
<;;Jtion as appropriate mitig:nion for 
project impacts and opposes the use 
of salvage and transpl:mt:nion :IS miti
gation for impacts to rare and listed 
plants (R:1re Plant Scientific Advisory 
Committee, Californi:1 N:nive Plant 
Society I<)<) I). 

The undersigned individu:1ls, ho
t:mic:li societies and organiz:Hions op
po-;e the u-;e of tr:mspl:mt:Hion :IS the 
prim:1rv me:1ns ofconsen·:nion of r:1re 
pl:tnr specie-;. 

Sig-ned. 

1.<11'1 llul1h:1rt, Prt:'>idenr, 
C:.llit'<IJ'Ill.l '..:.ttile l'i:tlll S<lclell' 

1~.~~·1 1:1 r:1 Ln ter. l'h D. Ch:m. 
C:".'J>S l~.1re J>l.1nt 

'il'll'lllllll' .\d\ l'i<lr\' c:olnllllttce 

\nn J)ennl'>. l'hD, C:".'J>S 
\'iL·c· !'J·e,Jdcnt f,,r l~.tre l'l.tnh 

·.11'<1: (: l~.l,hll\, l'hl l, I'IL''ilkill, 
l~<~t.tlllc·:d S<~clet\ ,,f .\illlTll'.l 

IZ E F F R E :..J C E S 

.\lien, \\'.11. I <)<J-t. Reintroduction of 
end:mg-ered pl:1nrs: Biologists worry 
th:H nntif!ation nl:ly be considered 
:111 t::IW option in the politic:li :md 
ki!:1l tr:nneworks of con-;en·:nion. 
lillll(/L'/1((' ++< ~ ): (,'i-f>t~. 

~ •1 ' -1 I l' l 1 ' ( 1 C: T (! 1', L 1\ ~ 0 0 I 



Merideth Osborne 
California Department of Fish and Game 
-+9-+9 View Ridge Ave .. 
San Diego. CA. 9212.3 

27 June 2002 

722 Point Arguello 
Oceanside. C:\ 9205-+ 

RECEIVED 
South Coa5t Region 

JUL 1 2002 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

RE: Potential Transplantation Sites for the Rare Plant Blochman 's Dudleya. Dudleya blochmaniae 
in Orange Coumy and San Diego County. California 

Dear Ms. Osborne. 

'i his letter is in response to your request regarding information on potential transplantation sites for Blochman 's 
dudleya. Dudleya blochmaniae ssp. blochmaniae. This taxon is included within the California Native 
Plant Society's Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California under List lB. Before the category 
was abandoned. the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service recognized this species as a Category 2 candidate for 
listing as threatened or endangered. Blochman's dudleya is a low, white-flowered perennial succulent that 
originates from a shallow subsurface corm. This species produces leaves late in the winter and blooms from 
May to June. The leaves often wilt prior to blooming and by mid summer, only a dry and brittle stalk if 
anything, mark the plant's location. 

Blochman 's dudley a is distributed disjunctly from San Simeon in coastal San Luis Obispo County south 
through coastal Santa Barbara. Ventura. Los Angeles, Orange, and San Diego Counties, into Baja California. 
Mexico. This species occurs \Vithin 16 km (9 miles) of the Pacific Ocean and below 365 meters ( 1.200 feet). 
(See attached Figure I). It is found in a variet) of habitats including native grassland with shallow soils on 
basaltic or serpentine outcrops. clay barrens. \ernal pools. and coastal bluffs. South of the Santa \tonica 
\lountains. in Orange and San Diego Cuunties. all knrm n populations of Bloch man\ dudley a are fuund 
\\ithin 5 km \3 mile--.1 of the Pacific Ocean and beiO\\ 122 meters r-+00 feet) elevation. \lnst 11fthe southern 
populations are a:-.sociated \\ ith cuastal bluffs and tl.'rraces imml.'diately adjacent t11 thl.' ocl.'an. 

Several pr1pulations are also krHl\\ n from the' icinity of Dl.'scmso. La \ti~iun. and Cabu Colonet in north
western Bap Cal1 furn u. Thl.' southernmost of these popu l:.itions. on Cabo Colunet. are almo~t certainly 
.lict.ir.,·! ~·:d '.\·I! !ikl'l; be Jl.'~.cn8d as a sepJrate spe~.:i..:s 1\tar:...: DuJeru. Ph;. iugelll~tiL' . .:..n,ti; sts uf Uudtew 
~ubgenu~ Hu 1 1£'(lll/llll 1 1 Cra~su iaL·eae 1 using \lorphological and :\llozyme Data. San Diq2o S tatl.' L" nt' ersi ty 
jl)l);-1 I. 

The rnajortty of Bluchman·s dudle;a population;. are found in three widely separated clusters or pupulatton 
cnmplexe~. The nmthl.'rnmost cluster is fnund from the vicinity of Cayuco'i east to the City uf San Luts 
Obispu tn ~outhern San Luis Obispo County .. ..\. ~econd pupulation cumplex is found at th~ we~t end uf the 
Santa \tonica \lountains in \'enrura County. s~veral small isolated populations have also been reported 
near San Siml.'on in San Luis Obispo County. Point Sal and Vandenberg Airforce Base in Santa Barbara 
County. Point Dume in Los Angeles County. These populations are clearly separated from our more south
ern population~ and ;,uhject to a different set of natural conditions te.g. wetter and cooler climate) and thus 
~h,)uld not be 1ncluJed in an; restoration/transplantation pruposal for proposed impacts in Orange County. 
Additionally. \lark Dodero 1 19YS 1 has found e\ iJence that the northern populations arl.' genetically distinct 
fmm the S1Htlhl.'rn population~. \\'htle it ha~ not heen suggested that the~e distinctions furm a morphologi
cal!~ di;.tinct tax1m. the; are .~till significant and suggest that northern plants ~hould remain iso~l,kvd·[<.JI11 
Sl)Uthern plant:-.. COASTAL COMMI\S\SI 1 ~ 
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Figure 1: The distribution of Blochman's dudleya (/Judll!ya hlochmanial! ssp. blochmanial!l. 

South \\!'the s~tllLl \1\lllJL'~l \1\lllllUllh. BltlL'hlll~lll·, Judlc)~tiU.\ c.xpcrtellL'Cd at least J. 7() perc:ent dCL"illlC Ill 
,uttahk !LthJt~lt ~J!ld J]\)\\ re!Je' ~Ji!ll<ht enl!rel: clll p\lpuiatl\llh \\ lthln c~llllp Pcndeltun \Linne !3,1\C !'tll"IUllg
tenll \lll'\ J\ ~tl. rhc: <lppurtunJtJC\ l<l ,uhtli/C tlr enlurh."C thh \\)Llthern L'llll1pk.\ ~trl' r~tptdl: dil11llll\hlng 
.-\ltll1g the c'cl,J\tln 'llllthern Orange Ctllllll). ll'\\Cr th,tll .'dJ ~tl'rC\ u!' \llltahk luhtt~lt rl'lll~lll1 J\ ~uL!hk l\lr thl\ 

'PCL'le\. 

Hi,t,ml'all:. the ,uuthernrno't L"ornple.x probably formed a more or less continuous population from the 
\ il'in1ly of Dana Point. Orange County. ~<lUth along the immediate coast to Oceanside. San Diego County. 
lt h ltkel: that BI<Khm~m·s dudleya Ol'l'urrc:d along along the~e bluffs. more of kss continuously south into 
C,unp PenJeltun. Th1~ L"ornple.\ has been ~nc:rely fragmented h: urbanization tn Orange Cuunty anJ in the 
\ 1< • .'1111[) of 0l.'C~llbldl'. c~llllp Pc:ndeltun l..'(lllttnue~ tu \Upport the: llHl~t rntal't punion uf the (l)ll1pkx. Se\
eral ~tddtttun~tlr,uLtted P'lpuL!ttuns h~J\c ~tl,u hc:en repmted from San Dtegu Cuurlt) 'outh ofthts l'Umpk.x 111 

CarhhaJ, OL'e~mbe~IL·h. ~md imperial Bc:~tLh. The ldtter t\\ <l of the,e appear to lGOASfJ\tx(M)fftMISSIQN 



The following survey reviews each region within Orange and northern San Diego County for their potential 
to support Blochman\ dudleya. Like other rare plant species. Blochman's dudkya will have the best poten
tial for long-term sun ivai in consen ation :.1reas that ha\e sufficient habitat to maintain a natural ecosystem. 
support population d~_namil·s of the species. and to buffer the population from surrounding urbanization. 
Although we do not know how large this area mu'st be to be successful. there is reasonable evidence to 
suggest that consen ation areas are better if they are at least 20 or -+0 acres in size. On the immediate coast, 
parcels like this have become difficult to come by. The smaller the area. the more intense and long-term the 
management requirements will be. Transplanting of rare plants is in general still very experimental with few 
clearly tangible successes. Preserving smaller in situ conservation sites. even smaller sites, might still be 
preferable to transplanting populations in general. Transplanting into an adjacent site with suitable habitat 
should be preferable to transplanting populations into disjunct sites. 

CENTRAL COASTAL ORANGE COUNTY 

In 1996, the County of Orange, CDFG, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service reached an agreement with 
various private landowners to set aside over 37,000 acres of the San Joaquin Hills between Newport Beach 
and Laguna Beach. Most of this area is within 5 km (3 mile) of the coast. Additionally this area includes 
Crystal Cove State Park which is dominated by coastal bluffs and terraces. However none of this area 
should be considered suitable for transplanting Blochman's dudleya. Despite the fact that this species ranges 
north to San Luis Obispo County, the distribution of this taxon is very spotty and discontinuous. Infact there 
are no historical records for Blochman's dudleya between Newport Beach and Laguna Beach suggesting 
that these areas are outside the range of this taxon. More significantly, this area already supports another 
closely related species of Dudleya: many-stemmed dudleya (Dudleya multicaulis). This yellow-flowered 
species also originates from a shallow subsurface corm and displays the same ephemeral characters as 
Blochman's dudleya. Infact there are no known areas where the two species overlap. On Camp Pendelton, 
for example, where both species are known to occur, many-stemmed dudleya is found only away from the 
immediate coast and only in the northern portion of the base where Blochman's dudleya is found only on the 
immediate coast or spreads inland only in the south where multi-stemmed does not occur. This suggests a 
slightly different habitat requirement. Of more consequence, the two closely related species would probably 
hybridize if placed in contact. 

\lany-~temmed Judk;.a i-, already known tll ol·cur at many of the sites that would appear suitable for 
Blnchman·~ dudk;.~1. Ll)Cations for many--,temmed dudkya on the coastal face of the San Joaquin Hills 
include: Pel11.:an Hill. Pelican Point in Cry~tal Cove State Park. Laguna Canyon. Sycamore Hills. Emerald 
Ba: in L.1guna Be~li.:h. Goff Ridge (Laguna Beachl. \loulton Park and Eslinger Ridge. 

D:\:\..\ POI:\T 

Se\eral early collecttotb uf Blochman's dudleya were made in the vicinity of Salt Creek. Theodore \1inthorn 
,:ollected the fiN in I Sl)..f at'' hat is probably the Ritz Carlton Hotel today. F.\1. Reed collected thts plant 
abO\ e Salt Creek in I Y 2~ and J. \tal lory collected more plants at this location in about 195 2. l n 197S a 
relati\el;. thtn JlllJlUiatton \\as found in the hills 3 km ( 1.8 miles) northeast of the Dana Point Headland~ . 
. -\erial phntogr~tph~ a\ailable from the Fir-.t American Title Insurance Company in Santa Ana. California. 
:->hO\\ that much tlf the coastal bluffs from the vicinity of the Dana Point Headlands and the cliffs O\er the 
Dana Point Harbor ,upporteJ suitable habitat for this plant in addition to mima mounds and vernal pools as 
recently as the l9~o·s. Aerial photographs suggest that the coastal mesas of Capistrano Beach supported 
similar habitat for at least another 20 years. These collections and photographs suggests that Blochman's 
dudley a\\ as orKe \\ idespread in Dana Point. Howner nearly all of this area is now urbanized. The coastal 
terrace:-. abcl\e Salt Creek Beach ha\e been converted to homes. hotel. parking lots. and golf courses. The 
terraces ahU\ e the Dan~t Puint Harhor ha\e heen completely corl\erted to residential and commercial de\el
llpment. \'irtually all the inland portions of Dana Point are likewise de\elop~:d with the exception of several 

canyons. One -,mall open -,pace parcel ea~t of Golden Lantern and south ~(fJ(§tAt(eOrtfMI~ffi~ed 
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Bloch man's dud in a. Hm' n er rh rs -.,m~tll 
and r~nlatcd and ncar!~ surrounded h;. 
h1lLhc'>. The L'lla\tal ~age 1ll1 this '>lte has 
hccn hc~t\ rh in\ adcd h\ notiL·s and it is 
nn Iunger a '>Llltahk site. The onl;. -.,rte that 
sl!ll -.,upporh -,uitahlc habitat for 
Blochman·.., dudk\a 111 Dana Point ts the 
Dana Point l-kadbnds 1 Sec Frgurc 21. 

THE DA:\A POI:\T HEADL\:\DS 

R.L. Dre.~\kr \\~h the fir\l h11tanrstto re
run Blochman\ dudk~a Ill Dana Point. 
This popuLltron. mostlik.:l: llL·curring on 
the Headlands. \\aS found in \lay 19-+Y. 
This species was relocated by Karlrn 
\1arsh in IY33. Juring une of uur :-,tron
gest El Nino events. A \cry large popula-

Dana Point 
llradlands 

Statr Brach 

/ 

~..-.. c.. -
r •,.' 

., 
tion. covering at least 10 acres. was found L..--------------.;;.. _________ _. 
lll1 the Dana Point headl:111ds. This popu
lation has been detected more or less con-

Figure 2: Bloch man's dudleya sites in Dana Point and San 
Clemente, Orange County, California. 

sistently obsencd since that time. However the number of plants seen has been considerably less than that 
of 1983. between 500 and 1,500 plants in an: gi\en year. The ideal conditions of 1983 have not appeared 
in subsequent years. Additionally trampling and off road vehicle acti\ ity since 1990 have contributed to the 
reduction in numbers. 

The Headlands support the largest contiguuus block of suitable habitat f,lr Blochman's dudleya outside of 
military lands in Orange or San Diego Cuuntres. The \\eStern and southwestern portions of the headland site 
ts -,andy and unsuitable for thi-.; species . .-\h, ·~t 15 to 2() acres of cia;. soih \\ hich arc occupied hy m suitahle 
fur Bloch man·.., dudk: a nL·L·ur rnthc c~htern l'llrlitlll 11! the srtc 1 'iL'e Figure '- 1 Thrs. rn L·omhination \\ Jth the 
ahout 2() ~1LTcs tlf tllhcr n.rtural hahrtat prtl\ rJes the hest tlpp•xtunrt;. l•' -.,t,thtlr;e ur enktrlL'e BillL'hman·-. 

\ 

t 

. , 

.. 
Suitable 
Habitat 

••• 

pocket mouse 
consenation area 

S\'-; l'LE\lE'-; IT 

Hrsttl!X ctcrr~t! pholtlgraph-, -,uggest that much of 
the c'<l,l'>\::1 lLIT.!c'C' :n S.:n Ckl:1ente (rtlf11 Shor~ 

Cltt't'-.; south tu Ccmp Pendelttln \\JS dtll11111ated h;. 
natr\e gr~r-,<land. rnrrna mound-,. and \ernal pnoh. 
It 1.., l1~el: tlut BJ,,chm,rn·-. duJle: ~ltlL'CUrred ~tltlng 
most of these Ctl~tst.ilterra'-·es. Bltldlman·, dudkva 
\\ ~'' tir-,r J,JL·ated 111 San Clemente h\ Reid \luran 
111 llJ:'\tJ. In llJS:' .. t reLit!\ cl;. large popubtton \\a' 
f,lL111d at the \larhlchcad Site \\\'c,t nf Picu Avenue 
in nurthcrn San Ckmentc>. This populatron, per
haps nurnbc>ring 10.000 individuals. was mapped 
ll\\'f a 7 acre area rn about 1991. :-\ ~ecnnd small 
ptl[JUiatltlll \\~" found on the hlu!!s ahll\e San 

L..--------------1---------' C lc mente State Bca'-·h 111 llJX 7. 

Figurl' 3: Suitable Blochman's dudll'~ a habitat on 
the DPH and its rl'lationship to unsuitable sand~ \It ,,t tll. the cu~ht.tl tcrracOOASif-Atlt.£()MM1SSIQN 

L.:.:..s<:.:..> i:.:..Js.:..· .::a.:..:n..:d:....t:.:h.:..:l':....' .:.P..:a..:c.:..:i l:..:.i c.:.· ..L...:o..:c:..:.k:.:l':..:.t...:.n.:..:l..:.:.o.::u.:::.sl'.:.' ...:.P....:r....:l'..:.:.S..:..l' .:..n_l':.:' . ___ _.J he en u rh an i 1 c d The , 1 n I: re rna i n i n g pn t c n t i a I h a hi-
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tat for Blochman\ dudkya is at the \larbkhcad site and at San Ckmcntc State Beach (Sec Figure 2). The 
\larbkhcad site has heen much reduced sit1L'e 1991. In l9lJ l and 1992 the majority of the coastal cliffs west 
llf Pico A\enuc \\ere k\ekd. Only a small l to 2 acre portion of the coastal mesa remains on the northwest 
edge of the project. A :-.econd site of about 2 acres of natural habitat has been intensively restored as coastal 
hluff scrub and native grassland by RECON under the direction of \lark Dodcro. This is a mitigation site for 
impacts to Blochman"s dudleya on the \LJ.rhkhead site. This is the only known successful transplantation 
effort for this species. Despite its successes. it suffers for lack of area. The mitigation site is simply too 
small to offset the 4 to 5 acres of habitat lost in 1991 and 1992 and will eventually be surrounded bv - -
urbanization \>.ith minimal buffers. The population will likely always need intensive management. 

While the Marblehead site offers two small parcels of coastal bluff habitat. one natural. the other restored. 
neither site is ideal for accepting offsite mitigation. Both sites are already occupied by Blochman 's dudleya 
and functioning near capacity. It is debatable whether additional mitigation could clearly be separated from 
requirements that did or should have originated from the initial and currently proposed Marblehead project. 
Additionally neither site is truly large enough to allow for natural population and habitat dynamics. There is 
some potential for restoring habitat on the contoured bluffs above Coast Highway. This would require 
e.;sentially a full reconstruction of the habitat as suitable conditions are not found there at this time. 

The San Clemente State Beach population. estimated to support about 150 plants, is the only protected 
natural population of Blochman 's dudleya in southern California. The State Park includes about 40 acres of 
natural open space but only small patches of suitable habitat. Regarding transplantation of Blochmnan 's 
dudleya into San Clemente State Park when the Marblehead population was an issue, a memorandum from 
Fred Worthy of your Department on 16 August 1994 to Robin Maloney-Rames of the California Coastal 
Commission. stated: 

" ... At any rate, the Department questions the appropriateness of using State Park lands for mitigation by 
translocation/introduction. In addition, the Department does not believe there would be sufficient suitable 
habitat for a relocation effort of the size proposed for the Marblehead Bluffs project. as related from Mr. Jim 
Dice's (Department Plant Ecologist) knowledge of the small population at San Clemente State Beach." 

Whik this statement pertained to a larger transplantation concept. it lends weight to the fact that San Ckrnente 
State PJrk doc:-. not ... upport much habitat. It is nutlrkel~ that introducing more indi\iduals to this o.,ite from 
other :-.ites would result in much benefit to the -.,pecics The San Clemente State Park population ha:-. heen 
monitored and managed !"ur mer l ();.ears and sllll remains a small pupuL!tilln. 

C:\\IP PENDELTON \lARINE BASE 

Clllhtdl'rahle potentral habrtat for Blochman"s dudleya 1" on Camp Pende!ttlll \larinl' B~t"e. Ptlpulatitllh 
\\ere fiN reported from Cctmp Pendelton in the \icinity of Stuart \lesa in Jl):-15. Se\l'ral additional ,mall 
pllpulattlln' \\ere tdl'ntJfied mer the next fe\\ year". Surveys by RECO:\ found large populatttlll.., (In Camp 
Pendl'iton rn i'Nh 1 See Figure-+ 1. The ma.Jorit~ of the plants are associated\\ ith cuast:d ll'tTaL·c.., :llld hlutf.., 
in the ~tlUthern pllrltun u!"the base. :\o plants \\ere encountered in the northern portion of the h~he. Pllrtton" 
of thl' northern h~df of the base are\\ rthin land~ leased ttl State Parks. These Jreas have been sun e\ ed fllr 
rare plants by o.,tatf htltanr"t hut Blochman·s dudk:.a wa:, not located within this area. 

The populations on Camp Pendelton do receive some protection via wildlife management but military train-
ing activities are rmpacting these populations and most are Jt risk from militmy training activities. For 
nJmpk. about one third llf a population, estimJtcd in l9Y-+ to support about 8.000 plants. was graded as part 
llf a road hed 111 :1~~l 1c1 at run \\ i th a maJor training exaci se in the :-.pri ng of 2002. Thus the populations on 
Camp Pendelttln :tre not \\ell protected. Addrtillnally mitigation optilHb are limited as it i.., unlikelv the 
\larines \\ ould he\\ riling to take respon..,ibilit: fllf populations of Bloch man "s dudiGOAStfAlr£0MMJ~SIQN 
on the ba.se. 
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OCE.\:\SIDE A';() CARLSBAD 

Th.: lill1lh of the \tlUthcrn ropulation 
comrk\ appear to end in the\ icinny of 
Oce;.mside Jnd C.1rlstJad. \\'e ha\e little 
historicJI information regarding historic 
distribution of BlochmJn's dudkya in 
these cities. However. the soils that 
make of the coastal bluffs undergo a sig
nificant change in Carlsbad and from that 
point south are dominated by Linda Vista 
Sandstone. Short-leaved dudleya 
( Dl/(1/em lm:l·tj(J!ia) appears to replace 
Bloch man's dudley a on coastal mesas in 
the vicinity uf Del \liar not far to the 

~out h. 

coastal terrace 
complex 

1 Stuart I· 

/~'""i. 
.: ··if·· t., . ·-

:-<' . 
' .... ~ 
....... j 

'I 
__ .,. .. · 
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N of Palomar 
Airport ---:::~--~--

Figure 4: Blochman's dudleya sites on Camp Pendelton 
and in Oceanside and Carlsbad, San Diego County, Cali
fornia. 

Both sites are potentially to be preserved within the North Coastal 

The m;.lJtlrll! uf the L't1ao.,tal hlutt< terrace..,. and hills\\ !thin Ocean..,ide and Carlsbad h:.~\e been urhan11ed. 
Ther.: m;_t:he Sileo., that ar.: -.,ultahk for BltlL'hrnan·, dudkya among the ... cattered pockets of oren -.,pac.: occur 
near the '-·,u-.,t 1n htlth c:tti.:-., hut th1' ha-., not he.:n \\elltn\e-.,tigated. HU\\L'\L'r th.:re ar.: ntll lik.:l: lu h.: any 
Ltrg.: -.,ltL'.., \\ 1th ·lJ'I'''t1ptntL' ,,11h. Th1' "tlllL' ,1r.:a \\ hL'fe CDFG may \\ant lt1 luul\ at 'J'L'L'tlic \ttL's mur.: 
clmel:. partiL·ubrl: al.mg th.: llllrth.:rn hurdcr tlf Oc:.:;_m-.,tdL'. Th.: The only r.:port.:d Ocean-;ide \ltc. the 
.. \ . .:t.:r;_m \kmtnt;_d 'ttL' ... has -.,utt;_thk ,1nd lnhtLlt hut th.: areas 1 about 0.1 to 1!.:1 acre 1 that can ..,urport 
Blt1L·hnun·, dudk\.1 ,drL';_td\ 'lll'l'•\rt Ih1' '['L',IL'' '\t111L' ,,fthc'c ''ll'' '"'tlll1parc \\ith th.: pnr.:ntial at the Dana 
p,1;n1 Hc.:diJllLh 111 tcrllh •11. Jr.:.~. ,u,t,thiL' h;_thlt;_tt. ,1, ''glltfic;_lll\.C -\-., -.,uggc-.,tcd ;_tbo\C, the D;.1na Ptlint 
Hc.tdl,tnd' ,qfl·r :he ,,nl: rem;_tllltllg 'uil.lhle h;_thll,tt uut,tdc ,1f C.tmp Pcndelttm \\ 1th ;_t rc;_t\tlnahl\ brgc 

hl'''-·1\ ,,f ll,ltUI.;_iJ •l[lell '[',k'L' 

\, \tlU ,tre ,l\\,ll·c.thc C1t: ,qlJ~uu p,1111t ,!1'1'1'<1\cd ;_t re-.,illentt,tl. '-·,,mmer'-'r;_tl, ,tnd r.:L·rc;_ttlt1!UIJ'fllJC~·t ;_tt thh 
,,tc tlut \\, \Uid .:lllntn;_tt<: ,til hut .th<lllt ~,:de', 11 th1' ILthlt.tt. L nftH'llllUtcl: the UR -.,uggc'h tktt C\ en thh 
hah1Ut m;_t: he dt-.,turhcd ;_tnd later r.:-.,ttH·cd. -\htlUt 2 tu -l acre.., ot the "ridge" al.mg the c;_t-.,tcrn -.,tdL' uf the 
proJL'l't ''uuld r.:nLttnrn tlpen -,pac.:. 1-hl\\L'\cr 1t aprcars that the open ..,race \\ill he gr:.~JcJ anJ rcpbntcJ to 
accomnwdatc adJacent hous1ng and fire -,afcty concerns .. -\ssurmng this project proceeds to completion, the 
rmpacts tt) Bluchman·, dudk:a \\ill he ''gnificant anJ Jitlicult to offset 111 terms cif real conservation. As 
rndieat.:d earlier. thi-., '' the la-,t rclatl\ cl: large blllck of '>Uitahk habit:.~t and open ..,pace suitable fl)r thi-., 

'PL'l'lc'> 111 -.,outhern C.tlt!tlrlll~l tlutsidc td C;_tmp Pendcltun. 
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site has the benefit of ha\ ing the correct ~.:limate. ~oils. and other factors necessary for the plants survival. 
Howewr the si;e of the Hilltop Park area is small and as proposed portions of it would he cut by trails and 
raths which \\ould result in some fragmentation and \\ould likely be a constant source for competitive 
\\eedy spectes There would he \lr[u~lll; no buffer area and little room for population dynamics or to 
-;uppon the rn~Xed nati\e gra"~land and coastal .~age "cruh community this species is dependent upon. Any 
Blochman 's dudkya tand probably any prt.'\ iously existing plams) and its habitat would probably require 
management into perpetuity. To be effective. howewr. it must retain some natural undisturbed soil and 
vegetation. L'nfortunately. the EIR suggests that any portion of this par)..; could be graded and then later 
restored. Any reconstructed site would be of considerably less conservation value than a preserved site. 

Some open space exists along the hilltop ridge south of the Hilltop Park. If these areas were left in natural 
open space it would improve this situation. lJnfortunately. none of the conservation site is very effective 
without a reduction in housing along the eastern edge of Planning Area 6. 

Unfortunately. while there are excellent opportunities to improve the habitat and population of Bloch man's 
dudleya on the Dana Point Headlands in its current condition, this opportunity will become much dimin
i .hed with pr,1ject compl~tion. This will likely rt:sult in either perpetual management of a small population 
or the gradual extirpation of what was once one of the most significant Blochman 's dudley a populations in 
southern California. If the letter of the NCCP/Headlands agreement requiring the transplantation of only 
250 individuals (represeming at most between 15 and 30 percent of the actual population), even these efforts 
may be meaningless from a real conservation stand point. 

If you have any questions regarding the information and analysis I have presented, I can be reached at 760-
439-6244 or antshrike@earthlink.net. 

Sincerelv, 

Jnd ft! !Jkli,;, 
Fred Roberts 

1..\ . .': \\ill \Iiller. L.S. Fi~h and \\'ildlite S.:n tee 

ltlA .·\lien. Staff E._·tdtlgi,UBttllog,,t. Calttnrnt;t Coa-;tal Commission 
C ekt Kurt.:her. Or:tnge CtJUnt:. C\'PS 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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CALIFORJ'fiA NATIVE PLAI'fT SOCIETY 
Orange County Chapter 

P.O. Box: 54891 
Irvine CA 92619-4891 

City Council 
City of Dana Point 
33282 Golden Lantern 
Dana Point CA 92629 

Council persons: 

RECEIVED 
South Coast Region 

FEB I 5 ?002 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

February 9. 2002 

It is our understanding that on January 22, 2002, the Dana Point City Council certified the final 
Headlands Development and Conservation Plan and EIR. We have not had an opportunity to 
review the final EIR. However, available information suggests that none of our concerns, which 
were stated in our letter of November 16th, 2001 (attached), have been or will be addressed. 
Failure to address these concerns could result in legal action against the City. 

Our concerns regarding the draft EIR fell into two general areas: 
• The inadequacy of its rare plant data. 
• The lack of reasonable avoidance, adequate mitigation, or adequate management to offset 

project impacts to rare plants. 
These concerns are outlined below and discussed in detail in the attached letter. 

INADEQUACY OF RARE PLANT DATA 

The Dana Point Headlands is one of the more important rare plant sites in southern California. As 
summarized in the table below. at least thirteen rare plants are known. and three others may be 
expected. to occur on the Headlands. 

RARE PLA~TS K..'IOWN OR EXPECTED ON THE DANA POINT HEADLANDS 
("" l'.D!CATES THOSE THAT \I:\ Y BE E.XPECTED. BL 1 ARE :\OT :\0\V K~O\\':\) 

SCIE~TIFIC ~A\1E CO\H10:'1i NA\'1E 

i 0fhanisma bliroiJes ! Aphanisma 

J R-E-D l C:'liPS i 
! CODE i LIST . 

i 2-2-2 IB 

DEIR j ADEQL\TE 
T · \1ITIGATIO~ 1:"11 

LIS ! DEIR? 

no 
[ Atriplexcoultai ·Coulter's Saltbush : 2-2-2 I B no no 

\ Arriplex paczjlcu : Pacific Sa! tbush~----.'---~ -_2_-_2 __ 1_§______ 
! Chori::.anthe procumhen~~rostrate S_pine Flower 
~ DicfwruiraocciJenruiis : Western Dichondra 
, DudievahlochrrumiCLe : Blochmann's Dudkva 

: Cliff Spurge 
j Palmer's Gra 
! Vernal Barlev 

\ 

Lepidium virginicum ! Robinson's Peppergrass 
var. robinsonii ! 

\J::xcium calzfornicf!._m _ ___.!_Califomia Box Thorn 

no 

2-2-l ' ves . ves . 
~~~--+-------'-----~-·--~ 

1-2-1 4 ves ! ves 
?-2-2 3 no no 

i 3-2-2 1B * no 

1 1-2-1 4 ves no 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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.Hiciil\t:rJ.\ ci(ILI<.;Iu\li nu 
\ ;.u. plul\·cclf[Jh(l 

.Pr:t1rch-h--:leru~iilr~~~- -·- . -Golden--ra\:ecfi5en~1chaeta ----T2--2-·-··_::r------ ---\~s ---- no 
(Jile-r::;-;-:Ttlm~--;,-~-,- - ·- --~ uttaiTsScrub Oak-------------2-=--3~-2-· ··Ts ----- ~ ~s- -- - ----\es- -
··s-ene-z:lr!Zi[Jh7nar::rT~--- ·· --·-···c-ar!t~om-ia c;·;:o-ur;·crs~T·-------·--·-_r:·~-~-r--·=f------··------'--ri-0··---·-··-·-····------ ······i1;;··-····-··--
•-s'·£iz;;;a~._i-i:Ll:IF;n~i··········· -·-·w·ooiT~:-s·eabi.l te ··-······························~···T~-2-~T-··-·-· ··~········ ,. e s ........ ·n·0······ ················< 

CEQA requires that (;\IPS List lB or List 2 species be specifically addressed. (See§ 1901. Ch. 
10. of the Native Plant Protection Act. or §2062 or §2067 of the California Endangered Species 
Act. Also see C.\PS Inventory of Rare a.nJ Endangered Plants, Dave Tibor. 2001.) As may be 
seen in the table. four Cl\iPS 1 B species were not addressed by the DEI R: of these. one is known 
to occur on the Headlands and the others are likely to occur there. 

As aiso may be seen in the table. three other rare species that are known from the site v,:ere not 
included in the species list or discussed. Another three species were included in the list but were 
not otherwise discussed. Thus the DEIR presented inadequate information on half the rare species 
known to occur within the project area. 

The above inadequacies must be rectified. Additional surveys must be conducted during spring 
2002 to ascertain the occurrence and distribution of these species, especially those that are 
specifically required to be addressed under CEQA. 

The fact that so many rare plants are kno\vn from the Headlands is in itself significant and must be 
addressed. More rare plants are known from this small promontory than from Crystal Cove State 
Park, which is over 20 times larger! The inadequacies noted above have made it difficult for those 
unfamiliar with the site to understand its significance. 

AVOIDA~CE 

Of the thirteen rare plant species known to occur on the Headlands. only those that live on the cliffs 
have reasonable avoidance. The majority of the rare plants occur on the clay soils making up the 
ridge leading to the hilltop. Some occur on sandy soils on the lower ridge: these soils are also 
preferred Pacific Pocket :Vtouse habitat. As detailed in the attached letter. the project's boundaries 
should be modified to avoid these soils. This \vill preserve the rare plant 1 and mouse 1 habitats 
while a\lov.·ing a modified project to go fonvard. 

:\liTIGATIO' 

The DEIR's proposed mitigations rely heavily on the Central-Coastal :\CCP·HCP. But only three 
of the Headland's rare plant species 1 \Vestern Dichondra. Palmer's Grappling Hook. and :\uttall's 
Scrub Oak) are adequately mitigated by this. mostly because they ha\ e s1 gni ficant populations 
elsev .. here within the Central-Coastal region. 1 The fourth. Cliff Spurge. IS adequate!: mi ti gateJ 
because it lives on the cliffs and will be undisturbed by the project.l Little or no habitat that IS 

suitable for the other nine species remains else\\ here in the Central-Coastal region. Thus. reliance 
on the :"iCCPiHCP will fail to reduce impacts below the level of significance for these species. 
especially 1:3lochmann's Dudleya and Coulter's Saltbush. 

Other proposed mitigations suggested a simple "move the plant from one spot to another" 
approach. Experience at other sites has demonstrated that this approach has. in general. poor 
results. (E.g.: the first attempts with Blochmann's Dudleya on the Marblehead site: :V1ultistemmed 
Dud\eya along :\ewport Coast Drive. the San Joaquin and Eastern Transportation Corridors. and 
other sites: BmJ.aeia.ji!ij(J/ia in several San Diego County sites.) As far as we know. no attempts 
have been made at other sites to transplant any of the Headlands' other t\\ elt1itt§11\lc~o·rJMrssiON 
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there is no track recorJ to kno\\ \\ hether this miti~ation L·an be successful. Furthem1ore. the 
DEl R's proposed conservation JrcJ is simp! y too ~mall to support \ iablc populations of these 
species. e\cn with much more intense management than the DEIR proposes. 

Particular attention was given Blochrnann's Dudleya as an identified species in the Central-Coastal 
~CCP. About fifteen to twentv acres of Blochman's Dudleva habitat exist on the Headlands. This 
is the largest areal extent of sui.table and occupied habitat fo.r this rare plant. on private lands. south 
of the Santa Monica :'vlountains. It is also the onlv suitable Blochmann's Dudleva habitat \Vithin 
the Central-Coastal NCCP/HCP boundaries. Onlv about five or six acres of thfs habitat was 
proposed for conservation in the DEIR. This is a significant impact: the oniy viable mitigation is 
avoidance. To essentially destroy the only population of this species \vithin the broader HCP 
seems contradictory to the HCP's stated goals. 

MA:'o~AGE\1ENT 

The DEIR proposes conservation management for only a few short years. But the rare species will 
need perpetual maintenance in the new 'preserve' configuration. The smaller the site conserved. 
the more critical this monitoring and management is. 

CEQA requires that mitigation and monitoring plans be developed. Such a plan for the Headlands 

conservation area must include: 
• Monitoring for no less than five years. preferably seven years. 
• Identified actions and methods by which rare plant populations and habitat will be established 

or enhanced. 
• Short-term and long-term success criteria. 
• The applicant's accountability for long-term success; otherwise the mitigation is of little value. 

In summary. we find that the recently-approved Headlands Development and Conservation Plan 
and DEIR do not fulfill CEQA requirements. and also do not offer sufficient mitigation for project 
impacts on the site's rare plants. The Headlands' unique assemblage of rare plants and animals 
contributes significantlv to the natural heritage of the Citv of Dana Point. as well as the State of 
California as; \vhole. In particular. the pop~lations of Blochmann's Dudleya and Coulter's 
Saltbush are too important to just let go. Hence '"e \viii consider legJ.I J.ction if the City does not 
revise project approval conditions to include our concerns. 

Respectfully. 

~;e 
President 

cc: 
Stephen R;.nas. Orange County Area Supervisor. California Coastal Commission 
William E. Tippets. Ern ironmental Program Manager. California Department of Fish and (_lame 
Executive Director. Cllifornia :\ati ve Plant Societv State Office 
Center for Biological Di versitv · 
Edward Knight.~Director. Co~munity Development Department. City of Dana Point 
Tim Neely, Manager. County of Orange Planning and Development Services Department 
Norman Powell. Chair. Dana Point Headlands Conservancy 
Dan Silver. Coordinator. Endangered Habitats League 
Sanford Edward. Principal. Headlands Reserve LLC C 
Conservation Chair. Sierra Sage/South Orange County Group. Sierra Club OASTAL COMMISSION 
Karen A. Evans. Assistant Field Supervisor. L.S. Fish and Wildlife Sen ice 

EXHIBIT#. I .3~ 
PAGE 3 __ CF/~ 



Mr. Ed Knight 

Orange County Chapter 
California Native Plant Society 

P.O. Box 54891 
Irvine, CA 92619-4891 

Community Development Department 
City of Dana Point 
33282 Golden Lantern 
Dana Point. CA 92629 

16 November, 2001 

'-- ' ... ~ f ... ' •' 

'-· . 

RE: Comments on the Draft Headlands Development and Conservation PlanEIR 

Dear Mr. Knight 

The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) is a non-profit volunteer organization dedicated to the 
conservation and preservation of rare plants in California. The Orange County Chapter of CNPS 
focuses on rare plant species and vegetation conservation issues in County County. The following 
comments and recommendations pertain to the draft Headlands Development and Conservation Plan 
EI R. The Headlands development and conservation proposes to build 65 residential homes, 
commercial and recreational development on the Dana Point Headlands and adjacent Dana Strands 
within the City of Dana Point. About 52 acres would be set aside as recreational open space and 30 
acres would be set aside as conservation open space within a 121 acre project site. 

The Dana Point Headlands have long been known as an important site for rare plants and animals. 
Historically the headlands included Despite being largely isolated from surrounding natural areas 
since about 1985, the headlands continue to support very rare species, some of which, are not known 
currently to occur elsewhere in Orange County, or are now extremely restricted in distribution. Our 
chapter has had significant concerns regarding potential development since large populations of 
Blochman's dudleya (Dudleya blochmaniae ssp. blochmaniae) were found to occur on the site in 
1983. The Dana Point Headlands is a special area not only for the remarkable diversity of rare 
plants and animals on the promontory. but because so little of this unique habitat remains today. 
With the exception of the open coastal mesas of Camp Pendelton. most of the coastal bluffs between 
Santa Monica and San Diego have been urbanized. 

There are several issues that we would like to comment on. Primarily we take issue with the proposed 
development configuration. With the exception of cliff spurge (Euphorbia misera), a CNPS list 2 
plant. virtually all the rare plant species on the headlands will either be eliminated or severely reduced 
in terms of habitat and numbers. Most of the rare species are associated with clay soils. Only a small 
portion of this area will remain in conservation open space, primarily in association with a hill top 
park. This park will be in general, too small for effective conservation. Additional areas along the 
eastern ridge that will be in recreational open space could potentially supplement and improve 
conservation if these areas were given larger setbacks (e.g. eliminating lots 1-9. 15 and 16l or at the 
very least. were established as native grassland rather than irrigated slope. 

We also concerns regarding the Pacific pocket mouse. Although our focus is rare plants, the Pacific 
pocket mouse is a critically endangered species. Previous agreements, based more on politics and 
compromise. rather than sound biology, have literally ignored at least 10 acres of suitable habitat 
adjacent to the preserve area (vicinity of lots 43-46, 49, 50, 10-12). Potential pocket mouse burrows 
have been seen in this area and there are even reports that pocket mice have been seen here. This 
area maybe critical to the long term preservation of the species. The headlands site is isolated. It is 
important that any small preserve in this area include as much natural open space as possible. The 
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200 I survev season for the pocket mouse is a case in point. The population appeared to decline 
significant!;·. However. surveys are restricted to the preserve. Thus we can only make partial 
statements on the overall status of the population. Mice simply could have moved across Margarita 
Avenue or it is even possible that the population north of Margarita is comparable to that within the 
preserve to the south. We feel that it is important to know what the pocket mouse is doing north of 
Margarita Road. Even if it should prove that this habitat is currently unoccupied, it is clear that it 
must have been occupied historically and that the additional 10 acres (nearly doubling the suitable 
habitat) is of good quality and may be critical to the long-term survival of this population. Protecting 
this habitat would also benefit one of the few sand-loving rare plants on the project site: prostrate 
spineflower ( Chorizanthe procumbens ). We ask that the City request a project revision that would 
seek to eliminate those lots listed above (e.g. eliminating lots 1-6, 43-46, 49, 50, 10-12) from the 
development. We believe that is necessary to increase the area of Planning Area 5 and 7 at the 
expense of Planning Area 6. The Dana Point Headlands represent one of the last coastal 
promontories left in southern California that has not been developed. It is important that the City 
recognize its uniqueness and importance to rare plant conservation. The current plan fails this. 

Other concerns regard I) the vagueness of the impact description in the EIR: we can not find a 
section that specifically states what portion of the individual rare plant species will be impacted; 2) a 
lack of a map displaying the distribution of rare plants and impacts on the same figure (including 
grading limits), 3) failure to include discussions regarding all rare plants known from the project site, 
4) incomplete data, indicating poor or incomplete surveys, or lack of background research 
particularly regarding species such as Blochman's dudleya and Coulter's saltbush, and 5) the 
mitigation proposed to offset impacts to rare plants is not adequate. Our comments regarding 
individual species are detailed below. 

After reviewing this document and the alternatives section (5.1 ), we believe that the City should adopt 
either the No Project/No Build Alternative. However, we think the alternatives suggested here are 
limited. One Alternative that apparently is not explored includes a reduced project footprint largely 
relying on areas already impacted by previous use. For example, a biologically superior alternative 
that would would expand PA 5 and PA 7 and reduce PA 6. We will discuss the reasoning under our 
comments on section 5.1 

Developer Agreement and the 1996 NCCP/HCP program 

Section 3.11 of the Developer/City Agreement adopts the NCCP/HCP agreements of 1996 as they 
relate to offsetting the impacts on biological resources on the project site. For plants. the agreement 
includes 5 "identified species" on the headlands: Blochman's dudleya. Nuttall's scrub oak, cliff 
spurge. western dichondra. and Palmer· s grappling hook. Not all species were fairly represented in 
this agreement. The agreement appears more or less reasonable in the cases of cliff spurge (most 
plants would be protected). Nuttall's scrub oak (only a single plant will be impacted and most of the 
Central coastal populations are protected). Palmer's grappling hook (limited numbers on site and 
population and then represents only a small portion of regional population), and western dichondra 
(population only represents a small portion of regional population). Blochman's dudleya. the rarest 
and most endangered species covered by the agreement is also the one that is least well addressed. 
If implemented as written. the agreement \viii contribute significantly to the decline of this species. 
The agreement \vas ba.'led on incomplete information and unworkable conservation limitations. The 
agreement basically would allow the applicant to remove the only knmvn population of Blochman·s 
dudleya remaining in the HCP area. and then only considers a small portion of the impacts that 
actually will affect the species. This appears to be somewhat contradictory with the criteria that 
qualify as "covered species" within an HCP. Note, as discussed under sensitive plants. there are 
several additional rare plant species on the headlands that were not part of this agreement. 

Simplified. the 1996 agreement states that the applicant will transplant 250 individuals. However it 
is the CDFG's responsibility to locate a suitable site. CDFG has a limited time to locate a new site 
or the project may proceed anyway. Both CDFG and the Service were made aware that one of the 
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major failings of this concept was that it did not take into account that there virtually are no other 
significantly large patches of suitable habitat for this species remaining in Orange County. San 
Clemente State Park only supports small areas of suitable habitat. The Marblehead site, once 
supporting nearly 10 acres of suitable bluff, has been significantly reduced. That site already 
includes a host of problems relating to mitigating Blochman' s dudley a impacts. The Ritz-Carlton 
area, where this species was first collected in Orange County in 1894 is developed, and so is the 
area of Dana Point near Golden Lantern and Camino del A vi on which once supported over 200 
acres of thinly populated habitat. 

The NCCP assumed a relatively small impact, to perhaps no more then 250 individuals. This 
number originated from the 1991 EIR and has been used for the basis of subsequent mitigation 
plans. The botanist that surveyed the headlands at the time was not familiar with the population 
distribution and apparently was not given adequate time to fully assess the population. No 
additional surveys were done for the purpose of the NCCP and it does not appear that directed 
surveys were conducted for this EIR. In 2001 for example, the number of individuals have been 
reported as over 1 ,380, nearly 7 times the number upon which this agreement is based. The 
Headlands probably support even more individuals. About 20 acres of suitable habitat for this 
species is on the headlands and plants appear scattered throughout this area, which area appears to 
mark the extent of the population in 1983 when thousands of individuals were reported. The 
agreement does not appear to take the extent of this suitable and occupied habitat into account, or 
the regional significance of this habitat. Since the hill top park is no more then 6 acres, even if the 
entire site were devoted to Blochman's dudleya conservation, the suitable habitat would be reduced 
by over 60 percent, a substantial amount. 

We recorrunend that the City carefully review the 1996 agreement and modify elements pertaining 
to species like Blochman's dudleya, the Pacific pocket mouse, and other species that were not 
adequately addressed. These agreements appear to conflict with the stated goals and criteria of the 
NCCP/HCP programs. 

4.14 Parks and Open Space management Plan 

As stated above, we believe that the development footprint needs to be modified to allow for 
increased conservation area. This in turn would require that portions of this section be revised. As 
currently proposed. conservation areas. particularly about the hill top park are too small and will 
require intensive long-term management and in combination with the very general list offered as a 
plant revegetation palette. will take on the character of a small botanical garden rather than onsite 
preservation. Our specific comments will be directed toward elements of the plan as they are 
currently proposed. 

While the basic premise of the zoned fuel modification is reasonable. The area left within open 
space within the eastern portion of the site is too narrow to support it. As proposed the fuel 
modification zone virtually precludes adequate conservation along the ridge south of the hilltop 
park. All Zone A and B fuel modification should be restricted from this area to improve 
conser:ation open space. As currently proposed. conservation within the hilltop park is too small 
an area to be realistically successful. The addition of the ridge area would improve the likelihood 
that long-term conservation will be successful. 

The open space plan also alludes to ''habitat islands" within areas of irrigated landscape. These 
areas. about 200 square feet in area are too small to be self supporting when surrounded with other 
irrigated landscapes. Additionally, the document suggests that these islands will consist of black 
sage ( Sal\·ia mellzfera ), coastal sage brush (Anemisia califomica), and California buckwheat 
( Erio~;mwm (asciculatwn ). The document also suggests that these islands will be irri,gatedQ ON 
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These species will be killed by summer watering. Additionally. the islands are also unlikely to work 
if the adjacent area (particularly upslope locations) are also under irrigation because these areas will 
be persistent weed sources (many nonnative thrive under these conditions) and potentially inhibit 
development of appropriate native soil microflora. To be truly effective, the habitat islands need to 
be at least 20,000 square feet or more in size with at least 30 to 50 feet of transitional more moister 
tolerant "buffer" vegetation if placed within an irrigated landscape. The "habitat islands" 
concept is an interesting idea but is probably not workable with such limited space and with this 
suite of species. Even if the habitat islands were 40.000 square feet, they would probably be too 
small for effective conservation purposes. 

Figure 4.14.1 does not clearly indicate fuel modification zones. For example, within Area 4, 
portions of the eastern boundary are already with existing fuel modifications zones that can not be 
changed due to existing development. The figure would seem to imply more conservation here than 
truly available. Additionally, the document appears to imply that the hill top region of Area 4 is 
largely conservation open space. A separate more restrictive plant palette should be developed for 
this area. While many of the species listed on Table 4.14.2 are California natives, they are not 
compatible with existing natural conditions on the headlands and appear to be incompatible with 
potential rare plant mitigation. We also suggest that virtually all of Planning Area 5 (or at least the 
eastern portions) be established as southern needlgrass grassland. This habitat would not be a 
particular fire risk, require no irrigation, and then would potentially be able to serve as habitat for 
rare plants. 

Plants listed on Table 4.14.2 (Revegetation Plant Palette) that would be appropriate for revegetation 
in Area 4 include: Antirrhinum nuttallianum, Dichelostemma capitatum, Dudleya lanceolata, 
Encelia californica, Eriophyllum confertiflorum, Gnaphalium califomicum, Isomeris arborea, 
Lasthenia califomica, Lotus scoparius, Mirabilis californica, Mimulus aurantiacus (preferably 
from salvaged plants on the headlands because of potential cross population genetic problems), 
Nasella lepida, N. pulchra, Opuntia littoralis, 0. prolifera, Plantago erecta, and Sisyrinchium 
bellum. Most of the other species should be avoided because they would significantly change the 
character of the habitat (e.g. chaparral species or mesic montane canyon species). Lavendula 
dentate is not even native to the continent. Despite being a native and even occurring on the 
headlands. Jsocoma men::.isii should not be planted. If there is any soil disturbance. it maybe 
difficult to keep this species from dominating the site without the additional assistance of planting it 
on purpose. 

We v;ould also recommend a native grassland palette for those areas within PAS outside of Area 4 
that would include low growing grasses and herbs such as Nassella lepida. N. pulchra, Melica 
imperfecta. Dichelostemma pulchellum, Dudleya lanceolata. Bloomeria crocea as these species are 
compatible with existing rare plant species. 

Native Restoration and Management Guidelines 

A :\litigation and Monitoring Plan should be developed for onsite restoration and any rare plant 
transplantation. The guidelines presented here are too general for an effective program. The 
maintenance and monitoring program for rare plants should be a minimum of 5 vears. Three vears 
is too short to determine success or failure. Ideally the plan should be at least 7 years. Plants.like 
Dudleya blochmaniae may require as much as 5 years just to mature. 

· B (1) Native Plant Salvaging (4-126 and 4-127) 

Putting aside issues regarding the NCCP!HCP agreement. we have several concerns regardina the 
salvag'e guidelines. It is the position of C~PS that transplanting of rare plants should be e 
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undertaken unless there is no alternative. The plants should be preserved in situ where possible and 
the project should be designed to allow for the maximum avoidance. In general, rare 
transplantation's are difficult and prone to failure. There are very few examples were there is 
documented success. However some transplantation projects are better than others. In San 
Clemente there is a restoration project from Blochman' s dudley a that was initiated about 1990. The 
early years were not very promising. RECON took over the project and has established a number 
of important elements regarding establishing Blochman's dudleya. The site is under intense and 
perhaps unrealistic management that may not be easy to duplicate elsewhere, and it is simply so 
small that the population that impacts could never be offset entirely. Regardless, some of the 
methods developed at Marblehead are worth exploring. It is suggested that the applicant's botanist 
contact RECON for further information. Based on experience with other rare plant sites, rather 
then remove individual corms and top soil separately, we recommend that the top soil is removed 
intact in blocks and that the corms are left within these blocks of soil. This method will more likely 
capture corms that have not been flagged or identified. The translocation, if pursued, should be 
combined with a seed or leaf planting program. 

4.3 TERRESTRIAL BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

4.3.1.1 Vegetation. There are a number of problems with the vegetation mapping that suggest that 
the site was not field checked, misrepresentation of vegetation types, lists of dominant species that 
are not even known from Orange County, sites dominated by natives of the Canary Islands 
described as chaparral. We recommend that the City request a new vegetation map that more 
closely reflects the distribution and composition of the vegetation within the project area. 

Coastal sage scrub (pg. 4.3-3). The vegetation described as coastal sage scrub is oversimplified at 
the scale used in the document. Mixed, annual, and southern needlegrass grassland, and clay soil 
grasslands are important elements of the native vegetation of eastern side of the headlands. These 
areas should be called out as a distinct unit or should be described within the coastal sage scrub unit 
text as forming mosaics with coastal sage scrub. The main elements of this habitat include Nasella 
pulchra, N. lepida, Deinandrafasciculata, Vulpia m_vuros, Brachypodium distachyon, Pentachaeta 
aurea, and Dudleya blochmaniae. Most of the rare plants are actually associated with grassland 
and open grassy coastal sage, not dense 'stands of coastal sage. 

Maritime succulent scrub (pg. 4.3-3 ). Maritime succulent scrub is generally not a recognized 
community in Orange County. Our habitat has been described as Maritime succulent cactus scrub 
which occurs in small patches of habitat along the coast from San Clemente. Dana Point, and 
~ewport Bay. Our form of this vegetation tends to be depauperate in species diversity as compared 
to Maritime succulent scrub in San Diego County. Here. the description of the habitat is entirely 
inappropriate for the headlands. The majority of the elements mentioned here (Agave, Acal_'rpha, 
Bergerocactus. F errocactus. and Simmondsia) are not known to in the vicinity of Dana Point. 
Only one of these (:\calypha J is known to occur in Orange County. The other species mentioned 
occur primarily along the Ylexican border. Opwztia prolifera is the primary dominant here. 

Southern :"vlixed chaparral (pg 4.3-3 ). The polygon mapped along green lantern adjacent to the 
proposed hilltop park is not southern mixed chaparral. This site is dominated by the shrubby 
exotic: Hypericum canariense. Ornamental scrub maybe an appropriate term. Historically this 
area was coastal sage scrub. The area identified as mixed chaparral immediately above the Marine 
Institute is dominated by Rhus integrifolia but has a number of elements such as Opuntia prolifera 
and L_vcium califomicum that leaves its composition and function with a closer affinity to coastal 
bluff scrub. It maybe OK to describe it as sumac chaparral but it supports too little diversity of 
chaparral species to be called ··mixed chaparral". The EIR text and map should be modified to 
reflect this. 
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Nonnative Grassland (pg. 4.3--+ ) . . Vasella pulchra and a number of native wildflowers including 
Bloomcria crocea and Dichelostemnza pulchella are relatively common throughout much of the 
area identified here as non-native 2.rasslands. This area would be considered native grassland using 
CDFG standards. For the most part it is southern needle grass grassland with significant 
intrusions of Vulpia myuros, Hordeum intercedens, Bromus sp., and Brachypodium distachyon. 
We recommend that the unit name is modified. As discussed under coastal sage scrub, additional 
annual, mixed, and native grasslands occur in the project area. Impacts to native grassland (or 
southern needlegrass grassland) are considered significant under CEQA. 

4.3.2.4 A revised list of ranks and designations for CNPS plants was released in July 2000 over 
the internet. The published version of the 6th Edition is now available. A number of recent changes 
affect the status of species on the headlands. The botanical section of the EIR should be revised to 
reflect these changes. 

4.3.3 Sensitive habitats: The document does not identify any southern needlegrass grasslands. 
Some areas identified as coastal sage scrub would probably be better placed here. Most if not all 
the habitat identified as non-native grassland in association with the hill top area is southern 
needlegrass grassland (About 3 acres). The grasslands should be resurveyed and the maps and text 
should be modified accordingly. Probably 4 to 8 acres of native grassland is on site. Native 
grasslands are considered sensitive. 

4.3.3.2 and 4.3.3.3 Maritime succulent scrub and Southern Coastal bluff scrub. Both descriptions 
appear better suited to descriptions of these habitats in southern San Diego. For example, species 
such as the giant coreopsis and San Diego sea-dahlia are not known to occur north of Del Mar in 
San Diego County. 

4.3.1.2 Wildlife: The document fails to note that the project site was also historically occupied by 
the Quina Checkerspot According to Larry Orsak (The Butterflies of Orange County), Quina 
checkerspot collections were made on the headlands between 1932 and 1936. Searches by Robert 
Allen in the 1980's failed to detect the butterfly although the host plant (Plantago erecta) is not 
uncommon on the site. While there is no evidence this rare butterfly occurs on the headland todav. 
the fact that it once did occur on the headlands is further evidence that this area is a very unique and 
important site. 

-+.3.2.-+ Other Designations. The CNPS inventory (Skinner and Pavlik. 1994) cited here is out of 
date. CNPS released. initially via the internet. a list of changes to the inventory in July :woo. A 
number of rare species on the he:1dlands. including a number that were not discussed in the EIR. are 
affected by these changes. The Inventory is now available in its published form. The EIR should 
be updated to retlect these changes. Specific comments regarding these changes are discussed 
belo,~·. 

-+.3.3 Sensiti\e habit:1ts: As indicated above. the headlands also support native grassland habitat 
(southern needle grass grassl:1nd ). \1ost of the :1rea designated on the map as non-native grassland 
is native grassland and at the scale used to depict vegetation distribution. other patches of native 
grassland are within areas mapped as coastal sage scrub. There is probably between 4 and 8 acres 
of native grassland on site. Portions of this area could be designated mixed css and native 
grassland. In southern California. native grasslands are actually considerably more rare than coastal 
sage scrub and support a \Vealth of rare plant species. As mentioned above, those areas identified as 
maritime succulent scrub could also be called southern cactus scrub. Regardless, both communities 
are considered sensitive. 
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Figure 4.3.2 (pg. 43-7). While this figure displays rare species locations in relationship to the 
overall site. an additional figure. displaying the distribution of the rare species against the 
development footprint should also have been included. 

t 
4.3.4 Sensitive Plants 

A number of species that should be included within this section are missing. Additionally, we 
believe that the Blochman's dudleya section is oversimplified and tends to downplay the importance 
of this site. The EIR fails to note that Prostrate spineflower (Chorizanthe procumbens) is no 
longer considered a CNPS list 4 species. However we agree that it should still remain within the 
discussion because it is locally rare in Orange County and the removal of this species from the 
CNPS lists is not without controversy. The EIR fails to discuss 7 additional rare plants that are 
known to occur within the project area. Three of these species are reported on the species list 
without any additional discussion or analysis: California box thorn (Lycium californicum), 
Golden-rayed pentachaeta (Pentachaeta aurea), and woolly seablite (Sueada taxifolia). Four of 
these species are not included in the Biological Report or any other area of the document: Coulter's 
saltbush (Atriplex coulteri), small-flowered microseris (Microseris douglsasii var. platycarpha), 
vernal barley (Hordeum intercedens) and California groundsel (Senecio aphinactis). Several other 
species, including Aphanisma (Aphanisma blitoides), Pacific saltbush (Atriplex pacifica) and 
Robinson's peppergrass (Lepidium virginicum var. robinsonii), all CNPS List lB species, should 
also be surveyed for and discussed for their potential of occurring within the project area. Suitable 
habitat for all three species occur on site. Additional surveys should be conducted for all 10 
species in addition to reviewing existing data sources. 

Blochman's dudleya: The R-E-D code for this species is now 3-3-3. The EIR understates the 
distribution, number, and significance of Blochman's dudleya on site. The distribution of 
individuals on figure 4.3.-7 is only partially complete and abundance appears to rely on the PSBS 
report of 1991 which only partially characterizes the population. 

The population on the headlands is variable but considerably larger than 250 individuals. At least 
20 acres of suitable and partially habitat are found on the headlands mostly east and southeast of 
the old nursery site. This is not reflected by the EIR. Blochman's dudleya was first recorded on 
the headlands in 1949. In 1983 and 1984, nearly the entire 20 acres of suitable was occupied by 
Blochman 's dudleya. About half of this area, mostly south of the hilltop area was densely occupied. 

N~ ~qualitative population estimates were made at the time. Only very rough estimates indicating 
thousands of individuals. However based on experience with and comparisons with other occupied 
sites that do have reliable estimates. the population must have been quite large and probably 
exceeded 8.000 or 10.000 individuals. The population has never been as large as those seen in 
1983 or 1984. Regardless. the population has consistently persisted as scattered clusters and 
colonies throughout the original occupied habitat. The number of plants in any given year has 
fluctuated between about 200 to 1.500 individuals. In the spring of 2000, for example about 620 
individuals were reported on the headlands by members of CNPS. In 2001. about 1.400 individuals 
were reported. Blochman·s dudleya can be difficult to locate. However. it is important that 
adequate surveys be conducted and that the population is characterized as accurately as possible. 
We can supply additional distribution data if requested. There was no time to put such information 
onto a map at this time. 

Years of drought from 1985 through 1991 and off road vehicle activity have undoubtedly impacted 
Blochman · s dudleya as the populations have never appeared as large as the 1980's. The PSBS 
document oversimplifies this by merely stating that the population is "significantly reduced from 
1983." However. the conditions (temperature. rainfall amount and seasonal distribution) has never 
been duplicated since 1983. The status of this plant has been improving and in recent years. the 
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plant has appeared in more areas of the headlands then it did in the 1990's. The actual distribution 
of rare plants originating from bulbs or corms are difficult to characterize in even two seasons of 
surveys. Many individuals tend not to produce leaves in a given year, others sprout and detectable 
early in the season, and only a few actually actually flower. The population may respond 
vigorously for one year (as in 1983 following a particularly strong El Nino), or produce only a 
handful of individuals during any given year. The significance of a site should not only be based 
on the number of individuals reported in a single year (as for example, the PSBS results of 1990), 
but for the combination of historic abundance and suitable (or previously demonstrated as 
occupied) habitat on site. Despite the fact that this information was submitted to the County of 
Orange and the Coastal Commission in 1983 and 1984, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
City of Dana Point in the 1990's, it has largely been ignored (hence the 1996 HCP agreement). 

Blochman's dudleya is one of the more restricted rare plants in California. Fewer than 20 locations 
are known from San Luis Obispo County south to the Pacific Beach area. It is known from two 
locations in Baja California, but at least one of these is severely endangered. In California, most 
populations are restricted to the western Santa Monica Mountains and Camp Pendelton. It is very 
rare south of Santa Monica. In Orange County it is known from about 5 locations, of which, two 
have been extirpated (Ritz Carlton area, Dana Woods), and one has been significantly reduced 
(Marblehead). A population at San Clemente State Park is quite small (fewer than 200 
individuals). The Dana Point Headlands population has been reduced by offroad vehicle activity, 
trampling, and to a lesser extent, competition with non-native species. However, in all of Los 
Angeles, Orange, and San Diego County, outside of Camp Pendelton, it is the only site that remains 
that could support a population of Blochman' s dudleya with at least 15 to 20 acres. While more 
habitat would be available on Camp Pendelton, this is a military base and while conservation is a 
consideration to military activities, rare plants and their habitat are subject to potential military 
training and other activities. Thus the headlands are now one of the few sites remaining south of 
the Santa Monica Mountains that could substantially contribute to stabilize the decline or improve 
the status of the species. Continued decline will almost certainly lead to State or Federal listing of 
the species. 

ClifT Spurge: The results of surveys in 2000 should be summarized in the Biological Resources 
Report and added to the EIR. The document appears to rely only on the PSBS survey results 
which are over 10 years old. 

Palmer's grappling hook: This species is now listed under List 4 within the CNPS Inventory of 
Rare Plants. 

Prostrate Spineflower: This species is no longer within the CNPS Inventory. However it 
continues to be a species of local concern as it is uncommon in Orange County. The EIR indicates 
that this species was not located during recent surveys. However small to moderate sized 
populations are located in the sandy coastal sage scrub immediately north of Margarita Road. 
These populations were in good shape in the spring of 2000 and 2001. 

Western Dichondra: The EIR reports that this species was not located in 2000. Despite the late 
season. this species is still detectable on the headlands site at this time (November). Prior to :\larch 
1990. it was present but only in small numbers. At that time, a small fire burned about 3 acres of 
the headlands. By 1992. western dichondra formed a dense colony over much of the bum near the 
comer of the nursery property south of the hilltop. The population has gradually declined since but 
is still relatively common on the slopes west of the ridge line. 

Coulter's Saltbush (Atriplex coulteri): This species occurs in a small population immediately 
south of hilltop area where it has been known and documented since 1983. Coulter's saltbush is a 
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CNPS List 1 B species. It is rare and declining though out coastal southern California. In Orange 
County it is known from fewer than 10 locations (perhaps only 4 are still extant) and is no where 
abundant. It is a relatively obscure plant and occa~ionally mistaken for the introduced Atriplex 
semibaccata. The Dana Point population is significant and the impacts are significant and therefore 
must be addressed in the EIR. The headlands site has significant restoration potential for this 
species because of its coastal location and soils. This species is not covered by the 1996 HCP 
agreement in any case. 

vernal barely (Hordeum intercedens): This is a CNPS List 3 species. It has recently been 
reported near the hilltop area. The regionally status of this species is still under review. However, it 
is relatively uncommon in Orange County and typically associated with mesic grasslands. It 
probably occurs on the headlands as a relic of the vernal pool vegetation that once once found on 
the headlands and above the harbor up until the 1950's. There is no mapping, discussion or 
analysis of impacts to this species in the EIR. 

California box-thorn (Lycium californicum): This species was added to the CNPS List in 2000 
and is now a CNPS List 4 species. It is included on the species list however there is no discussion 
or analysis of impacts. Lycium califomicum occurs primarily on the cliffs but at least one 
individual occurs within the impact area near Lot 7. There is no mapping, discussion or analysis of 
impacts to this species in the EIR. 

Small-flowered Microseris (Microseris douglasii var.platycarpha): This is a CNPS List 4 
species that was first reported and documented from the headlands in 1983. Much of the area that 
is suitable for Blochman's dudleya is also suitable habitat for this species. There is no mapping, 
discussion or analysis of impacts to this species in the EIR. 

Golden-rayed Pentachaeta (Pentachaeta aurea): This species was added to the CNPS List in 
2000 and is now a CNPS List 4 species. It is included on the species list however there is no 
discussion or analysis of impacts. Small to moderate sized populations (the numbers vary 
significantly one year to the next) occur in the vicinity of Palmer's grappling hook and on the flats 
and slopes south of this location. Golden-rayed pentachaeta is known from fewer than 5 recent 
collections in Orange County. There is no mapping, discussion or analysis of impacts to this 
species in the EIR. 

California groundsel (Senecio aphinactis): California groundsel is a CNPS List 4 species. 
This species was first reported and documented on the headlands in 1983 where it was described as 
locally common. It occurs near the Palmer's grappling hook site. This is a small and obscure 
plant. However suitable habitat persists at this location and it is presumed to be extant. California 
groundsel is very rare in Orange County and known from fewer than 3 recent collections. There is 
no mapping, discussion or analysis of impacts to this species in the EIR. 

woolly seablite (Suaeda taxifolia): This species was added to the CNPS List in :woo and is now 
a C\'PS List-+ species. It is included on the species list however there is no discussion or analysis 
of impacts. We are Jess certain of its distribution on the headlands but most individuals probably 
occur with cliff spurge. There is no mapping, discussion or analysis of impacts to this species in 
the EIR. 

4.3.5 Sensitive Wildlife: A discussion should be included regarding the historical status of Quino 
checkerspot on the headlands. 

Table 4.3.A NCCP/HCP Identified Species on site: Prostrate spineflower should be in the present 
column. western dichondra should be in the present column. 
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Direct Impacts (pg. 4-.3-35 ): The document states that impacts to the 5 identified species will be 
"reduced to less than significant levels and consistent with the NCCP/HCP and IA. Application of 
PDFs 3-1 through 3-8 and PCs 3-1 through 3-16 results in the reduction of the potential impact the 
these sensitive plant species to a less than significant level. However, with the exception of cliff 
spurge, the application of PDFs 3-1 through 3-8 will have no affect or benefit to these identified 
species because the identified species do not occur in the area affected by these PDFs. Nor could 
these plants be established or transplanted to the Headlands Conservation area because of 
inappropriate soils. The project conditions set forth in PCs 3-1 to 5 will have little benefit to the 
identified species because few of the identified species will be within the project site once 
completed. PC 3-6 maybe adequate to offset impacts to Nuttall's scrub, western dichondra, 
Prostrate spineflower, and Palmer's grappling hook as these species due benefit measurably from 
the NCCP. However, Blochman's dudleya will not as the only population in the NCCP will be 
severely impacted. Additionally PC 3-7, although specifically addressing Biochman's dudleya, 
fails to reduce the impacts to less then significant because it would result in at least a 60 percent 
decline of onsite habitat to one of the most regionally significant sites in southern California, and 
that it will result in only a small fraction of the population being addressed (e.g., less than 20 
percent based on 2001 population estimates). PC 3-8 through 3-14 only pertain to the pocket 
mouse habitat, which again, has few rare plants because of unsuitable soils. PC 3-15 will not 
benefit any species except cliff spurge as the other species are entirely within the impact areas. 

In light of the above discussion, we would like to see a discussion within the EIR that describes 
specifically how the various PDs and POe will result in less than significant impacts. Additionally 
the impacts to other rare species not discussed in this report are not considered here (see discussion 
under sensitive species above). 

Note: on this same page, where tree preservation ordinances are discussed: Nuttall's scrub oak is 
not a tree and would not be affected by a tree ordinance. 

Indirect Impacts: Some discussion should also be included on indirect impacts to rare plants. 
These impacts are generally not severe for most species only as they will be extirpated by direct 
impact. However. some species such as Blochman · s dudleya and cliff spurge will continue to have 
indirect impacts. For the same reasons as given above. we do not believe that the indirect impacts to 
Blochman's dudleya will be reduced to below significant by the NCCP/HCP agreement. 

4.3.11 Cumulative Impacts: Despite the i\CCP/HCP. the reduction of loss of the headlands will 
result in regionally significant losses of Blochman·s dudleya. Coulter's saltbush. and California 
groundsel. 

5.1 Alternatives: As here presented. c;..;ps believes that the City should adopt Alternative 1. 
Although Alternative 1 would not necessarily meet with anyone's immediate goal, it would be far 
superior in terms of rare plant conservation then the proposed alternative which would severeh· 
impact nearly all rare plants. The City then would be able to review further project alternatives for 
the site. Alternative 2. appears unrealistic considering the developer's goals and does not appear to 
be a serious alternative. However. it appears that the alternative discussion is a bit thin. 0;o effort 
appears to have been made to present a true environmentally superior alternative. Under 5.1 0. it 
would appear that alternative 1 has been designated the environmentally superior alternative. Sadly. 
this appears to be correct. However, we believe that a true environmentally superior alternative 
would have presented a mixture of elements that would meet development and conservation goals 
but perhaps not all satisfactorily. We would like to see an alternative presented that would reduce 
Planning Area 6. expand Areas 5 and 7. and place more of PA 5 in natural conservation open space. 
Virtually all rare plants are situated along the east and southeast portions of PA 6 and to a smaller 
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degree in PA 5. This would still allow some additional impacts beyond Alternative 2 and impacts in 
PA 9. 

While conservation goals are listed on page 5-7, we are disappointed that none of the goals appear 
to be true conservation. For example, should not one of the conservation goals be to stabilize and 
maintain a population of the Pacific pocket mouse on the headlands? Another goal that CNPS 
would like to have been considered was: Preservation of the majority or rare plants and their habitat 
within the project site. 

5.5 Alternative I: 5.5.2 (pg. 5-8). While this alternative does not attain any of the stated 
conservation goals, would result in the possibility that some unstated goals such as preserve the 
majority of the rare plants and plant habitats on site may ultimately be attainable. The proposed 
project eliminates this possibility for the majority of the species. 

7.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

The mitigation and monitoring program for impacts associated with the project appear to be vague 
and poorly presented. The level of detail offered in the EIR would appear to indicate that there is no 
specific mitigation with the exception of limited mitigation for the Blochman' s dudleya and the 
Pacific Pocket Mouse. Both concepts appear to be limited in scope and deficient. Even accepting 
the premise that biological impacts to the Headlands site will be mitigated as per the 1996 
NCCPIHCP agreement, some form of specific restoration and monitoring plan document for 
Blochman's dudleya should be put together. CEQA requires that mitigation and monitoring plans 
be developed. This plan should include monitoring for no less then 5 years, preferably 7 years, 
identified actions and methods used to establish or enhance rare plant populations and habitat, and 
success criteria. The mitigation is of little value if the applicant is not accountable for long-term 
success. This document should be reviewed by the City and other public agencies. 

As offered, the mitigation suggested for impacts to Blochman's dudleya fails to reduce impacts 
below the level of significance for reasons discussed earlier in our letter. Additionally there is no 
mitigation offered for impacts to species the EIR has failed to identify as occurring within the 
project site such as Coulter's saltbush. We would recommend that the City require a more detailed 
mitigation and monitoring plan that is directed toward critical species (such as Blochman 's dudleya 
and Coulter's saltbush) but also allows for offsetting the impacts to other species that are less 
endangered. 

For reasons we have discussed in this letter we believe that the City should require a more 
comprehensive approach to conservation for rare plants within the headlands project area. If we had 
more time. we would offer more comments on mitigation. If you have any questions or if you wish 
to contact me. I can be reached at 760-439-6244. Thank you for your consideration. 

Fred M. Roberts. Jr. 
Co-chair. Conservation 
California Native Plant Society 
Orange County Chapter 

cc: Karl Schwing. California Coastal Commission 
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State d California 

Memorandum 

To: Mr. Karl Schwing ,~Al\rORNIA D~~ 
California Coastal Commission AS~P.l coN\N\ISSI 
South Coast Area CO 
200 Oceangate Ave., 1 01

h Floor 
Long Beach, California 90802-4325 

August7,2003 

From: ERIC J. LARSON- Bays & Estuaries Ecosystem Coordinator 
Department of Fish and Game 

subject: Alternatives to Reconstruction of the Existing Rip-Rap Revetment for the Dana 
Point Headlands Development and Conservation Project 

The Headlands Reserve LLC is currently processing a local coastal program 
amendment (No. 2-02) with the California Coastal Commission (Commission) for the 
Dana Point Headlands Development and Conservation Project (HDCP}, located in Dana 
Point, Orange County, California. A portion of the HDCP involves reconstruction of an 
existing rip-rap revetment, the subject of this memo. Department of Fish and Game 
(Department) Marine Region staff recently learned that Commission staff had requested 
additional analyses of alternatives to the revetment reconstruction, including various 
iterations to beach fill and removal of the revetment. This is of concern to the 
Department because these alternatives have the potential to adversely impact marine 
resources within the Niguel and Dana Point Marine Life Refuges. 

Department staff previously reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) for the HDCP (State Clearing House No. 2001071 015) which described a 
preferred project (revetment reconstruction) and four alternatives (removal of the 
existing revetment, beach fill, a nearshore submerged breakwater, and a seawall). The 
preferred project would reconstruct a 2,100 linear foot portion of a 2,240 foot-long rip
rap rock revetment at Strand Beach within the seaward footprint of the existing structure 
except with minor public safety and access modifications and a higher elevation (the 
original structure was built sometime in the 1950s ). All work (to the maximum amount 
feasible) would be conducted above the mean higher h1gh water mark and would 
include grunion monitoring for those activities conducted between February and July. 
The Department believed that the preferred alternative was the least environmentally 
damaging alternative. Thus, we had no objection to the proposed rip-rap revetment 
reconstruction. 

We understand the Headlands Reserve LLC, was asked to re-analyze some of 
the alternatives for reconstruction of the existing revetment considered in the EIR and to 
evaluate additional alternatives and iterations. These include a beach fill option to 
widen the beach, so a revetment would not be necessary, and elimination of the 
revetment with a shorefront slope setback. The Department is concerned about these 
proposals as they have the potential to adversely impact valuabl~fJ:rEOO~lf,!\SIO"~ 
the adjacent Niguel and Dana Point Marine Life Refuges. \JIJ!VIIVI \l 1 
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Mr. Karl Schwing 
August7,2003 
Page Two 

The beach fill alternative would require the placement of 337,000 cubic yards of 
sand providing a 135-foot beach width to protect the shorefront slope. The littoral 
transport system within the project area has been determined to be in dynamic 
equilibrium, thus, any sand placed for widening the beach would eventually be 
transported offshore where it could bury hard substrate and subtidal reefs, particularly 
those with low relief. Hard substrate and reef habitats are sensitive marine resources. 
These habitat areas support various kelps and surfgrass, which in turn support sensitive 
and/or recreationally and commercially important invertebrates and fish during various 
life stages (e.g. lobster, urchins, crabs, abalone, fishes). 

Beach fill projects are not uncommon in southern California, but a large volume 
of beach fill, as is proposed for the beach fill alternative, has not occurred in areas with 
sensitive marine resources. The recent San Diego Association of Government's 
Regional Beach Sand Project restored six miles of San Diego region coastline from 
Oceanside to Imperial Beach. Areas with sensitive marine resources, such as rocky 
intertidal reefs, subtidal vegetated reefs, surfgrass, or nearshore reefs with giant kelp 
were purposely avoided for sand placement. Loss of these sensitive marine habitats, 
from a beach fill alternative, would have an adverse impact on the species that reside in 
the Niguel and Dana Point Marine Life Refuges. 

North of the project boundary is a similar 6,200 foot-long rip-rap revetment that 
adjoins the project's rip-rap revetment. Removal of the project's rip-rap revetment 
would disrupt this continuous revetment thereby affecting local coastal processes. This 
could result in localized beach scour, increased erosion of the shorefront slope, and 
eventual slope failure. Increased erosion would result in water quality impacts and the 
potential burial of sensitive marine habitat from the resuspension and redistribution of 
fine grained sediments. Additionally, resuspension of the fine sediments would cause a 
turbidity plume that could extend thousands of feet offshore and downcoast. Increases 
in turbidity and suspended solids decrease the light penetration resulting in decreased 
photosynthesis by phytoplankton. kelp, eelgrass. and surfgrass. Prolonged turbidity can 
clog the apparatuses of filter feeding invertebrates and the gills of fish. Turbidity also 
reduces the ability of sight foraging birds, such as the federally and state listed 
endangered California brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis californicus), to 
successfully capture prey items. The redistribution of sediments would result in the 
permanent burial of hard substrate/reef habitat which supports various kelp and 
surfgrass communities. 

Removal of the existing rip-rap revetment and setback of the shorefront slope 
with or without a sacrificial dune, are alternatives that the Headlands Reserve LLC was 
asked to analyze (reanalyze). These alternatives would result in changes to local 
coastal processes. sand transport, and water quality. Thus, they also have the potential 
to adversely impact marine plants, invertebrates, fish, and birds within the Niguel and 
Dana Point Marine Life Refuges from burial and turbidity (as described above). en" nl"'ll ''1'\lli!lll'llfll('l!Q~I 
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Mr. Karl Schwing 
August 7, 2003 
Page Three 

Marine Life Refuges, such as the Niguel and Dana Point Marine Life Refuges, 
are a tool that State resource managers use for protecting, conserving, and managing 
the State's valuable marine resources. Marine Life Refuges are intended to ensure the 
long-term ecological viability and biological productivity of marine ecosystems. The 
Dana Point Marine Life Refuges is specifically designed to protect the intertidal zone 
(Fish and Game Code § 1 0667). Thus, alternatives that inadvertently add sand, fine 
sediments, and/or increase turbidity would result in a take of plants and animals in the 
area, which is expressly prohibited. Alternatives that adversely impact these habitats 
defeat the intentions of the Marine Life Refuges. 

In conclusion, the Department remains concerned about the potential adverse 
impacts to marine plants, invertebrates, fish, and birds from the proposed alternatives to 
the reconstruction of the rip-rap revetment. We continue to believe that reconstruction 
of the existing rip-rap revetment is the least environmentally damaging alternative given 
the sensitive resources within the project area. We urge the Commission to carefully 
consider impacts to marine resources associated with the additionally proposed 
alternatives. 

As always, Department personnel are available to discuss our comments, 
concerns, and recommendations in greater detail. To arrange for a discussion please 
contact Ms. Marilyn Fluharty, Environmental Scientist, California Department of Fish 
and Game, 4949 Viewridge Avenue, San Diego, CA 92123, telephone (858) 467-4231. 

cc: Ms. Deborah Johnston, Marine Region, Monterey 
Ms. Marilyn Fluharty. Marine Region, San Diego 
Mr. William Tippets, Region 5, San Diego 

Mr. Robert Hoffman 
NOAA Fisheries 
501 West Ocean Blvd 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4213 

Mr. David Zoutendyk 
USFWS 
6010 Hidden Valley Road 
Carlsbad, CA 92009 

Mr. Kevin Darnall 
Headlands Reserve, LLC 
24849 Del Prado 
Dana Point, CA 92629 
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In Reply Refer To: 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sen ice 
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlif~ Offi.::~ 
6010 Hidden \'alley Road 
Carlsbad. California 92009-..:.::! ~-
1,760'1 43!-9-140 
FA.X C60'1 -131-962-1 

FWS/CDFG-OR-1403.9 

Honorable Mike Riley, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
C/0 Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analvst 
200 Oceangate, lOth Floor -
Long Beach, California 90802-4416 

CA Dept. of Fish & Game 
49-+9 V1ewridge Avenue 
San Diego. California 92123-1662 
IS5S) -+6!---1.::01 
F.-\..X IS5S 1 -+6"7--+235 

R"'' ..... Dana Point Headlands Development and Conservation Plan, City of Dana Point, Orange 
County, California 

Dear Chairman Riley: 

\Ve are writing regarding the conservation benefits associated with the proposed Dana Point 
Headlands Development and Conservation Plan ("HDCP"), which we understand will be before 
the California Coastal Commission for approval in the near future. As you may know, the 
owners of the Dana Point Headlands were one of only two private landowners to participate in 
the creation of the 1996 Orange County Central and Coastal Subregion Natural Community 
Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP). The NCCP/HCP established a 
multiple species, multiple habitat subregional Reserve System for the purpose of protecting 
coastal sage scrub and other habitats in Central and Coastal Orange County while providing for 
economic uses to meet the social and economic needs of people in the subregion. The 
~CCP/HCP was specifically adopted by the ~-·.s Fish and Wildlife Service. California 
DepJ.rtment of Fish and Game (the '"Wildlife .--\gencies"), the County of Orange and part!Clpatmg 
jurisdictions. among others. to satisfy the conservation requirements of the Federal Endangered 
Species A.c~. the C1llfomiJ End:1ngered Spec1es .--\ct and the C:1lifomia );'atural Community 
ConservJtion Planning .-\ct. and was re\Ie\\ed in compliance with the );';.nional Em·ironmental 
Policy .-\ct and Califomi:1 En\·ironmentai Qu::tllty .-\ct. 

Through their participJuon m the );'CCP HC?. t!1e O\\'ners of the Dana Point He:1dL.mds made 
comr.utments to carry out a number of conser\ ;;.uon measures to offset impacts of Pbr.ned 
A.ctt\'ities on the 121.3-Jcre Headbnd prope;1y The proposed HDCP s1gmficantiy Impro\·es 
upon those conser.atlon commHmer.ts by scJ.lt!1g back the mtensity of development 2-nucipated 
by the ~CCP/HCP and by pro\·iding for the creation of a conser.·atiOn easement and an ope::-ating 
fund that will permanently conser.·e :1nd mamge the 24.2 acre Headlands Conser.·atiCn Park as 
natural open space for the conservation of threatened and endangered species and enjoyment of 
the public. We support approval of the HDCP because we believe it represents a unique 
opportumty to permanently conserw J.nd manage the Headlands Conservation Park for the 
endangered Pacific pocket mouse rPero'.:;nmhus longimembris pacificu.s. '"poCket mcuse"l the - -"~~'"TAj tt"",.'h"''f•t.•:q, .. 
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:.\Ii~e Riley, Chairman, California Coastal Commission (FWS/CDFG-OR-1403.9) 

threatened California gnatcatcher (Polioprrla calrfomica calzfomica). and other sensitive plant 
.:::nd animal species with minimal expenditure of public funds. 

2 

Through their participation in the :\CCPI:-ICP the O\vners of the Dana Pomt Headlands 
committed to carry out the follO\ving conservation measures to mitigate for Planned .-\ctivities on 
the 121.3 acre Headland property: contribution of $500,000 to the operating endowment for the 
:\' ature Reserve of Orange County; contribution of $350,000 to the Wildlife Agencies or an 
appropriate conservation organization to help fund propagation, enhancement. recovery and 
relocation efforts for the pocket mouse: at CDFG's request, transplantation of any Blechman's 
dudleya (Dudleya blochmaniae blochmaniae) subject to direct impacts from Planned Activities: 
establishment of a 22-acre temporary preserve on the Dana Point Headlands for an eight year 
period to allow the ·wildlife Agencies to study recovery strategies for the pocket mouse; 
commitment to offer up to four, one-year extensions to the eight year temporary preserve period; 
and, a commitment to negotiate an option agreement to provide the Wildlife Agencies an 
opportunity to purchase the 22-acre temporary preserve at the end of the eight year preserve 
period should the Wildlife Agencies determine that continuance of the preserve is necessary to 
ensure the survival and recovery of the pocket mouse. In accordance with Endangered Species 
Act Incidental Take Permit (#TE810581-1) and the State take authorization granted in 
association with the NCCP!HCP, the landowners have faithfully carried out all of their 
conservation commitments according to schedule. 

Planned Activities contemplated by the NCCP/HCP for the Headlands property include a 
combination of residential, visitor serving commercial, recreational and open space uses, which 
were anticipated to impact 55 acres of annual grassland and disturbed annual grassland, less than 
one acre of southern coastal bluff scrub, and 30 acres of coastal sage scrub. Upon completion of 
Planned Activities, the NCCP!HCP anticipated that onsite open space would total roughly 60 
acres, including 25 acres of existing and restored coastal sage scrub. and that development would 
occupy roughly 61 acres. Ho\\"ever. because local government and Coastal CommiSSIOn approval 
h:~d not been granted at the time of adoption of the :-\CCP/HCP and the prec1se amount and 
configuration of onsJte open space/habitat\\ as not knov;n, the :\"CCP/HCP authorized the loss of 
up to 30 :1cres of coastal sJge scrub '.\Jthout r;:str.ctions on the locauon or configuratiOn of th3t 
habitat loss. 

'"I'he HDCP proposal impro,·es the conserntion afforded by the ::\CCP!HCP by limitmg impacts 
to coastal scrub habitats to 23.- acres . ._:c,r.servmg 25.: acres of coastal scrub habit3ts within 62 
acres of public open space, :1nd. most mlp\..>I~:mtly. by creating and permanently protectmg the 
2J.. 2-::tcre He:1dbnds C onserv3tJon Park that encompasses the 22-acre Temporary ?reserw for ~he 
endJngered pocket mouse . .--\s descnbec abO\e. pursuant to the .\"CCP!HCP, permanent 
conserva~10n of the 2::>:1cre T empor~. ?ocket .\louse Pre sene \\ Jthout the proposed HDCP 
\\Ou!d necessit3te acqUISitiOn of the Tempor::u;. Preserve by the Wildlife Agenc1es at f:11r market 
\'alue. Eo\vever, the HDCP not onl;, prov1des for the permanent conservation of the 22-acre 
Temporary Preserve by me:1ns of a consen·ation easement, but through the involvement of the 
non-profit Harr;: :~nd Grace Steele Found:1tion it is anticipated that a $3 million dollar 
m:magement fund \vill be established to manage public use of the property, monitor biological 
;esources :md prevent habitat degrJdation Other project design features such as incorporation of 
2.2 ~!dditional ::.cres into the Headlands Conservation Park and adpcent greenbelt ooen space 

C,... II i'•T!i [ ,'"'il'\!liti\llft'SJQ"l 
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areas should help buffer sensitive species and habitats within the conservation park from 
Ztdjoining development. We are presently working with the Harry and Grace Steele Foundation 
to final!ze the terms of the conservation easement and funding assurances, which will be granted 
to the Wildlife Agencies in association with project approval. This conservation easement will 
replace and carry out the duties and responsibilities of the Trust Agreement referenced in the 
HDCP, and will be consistent with all Federal and State requirements for easements. 

In summary, the HDCP provides a unique opportunity to provide the assurance of long term, on
site conservation on the Dana Point Headlands. We, therefore, support approval of the HDCP. 
Should you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Karen Goebel of the U. S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service at (760) 431-9440 ext. 296, or Bill Tippets of the Department of Fish and 
Game at (858) 467-4212. 

Sincerely, 

?-Jdk~r~ 
William E. Tippets 
Habitat Conservation Supervisor 
California Department of Fish and Game 

cc: Sanford Edward, Headlands Reserve LLC 

Karen A. Goebel 
Acting Assistant Field Supervisor 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

C" '"''T'"l ~'~"""'"~lti(\SI0~ 1 UI'\..J M . \JUIYIIYI \) 1\! 

EXHIBIT# ___ ._ \,_~~b'----

PAGE_L.OF S 



'-;.s ~:.;n 5, '.\1lditte Sef\lLt 

'~_...1::tC'rT'.!,1 re2.1~r.t ,. 
-."t ;,s, :: ... l.~J~ 

·~~~J:.~Of"Til.1 fle~\3rtmcnt 
... ~t P,-,rLs :., f\c::-t3t:on 

'r.1ne R.n:.1 1\ater D1stnd 

\ ktrotx';ttJr. \\Jter D1sh1Lt 

.Joutn~:-n (._1;Jorn:J E:~1s...:n 

NAT~fRC CSE:R~~·.~~ 
ORANGE. COUNTY "--~-";;.J'-

Kevin Darnall 
HEADLANDS RESERVE LLC 
24859 Del Prado 
Dana Point, CA92629 

Dear Kevin: 

April 3, 2003 
~ : . 

--' 
- \~ ,, .... 

Sanhae;o Countlj Water D1stnct 
UniVe~lhj at dfom~a, lmne 
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Gty ot lr.1ne 

The li>~ne Comoan~ 
Headiar.:Js ~f'>'e. LLC 
Callvm~a Department ot fares~ 
Coastal Greenbelt ~thonty 
!'9County f~re ~tbty 
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This letter is in response to your inquiry about various aspects of the NCCP/HCP for the Central 
and Coastal Subregions of Orange County, and the non-profit corporation that was formed to 
manage the plan and the Implementation Agreement (!A) --the Nature Reserve of Orange 
County (NROC). 

Establishment of NCCP Non-Profit Corporation 
NROC was incorporated immediately following the approval of the NCCP/HCP in December 1996 
and has successfully conducted the business of the corporation and fulfilled the obligations of the 
NCCP/HCP and IA since that time. The NROC governing Board of Directors includes all public 
and private landowners signatory to the IA, state and federal resource agency representatives, 
and public members. Current Directors are representatives of the following: United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service; california Department of Fish and Game; California Department of Parks and 
Recreation; County of Orange; Irvine Ranch Water District; Metropolitan Water District; Southern 
california Edison; Santiago County Water District; University of California, Irvine; Transportation 
Corridor Agencies; City of Irvine; The Irvine Company; Headlands Reserve LLC; and three 
members of the public who represent environmental, business and recreational interests. The 
California Department of Forestry and Orange County Fire Authority sit on the Board of Directors 
as ex officio members. 

The entire $10 million endowment has been provided as required by the NCCP/HCP and IA. 
Additional revenues have been received through grant income and in-lieu mitigation fees. All 
mitigation fee payments to NROC are earmarked for restoration activities in the Reserve, and 
may be used for acquisitions. 

Management of Reserve Lands 
Land within the Nature Reserve of Orange County encompasses more than 37,000 acres under 
public and private ownership. All of the land is managed consistent with the terms of the 
NCCP/HCP as evidenced in the NROC annual reports to the resource agencies. 

Status of Non-Reserve Components of the NCCP1 HCP 
The NCCP/HCP designates 5, 702 acres of public and private lands w1thm the NCCP;'HCP but 
outside of the Reserve as Special Linkage Areas (owned by participating landowners) and Existing 
Use Areas (owned by non-participating landowners). The purpose of these areas is to maintain 
habitat connectivity and improve biological linkages between the Reserve System and adjacent 
NCCP subregions, as well as to provide additional habitat for target species. All development 
activity in Special Linkage Areas is reviewed for consistency in conjunction with local land use 
considerations. c n "t"'TAI f\" "t\ •1 II.['' .. 

U 11\J •. v l..lHI lVI I ;;.11~;: ~.: . 
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The NCCP/HCP does not establish permanent commitments for Existing Use Areas. The resource 
agencies continue to implement FESA and CESA requirements on these lands consistent with 
federal and state laws. 

Status of Management Plans 
The IA requires the preparation of four management plans, for: Fire Management, Grazing, 
Recreation and Restoration/Enhancement. The Board of Directors approved a short-term tactical 
Fire Management Plan in September 1999. A working draft of the long-term strategic fire 
management plan has been completed and is undergoing review by participants in the 
NCCP/HCP. It will be on the agenda of the June 2003 meeting of the Board of Directors. All fire 
management activities are consistent with the approved short-term plan and draft long-term 
plan. 

The Grazing Management Plan was approved by USFWS/CDFG in July 1996. The Nature 
Conservancy, in cooperation with The Irvine Company, acts as the rangeland monitor. 

An outline of the Recreation Management Plan has been prepared and reviewed by the 
Board of Directors. Public Reserve landowners that accommodate recreational activity such as 
the State of California, County of Orange, and City of Irvine have managed recreational use of 
the land consistent with park master plans that compliment the NCCP/HCP. The NROC annual 
reports to the resource agencies describe recreational management actions during the year. 

A working draft of the Restoration/ Enhancement Plan has been received by the NROC Board 
of Directors and is currently undergoing review by NCCP/HCP participants. The plan will be 
finalized and presented to the NROC Board of Directors in June 2003. As shown in the NROC 
annual reports to the resource agencies, a substantial and successful restoration program has 
been conducted through the years in a manner consistent with the draft plan, the NCCP/HCP and 
the IA. 

Kevin, I hope this information has been helpful in answering your questions about the NCCP/HCP 
and NROC. Please feel free to contact me if you need additional information. 

en" "J'fll """"R~IC'\ UI1\J 11 vumm .lSION 
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OEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
Soum C<lMt Region 
49-&9 Vl.wridge Avenue 
~, OIGgo. Califomia 92123 
(888) 467-4201 
FAX (888) 46?--4299 

Dr. Jon Allen 
California Coastil Commission 
89 South Califortlia Street 
2 .. Floor 
Venlunt., CA 93001 

'Df_ John Dixon · 
California Coastal CommiMion 
45 Fremont Street 
Suite 2000 
San Praociseo, CA 9410S 

February 15, 2002 

Dana PoJDt ft .. Jaada Project and CoaservadOD [8111181 

Dear Dr. Allen and Dr. Dixon: 

GRAY RfMS. qpnmgc 

The Dana Point Headlands (Headlands) property i& included in the Central-Coastal Orange 
County Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP) u a 
pennitted proJect. However, in the time since the pennit was issued in 1996, the ownenhip of the 
property and the proposed developnuml projecl have changed. Soon me Coasul Commission will 
be hearina the oew specific plan, and this letter is provided to present a short history of the 
relationship of the Headlands to the NCCPIHCP and changes to the permitted project that are 
contemplated by the current owner. These chang~ would result in increased conservation compared 
to that approved by the NCCPIHCP permit. 

Established in 1996, the NCCP/HCP Program reflect5 the rewlu of 5e~ral yeao of 5';i~tific 
anal )"lis and public review. A joint Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIRIEIS) wa& prepared pursuant ro the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEP A). In 1996, the EIR!EIS waa certified as a Pinal EJR/EIS 
wtth appropnate findings and mitigation measures. The US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), 
the California Department of Fish and Game ( CDFG), and the County of Orange determined that 
the Centr3UCoastal NCCPIHCP Is a comprehensive, multi-species habitat based cOMeTVation plAn. 
Pursuant to the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) and NCCP. it qualjfie6 6$ a habitat 
conservation plan for a variety of sensitive l!pecies within the coastal sllb-reaioo. The NCCPIHCP 
Program utablishc<i a 37,000 acre Habitat Reserve SYJtem and Adaptive Management Program that 
includes 17.200 acres within the Coastal sub-area and 10,964 acres wllhin lhe coastal zone. 

E:XHm•T # ---· flo\ C 
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The NCCPIHCP is implementing a comprehenii ve management program designed to provide 
long-term protection for the biological re&OUrce& within the Reserve System. A xc\ll'ed endowment 
of approximately$ 1 1 mi Ilion has been established to fund the adaptive management progn.m for the 
Reaervc. The: .NCCPIHCP Guidel.in.es dictate that the m1U113Cmcnt regi~ employ adaptive 
managemenl methods, 1.e., that the manqemcnt a~;tion$ within the Reserve will be monitored closely 
and modified or adapted over time lO respond to new scientific infonnation and changing.condition& 
and habitat needs. 

The Headlands project site wu included in the analysis for the NCCP/HCP EIRIEIS to 
determine m.itig~on ~uilementa for future development of tbe sittJ under applicable State and 
federal laws regulating biological m50UICe& and senaitivc habitat. 'The Headlands propeny is a 
constrained and !datively small, frasmentcd area o( natural vegetatjon with sipificant expo10re to 
exiatina •l.ID"DUDdina urbaniution. However, the site supports one of lhe three known populations 
of the Pllcific poc'ket 1!KJU!C, and small pupulatio05 of Other &ensitivc spc:ciea. The nearest availablb 
larae open 11pacc·iJ several miles. away, Beparated by extensive suburban/urban development 

The: limdownera of the Headlands property WC'l'C identified in the NCCPIHCP as a 
"'Participating Landowner" for "contributing significant land and/or funding toward impleiiJIJI1tation 
of the Reserve System and the adaptive management program.·· The Hadlands property owners 
were iuued an Bndanpred Specie~ Act Incidental Take Permit (#TB810~81-l) that authorize& a 
.. Planned Activity'' which allowatncidcntal take of the identified endangered apecies lllld wociared 
habitat u "Coveted Specie&" and "Coveted Habitat" punuant to the mitigation measures identified 
in the BIRIEIS. At the time of pennit issuance, the "Covered Project" was development of 370 
reaidcntial holiiiC6, a 400-room hotel, and 12.7 acres of commercial development. 

The biological mitigation tilcas~ pro..-ided by this Covered Projects/Planned Activities 
mcludcd a contribution of $~00.000 towards establi&hmcnt and management of the R~e Sy&tem. 
The Headlands Planned. Activity mitigations also included establishing a Temporary Pa.::1fic pocket 
mouse (PPM) Praetve. whe~in 3.75 aaes of PPM habttat were incorporated into and protected by 
a 22 acre temporvy preserve. The 22 acre preserve boundaries were established pursuant to the 
EIRJEIS analysis and deemed sufficient to prolc:ct occupied PPM habttar, expand potentia] habitat, 
and create a aufficient buffer. The landowners also provided $350,000 of fun<ling for the 
management of the Temporary PPM Preserve. The Temporary PPM Preserve re&c:rVe6 an et ght year 
research and management petiod (which exp1res in July 2004), in which the USFWS and CDFG 
must determine the long-term, aite ~ific n1stainabi li ry of the PPM. Tile "Covered Project" land 
usc: plan authorizel; development within appro.Umately IS acres of the 22 acre Temporary PPM 
Preserve, wtleu the state or federal agcnc1es purchase the Temporary PPM ~e at fair market 
value prior to the expiration and/or four one year extensions that may be purchased by the wildlife 
agencies for $440,000. 
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In July 2001. the USFWS. the CDFG, Headlands Reserve U.C, the Steele Foundation. and 
the Trust for Public Land entered into the Dana Point HeadlandJ Trust agreement, which proposes 
to establish the 24.2 acre Headlands COMCrVation Park. The agreement proposa that the n acres 
<;um:ntly duignared 83 the Temporary PPM ~e. plua an additional 2.2 acres, be set &tide 
permanently as a charitable tru.&t for the following e~duaive purpo&os: a.c:qui&i1ion, coniel'Vation, 
maintenance. and pernwtent preservation of the Land as natural open space, open to the public; 
protection, cODiCI"Vation and teCCJV«'f of rhreatened and endangered specie& and their habitats. 
including, but nat Hmited to, the Pacific pocket mouac; and protection of other native flora and faWla 
on the Land. Tho trust agreement further propo»ea to es~li61\ a $3 uullion endowment for a long
tenn adaptive minapment procrarn ancl preservation of the. park for perpetuity. The prolf&IDS 
include research and operational budgets. as well as facility replaccmmt CQCI&. 

The Trust for Public Lands is named a& the Protector of the trust. the USFWS and the CDPG 
are named as beneficiaries of the tru1t, and the Center for Natural LaDd. Manaaemcnt is identified 
as the manager .of the Land. The title to the property will be deed restric:ted a permanent 
conservation Opel\ space, and First American Trust FSB shall act as the Initial Tl'\lStee. The trust 
agreement outlines an eAtenaive procedure whereby the USFWS and CDFG will actively particip~ 
in the man~t and recovery of the PPM. The propoxd part protCicts those Ianda that are 
otherwix subject to development rights pursuant to the lO(a) federal and state endangered species 
"takinp" permit, and does so with(ltlt requiring the public agencie$ to purchase the land.. The 
agreement estabUsbcs a public coastal bluff top trail aJong the perimeter of the park that is bordered 
by environrnentil and aafety fencin&. Adjacent to but outside of the 24.2 acre~ a 2.7 ac:re 
greenbelt shall provide additional buffer area.s, public paths, parking, and two public mcrcational 
vi6itor centers- a nature int.e:pretive center and a conservation center. &tabliJtunc:nt of the Dana 
Point Headlands Trust is contingent upon Headlands Re~ lLC receiving development approvals 
from. the City of Dana Point and the California Coaatal Commi~ion for the l21 ICTe property. The 
Headlands Development and Conservauon Plan (approved by the City of Dana Point on January 22, 
2002) proposes to establish the 24.2 acre H~ands Conservation Park. as part of five project pub, 
which include 62 acres of open~~. and throe lTllle~ of public ttails. It estabhahes a long-term 
preservation program that exceeds the findings and mittgation measure& of the NCCPIHCP EIR/EIS, 
and cn:a1ei a sigmficant habitat resource that othecwi6e is not required pursuant to the existing 
Endangered Specieg Act Incidental Take Pl'm'lit The 24.2 acre lkadland& Conaervanon Parle will 
permanently s.et aside 13Jl<h thal currently have underlymg residential and commen:1a.l land use 
autboriz.atiom. under the Certified Local Coastal Program. the City or Dana Point General Plan, and 
the Central/Coastal Subregion NCCPfHCP lmplementation Agreemeot take permtts. 

In ~mmmary, lhe Department of Fish and Game ftnds that the recent ch.angea to the Headlands 
Project will auure and increase the conservation of key ~ compared to what was 
contemplated tmdc:r the NCCPIHCP. These changes were nor required of the Headlands Project. and 
are a stgnifieant Improvement over the previous proJect. 

SG;.STAL GGiv·IMISSIO~ 
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Please COtl[ac[ me at (8~8) 467-4212 if you have any quesliolli regardmg any issues raised 

in this letter. 

Sincerely, 

w~-r ffVt 
WilliiUil E. Tippets 
Environmenl41 Program Manager 

cc CA I>epaJt.mcnt of Fish and Game 
Gcdl Presley, SacllUilelltO HCP Branch 

Sanford Bdward, Headlands reserve, LLC, 24849 Del Prado Avenue, Dana Point CA 92629 

US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Karen Evans, Carlsbad Office 

headlandssummary 
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STATE OF CALIFOR:--;IA THE RESOCRCES .-\GDJCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
45 FRH\0:--;T. Sl'ITE 2000 

SA:-.i FR.-\:-.iCISCO. C.-\ 94105-2219 

VOICE .-\~D TDD (415) 904-5200 

F.-\X I 415) 904- 5400 

FROM: John Dixon, Ph.D. 

MEMORANDUM 

Ecologist I Wetland Coordinator 

TO: Karl Schwing 

SUBJECT: Dana Headlands ESHA Designation 

DATE: September 18, 2003 

Documents reviewed: 

GRAY DAVIS, GOVERNOR 

June 9, 2003. Memorandum from P. Mock (URS) to K. Darnall (Headlands Reserve 
LLC) re "CNDDB Habitat List and Rarity Classification." 

June 12, 2003. Letter from K. Darnall (Headlands Reserve LLC) to C. Bean (CCC) re 
"Headlands LCPA: ESHA Designation." 

June 26, 2003. Memorandum from C. Bean (CCC Ecologist) to K. Schwing (CCC) re 
"Upland ESHA on the Dana Point Headlands Site." 

June 26, 2003. Memorandum from P. Mock (URS) to K. Darnall (Headlands Reserve 
LLC) re "Dana Point Headlands - Clarification of Boundary of Disturbed Native 
Grassland." 

July 21, 2003. Memorandum from P. Mock (URS) to K. Darnall (Headlands Reserve 
LLC) re "Dana Point Headlands- Clarification of Boundary of Disturbed Native 
Grassland and Coastal Sage Scrub adjacent to the Bowl Area." 

July 22, 2003. Three figures sent by URS via email for use at a July 22, 2003 meeting 
of Headlands Reserve LLC and CCC staff (1. Figure 2: CSS Vegetation 
Delineation, 1998 Aerial, Dana Point; 2. Figure 5. CSS Vegetation Delineation, 
2003 Aerial, Dana Point-Headlands; 3. Figure x. Proposed [by URS] CCC 
Boundary, 2003 Aerial, Dana Point-Headlands). 

August 8, 2003. Letter from P. Mock (URS) to J. Dixon (CCC) re "Dana Point 
Headlands LCP Amendment" with enclosure (Section 4.5 of URS biological 
resources report, February 2002). 

August 8, 2003. Memorandum from P. Mock (URS) to K. Darnall (Headlands Reserve 
LLC) re "Dana Point Headlands- Refinement of vegetation mapping in Hotel and 
Harbor Point Park areas of the Dana Point Headlands project site." 

August 11, 2003. Letter from J. Petrillo (Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP) to R. 
Faust (CCC) re "Headlands Reserve LLC Project, LCP Amendment (2-02) to 
Dana Point LCP, City of Dana Point, California." 
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September 10, 2003. Memorandum from P. Mock (URS) to K. Darnall (Headlands 
Reserve LLC) re "Dana Point Headlands - Refinement of vegetation mapping of 
the Dana Point Headlands project site." 

In her June 26, 2003 memorandum, Caitlin Bean presented the strong empirical basis 
for delineating Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) at the Dana Point 
Headlands site pursuant to Section 30107.5 of the California Coastal Act. The site 
contains stands of coastal bluff scrub, maritime succulent scrub, and native perennial 
grassland, each of which is absolutely rare in California, and coastal sage scrub, over 
80% of which has been destroyed by development and which has become absolutely 
rare in much of the coastal zone. These habitats support numerous resident plant and 
animal species, many of which are themselves rare. The coastal sage scrub is 
particularly significant in this regard because it supports as many as eight pairs of 
nesting California gnatcatchers. In addition, because of their location on a coastal 
promontory, the Dana Point Headlands habitats provide an important seasonal staging 
area for migrant birds. Although portions of the site have suffered significant 
degradation as a result of human activities, the areas delineated by Ms. Bean clearly 
meet the definition of ESHA in the Coastal Act because of the resident species' and 
habitats' rarity and/or valuable role in the ecosystem, as well as their susceptibility to 
further disturbance and degradation. There has been no new information provided in 
the various documents listed above that alters the facts upon which Ms. Bean based her 
overall ESHA analysis, although some of the vegetation has been mapped more 
accurately, resulting in modest changes to the ESHA boundaries. Therefore, I 
recommend that there be no changes in the species or types of habitat that Ms. Bean 
recommended for ESHA protection at Dana Headlands. 

Some small boundary changes in the northern portion of the site are appropriate as a 
result of the more accurate vegetation mapping that has recently taken place. 
Quantitative sampling has demonstrated that some areas along the outer edge of the 
designated ESHA that were previously designated as perennial grassland are either 
annual grassland or ruderal vegetation. The ESHA boundary shown in the attached 
Figure 1 follows the revised boundaries of perennial grasslands. 

In his August 8, 2003 memorandum to Kevin Darnall, Pat Mock documented with 
photographs that the proposed hotel site and the proposed Harbor Point Park site have 
been degraded by human disturbance and contain trails, clearings, and weeds. In a 
follow-up memorandum dated September 10, 2003, Dr. Mock recommended significant 
changes to the vegetation map. However, unlike the earlier studies of the perennial 
grassland area. no quantitative data were presented to justify the changes. Based on 
the revised vegetation map, Dr. Mock then recommended changes to the ESHA 
boundary that would remove the sites proposed for the hotel and the Harbor Point Park 
from the ESHA designation. The areas proposed to be removed from the ESHA 
designation include vegetation characterized on the revised vegetation map as 
"disturbed/ruderal," "southern mixed chaparral," or "disturbed coastal sage scrub." 
Regardless of whether quantitative sampling would justify the "disturbed/rudEIP'I!!I_rtll'"------. 
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designation within the delineated patches of vegetation 1, I think the proposed changes 
are inappropriate because these areas are small relative to the area of native habitat 
and are imbedded within or are bounded on 2 or more sides by that larger habitat. 
Based on the latter consideration and on the fact that these patches apparently were 
previously dominated by native coastal scrub species, I think it ecologically appropriate 
now to consider all these areas as disturbed coastal sage scrub. 

The disturbed nature of portions of the site does not appear to be a new condition or a 
condition that was previously misinterpreted. The areas proposed for removal from 
ESHA designation are generally trails or clearings and adjacent areas. They are 
relatively small and contiguous with, or bounded by, less disturbed habitat, adjacent to 
gnatcatcher sightings, and qualitatively similar to other areas of disturbed ESHA on the 
site for which no boundary changes have been suggested. It is my opinion that the 
acceptance of the proposed boundary changes would constitute an inappropriate 
ecological gerrymander. Therefore, the boundary revisions in the southern portion of 
the site proposed by Dr. Mock have not been included in Figure 1. 

There are also four issues that have been raised by Joseph Petrillo that require 
comment. First, in his August 11, 2003 letter, at pages 1 and 8, Mr. Petrillo suggests 
that it is Commission staffs position that coastal sage scrub always constitutes ESHA. 
This is not the case. Staff always conduct a site-specific analysis, as was done for 
Dana Headlands. In fact, Ms. Bean excluded some small patches of relatively pristine 
coastal sage scrub from the ESHA boundary because they were isolated, surrounded 
by non-native vegetation, and not occupied by gnatcatchers. 

Second, Mr. Petrillo states that the wildlife agencies "documented" that the Headlands 
does not contain rare or especially valuable habitat . However, he provides no citation 
and the only evidence of documentation is the assertion that the NCCP/HCP is based 
upon principles of conservation biology developed by the resource agencies in 
coordination with a panel of conservation biology luminaries. Although it is true that the 
NCCP/HCP is broadly based on general principles of conservation biology, the 
application of those principles is constrained by the realities of property ownership and 
development needs and, in any event, has no bearing on a site-specific ESHA 
determination. In fact, this site has supported up to eight nesting pairs of gnatcatchers 
for at least 10 years. That in itself is ample evidence of the presence of especially 
valuable habitat. Mr. Petrillo points out that, "[t]he 1996 NCCP/HCP represents CDFG's 
final strategy for resource management, preservation, and mitigation to address 
development impacts along the central Orange County coast, including the Headlands 
site." In the context of an NCCP, it may well be a good "strategy" to write off the 
Headlands habitats in favor of others. However, the fact that the Headlands was not 
included within a preserve is not evidence that the habitats that are present are 

1 There is always a subjective component to vegetation characterizations that are not based on 
quantitative sampling. For example, on our May 30, 2003 site visit, Ms. Bean and I noticed that the 
northern area des1gnated "southern m1xed chaparral" contained a significant admixture of tyifiioi....,.iiiaii..._ ___ ., 
sage scrub species. Whether to call such an area .. transitional." ;degraded coastal sage scr bf:XI-IIBIT# 15a 
degraded "southern m1xed chaparral" 1s a matter of judgment 
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common or without special ecosystem values. The NCCP process is based on 
compromise and is intended to protect large contiguous blocks of habitat and important 
dispersal corridors, while facilitating development. These plans always sacrifice some 
valuable habitat in order to accomplish the overall goal of significant regional resource 
protection. Inclusion or exclusion in such a plan is simply not germane in the context of 
an ESHA designation. Similarly, the fact that some ESHA is not included within a 
preserve is not a negative reflection on an NCCP. 

Third, Mr. Petrillo argues that an ESHA determination under Section 30107.5 of the 
Coastal Act, " ... must be made via a 3-part test: 

1. Is the area one in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or 
especially valuable because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem; (Pub. 
Res. Code§ 30107.5) 

2. Could the area be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities or 
development; (Pub. Res. Code§ 30107.5) 

3. Does the area's viability, or any other characteristics, place it outside of 
consideration for protection as ESHA. (Bolsa Chica Land Trust v. Superior Court 
(1999) 71 Cal. App. 41

h 493, 508)." 

In their actions, the Commission always applies the first two of those tests, but not the 
third. Indeed, the third item is not a "test" with a threshold that must be reached before 
an area can be considered ESHA. On the other hand, the Commission always bases 
its ESHA decisions on a site-specific analysis that takes into account the actual 
condition, or "viability," and other characteristics of the resource on the ground at the 
time. For example, in the case of the Catellus application, the Commission decided that 
the coastal sage scrub along the bluff above the Ballona wetlands was not ESHA 
because it was so degraded that it no longer played an ecological role in the ecosystem 
that rose to the level of "especially valuable." At Marblehead, the Commission similarly 
decided that the coastal sage scrub was so degraded that coastal sage scrub habitats, 
per se, did not meet the definition of ESHA. However, despite the poor viability of the 
native vegetation itself, some of those areas continued to support successful nesting by 
California gnatcatchers, and such areas were designated ESHA because they were 
especially valuable due to their role in the ecosystem. 

In the Balsa Chica decision that Mr. Petrillo cites, the court wrote: "We do not doubt 
that in deciding whether a particular area is an ESHA within the meanin~ of section 
30107.5, Commission may consider, among other matters, its viability." and "There is 
simply no reference in section 30240 which can be interpreted as diminishing the level 
of protection an ESHA receives based on its viability. Rather, under the statutory 
scheme, ESHA's, whether they are pristine and growing or fouled and threatened, 
receive uniform treatment and protection. "3 I believe that the Commission's recent 

2 Bolsa Chica Land Trust v. Superior Court (1999), 71 Cal. App. 41
h 493, 508. 

3 Id. 
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actions (e.g., Catellus and Marblehead), and staff's recommendations at Dana 
Headlands are in complete harmony with this guidance. 

I also would like to point out that the notion of "viability" does not contain a long-term 
temporal component. "Viability" is defined as "capable of working, functioning, or 
developing adequately" and as "capable of existence and development as an 
independent unit." However, there is a tendency among some to confound the current 
viability of a habitat with its potential future state, and to declare that if the perceived 
prognosis for long-term existence is poor, that the habitat has low "viability." The 
Commission and staff include the current condition and viability of habitat in their ESHA 
analysis, but not the potential for long-term viability. The former is based on empirical 
evidence whereas the latter is always speculative, even when based on a (assumption
ridden) demographic model. For example, the long-term viability of gnatcatcher 
populations at both Marblehead and Dana Headlands has been questioned; however, at 
both locations, nesting for ten years or more (and fledging at Marblehead) has been 
documented, which is sufficient evidence that those areas have been and are currently 
"especially valuable." The consideration of estimated long-term viability is perhaps 
appropriate in the context of an NCCP, but not in the context of an ESHA determination. 

Fourth, Mr. Petrillo suggests on page 7 of his letter that only relatively pristine sites can 
qualify as ESHA because the ESHA test of being "easily disturbed or degraded by 
human activities" cannot be met if a site has already suffered significant disturbance 
and degradation. This interpretation would remove from ESHA consideration nearly all 
rare and especially valuable habitats in the coastal zone because nearly all habitats 
have been significantly impacted by past and on-going human activities. The 
Commission has often designated significantly disturbed and degraded habitats as 
ESHA. Gnatcatcher occupied CSS at Marblehead and eucalyptus trees used by raptors 
at the Balsa Chica mesa are two relatively recent examples. The Commission's 
approach appears to be consonant with the previously cited opinion of the Balsa Chica 
court that "fouled" ESHA is worthy of protection. With regard to Mr. Petrillo's argument 
that the Dana Point Headlands site "is not vulnerable to disturbance and degradation 
because it already is significantly disturbed and degraded," consider the rapidity and 
ease with which a single person on a bulldozer could remove the remaining acres of 
gnatcatcher-occupied, but degraded coastal sage scrub, converting it to bare ground 
with essentially no habitat value. 

Finally, I would like to address the issues of ESHA buffers and habitat management. 
The residential development that is proposed for the Dana Point Headlands, even 
without the portions that would fall within ESHA boundaries, will bring with it significant 
threats to the integrity and continued functioning of the ESHA that is currently present. 
Section 30240(b) of the Coastal Act requires that development be sited and designed to 
prevent impacts that would significantly degrade adjacent ESHA. In order to prevent 
such impacts, I recommend that buffers that are at least 50 feet wide be established 
around all areas designated as ESHA and that the outer edge of the buffer be 
delineated with a fence that is impervious to dogs. Adjacent to new residenti.~a~l a-r~e.ii!a~s.._ __ __, 
the fence should be constructed of block material with no openings and be a l~i-fiBIT# lSa 
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feet high. Within the buffers, all exotic vegetation should be removed and appropriate 
native species reestablished. Such fenced buffers will inhibit incursions by people and 
pets, inhibit the spread of ornamental vegetation, and reduce the intensity of noise, 
visual stimuli, and light pollution. Despite such precautions, the increased human 
presence will have negative effects on coastal resources. To mitigate those effects, 1 
recommend that existing degraded ESHA be restored and that a habitat management 
plan be completed and funded in perpetuity. This would provide a vehicle for public 
education, informative signs, weed control, trail maintenance, and on-going needs for 
repair and restoration. I think that some development could take place within the ESHA 
buffers without significantly adversely affecting the ESHA. Trails constructed of water
permeable materials, informative signs, and benches could be placed in the 20 feet of 
the buffer most distant from the ESHA and as near to the outer edge of the buffer as 
feasible. A few small picnic tables might also be acceptable if a funded management 
plan was in place that would insure that closed garbage cans were available and 
frequently emptied. Fences impervious to dogs should bound any trails and other use 
areas. The .buffer could also be part of a fuel modification zone that required no more 
disruptive activities than thinning and removal of dead plant material. For buffer areas 
that currently are dominated by exotic vegetation, limited grading could be allowed if no 
permanent structures (including walls for hillside support) were constructed and if the 
area were then immediately restored to coastal sage scrub and made part of a funded 
management plan. 

EXHIBIT# 15a 
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The purpose of this memorandum is to summarize the biological conditions in the 
upland portions of the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan (HDCP) project 
site and to make recommendations regarding the designation of Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) present on the site. The recommendations are based 
on the information in the documents reviewed and on several visits to the site. 

Environmentally sensitive habitat areas are defined in Section 30107.5 of the California 
Coastal Act as follows: 

Environmentally sensitive area" means any area in which plant or animal life or 
their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature 
or role in an ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by 
human activities and developments. 

There are three tests to consider: 

( 1) Is a habitat or species rare? 
(2) Is a habitat or species especially valuable because of its special nature or role in the 

ecosystem? 
(3) Is the habitat or species easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and 

developments? 

Setting: The HDCP site, also known as the Dana Point Headlands, is one of the last 
undeveloped coastal promontories in Southern California. The 121.3-acre project site is 
located in the City of Dana Point in Orange County. Topography on the site is varied. 
The highest elevation on the site is a conical hill that is approximately 288 feet high. 
The northern portion of the site is the location of a former trailer park. Some of the 
ancillary improvements including roads , a clubhouse, and tennis courts, still exist. The 
trailer park, and the steep eroded hillside to the south of it, is referred to as "the strand." 
The hillside has been disturbed in the past by the creation of water control structures 
and has been invaded by the invasive exotic, ice plant (Carpobrotus eduNs). Slope 
gradients along the hillside range from 1.5:1 to 2:1 (URS 2001 ). A former nursery 
facility is located east of the strand and south of Coast Highway and consists of 
greenhouses, ornamental plantings and disturbed areas. South and east of the nursery 
facility lies a large patch of coastal sage scrub (CSS) with patches of southern coastal 
bluff scrub occurring along the top of the coastal bluffs. Maritime succulent scrub 
occurs in the hilltop area and southern needlegrass grassland occurs near the Pacific 
Coast Highway, in the southern portion of the site. Southern mixed chaparral occurs 
along the southern parcel boundaries closest to the harbor. 

The western and southwestern portions of the HDCP site are underlain with sandy soils 
and the hilltop area is underlain with clay soils. The upper headland is located on a 
terrace that extends seaward to coastal bluffs that are from 155 to 220 feet in height 
(URS 2001 ). 
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Dana Point Marine Life Refuge and the Niguel Marine Life Refuge lie immediately 
offshore of the Dana Point headlands site. Doheny Marine Life Refuge lies to the south. 
These refuges have been so designated due to the high quality of the marine resources 
that occur there (Beauchamp 1993). 

The upland ESHA at the HDCP site is defined by the presence of rare vegetation, the 
presence of special status plant species and the presence of special status wildlife 
including the presence and habitat required of the Federally threatened California 
gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) and the Federally endangered Pacific 
pocket mouse (Perognathus longimembris pacificus). 

Special-status Species Plants: Fourteen special-status plant species have been 
identified on the HDCP project site over time. Not all special status plants listed in 
Table 1 have been observed during each plant survey. The occurrence of some of 
these species has been influenced by drought and ongoing impacts from recreational 
uses. However, at one time or another each of these species has been observed on 
the site. This serves to illustrate the point that native communities on-site function as 
habitat for a large suite of special status species. Floristically, this site is more diverse 
than sage-scrub found in most locales in the region (Beauchamp 1993). Coastal sites 
with this much diversity are uncommon (Roberts June 2003). The unusually large 
number of special status plant species observed on this site over time is an indication of 
the unique nature of this setting. More rare plants are known from the Dana Point 
Headlands than from Crystal Cove State Park, which is 20 times the size (Roberts 
January 2003 ). 

Table 1. Special status plant species documented on the Headlands 

8\ochman·s dud\eva 
Coulter's saltbush 
:-.Juttall"s scrub oak 
Cliff spurge 
Vernal barley 
California box-thorn 
Woolly seablight 
Western dichondra 
Small flowered microseris 
Cliff malocothnx 
Palmer's grappling hook 
Golden rayed pentacheata 
California groundsel 
prostrate spinetlower 

CNPS List IB 
CNPS List 18 
C~'PS List 18 
C)I"PS List 2 
C 'fPS List 3 
CN'PS List 4 
CNPS List 4 
C)I'PS List 4 
c~s List 4 
C:-..'PS List 4 
C~'PS List 4 
C~'PS Ltst 4 
C:-.."PS List 2 
de-listed but rare 

Focused rare plant surveys were conducted on the project site in 1991, 1998, 2000, 
2001 and 2002. Additionally, members of the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) 
have monitored the site informally since 1983. The species identified in Table~~~----
been given rarity designations by a multi-agency panel of experts that are coor Y31T#15b 
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by CNPS. CNPS List 1 B species are those species that are rare, threatened or 
endangered in California and elsewhere. These species are eligible for state listing and 
it is mandatory that they be fully considered during the preparation of environmental 
documents relating to CEQA. CNPS List 2 species are those species that are rare, 
threatened or endangered in California but more common elsewhere. These species 
are also eligible for state listing and it is mandatory that they be fully considered during 
the preparation of environmental documents. CNPS List 3 species are plants that lack 
the necessary information to assign them to one of the other lists or to reject them. This 
is a review list of sorts. CNPS List 4 species are plants of a limited distribution. This list 
is considered a "watch list." While these species cannot be considered "rare" from a 
statewide perspective, they are uncommon enough that their status should be 
monitored Many of them are significant locally and CNPS strongly recommends that 
they be evaluated during the preparation of CEQA documents (Tibor 2001 ). 

Rarity describes at least three different biological possibilities. A rare taxon can be 1) 
broadly distributed but never abundant, 2) narrowly distributed and abundant where it 
occurs, or 3) narrowly distributed and not abundant where it occurs. CNPS List 3 and 4 
species may be "rare" depending on the species and the scale at which the question is 
being asked. Some of the CNPS List 4 species in Orange County are only known from 
one or two locations (Roberts June 2003). These plants are considered rare in Orange 
County even if they are more common or broadly distributed elsewhere (Roberts June 
2003). 

Blochman's dudleya (Dud/eya b/ochmaniae ssp blochmaniae) is a diminutive, 
herbaceous, corm-sprouting perennial that occurs in stony dry places below 1 ,500 feet 
in elevation. It is a CNPS 1 B species and one of the more restricted rare plants in 
California (Roberts Nov. 2001 ). This species is known from fewer than 20 locations 
range wide. In Orange County it is known from 3 locations (Roberts Nov. 2001 ). South 
of the Santa Monica Mountains, Blechman's dudleya has experienced a 70% decline in 
suitable habitat (Roberts June 2002). 

The HDCP site supports the largest continuous block of suitable habitat for Blechman's 
dudleya outside of military lands in Orange and San Diego County (Roberts June 2002). 
The population on site is generally located in the hilltop area on clay soils. It has 
experienced fluctuations in size due to variation in rainfall and from recreational use 
impacts. Heavy foot traffic and vehicle traffic have degraded and continue to degrade 
the relatively open terrain where this plant occurs. 

Coulter's saltbush (Atriplex coulten) is a small perennial herb that occurs within the 
coastal bluff scrub near Harbor Point and the CSS in the upper headland area. It is rare 
and declining in it's range and is listed on CNPS list 1 B. There are 12 known 
occurrences of this species on the mainland, 6 of which are in Orange County (URS 
2001 ). There are approximately 20 occurrences known from the Channel Islands 
(Bomkamp 2003 ). 

~ 
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Nutall's scrub oak (Quercus dumosa), represented by a single individual, was 
documented in CSS near the former nursery. This species occurs in loose sandy soils 
and has been identified on CNPS list 1 B. Nutall's scrub oak is typically restricted to CSS 
and chaparral habitats within ten miles of the coast (URS 2001 ). Since the early 1980's, 
this is the only individual that has been identified on the site (Bomkamp 2002). 

Cliff spurge (Eupohorbia misera) is a 2 to 3ft high shrub that occurs in the coastal bluff 
scrub on-site and is listed by CNPS on List 2. Habitat occupied by this shrub 
corresponds to the area mapped as coastal bluff scrub (Beauchamp 1993 ). This locale 
is significant since it is well north of the most of the documented occurrences of the 
species (Beauchamp 1993). 

Vernal barley (Hordeum intercedens) is a small annual grass associated with clay soils. 
It occurs near the hilltop and in the Harbor Point vicinity. It is included on CNPS list 3. 
It is uncommon in Orange County (Roberts Nov. 2001 ). Small stands of this species 
were observed adjacent to areas disturbed by recreational uses (Bomkamp 2002). 

California box-thorn (Lycium ca/ifornicum) is a shrub species associated with coastal 
bluff scrub and coastal sage scrub. At the HDCP site, it primarily occurs along the cliffs. 
It was added to CNPS list 4 in 2000 (Roberts Nov. 2001 ). It was estimated that 20 to 30 
clumps or isolated shrubs occur in eleven locations on-site (Bomkamp 2002). One 
large individual was found in CSS on site co-occurring with Blechman's dudleya in the 
hilltop area (URS 2001 ). 

Woolly seablight (Suaeda taxifolia) is an evergreen shrub that occurs along the coastal 
bluffs. It is typically associated with clay or poorly drained soil along the outerslopes of 
the bluffs near the beach (Bomkamp 2002). It was added to CNPS list 4 in 2000. There 
are two occurrences of this species in the strand area and one south of the northern 
residential enclave. 

Western dichondra (Dichondra occidentalis) was observed on the north and east 
facing slopes that overlook the "bowl" near the center of the site (Bomkamp 2002) . In 
1993 a 3-acre fire burned a portion of the upper headlands and dichondra was 
abundant throughout the burn area (Roberts Nov 2001 ). Few visible plants are there 
today but it may be dormant waiting for another fire or similar disturbance (Roberts, e
mail: Dec 2002). Scattered patches were observed in an area covering about 1.5 acres 
in 2002 (Bomkamp 2002). This is a CNPS list 4 species. This occurrence is 
considered to have significance due to the limited extent of this species in Orange 
County (Beauchamp 1993). 

Small flowering microseris (Microseris douglasii var. platycarpa) occurs on clay rich 
soils near the northern edge of the hilltop (Bomkamp 2002). A very small population of 
ten plants was observed in 2002. However, this was a drought year suggesting that 
there are probably more than ten individuals in a good year (Roberts, e-mail: Dec 2002). 
This is a CNPS list 4 species. 
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Cliff malocothrix (Malocothrix saxatilis var. saxitilis) is CNPS list 4 species that has 
never before been documented in Orange County (Roberts, e-mail: Dec 2002). It was 
previously known from Ventura County nqrthward . This may have been a 
misidentification of the more widespread Malocothrix saxatilis var. tenuifolia , which is 
the common form in Orange County (Roberts, e-mail: Dec 2002). How~ver, if it were 
cliff malocothrix, this location of would be a range extension for the species. Four 
individual plants were identified in two patches in the strand area (Bomkamp 2002). 

Palmer's grappling hook (Harpagonella palmen) is an inconspicuous annual identified 
on CNPS List 4. It is known to occur on clay soils and recently burned areas below 
3,280 ft in elevation. This species has been observed on the site sporadically since 
1983 (Roberts, e-mail Dec 2002). It was documented in the margin of a small barren on 
a grassy hillside with elements of CSS. 

Golden-rayed pentachaeta (Pentachaeta aurea) is a CNPS List 4 species that was 
first documented on the project site in 1 983, and has been observed virtually every year 
since (Roberts, e-mail Dec 2002). It occurs in grassy openings and barrens amongst 
CSS north of Scenic Drive (URS 2001 ). 

California groundsel (Senecio aphinactis) is on CNPS list 2. It has been rarely 
detected on the site since 1983 (Roberts, e-mail Dec. 2002). It is a small and obscure 
plant that is only known from 3 recent collections in Orange County (Roberts Nov. 
2001 ). It was documented on-site in a small cobble covered barren on a grassy hillside 
adjacent to CSS (Roberts, e-mail Dec. 2002). 

Prostrate spineflower (Chorizanthe prostrata) was once considered a CNPS List 4 
species but has since been de-listed. It is still considered locally rare by the Orange 
County Chapter of CNPS. Prior to 1998, this plant species was identified on the 
westernmost bluffs near the steep cliffs and near the existing off-site apartments and 
the paved road west of the nursery (Beauchamp 1993 ), in the sandiest areas (URS 
2001 ). 

Wildlife: Seven special status wildlife species have been observed on the HDCP 
property over time (Table 2). Of particular interest, is the presence of the federally 
protected California gnatcatcher and Pacific pocket mouse. 

Table 2. Special Status Wildlife Observed on the Headlands Property Since 1991 

California gnatcatcher 
Pacific pocket mouse 
Cactus wren 
Orange throated whiptail 
San Diego woodrat 
Coronado skink 
White-tailed kite 
Quina checkerspot bu tterfly 

Federallv threatened 
Federally endangered 
State Species of Concern 
State Species of Concern 
State Species of Concern 
State Specie of Concern 
Fully protected 
Federally endangered 
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During surveys conducted in 1991 at least 9 and possibly 11 gnatcatchers were 
documented on site. These individuals were thought to represent 8 pairs . According to 
Beauchamp (1993), "Gnatcatcher populations of such a high density are rarely 
observed in Orange County." 

The Pacific pocket mouse was thought to be extinct before it was rediscovered on the 
Headlands property. There had been no confirmed record for over 20 years (Erickson 
1993 ). Over 80% of all the known records of this species were made between 1931 and 
1932, and almost 95% of those were made from just four locations (Erickson 1993). 
This suggests that this species has long had a restricted range, which calls into 
question the likelihood of successfully establishing new populations. 

Bird diversity on the site is very high (Beauchamp1993). During a three-day spring 
census in 1993 a total of 73 species of birds were observed (Beauchamp 1993). 
Beauchamp (1993) writes, "This is a rather large number of species in light of the limited 
size of the site; however, headland areas have desirable features not found in other less 
prominent coastal sites." 

The 1993 surveys also documented many species of migrating birds. An unusual 
·concentration of 9 species of warblers was observed. "The relatively high 
concentration of warbler activity underscores that this is a seasonal staging area for 
migrant birds" (Beauchamp 1993). Beauchamp (1993) states that, "The position of the 
headlands jutting into the ocean, and the concentration of exotic trees there can act as 
a temporary migrant "trap" for birds wishing to alight for a short period of insect foraging 
or good protective cover before continuing their migration." 

California gnatcatchers were documented on the Headlands site during surveys 
conducted in 1991 and 2000. An estimated eight pairs of gnatcatchers nested on site in 
1991 and at least 7 pairs nested there in 2000. The number of gnatcatcher territories 
on-site have changed little over an almost 10 year period of time. Gnatcatcher 
territories are well distributed throughout the CSS on-site. Historically, 6 individuals · 
were documented in the hilltop area, 2 in the headland area, 1 in the vicinity of Harbor 
Point and 1 near the strand. In 2000, 2 gnatcatcher territories were documented in the 
hilltop area, 2 in the headland area, and 1 near the strand. 

Beauchamp (1993) writes , "The substantial on-site population of California gnatcatchers 
and their observed distribution throughout the sage scrub on-site, underscores the 
suitability of this localized phase of Diegan CSS for this species, regardless of subtle 
distinctions between vegetation cover found on the different slope aspects on-site." 

California gnatcatchers were listed as federally threatened in 1993 (Federal Register 
1993 ). This small insectivorous bird occurs almost exclusively in CSS and is threatened 
by habitat loss and fragmentation occurring in conjunction with urban and agricultural 
development (Federal Register 1993 ). This species is non-migratory and defends 
breeding territories that range in size on the coast from >1 acre to >1 0 acres (Mock, e-..--------
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mail June 2003). The Dana Point population of gnatcatchers is truly one of the last 
coastal populations in Orange County (Atwood, e-mail Dec 2002). 

California Gnatcatchers have somehow persisted in isolated fragments throughout 
southern California for 50-75 years (since serious fragmentation began). For example, 
a population at Palos Verdes in Los Angeles County, while at risk of extinction, has 
persisted for many decades in the face of serious fragmentation and apparent isolation 
(Atwood et. al1998). The precautionary principle requires that fragments of CSS 
habitat should not be eliminated as meaningless to gnatcatchers without evidence to 
support such a finding. The habitat patch at Dana Point appears to function as an 
important breeding site, given the persistence and the density of breeding pairs 
observed on the site. 

Areas with significant gnatcatcher use perform an important ecosystem function, are 
increasingly rare, and are easily disturbed and therefore meet the definition of ESHA 
under the Coastal Act. 

Pacific pocket mouse is the smallest member of the heteromyidae family and is only 
known from three populations (Brylski 1998). Numerous recent surveys within the 
historic range of the subspecies have failed to detect additional extant populations 
(Brylski 1998). The pocket mouse is restricted to sandy substrates within CSS, within 2 
miles from the coast (Federal Register 1994 ). The Recovery Plan for the pocket 
mouse (Brylski 1998) states: 

"The immediate recovery goal is to avert the extinction of the Pacific pocket 
mouse by focusing on short-term strategies to improve the subspecies' prospects 
for survival. Foremost among these are immediate protection and restoration of 
the existing populations and habitats of the subspecies .... Unless, or until 
sufficient, additional viable populations are discovered and/or established and 
protected, it is imperative that existing populations be protected and expanded 
through active management. Loss or degradation of any of the populations at 
the three known extant locales could irretrievably diminish the likelihood of 
species survival. All known extant populations are essential, including the Dana 
Point Headlands population." 

Surveys for Pacific pocket mouse occurred on the HDCP site in 1993, and from 1996 to 
2002. Trapping efforts were not consistent. Dates, number of traps, and the locations 
trapped , varied each year. Therefore, it is not appropriate to compare the results from 
year-to-year. Although each year fewer individual pocket mice were captured than the 
year before , it is not possible to determine whether this is a real temporal trend or an 
artifact of sampling. In 1993, there were a total of between 25 to 36 individuals 
captured and in 2002 a total of two individuals were captured, one male and one 
female . These animals have a diet of seeds and insects (Brylski 1998) therefore, in 
drought conditions their populations are affected by food shortages, which may explain 
some of the apparent temporal variability. 
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There has been some debate regarding the amount of potential habitat for this species 
on the Dana Point Headlands site. The original trapping effort for this species 
documented its presence within an area of approximately 3.75 acres. However, the 
survey report states that the "project site contains 41.43 acres of potential habitat 
(Brylski 1993)." CSS on both the Harbor Point and hilltop areas were identified as 
potential habitat in the survey report (Figure 2 in the 1993 report). 

Due to the fact that there have been a number of severe drought years that have 
effected this population it is not appropriate to delineate potential habitat based solely 
on the results of presence/absence surveys. Population densities can fluctuate widely 
in response to rainfall . In a study conducted on Perognathus f/avus in Arizona, animals 
were apparently absent for years and yet later were the most abundant species (Brylski 
1998). All appropriate pocket mouse habitat on the HDCP site performs an important 
ecosystem function and qualifies as ESHA. This habitat is important in order to avert 
extinction, address recovery goals, and to allow the population of pocket mouse to have 
an opportunity to expand given the right conditions. 

San Diego cactus wren (Campy/ororhynchus brunneicapillus sandiegensis) build their 
pouch-shaped nests in patches of CSS with cholla cactus and prickly pear. This 
California species of special concern is declining due to habitat loss from urban 
development (Beauchamp 1993). Beauchamp (1993) considered this subspecies one 
of the most endangered birds in California. Two wrens were observed on the HDCP 
property during 1991 surveys; one was in a small stand of cactus northwest of the 
hilltop and a second was observed in a larger cactus stand northwest of the dogleg in 
Green Lantern Road (Beauchamp 1993). Cactus wrens were not observed during 
surveys conducted in 2000 (URS 2001) and surveys conducted on the site by Audubon 
volunteers have not documented the species during the last three years (Roberts, e
mail June 2003 ). 

Orange-throated whiptail (Cnemidophorus hyperythrus belding1), another California 
species of special concern, was thought to be relatively uncommon on-site in 1991 
(Beauchamp 1993). Only a single individual was observed . However, the survey took 
place at a different locale than where it had been previously reported (Beauchamp 
1993). In a 1994 analysis of the threats to this species, it was estimated that 75% of its 
historic range was no longer occupied (Jennings and Hayes 1994). Jennings and 
Hayes (1994) recommend that this species be listed as State threatened based on loss 
of suitable habitat, fragmentation , and drought. This species was not detected during 
the biological surveys conducted in 2000 (URS 2001 ). However, only a visual survey, 
an ineffective technique , was conducted for purposes of the EIR. A more effective way 
to document presence or absence of lizards is to install pitfall trap arrays. 

San Diego woodrat (Neotoma lepida intermedia) is a state species of special concern 
associated with CSS and chaparral habitat (Beauchamp 1993). During 1993 surveys 
woodrat nests were seen at several locales in the CSS. 
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Coronado skink (Eumeces skiltonianus interpatietalis) is also a state species of special 
concern . One skink was observed on the property under wooden detritus, near the 
greenhouses, during surveys conducted in 1991 (Beauchamp 1993). At that time it was 
believed that only a small population was present on the site (Beauchamp 1993). This 
species was not detected during surveys conducted for the EIR (URS 2001 ). As noted 
above a specific survey for lizards was not conducted. 

White tailed kite (Eianus caerulus) is a fully protected species and has been observed 
foraging over the grasslands on-site (Beauchamp 1993). However, this species has not 
been documented nesting on the property (Beauchamp 1993, URS 2001 ). In addition, 
other raptors such as northern harrier, sharp-shinned hawk, and Cooper's hawk may 
forage on the property (URS 2001 ). It is unclear whether or not surveys for the EIR 
included nesting surveys. 

Quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino) was listed as Federally 
endangered in 1997. Collections of this species were made on the HDCP site between 
1932 and 1936 (Roberts Nov. 2001). Surveys in the 1980's failed to detect this 
subspecies on the site (Roberts Nov. 2001 ). 

Vegetation Types: Native plant communities on the HDCP project site include, CSS, 
southern coastal bluff scrub, southern mixed chaparral, and disturbed southern 
needlegrass grassland. In addition there are disturbed areas and ornamental plantings 
(Table 3). 

Table 3. Dana Point Vegetation Types and Acreages (Based on Figure 4.3.1 HDCP -EIR) 

Vegetation Type Acreage 

Southern coastal bluff scrub 3.34 
css 48.07 
Dtsturbed CSS 2.33 
Maritime succulent scrub .61 
Southern mixed chaparral 2.69 
Disturbed needlegrass 1.65 
Non-native grassland 1.28 
Developed/ornamental 46.79 
Disturbed/ruderal 3.21 
Sandy beach 5.22 
Rocky intertidali bluff face 6.1 I 

Southern coastal bluff scrub is composed of prostrate woody and /or succulent plants 
that are found on the cliffs, ridgelines, and bluffs adjacent to the ocean on the western 
and southern edges of the project site. Common species observed in th is plant 
community include lemonadeberry (Rhus integrifo/ia). coastal cholla (Opuntia prolifera), 
dudleya (Oud/eya sp.), bladderpod (lsomeris arborea), California encel ia (Encelia 
californica ), California sagebrush (Artemesia californica), bluff buckwheat (Eriogonum 
parvifolium). and coyote bush (Baccharis pilularis). Special status plant speci ~ EXHIBIT#
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observed in this community included cliff spurge (CNPS List 2), California box-thorn 
(CNPS List 4), and Coulter's saltbush (CNPS List 1B). 

Development along the Southern California coastline has reduced this geographically 
restricted plant community throughout its range (URS 2001 ). Southern coastal bluff 
scrub is generally recognized as a rare plant community (e.g., Holland 1986, CNDDB 
2002). Dana Point is specifically mentioned in the Holland (1986) vegetation 
classification system as an example of a site where this rare plant community occurs. 
Coastal bluff scrub is rare and performs the important function as habitat for special 
status species. In addition, this vegetation community is easily disturbed. Therefore, 
coastal bluff scrub meets the definition of ESHA pursuant to the Coastal Act. 

Diegan coastal sage scrub is composed of low soft woody subshrubs that are about 1 
meter in height. Many of the shrubs in this community are drought-deciduous. Diegan 
CSS is the predominant native vegetation type in the undeveloped coastal portions of 
Orange County (Beauchamp 1993). This plant community is typically found on dry 
sites, such as steep, south facing slopes. Common plant species observed in this 
community include California sagebrush, flat-topped buckwheat (Eriogonum 
fasciculatum), monkeyflower (Mimulus aurantiacus), California encelia, goldenbush 
(lsocoma menziesit), coastal prickly pear (Opuntia littoralis), lemonadeberry, and coyote 
bush. 

Special status species documented in this community on-site include California 
gnatcatcher (Federally threatened), cactus wren (species of special concern), pacific 
pocket mouse (Federally endangered), orange-throated whiptail (species of special 
concern), Blechman's dudleya (CNPS list 1 B), golden rayed pentachaeta (CNPS List 4), 
Palmer's grappling hook (CNPS List 4), California groundsel (CNPS List 2), Coulter's 
saltbush, western dichondra (CNPS List 4), Nutall's scrub oak (CNPS List 1 B), 
California box thorn (CNPS List 4 ), and prostrate spineflower (species of local concern). 

The FEIR for the HDCP states , "CSS is considered sensitive by CNPS, CDFG and 
USFWS ... Impacts on CSS are considered significant since this habitat is ranked as 
'very threatened' on the CNDDB. CSS is of particular importance in Southern California 
because it provides habitat for federally threatened coastal California gnatcatcher .. .. 
Additional evidence of the decline of this once common habitat is the growing number of 
declining plant and animal species dependent upon it." Holland (1986) identifies this 
plant community as "high inventory priority." 

It is probably universally accepted among specialists that CSS is easily degraded and in 
fact, has been destroyed by development over large areas of the state (Westman 1981 ). 
About 2.5% of California's land area was once occupied by CSS. In 1981, it was 
estimated that 85% to 90% of the habitat type had been destroyed statewide and, in 
1991, it was estimated that San Diego, Orange, and Riverside counties had lost 66% of 
their CSS (Westman 1981 ). Current losses are higher and losses in the coastal zone 
have undoubtedly been much higher. Compared to its natural distribution and 
abundance, CSS is in decline and it is in decline because it has been destroye<•~g~¥c-H-IB-I-T#_1_5_b __ 
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human activities. Unfortunately, this habitat type occupies shallow slopes on lower 
elevations of coastal mountain ranges and these areas are understandably prized for 
development. 

The CSS habitat on-site that supports rare species and species of limited distribution, is 
rare and especially valuable for its important role in the ecosystem, and is very easily 
disturbed by urban development. It therefore qualifies as ESHA under the Coastal Act. 

For purposes of our review "disturbed CSS", a vegetation community identified on maps 
prepared for the FEIR, was addressed in our analysis of CSS (i.e., while there are some 
areas of disturbed CSS, the value of these patches was not necessarily considered less 
than that of other areas of CSS). We recognize that there is disturbance within the CSS 
patch that covers the upper headland due to trespass of hikers and bikers. However, at 
this site these areas cannot be separated from the functioning system. For instance, 
the entire patch functions as an intact unit of gnatcatcher habitat. 
There is a large contiguous patch of CSS in the southern portion of the Headlands 
parcel. For purposes of our ESHA map we have identified the patch as three separate 
polygons that are bisected by the road (Figure 1 ). There is one polygon each in the 
headlands area, the hilltop area, and harbor point. The hilltop patch, which is underlain 
with clay soils, hosts the highest concentration of rare plants. The headlands area, 
which is underlain with sandy soil, supports the pacific pocket mouse. The entire patch 
supports all but one of the resident gnatcatcher pairs. 

In addition to the large contiguous stand of CSS, there are several small patches in the 
strand area. CSS has persisted in the strand area where there are steep slopes and 
very thin or rocky soils. CCC staff surveyed each of these patches to determine if they 
meet ESHA criteria. Three CNPS List 4 plant species have been documented in the 
strand area CSS patches: California box-thorn, cliff malocothrix, and woolly seablight 
(Bomkamp 2002). Both the box-thorn and the seablight occur elsewhere on the 
property. 

The patches of CSS in the strand are fragmented and have a high edge to area ratio 
limiting their habitat value. Ice plant dominates the landscape surrounding the patches. 
However. the CSS patch near the northern residential enclave has been occupied by 
gnatcatchers since 1991. In view of the continued gnatcatcher use, this patch meets 
the definition of ESHA. Due to their small size and limited habitat value the other 
patches of CSS within the strand area do not meet the definition of ESHA. 

Based on CCC site visits and our review of air photos of the site, it appears that there is 
a portion of previously intact CSS habitat that was adjacent to the nursery that is no 
longer present. By overlaying the vegetation map that was created for the EIR (based 
on an air photo from 1999) onto an air photo taken in 2000, we observed that a portion 
of the patch of chaparral in the hilltop appears to have been removed during the 
intervening period. However, it has been suggested by the property owners that this 
change may be an artifact arising from a map registration error. This issue still needs to 
be resolved . r-EX_H_I B-I-T#_1_5_b __ 
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Maritime succulent scrub occurs in one small patch on the northeastern portion of the 
project site. This low, open scrub community is dominated by many of the same 
drought deciduous species found in the CSS community adjacent to it. However, there 
is a higher proportion of cactus including coastal cholla (Opuntia prolifera) and prickly 
pear (Opuntia littoralis). This plant community is considered rare by CNNDB, is easily 
degraded and meets the definition of ESHA pursuant to the Coastal Act. 

Southern mixed chaparral occurs in several small patches on the eastern boundary of 
the project site. The dominant plant species in this community include toyon 
(Heteromeles arbutifolia) , laurel sumac (Malosma /aurina) and lemonadeberry. There is 
a large patch of the non-native ornamental species Hypericum canariense in the 
chaparral patch in the northwest corner of the site. This is a fairly widespread plant 
community and is not considered rare or especially valuable. 

Disturbed needlegrass grassland occurs along the northeastern boundary of the site 
near the Pacific Coast Highway. This community is characterized by a low to dense 
cover of the perennial, tussock- forming, purple needlegrass (Nasel/a pu/chra) and 
foothill needlegrass (Nasella /epida) . In addition, a minor component to the grassland is 
vernal barley (CNPS List 3). Native and introduced annuals occur between the 
perennials, often exceeding the bunchgrass in cover. Other plant species observed in 
this community include native wildflowers such as, blue dicks (Dichelostemma 
capitatum), golden-rayed pentachaeta (CNPS List 4 ), and common goldenstar 
(Bioomeria crocea) and non-native annual grasses such as Vulpia myuros and brome 
grasses (Bromus sp.). Blochman's dudleya was observed on the edge of this plant 
community. 

In California , native grasslands are now exceedingly rare (Noss et al 1995). 
Needlegrass grassland is considered a community needing priority monitoring and 
restoration by the CNDDB (Holland 1986). In Southern California, native grasslands are 
not only extremely rare, they may also support a number of rare plant species (Roberts 
Nov. 2002). 

Grasslands in coastal California vary depending on slope, aspect, and hydrology. As 
with many plant community types in California, there is a great deal of community 
composition variation at local and landscape scales. It has been common practice to 
assess the conservation value of a given native grassland site by record ing a·visual 
estimate of the percent cover of perennial native grasses. Data collected from 
numerous lo~ations throughout the geographic extent of remaining coastal prairie areas 
suggest that few areas contain more than 15% relative cover of all native perennial 
grasses (Hayes 2002). Most of the cover in coastal prairie, as with all California 
grasslands, is provided by exotic species. There are no data on the cover or extent of 
native grasses prior to the advent of these species, so it is difficult to assess potential 
cover for native perennial grasses at any site. The conservation value of a given 
grassland site is indicated by the presence, even in low numbers and in diffuse patches, 
of perennial bunchgrasses. P-EX_H ... IB•I•T-#1_5_b __ 
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In June 2003, URS Corporation biologists conducted an assessment of the perennial 
grassland cover and species composition at the HDCP project site. Their data showed 

t 

that a portion of the area previously mapped as needlegrass grassland (URS 
Corporation 2001) is more accurately classified as non-native grassland. Specifically, 
Transect 8 had 0% native species cover and only 1 native species was observed. We 
concur with the finding that this vegetation type should be reclassified from needlegrass 
grassland to non-native grassland. However, URS Corps (2003) suggests that the data 
from several other transects (Transects 6 and 7) show that that these areas should also 
be reclassified. We do not concur with this assessment. The URS report states, "The 
native perennial bunchgrass Nase//a pulchra (purple needlegrass) was present in every 
belt transect except for T8." While purple needlegrass may have been more abundant 
in the area sampled by Transects 2 through 5 than in Transects 6 and 7, the fact that 
the needlegrass is persisting in the areas of Transect 6 and 7 indicates that this area is 
a part of the grassland patch even though it is more degraded than the immediately 
adjacent core of the patch. 

URS Corp (2003) also asserts that a portion of the polygon previously mapped as 
needlegrass grassland in the FEIR is ruderal, a portion is non-native grassland, and a 
portion is CSS. In the report it is stated that "No transects were conducted in the area 
west of the fenceline because a visual assessment of this area confirmed that native 
taxa were too sparse to classify the area as anything other than non-native grassland or 
disturbed/ruderal vegetation." A quantitative assessment (visual or otherwise) would 
provide adequate data for analysis. However, URS Corp. did not provide any estimates 
of cover or a description of the species composition in these areas. Therefore, we are 
unable to accept these changes to the vegetation map. 

The presence of several species of bunchgrasses in association with native forbs 
suggests that the needlegrass grassland patch on site may be remnant of original 
coastal prairie. Perennial grasslands are one of the most heavily impacted native 
habitats in California . Due to the rarity of this vegetation type, it's susceptibility to 
disturbance, the diversity of the grassland patch on Dana Point Headlands, and the 
presence of special status species, the patch of needlegrass grasslands on site meets 
the definition of ESHA under the Coastal Act. 

Other Habitats. There are several other upland land covers on the site that are not 
sensitive. These areas are identified on the vegetation map as non-native grassland, 
developed/ornamental, and disturbed/ruderal. These areas cover approximately 52 
acres of the site. These land coverages primarily occur in the areas that have been 
used for nursery operations, the trailer park and the hillside slope in between. These 
areas do not qualify as ESHA. However, some areas adjacent to ESHA may need to be 
protected in order to prevent impacts to the ESHA on site (Section 30240 (b) of the 
Coastal Act). We have not attempted to identify the buffer areas necessary to prevent 
impacts to ESHA on site in this memo or on the attached map. A subsequent analysis 
will be necessary to address this issue. 
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Summary: The project site hosts four highly threatened plant communities ; coastal 
bluff scrub, Diegan coastal sage scrub, maritime succulent scrub and needlegrass 
grassland. These habitats are inherently rare and/or perform important ecosystem 
functions at the Oana Headlands site by providing habitat for two federally listed wildlife 
species and up to 13 special status plant species. As such, the site contains ESHA 
pursuant to the Coastal Act. 

Factors determining the location of ESHA include the presence of special status 
species, gnatcatcher territories, present and historical use of the site by gnatcatchers, 
and contiguity of habitat. The large contiguous patch of coastal sage scrub on the 
project site as well as the coastal bluff scrub, needlegrass grassland, and maritime 
succulent scrub are ESHA. In addition, the small patch of CSS adjacent to the northern 
residential enclave where a breeding pair of gnatcatchers was observed in 1991 and 
again in 2000 is ESHA. The boundaries of the upland ESHA on the HDCP project site 
are shown in Figure 1. 
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Center for Natural Lands Management 
:\ non-proftt organtzauon for the protection & management of natural resou,-ces 

August26, 2003 

Mr. Mike Reilly, Chairman 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

~ EP '> ).")"-
- o) cuUj 

CALiFORNIA 
Re: Headlands Development and Conservation Plan ("HDeP!'.),.~ T.6.~ CO."-.~.N'.!SS !C' 

Dana Point 

Dear Mr. Reilly: 

The Center for Natural Lands Management ("Center'') was founded to manage 
and protect biological resources through long-term stewardship of mitigation 
and conservation lands. Currently, the Center is actively managing some 
48,000 acres of natural resources in approximately 48 preserves throughout 
California, including several on behalf of The Nature Conservancy. The 
Center is apolitical and it is our policy to not lobby for or against projects. 
However, as it relates to the Dana Point Headlands, we would like to provide 
comments on the current condition of the natural resources onsite as well as 
the type of resources management that would occur upon project 
implementation. 

Typically, sensitive species and their habitats require long-term active 
management in order to prevent loss of biological productivity. In the case of 
the Headlands. which is isolated from other habitat by urban development, this 
is particularly true. Given it's urban setting and isolation from other larger 
habitat areas, the site is experiencing on-going edge effects and piece-meal 
impacts that are a detriment to the site's ability to sustain long-term biological 
viability . 

The diminishing long-term biological productivity of the site results from the 
following on-going impacts and conditions: 

1 ) Lack of a comprehensive program for resource management. 
2) The small habitat "patch" size and lack of "connectivity" to other 

larger habitat areas offsite. 
3) The_ persistent and prevalent non-native/invasive !f!msoecie& r.•L~<~·~r""•'!O'' 

ons1te. 'IM L. vumtwh0v, . ~ 
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4) Trampling and. disturbance from persons and vehicles utilizing ad hoc 
trails, particularly in rare plant habitat and coastal ·sage scrub. 

5) Persons entering restricted portions of the site illegally. Persons allowing 
dogs to run off leash in habitat areas illegally. 

6) The expiration, in July 2004, of the Temporary Pacific Pocket Mouse 
("PPM") Preserve, which currently allows the Resources Agencies to 
access, study and manage 22 acres of PPM habitat and buffer. 

The HDCP proposes a comprehensive Resources Management Program to 
conserve and manage the diverse resources onsite. The goal of the Resources 
Management Program is to provide short-term (construction period) and long-term 
preservation of natural resources inducting impact avoidance and impact 
minimization/resource protection. Among other management responsibilities the 
program includes the removal/prohibition of non-native invasive species, the control 
of erosion, litter control, public information signage, control of public access and 
similar resource protection measures. Fencing of sensitive resources, where 
required, is included. Conservation easements or other covenants will be recorded to 
permanently set aside all parks and open space. 

For the Headlands Conservation Park, the area with the most sensitive biological 
resources onsite, upon implementation of the project a grant from the Harry ahd 
Grace Steele Foundation will permanently conserve the park and establish a non
wasting endowment for perpetual management, monitoring, protection and study of 
the resources. The Center has been actively involved with the property owner, 
Resource Agencies and the Steele Foundation to establish an ongoing, 
comprehensive management program for this unique property. Active management 
will help to minimize or eliminate the ongoing degradation of the most sensitive 
resources on the Headlands. 

Thank you for your consideration of the above comments regarding the Headlands. 

Sincerely, 

I • 

Sherry Teresa 
Executive Director 

' / I 

cc: Karl Schwing, California Coastal Commission 
Kevin Darnall, Headlands Reserve LLC 
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Chronology of Events Including Coastal Commission Staff Comments 
Relative to Planning Efforts Involving the Headlands 

Date 

1986 
1989 

July 29, 1993 

April1994 

November 1994 

January 29, 1996 

1997 

December 1997 

June 12, 1998 

September 5, 1998 

1998/1999 

November 21 , 2001 

May 30, 2002 

AugustS, 2002 

Event 

Dana Point Specific Plan LCP Certified 
City of Dana Point Incorporates and 
Adopts former County LCP; City begins 
planning for Headlands sometime 
thereafter 
Coastal Commission Staff Comment on 
Draft EIR for Specific Plan for the 
Headlands 
City of Dana Point Adopts Specific Plan for 
the Headlands 
Referendum Overturns City Approval of 
April 1994 Specific Plan 
Coastal Commission Staff Comment on 
EIR/EIS for NCCP/HCP for Central and 
Coastal Subregion 
City Begins Preparation of New Specific 
Plan for Headlands (1998 Plan) 
Coastal Commission adds biologist to 
technical services 
Coastal Commission Staff Comment on 
NOP for Draft EIR for 1998 Plan 
Coastal Commission Staff Comment on 
Draft EIR for 1998 Plan 
Headlands Reserve LLC purchases 
Headlands Site - Files lawsuit against City 
relative to 1998 Plan; City and Landowner 
begin preparation of new plan (i.e. Current 
Proposal) 
Coastal Commission Staff Comment on 
Draft EIR and LCPA (Current Proposal) 
City Council Submits Current Proposal to 
Commission; submittal deemed incomplete 
City LCPA Submittal Deemed Complete 



STATE OF CALIFOHNI.A- THE RESCJURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
South Coast Area Office 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 
(562) 590-5071 

Ed Knight 
Director of Community Development 
City of Dana Point 
33282 Golden Lantern 
Dana Point, CA 92629-1805 

GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

November 21, 2001 

RE: Headlands Development and Conservation Plan Draft EIR Comments 
State Clearinghouse No. 2001071015 

Dear Mr. Knight: 

Commission staff received the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Headlands 
Development and Conservation Plan (EIR) on October 9, 2001. This draft EIR is in support 
of the proposed "Headlands Development and Conservation Plan" (HDCP). The HDCP 
consists of various components (requiring City approval as well as Commission approval), 
which include: a General Plan Amendment, a Planned Development District, a Local 
Coastal Plan Amendment, and a Development Agreement. The HDCP proposes the 
development of 125 single-family residential lots, a maximum of 110,750 sq. ft. of Visitor 
Recreational Commercial land uses including a 65 room inn. Other project components 
include 30.3 acres of Conservation Open Space and 31.7 acres of recreational open space 
amenities which include a trail system, public parks, a public beach, and visitor-serving 
facilities. This letter focuses on the draft EIR. Comments on the proposed LCP 
amendment will be provided through a separate letter. 

Commission staff will be utilizing the policies of the Coastal Act as the standard of review 
in evaluating the draft EIR since the development contemplated in the EIR requires an 
amendment to the City's Local Coastal Program. Pursuant to Section 30512 of the 
Coastal Act, an amendment to a land use plan is evaluated against the Chapter 3 policies 
of the Coastal Act. 

Commission staff, at this time, does not believe that the EIR contains an adequate analysis 
of the proposed project's impact on the environment which would allow staff to support 
the preferred alternative. Rather, Alternative 3 (Reduced Intensity Alternative), as 
modified 1 to avoid potentially hazardous geological areas and to avoid encroachment into 
coastal sage scrub habitat, appears to be more consistent with the Coastal Act than the 
preferred alternative. 

Commission staff's principal concerns relate to the identified impacts on environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas (ESHA) and to the draft EIR's approach regarding siting and design 

Commtssion staff notes that an alternative to avoid potentially hazardOOA~T<Jil:cefJMfv~b;S'"l-'i 
and to avotd tmpacts mto coastal sage scrub was dismissed from further consideration tn '' ~ 1 v 1 : 

Section 5.2 of the draft EIR. 
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of the proposed development. The draft EIR 'has taken the approach that extraordinary 
engineering solutions and the application of the NCCP/HCP process provide adequate 
mitigation for the proposed development. Such an approach is inconsistent with the 
requirements of Section 30253 and Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. These two policies 
advocate siting and designing the proposed development to minimize adverse impacts to 
the environment through avoidance. Additional potential issues, not evaluated include 
scenic resources, impacts of future landscaping on native habitat, public views and 
building heights, traffic and parking. Comments concerning water quality (including 
erosion controls and drainage) are attached as a separate memo. 

Section 30240 requires that environmentally sensitive habitat areas be protected against 
any significant disruption of habitat values and only uses dependent on the 
environmentally sensitive habitat will be allowed within those areas. The Commission's 
staff biologist for southern California has reviewed the biological data and notes that the 
site contains environmentally sensitive habitat (ESHA) 2

• Consequently, the proposed 
development must be sited and designed to avoid impacts to ESHA. However, the 
development proposes to mitigate adverse impacts by utilizing the NCCP/HCP process 
rather than avoiding impacts as is required by Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. 
According to the Biological Resources report (September 2001) prepared by URS, the 
purpose of the NCCP/HCP process is to create a defined reserve system that will allow 
developers to mitigate, some if not all, adverse biological impacts from proposed 
development off-site. "The NCCP!HCP Program allows for the loss of sensitive species 
and their habitats as a result of development of the Project Site for a combination of 
residential, visitor serving commercial, recreational, and open space uses." According to 
this Biological Resources report, "roughly 30 acres of coastal sage scrub" will be removed 
which will also affect the species dependent on the coastal sage scrub habitat. This 
"take", according to the report, facilitates the proposed development by allowing the 
developer to have "flexibility in the location, intensity, and type of land use on the Project 
Site." Section 30240 of the Coastal Act does not perm1t the elimination of an ESHA smce 
it must be protected from s1gniticant adverse 1mpacts. Th1s was upheld on Apnl 16, 1 999 
by the appellate Court (Bolsa Ch1ca Land Trust v. Superior Court ( 1999) 71 Cal. App.4'h 
493) when the Court ruled that an ESHA could not be eliminated and re-created elsewhere 
(off-Site) to facilitate proposed residential development at Balsa Chica. The proposed 
residential development could not be allowed 1n an ESHA s1nce 1t was not a use dependent 
on the ESHA. It allowed, the appellate court found that there must be some showmg that 
the destruction of the ESHA was needed to serve some other Interest recogn1zed by the 
Coastal Act. Based on the foregomg narrative, Commission staff does not bel1eve the 
proposed development is consistent with the requirements of Sect1on 30240 of the 
Coastal Act. 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act requires that new development 1n hazardous areas be 
sited and designed to m1nimize landform alteration and to avoid depende~l\ $(~.tJ1e use of 

L u l'h) ' 11 L ['I ~ ~ : ~ .. ! ·~ \-. ~ .. ' vUir,lV!,·> 1 • 1·,. i ..,,..., .. J 

See attached letter and memo +rom Jon Allen, Coastal CommiSSIOn. 
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protective devices. The proposed development does not appear to conform with the 
requirements of Section 30253 of the Coastal Act because the proposed residential 
development in the "Strand" is dependent on extensive engineering solutions such as 
re-building the existing revetment, and undertaking extensive grading to stabilize the slope. 
Page 4. 5-7 of the draft EIR states that approximately two thirds of the Strand is comprised 
of ancient landslide deposits3

. According to the "Geotechnical Evaluation For 
Environmental Impact Report Headlands Project, Dana Point, California" (August 2001) by 
AMEC Earth & Environmental Inc., remedial grading, including extensive landslide removal, 
will be required to provide adequate slope stability. However, an assessment of the 
implications of the grading operation could not be made by Commission staff due to image 
degradation of Plates Ill and IV which depicted the depth of the landslides and grading. 
According to the narrative on Page 9 of the report, the removal and replacement of the 
existing landslide will result in a fill thickness of 20 to 60 feet across the Strand site. This 
constitutes significant landform alteration. Based on the large scale grading proposed to 
make the site suitable for residential development, a lower priority use under the Coastal 
Act, Commission staff does not believe that the project has been sited and designed to be 
consistent with the requirements of Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

As documented above, Commission staff has significant concerns with the draft EIR' s 
proposed mitigation strategy for resolving adverse impacts to ESHA areas and with the 
proposed landform alterations proposed to make the Strand residential development 
"safe". Additional related points are discussed below. 

NCCP/HCP Regulatory Approval: The language of the draft HDCP and draft EIR imply that 
the NCCP/HCP programs have been "approved" by the regulatory agencies as adequate 
mitigation for the proposed development. For example, the land use plan amendment 
section states: "In conjunction with the Central Coastal Orange County Natural 
Communities Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCPIHCP) adopted in 7 996, 
the Headlands property owners have executed a binding Implementation Agreement with 
the California Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The 
property owners have also been issued an Endangered Spt.cies Act, Section 7 O(a) permit 
for the Headlands that deals specifically with anticipated impacts to federally listed 
endangered species and required conditions." This assertion 1s restated in slightly modified 
language 1n Table 5.4 of the HDCP and on Pages 4.9-74 and 4.9-75 of the draft EIR. 
Con:miss1on staff, however, does not bel1eve that the preceding text is an accurate 
representation of the regulatory process as the Coastal Comm1ss1on will be undertaking its 
own evaluat1on of the proposed development's environmental impacts based on the 
standards of the Coastal Act. 

Commission staff believes it is inappropriate to use language in the EIR whic~ leads the 
reader to assume that adverse impacts have been addressed through the NCCP/HCP 

The Geotechn1cal Evaluat1on by AMEC Earth & Env1ronmental, Inc. nptA~'Ji;rt t(le~,.\~if"~lt"'~l:··~ 
l1quefact1on potential on the Strand beach should an earthquake occbf~l'h) lkL vUCHI'iih)vi\.J;'I 
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process, through its silence on the necessity to obtain Coastal Commission approve' for 
the proposed development through the LCP amendment process. Language which implies 
that conformance with the NCCP/HCP satisfies mitigation requirements, wherever it 
appears in the HDCP and EIR, should be revised to state that the Commission will be 
evaluating the proposed development following the submission of the LCP amendment 
based on the policies of the Coastal Act. Consequently, any language which, through its 
silence on the Commissions regulatory involvement concerning the NCCP/HCP, must be 
revised to clearly articulate that Coastal Commission approval of the proposed 
development has not been granted and remains to be obtained. 

Proposed Reconstruction of the Revetment to_ Protect Existing Development: The 
proposed development contemplates the reconstruction of an existing 2,400 foot long 
revetment at the base of the "Strand" (shown as Planning Areas 1 & 2 on Figure 3.4 in 
the draft EIR). According to the draft EIR a ninety-unit mobile home park, including the 
revetment, was constructed during the 1950's. The mobile home park was closed in 
1988. Some of the old infrastructure to serve the mobile home park remains, but in a 
substantially degraded condition. 

To allow the reconstruction of the revetment, Policy 2.14 of the Land Use Element has 
been proposed for revision by adding the following text: "For the Headlands, the potential 
for coastal slope erosion shall be minimized and public safety and coastal access protected 
by reconstruction of the existing revetment." This proposed policy revision raises several 
concerns. The first concern is that the proposed revision would allow extraordinary 
engineering solutions to be pursued for purposes of constructing residential development in 
a hazardous area inconsistent with the mandates of Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. As 
stated in the introductory comments above, the proposed revision to Policy 2.14 is one 
example of many policies~ where mitigation is to be obtained by implementing an 
engineering solution to achieve a development objective rather than avoiding the impact to 
mintmize adverse environmental effects as required by the Coastal Act. 

Next, the draft EIR asserts that the "Revetment protects existing structures, graded 
terraces, and other improvements associated with the former mobile home park." 
Consistent with the requirements of Section 30253 of the Coastal Act, Comm1ssion staff 
does not bel1eve that the purpose of the revetment is the protection of "existing" 
development stnce 1t has apparently reached the end of its economic life and it w1!1 be 
removed to facil1tate grading operations as part of overall site preparation. As prev1ously 
stated, an ancient landslide comprises 75% of the Strand and the graded fill slopes will be 
in the neighborhood of 20 to 60 feet deep. Figure 4.11. 1 identifies the Conceptual 
Grading Plan. It appears that the entire Strand will be graded and none of the existing 
development will remain. If no development is to remain, the existing revetment will no 
longer be protecting existing development. 

Polic1es 2.8. 3.1. and 3.7 are add1t1onal policies which have been pror::6GA&T~~~cG~vlMlSS:D:: 
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Additionally, Commission staff notes that the r~vetment is "underdesigned" and must be 
"reconstructed". Reconstructing the revetment constitutes new development as the 
existing unsuitable revetment is being removed and replaced with a new engineered 
revetment. Section 30253 of the Coastal Act mandates that new development, such as 
the proposed residential development, be sited and designed not to depend on the use of 
protective structures, such as a revetment. Consequently, the proposed development is 
not consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

Third, the EIR is silent regarding the apparent fact that the revetment and new retaining 
walls are an engineering necessity to undertake the residential development, as proposed. 
According to the background narrative, "The remedial grading operation will stabilize the 
terraced slopes in the Strand area and excess earth will be transferred to the Upper 
Headlands Residential site to create ocean view building sites in that location." If this 
preceding statement is valid, then why would the revetment be necessary? In any event, 
as previously stated, the proposed landform alteration and protective devices are for the 
benefit of new residential development, a lower priority use in the Coastal Zone. Section 
30253 of the Coastal Act clearly stipulates that new development in hazardous areas 
minimize landform alteration and not depend on the use of protective structures. The 
proposed residential development on the Strand is inconsistent with this mandate. 
Commission staff consequently recommends that the existing revetment be removed and 
~no~ proposed development be sited and designed to minimize landform alteration or the 
potential use of protective devices. 

Fuel Modification Plan: The fuel modification plan is for the benefit of the proposed 
development which includes residential development which is a lower priority use in the 
coastal zone. The fact that a fuel modification plan is required implies that project site is 
considered to be in a high fire hazard area. To provide fire protection for the proposed 
development, fuel modification programs, including vegetation removal and artificial 
irrigation, are often proposed. The discussion of the fuel modification plan is inadequate. 

In this case. the Fuel Modification Plan (Figure 4.14.1) calls tor irrigation within the Strand, 
as well as other areas of the project site. The fuel modification plan also proposes to 
remove some native vegetation which IS believed to possess a high flammability factor. 
Apparently, the development has not been sited to avoid tire hazards because the 
development requires mitigation in the form of irrigation and vegetation removal. Irrigation 
and vegetation removal, 1n turn, have potentially significant adverse 1mpacts upon erosion, 
water quality, geolog1c stability and sensit1ve habitat areas. For example, the Strand has 
been identified as geotechnically hazardous due to the presence of landslides. The 
percolation of water into a hillside slope, even though subdrains are proposed, could still 
have a de-stabilizing effect upon the slope. Thus the draft EIR has not disclosed the full 
impacts of the fuel modification program on existing ESHA. 

Next, the removal of native vegetation, even if replaced with less flammable native 
vegetation, could still have significant adverse habitat impacts. For e~rl"'ati()~~~., '~c"<'if···i 

lilJ t'( J 1'\ L. V til: ll f i l\';<.) l \J 1 '' 
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species which provide critical habitat may be removed because they are considered 
flammable and replaced with natives not providing critical hal .. Fuel modification in 
support of residential or commercial development having this type of adverse impact on 
habitat would not be a use dependent on the resource. Consistent with the requirements 
of Sections 30240 and 30253 of the Coastal Act, the development must be sited to 
minimize or avoid the necessity of fuel modification such that the fuel modification plan 
will not contribute to geologic hazards or affect the habitat values of ESHA areas. 

Residential Development: The project which is the subject of the draft EIR proposes to 
construct 1 25 single family residences. The Coastal Act establishes that residential 
development is a lower priority use in the coastal zone. Section 30222 states: "The use 
of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities designed to 
enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority over private 
residential, general industrial, or general commercial development, but not over agriculture 
or coastal-dependent industry." Section 30221 states: "Oceanfront land suitable for 
recreational use shall be protected for recreational use and development unless present 
and foreseeable future demand for public or commercial recreational activities that could 
be accommodated on the property is already adequately provided for in the area." And 
Section 30223 states: "Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses shall 
be reserved for such uses, where feas1ble." 

The proposed projects consistency with the Coastal Act is presented in Section 4.9 and 
Table 4.9 of the draft EIR. This table recognizes the public benefits that will be derived 
from designating 62 acres of open space for purposes of conservation, public parks, and 
recreation; and designating 4.4 acres for visitor serving uses. However, Table 4.9 also 
makes the assertion that "The amount of residential development proposed in the HDCP is 
acceptable when balanced against the significance of the visitor serving development 
described in the HDCP. " 

Though the proJect 1s proposing significant public benefits, the assertion that residential 
development 1n the proposed location IS JUStifiable is unsubstantiated. As discussed 
previously, the proposed residential development on the Strand requires s1gn1ficant 
landform alterat1on and the use of protective structures to make the site suitable for 
resident1al development. A better use of the Strand, cons1der1ng geolog1cal constraints 
and the presence of ESHA areas, may be as open space. For example, the current 
property owner could util1ze the Strand as a mitigation" site by other developers. 
Furthermore, cons1stent w1th the requirements of Sect1on 30221, an analys1s must be 
prepared to demonstrate that ex1st1ng and anticipated future demand for public or 

The legend tor Figure 4.3.1 of the draft EIR which depicts the vegetation and jurisdictional 

waters of the U.S. 1s unclear. The color pattern tor disturbed ruderal habitat and southern 

coastal bluff scrub appear identical. Consequently, the reader can not d1stmguish between 

these two ent1rely d1fferent hab1tat types CommiSSion staff requestst"\~1 ~,figiJI!e-·,h:Je j' "!ISS j Q i\1 
corrected. \.IUI"\\l lhL I.I'JIHIYI 1'11 
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commerci~' recreational activities is already adequately provided in the area, before a 
lower p:._.,,y use, such as residential development may be allowed. Such an analysis was 
not provided in Table 4.9. 

Thank you, for the opportunity to comment on the draft EIR. Please note that the 
comments provided should not be construed as either a final or complete review of the 
proposed plan as an additional review will be conducted when the LCP amendment is 
submitted to the Commission. Commission staff has largely focused on topical comments 
to provide guidance rather than making specific wording revisions. Commission staff has 
also attached a letter from the Water Quality Unit and the letter on the draft LCP 
amendment to this letter. More specific comments will be made as more information 
becomes available and the LCP amendment develops into a final form. We hope that the 
proposed development will be revised in response to the comments provided. If you have 
any questions, please contact me at the above office. 

Stephen Rynas, AICP 
Orange County Area Supervisor 

Cc: State Clearmghouse 

HAMMERHEAD sr1nass u~t:ers :=.tl ~~ Dara Pcw•t r<eJJiancs E R Comments.doc 
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Summary of Ecological Findings for the Dana Point Headlands LCP/EIR: 

J. C. Allen 
Staff Ecologist/Biologist 

There is no doubt that the proposed project will cause impacts to ESHA. The project 
will impact 28 acres of Coastal Sage Scrub (CSS) at Dana Point Headlands (DPH) 
containing eight listed species of plants and animals including the federally threatened 
Coastal California Gnatcatcher (CCGN) (Polioptilla califomica califomica), and the 
CNPS 18 listed Blockmann's Dudleya (Dudleya blockmaniae ssp. blockmaniae). There 
are eight CCGN territories, five of which will be developed, and there are thirteen 
Blockmann's Dudleya locations, eight of which will be developed. In addition, one of 
only four remaining small populations of the federally endangered Pacific Pocket Mouse 
(PPM) (Perognathus longimembris pacificus) is present at the site. It is proposed that 
the mapped PPM population area be placed in a 'temporary' preserve whose final fate 
(within eight years) depends upon purchase and/or translocation by CDFG or USFWS. 
While a fence would be built around the temporary PPM preserve, the development of 
125 residential lots surrounding the preserve would surely increase impacts through 
increased human activities, automobiles, and pets. The EIRIHDCP proposal document 
acknowledges these impacts and proposes to mitigate the eF.ects by participation in the 
Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) for Orange County by contributing to the 
Orange County Preserve Conservation area. These contributions amount to $350,000 
for PPM recovery efforts and $500.000 toward expansion and maintenance of the 
conservation area. but the details of explicitly what would be done is not very clear and 
is to a large extent left to the CDFG and USFWS. 

Whereas Hab1tat Conservation Plans and Natural Commun1ty Conservat1on Planning at 
the landscape level are good ecolog1cal strateg1es providing a large perspective. they 
can be used to allow s1gnificant 1mpacts to ESHA in the Coastal Zone. Such is the case 
w1th the current project. As an ecolog1st it is my opm1on that while large scale planning 
is a very good ecolog1cal strategy that should be encouraged. 1t is not an ultimate 
panacea for all that ails our environment. There 1s so much vanation betvveen individual 
spec1es 1n the1r landscape requ1rements that a s1mple assumption that they will all 
achieve a net gam by expand1ng preserve areas at the expense of coastal fragments IS 

nsky. Examples of th1s 1n the present case are the gnatcatcher and the pocket mouse. 
differing very greatly 1n the1r dispersal abilit1es. What is an 1solated fragment for one is 
apparently a stepping stone link for the other, and so assumptions about their needs are 
quite different. and simply mitigating for impacts by expanding a preserve is a greatly 
oversimplified approach. 
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To: Steve Rynas 

From: Jon Allen, 
Staff Ecologist/Biologist 

Subject: Dana Point Headlands LCP/EIR 

Applicant: City of Dana Point 

Date: 11/5/01 2:44PM 

Documents Reviewed: 

1. Draft EIR, Headlands Development and Conservation Plan, Volume I, City of Dana 
Point, 33282 Golden Lantern, Dana Point, CA. 92629. Contact: Mr. Edward Knight 
(949) 248-3567. Prepared by LSA Associates, Inc., One Park Plaza, Suite 500, 
Irvine, CA., 92614. 

2. Draft EIR, Headlands Development and Conservation Plan, Volume II: Appendices, 
City of Dana Point, 33282 Golden Lantern, Dana Point, CA. 92629. Contact: Mr. 
Edward Knight (949) 248-3567. Prepared by LSA Associates, Inc., One Park Plaza, 
Suite 500, Irvine, CA., 92614. 

Project Description: 

This project is to rezone a 121.3-acre site on Dana Point headlands to allow 
development of 52.4 acres of the site for 125 residential lots, 4.4 acres to commercial (a 
65-room hotel) and 64.5 acres of open space of which 24.2 acres will be in a 
conservation park. 

Biological Resources on the Site: 

The project area consists of the following types of ';egetation habitats: 

Non-Sens1tive habitats: 

1. Developed Ornamental 
2. Disturbed 1Ruderal Habitat 
3. Non-Native Grassland 

Potentially Sensitive Habitats: 

1. Coastal Sage Scrub (CSS) 
2. Disturbed CSS 

46.79 acres 
3.21 acres 
2.93 acres 

48 07 acres 
2.33 acres 
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3. Southern Mixed Chaparral 
4. Maritime Succulent Scrub 
5. Southern Coastal Bluff Scrub 
6. Sandy Beach 
7. Rocky Intertidal/Bluff Face 

2.69 acres 
0.61 acres 
3.34 acres 
5.22 acres 
6.1'1 acres 

The term potentially sensitive is used because in the case of disturbed habitat, the 
relative degree of disturbance, location, explicit presence of a listed species, etc. may 
play a role in the ESHA determination. In making ESHA determinations one must apply 
the Coastal Act definition of ESHA : 

"Environmentally sensitive area" means any area in which plant or animal life or 
their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or 
role in an ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by human 
activities and developments. 

There are three main points of comparison to consider: 

(1) Is a habitat or species rare or especially valuable? 
(2) Does the habitat or species have a special nature or role in the ecosystem? 
(3) Is the habitat or species easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and 

developments? 

Biological Analysis of Dispersal by the Gnatcatcher and Pocket Mouse 

The Environmental Impact Report and Headlands Development and Conservation Plan 
(EIRIHDCP v1) (Document 1 above) states that the project will impact 79.2 acres of the 
121.3-acre site. This will result in the loss of 28.0 acres of CSS, 1.83 acres of disturbed 
CSS, 0.61 acres of maritime succulent scrub and 0.06 acres of southern coastal bluff 
scrub. Although accurate estimates are difficult to obtain, it is believed that only about 
10-15% of the original CSS habitat in California remains today, most being lost to 
development, (Bolger et al 1997). This remainmg hab1tat 1s much more highly 
fragmented and sensitive than the original CSS distribution (Bolger et al 1997, CDFG 
1993 ), and additionally. about 100 listed species utilize CSS as habitat (Atwood 1993, 
CDFG NCCP 1993) So good quality CSS hab1tat 1s rare and performing an 1mportant 
ecological function m provid1ng potential refuge for many l1sted spec1es and therefore 
qualifies as ESHA under the Coastal Act. 

Two very sens1tive spec1es that w1ll be 1mpacted by th1s proJect that are of particular 
1nterest are the federally threatened Coastal California Gnatcatcher (CCGN) (Poilopttla 
californica californica) and the federally endangered Pacific Pocket Mouse (PPM) 
(Perognathus longimembris pacificus). These two species are important for a 
landscape scale ESHA determination because of the great differences in their apparent 
dispersal abilities. The relevance of this is that the whole point of the NCCP preserve 
strategy is to create more contiguous habitat from fragmented habiWf,c~n~ t~fS~ ;~~;~ "1; :· ,·., :' . 
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species represent relatively great differences in what might constitute fragmented 
habitat biologically speaking. 

The PPM is represented by only four known small populations. three of which reside on 
Camp Pendleton Marine Base. the other being the impacted population at Dana Point. 
The Dana Point population is surrounded by a large urban developed area and on the 
order of ten miles from the Camp Pendleton populations that are connected by more 
contiguous habitat. The PPM is thought to move very little with territory sizes being on 
the order of an acre (Friesen and Mock 2001, Hall1981, Chew and Butterworth 1964). 
Kenagy (1973) observed movements of less than 50 meters (165ft). So the evidence 
suggests that this species moves very little, and is probably quite isolated on Dana 
Point. 

Compared to the pocket mouse, the gnatcatcher is a "ery strong disperser as a 
fledgling leaving the nest. While adults tend to be site-faithful to a territory, the 
fledglings disperse and average distance of 1.6 miles, and many go much farther (Fig. 
1 ). The median distance comes out to be about 1.73 miles, i.e., half of them go this far 
or more from the parent's territory. The data for Figure 1 were obtained on the Palos 
Verdes Peninsula in fragmented habitat. Dispersal may be even greater. Selected 
examples show numerous cases where the juvenile birds traveled 7-9 km (4.4-5.6 
miles) from the nest site to the new territory site (Atwood eta! 1998a, Table 8). Data by 
Atwood et al (1998b, p.35) show that, contrary to expectation, juvenile survival was 
actually better when the birds dispersed over more fragmented habitat than in 'natural' 
habitat. Just what this data means is not clear yet, and we can only conclude that there 
are no overwhelming negative effects of dispersal through fragmented habitat. Bailey 
and Mock (1998) have observed juveniles dispersing through noncoastal sage scrub 
habitats including riparian, mulefat scrub, grassland ruderal, and suburban landscaping 
as dispersal corridors. So the data for gnatcatcher, suggest that Dana Point is not as 
isolated as one might think because of this bird's strong dispersal capabilities. 

Whether the Dana Point Headlands (DPH) is part of a connected system of habital 
depends on the dispersal ability of the species involved. Connected habitat is very 
different for gnatcatchers and pocket mice, and while the Dana Point Headlands may be 
isolated for the pocket mouse. it may not be for the gnatcatcher. And regardless of 
these arguments. both species are there now and have been for some time. 

Population vtabllity analysis (PVA) by Friesen and Mock (2001) in document 1 above 
suggested that the PPM would most likely go extinct on Dana Point in the next 10-15 
years if the population is not relocated elsewhere. The ·parameter estimates used in 
these analyses however are always somewhat suspect due to the extreme difficulty in 
getting accurate estimates from such small sensttive populations under field conditions. 
Using their demographic parameter estimates for the Leslie proJection matrix, one 
obtains a generation population factor (R0 ) of about 0.76 offspring per female per 
generation. That is the population is being reduced to 76% of its previous level each 
generation. so it is hardly surprising that it goes extinct fairly rapidly. The real question 

C :" 1'1 "1. ~~I t"' "'• ·<'·'I'! r ,-., 1., In;~ 
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is whether one can really trust these predictions and use them safely in important 
management dec1sions in the real world. 

Impacts to Sensitive Habitat and Species Under NCCP 

The NCCP approach is to take a landscape perspective and assume that a contiguous 
preserve is preferable to more fragmented disorganized habitat, and therefore impacts 
and loss of local fragments are more than mitigated by increases in the size of the 
preserve. This automatic assumption of relatively low habitat value for an impacted 
fragment should really be adjusted to species requirements and with the landscape 
setting. So while generally contiguous habitat is to be preferred over fragmented habitat 
(Murphy 1989 ), the details in each case are important. Work by Bolger et al. ( 1997) has 
shown that several species of closely related birds in the San Diego area can be rated 
as edge/fragmentation (1) enhanced, (2) reduced or (3) insensitive. If the whole range 
of fragmentation sensitivity can be observed within a closely related bird taxon, then 
what sort of differences might one expect across other more diverse plant and animal 
taxa? In fact in the present case the gnatcatcher was observed to be 
edge/fragmentation insensitive by Bolger et al. (1997), and in addition it is a strong 
disperser (Fig. 1 ), while the pocket mouse apparently moves much less and operates 
on a much smaller spatial scale. That is, the degree of fragmentation is not only scale 
dependent physically speaking, but the effect of the fragmentation scale itself varies 
enormously from species to species. Given this, it seems a bit hasty to conclude that 
one can always mitigate for impacts to a habitat fragment like Dana Point Headlands by 
investing in a more contiguous preserve system elsewhere. So the NCCP approach to 
mitigation for loss of habitat fragments needs to be assessed in particular cases with 
regard to the particular species involved and their unique biological requirements. More 
often than not the particular biological needs of sensitive species are poorly understood 
at the landscape scale with regard to edge/fragmentation sensitivity, and so the 
assumption that one can adequately mitigate for fragment loss by expanding a preserve 
somewhere else is risky. Whereas some species may benefit from such changes, 
others may not. 

In the case of the gnatcatcher and the pocket mouse at Dana Point Headlands (DPH), 
one can make the case that neither species will benefit from the proposed project. That 
is. since the gnatcatcher is relatively insensitive to fragmentation and a good disperser 
(Bolger et al. 1997 and Fig. 1 ). DPH may be part of a functioning metapopulation for this 
species. and 1ts continued presence at DPH supports this conclusion. For the pocket 
mouse. the DPH population is relatively very isolated and represents one of only four 
rema1nmg small subpopulations and therefore local impacts are even more risky for this 
highly sens1tive endangered species. The proposed temporary preserve for the pocket 
mouse is certainly a very minimum level of protection, and a more permanent 
arrangement should be required with more definite guarantees for this species 
protection and recovery. 
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Gnatcatcher Dispersal Data: 
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November 13, 2001 

TO: Edward Knight 

MEMORANDUM 

Community Development Director 
City of Dana Point 

FROM: Janna Shackeroff 
Water Quality Unit 
California Coastal Commission 

GRAY DAviS. GOVERNOR 

SUBJECT: Water Quality Analysis of Headlands Development and Conservation Plan 
Draft Environmental lmpoct Report 

The water quality staff of the California Coastal Commission appreciates the opportunity 

to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report of the Headlands Development 

and Conservation Plan ("DEIR"). Because of it's proximity to the Dana Point and the 

Niguel Marine Life Refuges, as well as a number of beaches that frequently rate poorly 

in Heal the Bay's beach water quality report card, the Dana Point Headlands is an area 

of great concern to us. Without proper siting, design, structural and non-structural best 

management practices ("BMPs"), and vigilant monitoring and maintenance, this 

development could potentially pose a significant threat to coastal water quality. The 

DEIR analysis concludes that with the ProJect Design Features and Project 

Considerations listed. the water quality impact will be ''less than significant." However, 

the staff of the Coastal Comm1ss1on bel1eves that a more thorough investigation of 

project siting and design 1s necessary before this conclusion is could be justified. 

The Coastal Act prov1des the Cal1forn1a Coastal Comm1ssion and 1ts staff with a broad 

basis to protect and enhance manne resources and coastal waters that are adversely 

impacted by polluted runoff. Sect1on 30230 of the Coastal Act states that "manne 

resources shall be maintained. enhances. and where feasible, restored.· Section 30231 

demands that development "minimiz[es] adverse effects of waste water discharges and 

entrainment. controlling runoff ... Our analysis of the DEIR rests on the philosophy: to 

r~ ,....., -· ,...,. .,.,.. !' • , .. \ ~ ' ~~ 1'\ • ., : ~. ~ • 
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Comments on Dana Pomt Headlands EIR \lr. Edward Knight, Page 2 

protect coastal water quality to the best of our abilities. While mitigation is important, 

avoidance of impact is even more so. 

Thus, the Final EIR should outline the means by which project siting and c.. _sign avoid 

adverse impacts to coastal water quality, rather than simply mitigating the impacts. 

Moreover, it cannot be said, as has been done in this case, that a development will 

have a "less than significant impact on water quality" without first knowing what types of 

commercial development will occur and designing best management practices to treat 

the pollutants particular to the type of development. 

Analysis of Project Design 

The Project Design Features fail to demonstrate that the developers and architeCts had 

water quality objectives in mind while designing the Headlands Development and 

Conservation Plan. The successful nonpoint source pollution prevention plan requires 

thorough pollution prevention at every step of the development process, including 

project design. The unsuccessful-and ultimately more costly and undesirable

strategy focuses on pollutant treatment rather than prevention. The DEIR did not 

discuss nor demonstrate the extent to which project design incorporated water quality 

goals. We believe that the least significant impact from development is only possible 

with a concerted effort to incorporate the following principles into design: 

1. Minimize 1mperv1ous surfaces 

• Cluster development 

• Min1m1ze road w1dth 

• Shared dnveways 

• Reduce land coverage of bu1ld1ngs by building taller and narrower 

footpnnts 

• Maintain parkmg stnps w1th vegetation. trees, and non-compacted soil 

• Consider whether paved sidewalks. curbs, and gutters are necessary 

on both s1des of the street or at all ·"' """' .· ' ' ~~~· f ~ ~' r· " ·~ .. 1 ·: ,~J \ ·"\ 1\ 

·~ n-.~ :""L t.,:..~ai~uJ\:tviL' 
• Encourage the shared use of parking areas 
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Comments on D.1nJ r umt Headlands El R \tr. Edward Knight, Page 3 

• Use parking structures to concentrate parking 

• Promote beach shuttles during weekends. using business parking 

away from the beach 

• Provic. a bicycle lanes and convenient bike storage 

• Encourage transit use, provide bus stops 

While some of these design features such as bicycle lanes and walking trails seem to 

already be a part of this development, features such as clustering development and 

road width are not delineated in the EIR. We suggest including such analyses in the 

Final EIR for public review. 

2. Site and design development that respects natural drainage features, site 

topography, fragile soil and native vegetation. 

• Analyze natural resources and hazardous constraints of planning areas 

and individual development sites to determine locations most suitable for 

development. Cluster development in these areas. 

• Preserve significant trees and as much native vegetation as possible 

• Avoid building on steep slopes, unstable areas, and erosive soils 

• Retain natural root structures as soil anchors 

• Limit land disturbance activities such as clearing, grading, and cut and fill, 

to nduce the potential for erosion and sediment loss. 

The use of native, drought tolerant vegetation is a fantastic Best Management Practice 

already outlined in the DEIR. A more full investigation of the water quality impacts of 

building on more geolog1cally stable site or site location, should include a detailed water 

quality analysis of the benefits of a more stable environment. Such a measure can 

potentially include the important design considerations listed above. 

Analysis of Best Management Practices (Project Design Features) 

It is difficult for Coastal Commission staff to fully analyze the extent of the BMPs listed in 

the DEIR without more specific information about the commercial businesses. Because 
.i'' M " r. ;- ~·""- ; • -. 4.. n 1 r': " ~ . ... J 
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Comments on Dana Pomt Headlands EIR \1r. Edward Kmght, Page 4 

there is no capacity for percolation, and thus natural filtration, it is imperative to address 

the potential water quality impacts for each land use, including but not limited to such 

developments as restaurants, automotive repair shops, retail gasoline outlets, and dry 

cleaning facilities. Moreover, the cumulative impact from the commercial, residential, 

and hotel uses of this land as well as the unexpected impacts can pose more of a threat 

than anticipated. Best Management Practices should take this into account. The 

development of the Dana Point headlands presents an optimum opportunity to 

implement progressive water quality goals and BMPs. We encourage the applicants to 

go above and beyond what they have developed thus far, and consider strategies like 

the suggestions we have listed below. 

The Draft EIR's suite of structural and non-structural BMPs for construction and post

construction development provides a good foundation but is far from complete. The 

Coastal Commission staff encourages the expansion of this list to include the following 

components: 

1. Enhance the suite of structural BMPs that treat or filter runoff to include a suite of 

structural BMPs designed to treat or filter all expected pollutants from this particular 

site. We propose that sand filters alone are not sufficient to handle the types of 

pollutants that will likely flow from this site. The limitations of sand filters are 

substantial: Sand filters often clog and are rather difficult to access and maintain 

properly. MoretJver. they are known to release a ··slug" of pollutants while being 

cleaned. According to the California BMP Handbooks. sand filters remove sediments 

and floatables at a high efficiency; however, they are only moderately efficient at 

remov1ng nutnents. heavy metals. oxygen demanding substances. oil and grease. 

and bactena and v1ruses. They have no 1mpact on tox1c materials. We suggest 

considering the an alternative to sand filters. or perhaps filtenng the runoff with a 

different type of structural BMP pnor to runnmg 1t through the sand filter The 

applicant may want to cons1der such alternatives as lined vegetated swales, wh1ch 

will filter but not infiltrate water. and/or continuous deflection separators. 

2. Utilize a regenerative air vacuum street sweeper for all sweeping and cleaning of 

eXHIBIT# __ \~---·
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Comments on Dana Pomt Headlands EIR \1r. Edward Knight, Page 5 

roads and parking lots. This is the most efficient technology to remove street debris, 

including trash, sediments, and automotive-related pollutants. 

3. If a restaurant is built in the commercial zone, it shall be outfitted with a grease trap 

or grease interceptor and maintained according to manufacturers specifications. 

4. The HOA should be required to hire only certified green landscapers who minimize 

the use of chemicals to the maximum extent practicable and utilize integrated pest 

management practices. Said chemicals should not be toxic to fish or wildlife. 

Herbicides shall be applied by limited spraying or by other methods that inhibit 

migration into coastal waters. The HOA should encourage as strongly as possible 

the same BMPs on single family residence garden. 

5. The applicant may want to consider building a centralized car washing area, outfitted 

with proper BMPs to contain the soaps and solvents, in the residential development, 

as well as prohibiting washing cars in the residential streets. 

6. Pools in the hotel. and the residential development should not be drained into the 

storm sewer system unless completely dechlorinated. All chlorinated waters should ' 

be sent through the sanitary sewer system. 

7. Include a provision that requires the water quality management plan, including the 

source control BMPs, to remain operational and dynamic for the life of the 

development. 

8. Include a provision for the developer to work with the Home Owner's Association for 

at least 15 years to mainte1in and update the BMPs as site conditions necessitaie. 

In addition to the above thoughts, Coastal Commission staff proposes the following 

comments on the Project Design Features. They have been delineated below 

accord1ng to the numenc system 1n the DEIR. 

Pro1ect Des1qn Features 

7-1. No comments. 

7-2. No comments. 

7-3. Water flowing onto the beach should not cause beach erosion, nor an increase in 

volume or veloc1ty of runoff. ', • . • ., I • 1·\ "" ... f. : : ;. •' 1 II• ~ • ~, • 

··~~r~~; ~J-~1.. L,~,~-~~~~~~.j~:~,.; 
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7-4. Same as above. 

7-5. Conveyance of commercial development storm water or nuisance flow straight onto 

Strand Beach is not appropriate for ~ertain land uses with a high potential for 

pollutant generation, such as retail gasoline outlets, automotive repair taciliti~s. 

restaurants, etc. Structural BMPs such as hydrocarbon filters designed specific to 

the commercial developments should be considered in the EIR. To do so, the EIR 

should state what types of commercial developments will be located on the project 

site. 

7-6. We suggest the use of a regenerative air vacuum street sweeper. Please provide 

additional information regarding the standards the HOA will meet, and how these 

standards will be updated given the dynamics of the site. 

7-7. Ensure that only drought-tolerant, native vegetation is used in common area 

landscaping as well as in residential units. 

7-8. No comments. 

7-9. No comments. 

8-1. Please provide a more explicit description of water quality goals related to BMPs for 

public review. 

8-2. Include user-friendly handouts, brochures, radio spots, as well as workshops for 

homeowners. 

8-3. Be more specific in Final EIR. 

8-4. Ensure construction and landscaping preserves as much existing, native vegetation 

as possible. 

8-5. No comments. 

8-6. No comments 

8-7. All new restaurants and remodels exceeding $100.000 must be equipped w1th a 

grease mterceptor. and all other restaurants must be equipped with grease traps. 

8-8. It does not appear that the water sent through the low flow diversions is treated 

prior to being pumped through the Wastewater Treatment Plant. The sanitary sewer 

may not remove contaminants like metals. oil and grease. pesticides. and excess 

nutnents. and these can be carried out through the sewer pipe$ to. off.~h.or~ )Vj\t~fp0 ~ , _ 
•. -· l ' •) I • '.;.. \.1 1... i 'I " d v s I G ~ 

EXHIBIT# __ \1 b 
:::'_·' GE 'Z-0 OF '2. '2. 



Comments on Dana Pomt Headlanus EIR \1r. Edward Knight, Page 7 

Therefore, it is imperative that the nuisance flows run through a structural treatment 

BMP prior to discharge to the sanitary sewer. 

R-O Post-construction structural BMPs (or suites of BMPs) should be designed to treat, 

infiltrate, or filter stormwater runoff from each storm, up to and including the 85th 

percentile, 24-hour storm event for volume-based BMPs, and/or the 85th percentile, 

1-hour storm event, with an appropriate safety factor, for flow-based BMPs. 

8-10. See above sand filter analysis. 

8-11. All development has the potential to degrade water quality. The cumulative 

effect of development falling under the minimum threshold established in the 

Orange County SUSMP (prepared by the San Diego RWQCB) can significantly 

impact coastal water quality. The DEIR should analyze all development, regardless 

of size and including those which fall under the minimum SUSMP threshold, with 

appropriate structural and non-structural BMPs. In this example, structural BMPs 

should be implemented for all parking lots of all sizes, not just those greater than 

5,000 square feet. 

8-12. Great, but make sure they are used all over the site. 

8-13. Excellent, progressive idea. 

Review of Alternatives 

The water quality unit suggests the applicant more fully investigate Alternative 3-

Reduced Intensity Alternative. In the dismissal of this project alternative, the EIR states 

that 

Although Alternative 3 would result in less development on the 
project site. the impacts to water quality would be similar. 
Surface water qL.;ality 1mpacts during and after construction 
activities wo•Jid be mitigated through the implementation of project 
design features and project conditions ... neither this nor the 
proposed proJect creates a s1gnificant effect on water quality. (p. 5-16) 

Although Best Management Practices (BMPs) utilize the most technologically advanced 

practices and design features and are created to reduce impacts to water quality to the 

maximum extent practicable. they are not 100% effective. Logically, the larger the 

development. the greater the adverse effect to coastal water qual it~ ,~~?:~l~t~o-~g_~: .\ ~ i~ ,., , n ,, 
l,;,., 1\.-· • a. '~"vst;lriJVJaiJI'J 
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Comments on Dana Pomt Headlands E!R 
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BMPs may be implemented and designed to completely reduce water quality impacts, 

there inevitably will be adverse effects. Thus a building alternative with 40% reduction 

in development correspondingly will see substantially reducr"j intensity of use. The 

applicant should strongly consider Alternative 3, for it preser' 1 much less disruptive 

alternative to this development project. 

Inclusion of Water Quality Section in the LCP Amendment 

The current Local Coastal Program of Dana Point is outdated in terms of its 

protection of water quality. The foundation of contemporary society's approach to water 

quality science, management, and policy has greatly expanded in the past sixteen years 

since the Dana Point LCP was certified. Perhaps the single most important action 

regarding water quality that the applicant can take at this time would be to include a 

water quality section in the LCP amendments. Coastal Commission staff is currently 

working on guidance documents for water quality amendments to LCPs, and we would 

be happy to share our work with the City of Dana Point. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA- THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
South Coast Area Office 
200 Oceangate. Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 
(562) 590-5071 

Ed Knight 
Director of Community Development 
City of Dana Point 
33282 Golden Lantern 
Dana Point, CA 92629-1805 

GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

November 21, 2001 

RE: Headlands Development and Conservation Plan LCP Comments 

Dear Mr. Knight: 

Commission staff received a copy of the proposed draft "Headlands Development and 
Conservation Plan" (HDCP) on August 20, 2001. The HDCP consists of various 
components (requiring City approval as well as Commission approval), which i11clude: a 
General Plan Amendment, a Planned Development District, a Local Coastal Plan Program 
Amendment, and a Development Agreement. The HDCP proposes the development of 
125 single-family residential lots, a maximum of 110,750 sq. ft. of Visitor Recreational 
Commercial land uses including a 65 room inn. Other project components include 30.3 
acres of Conservation Open Space and 31 . 7 acres of recreational open space amenities 
which include a trail system, public parks, a public beach, and visitor-serving facilities. 
Additionally Commission staff received the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
Headlands Development and Conservation Plan (EIR) on October 9, 2001. This letter 
focuses on the procedural requirements related to the submission of the HDCP as a City of 
Dana Point LCP amendment. Additionally, this letter will articulate topical concerns raised 
by the HDCP with the Coastal Act. Comments on the draft EIR will be provided through a 
separate letter. 

LCP Amendment Required: The HDCP correctly notes that an amendment to the City's 
LCP is required to implement the development contemplated by the HDCP. Commission 
review of the draft HDCP material, however, indicates that submittal procedures for this 
amendment must be further articulated. Basically, the first step of this process mandates 
the deletion of the following components: 

+ . 1986 LCP; and 
+ Orange County Zoning Code as the LCP Implementation Program. 

The second step, the incorporation of the area covered by the HDCP into the City's entire 
existing LCP which involves the adoption of the following components: 

• City's 1996 Local Coastal Program consisting of the Land Use Element, Urban 
Design Element and Conservation and Open Space Element of the City's General 
Plan (as amended); and 

+ City's Zoning Code as the LCP Implementation Program COASTAl COMMISSION 
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HDCP LCP Amendment Comments 

The third step is amending the City's LCP to incorporate the HDCP which involves the 

adoption of the following components: 

• Amending the City's LCP to integrate the development contemplated by the HDCP; and 
• Inclusion of a Planned Development District (POD) as part of the City's LCP. 

The effect of each of these individual actions, in their entirety, mandates that the City's 
entire existing LCP be submitted along with the changes proposed to add the HDCP to the 
LCP. Revisions to the City's LCP proposed by this amendment must be shown in 
underline to show new text and in strike-out to show deleted text. We also request that a 
copy of all documents be submitted on disk as Microsoft WORD97 documents. In 
combination with pending LCP amendment 1-01 (City LCP amendment numbers LCPA00-
02 and LCPA00-04) related to the town center and the harbor, the revisions made through 
the subject LCP amendment, if certified by the Commission, would result in the City 
having "one" unified citywide LCP. 

Standard of Review: The HDCP correctly notes that the standard of review for this 
document is the Coastal Act. Section 5 of the Headlands Development and Conservation 
Plan provides this analysis. Though the standard of review is the Coastal Act, Section 
13552 of Title 14 of the California Code or Regulations requires: "A discussion of the 
amendment's relationship to and effect on the other sections of the certified LCP or 
LRDP. " Such an analysis was not included in any of the documents submitted with this 
draft. Specifically, the proposed LCP amendment must be compared with the 1986 LCP 
which is to replaced. This analysis will be required at the time the LCP amendment 
request is made to the Commission. This analysis will assist the Commission in evaluating 
the proposed changes in light of the Commission's prior action. Commission staff also 
suggests that Section 13552 of Title 14 of the California Code or Regulations be reviewed 
in its entirety as it provides guidance for what must be presented to the Commission by 
the City when this amendment is submitted for certification. 

Development Agreement: The proposed HDCP includes a development agreement as one 
of the documents to be acted on by the City of Dana Point. The HDCP, as it is a 
compilation of various documents, did not disclose if the development agreement would or 
would not be part of the City's LCP subm1ttal. The proposed development agreement will 
be between the City and the Headlands project proponent. The Commission will not be a 
party to the development agreement. Consequently, Commission staff suggests that the 
adoption· of the development agreement be deferred until after Commission certification 
of the LCP amendment for the Headlands. Such an approach would be benefic1al from the 
perspective that any changes to the HDCP resulting from Commission certification could 
be subsequently incorporated into the development agreement. 

Planned Development District (POD) versus Specific Plan (SP): Page 3 of the draft HDCP 
states: "As an alternative to a Specific Plan, the use of a PDD may be used for the 

Comm1ss1on staff does not recommend that the development agreement be included as a 

part of the C1ty's LCP amendment. COASTAL COMMISSION 
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HDCP LCP Amendment Comments 

Headlands." At the time the LCP amendment is submitted to the Commission, a decision 
must have been made as to which approach will be selected. Additionally, development 
standards must be contained in the Land Use Plan of the LCP and must not be relegated 
to any POD, SP, or other IP element. 

Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP): The 
HDCP proposes to mitigate the adverse impacts of the proposed development on the 
environment by complying with the requirements of the Central Coastal Orange County 
Natural Communities Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP). 
Compliance with the Central Coastal Orange County Natural Communities Conservation 
Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP) may be a viable approach. However, the 
draft HDCP lacks substantiation that the proposed developments utilization of the 
NCCP/HCP program is consistent with the resource protection policies of the Coastal Act, 
Section 30240 as an example. The site contains environmentally sensitive habitat 
(ESHA) 2 based on the review by the Commission's staff biologist for southern California. 
Consequently the proposed development must be sited and designed to avoid impacts to 
ESHA. However, the development proposes to address impacts by utilizing the 
NCCP/HCP process rather than avoiding impacts as is required by Section 30240 of the 
Coastal Act. 

According to the Biological Resources report (September 2001) prepared by URS, the 
purpose of the NCCP/HCP process is to create a defined reserve system that will allow 
developers to mitigate, some if not all, adverse biological impacts from proposed 
development off-site. "The NCCP/HCP Program allows for the loss of sensitive species 
and their habitats as a result of development of the Project Site for a combination of 
residential, visitor serving commercial, recreational, and open space uses." According to 
this Biological Resources report, "roughly 30 acres of coastal sage scrub" will be removed 
which will also affect the species dependent on the coastal sage scrub habitat. This 
"take", according to the report, facilitates the proposed development by allowing the 
developer to have II flexibility in the location, intensity, and type of land use on the Project 
Site." Section 30240 of the Coastal Act does not allow impacts to an ESHA since it must 
be protected from significant adverse impacts. This was upheld on April 1 6, 1999 by the 
appellate Court (Bolsa Chica Land Trust v. Superior Court ( 1999) 71 Cal. App.4th 493) 
when the Court ruled that an ESHA could not be eliminated and re-created elsewhere 
(off-site) to facilitate proposed residential development at Balsa Chica. If allowed, the 
appellate court found that there must be some showing that the destructicn of the ESHA 
was needed to serve some other tnterest recognized by the Coastal Act. Based on the 
foregoing narrative, Commission staff does not believe the proposed development as 
contemplated in through the LCP amendment is consistent with the requirements of 
Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. 

NCCP/HCP Regulatory Approval: The language of the draft HDCP and draft EIR imply that 
the NCCPIHCP programs have been II approved" by the regulatory agencies as adequate 
mitigation for the proposed development. For example, the land use plan amendment 

COASTAl C0 11 1Mi"'4"'·~·'J 
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section states: "In conjunction with the Central Coastal Orange County Natural 
Communities Conservation Plan/Habitat Consefvation Plan (NCCP!HCPJ adopted in 1996, 
the Headlands property owners have executed a binding Implementation Agreement with 
the California Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The 
property owners have also been issued an Endangered Species Act, Section 10(a) permit 
for the Headlands that deals specifically with anticipated impacts to federally fisted 
endangered species and required conditions." This assertion is restated in slightly modified 
language in Table 5.4 of the HDCP and on Pages 4.9-74 and 4.9-75 of the draft EIR. 
Commission staff, however, does not believe that the preceding text is an accurate 
representation of the regulatory process as the Coastal Commission will be undertaking its 
own evaluation of the proposed development's environmental impacts based on the 
standards of the Coastal Act. 

Commission staff believes it is inappropriate to use language in the EIR which leads the 
reader to assume that adverse impacts have been addressed through the NCCP/HCP 
process, through its silence on the necessity to obtain Coastal Commission approval for 
the proposed development through the LCP amendment process. Language which implies 
that conformance with the NCCP/HCP satisfies mitigation requirements, wherever it 
appears in the HDCP and EIR, should be revised to state that the Commission will be 
evaluating the proposed development following the submission of the LCP amendment 
based on the policies of the Coastal Act. Consequently, any language which, through its 
silence on the Commissions regulatory involvement concerning the NCCP/HCP, must be 
; ... vised to clearly articulate that Coastal Commission approval of the proposed 
development has not been granted and remains to be obtained. 

Habitat and Development Overlay Graphic Required: To facilitate the evaluation of the 
impact of the proposed development on natural resources, an overlay of the existing 
resources with the proposed development must be developed. Section 30240 requires 
that environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant 
disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources would be 
allowed in ESHA areas. Additionally, development next to environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas and parks and recreation areas must be sited to minimize 1ts adverse 
impacts. For the Commission to appropriately evaluate the proposed development's 
conformance with Section 30240, as well as other sections of the Coastal Act, we will 
need GIS maps which dep1ct the existing habitat areas and any steep slopes over 
twenty-five percent srade overlaid with the proposed development 3

. 

Coastal Bluffs, Bluff Edge, and Development Overlay Graphic Required: To fac1l1tate an 
evaluation of the relationship of the proposed development with coastal bluffs and the 

Comm1ssion staff notes that Figure 4.3.1 of the draft EIR depicts vegetation and the 
jurisdictional waters of the U.S. Figure 4.3.2 of the draft EIR depicts the location of 
sensitive species. While these maps are available, they lack a development overlay for 
deducmg the 1mpacts of the proposed development on the depicted resources. 
Additionally, the ment1oned GIS overlays must be mcluded in the HDCP when submitted to 
the Commission. COASTAL COi\~MISSHJN 
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bluff edge, a GIS map must be prepared. Development on coastal bluffs is inherently 
hazardous. Section 30253 of the Coastai·Act requires that de"elopment be sited and 
designed to minimize landform alteration, and minimize risks to lifo and property in areas 
of high geologic and fire hazard. Typically, the Commission re..,_ .. es the stricter of either a 
setback based on an assumed rate of erosion over a fifty to seventy-five year period or a 
twenty-five foot setback from the bluff edge. 

The proposed HDCP bluff contains the following definition for bluffs: II The coastal bluffs 
are defined as a natural oceanfront landform having a continuous slope of 45 ° or greater 
over a distance of approximately 25 vertical feet and 100 horizontal feet." This definition 
does not correspond with the Commission's definition for coastal bluffs nor is it consistent 
with the current bluff definition found in the City's certified LCP. The Commission 
typically defines a coastal bluff as having a vertical relief of ten feet or more where the 
base of the bluff may be subject to marine erosion. 

Additionally the Commission uses the following definition to define the top edge of a bluff: 
II The upper termination of a bluff, cliff, or seacliff. When the top edge of the bluff is 
rounded away from the face of the bluff as a result of erosional processes related to the 
presence of the steep bluff face, the edge shall be defined as the point nearest the bluff 
beyond which the downward gradient of the land surface increases more or less 
continuously until it reaches the general gradient of the bluff. In the case where there is a 
step like feature at the top of the bluff face, the landward edge of the topmost riser shall 
be taken to the bluff edge. " 

Commission staff recommends that GIS graphics be prepared as part of the LCP 
submission package that displays coastal bluffs and the bluff edge4 based on the City's 
proposed standards and the Commission standards for comparative evaluation. 

The Role Of Mitigation: The resource protection policies of the Coastal Act mandate that 
development be sited and designed to avoid coastal resource impacts to the "maximum 
extent feasible.,. For ESHA areas the standard of review is higher as development must 
be sited and designed to avoid the impact and if allowed, must be a use dependent on the 
resource. Commission staff notes that several policies of the City's existing Land Use 
Plan have been inappropriately proposed for revision to incorporate the development 
proposed by the HDCP which negates the concept that development be designed and 
sited to avoid adverse coastal resource impacts. 

By way of example. Policy 2.8 has been proposed for revision through this amendment. 
Policy 2.8, as currently worded in the Land Use Plan acknowledges that new development 
be sited in such a manner that it preserves the natural environment and minimizes risks to 

4 Figure 4.4.8 of the draft HDCP contains a limited graphic partially displaying the top of 
bluff. Plate IV of the Geotechnical Evaluation by AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc. in 
Appendix "0" of the draft EIR shows the top of bluff. However, this plate is unreadable 
due to 1mage degradation. Furthermo:e, Plate IV is not usable for purposes of evaluation 

since it does not display the proposed development footprint in 'CO~~l!teOMM'S~fON 
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life and property. However, in order to accommodate the development proposed by the 
HDCP this policy is being amended to add the following text: "For the Headlands, 
minimizatior 0f risk to life and property and preservation of the natural environment is met 
by a requ. _. ,,ent that new development be sited and clustered into areas determined by 
geological feasibility studies to be suitable, such as by remediation of unstable slopes 
impacted by such new development." This proposed additional language is contrary to 
the concept that development be sited and designed to minimize impacts and that new 
development should be sited in areas that do not require bluff stabilization, shoreline 
protection, or extensive landform alteration. Basically, this proposed language implies that 
proposed development may proceed provided that adequate engineering remediation in the 
form of retaining walls, caissons, and grading are provided. This inappropriate approach is 
further substantiated by footnote 3 to Table 3.4. 7 which states that the "Minimum 
structural setback from the top of bluff shall be 50 feet or as recommended by a 
geotechnical engineer with special foundation subject to City approval." Allowing 
extraordinary engineering solutions is contrary to the mandate of Section 30253 of the 
Coastal Act that calls for new development to be sited in such a manner that landform 
alteration be minimized and to not require the use of protective devices. 

In terms of biological resources, Policies 3.1 and 3. 7 have been proposed for revision. For 
both policies, the requirements of the NCCP/HCP are proposed to be the determining 
standards that the proposed development has been "mitigated". However, through the 
LCP amendment process, the Commission will be conducting an independent review of 
the proposed development and its impact on the environment. This review will require 
that an overlay be prepared to illustrate the existing habitat situation in conjunction with 
the proposed development. Section 4.3 of the draft EIR identifies that the proposed 
development will affect 79.2 acres resulting in a loss of approximately 28.7 acres of 
sensitive vegetation communities. Section 4.3.8.1 of the EIR contains the project design 
features for mitigating the adverse impacts to biological resources. Section 4.3.8.2 
contains the proposed project conditions. Though Sections 4.3.8.1 and 4.3.8.2 of the 
EIR conta1ns some defined mitigation measures such as the creation of a 24.2 acre 
conservation open space conservation park, the background narrative states that 30 acres 
of coastal sage scrub habitat will be removed and that this removal is considered 
"mitigated" under the NCCP/HCP. How this would qualify as mitigation is unclear. 
However, the coastal sage scrub community is considered ESHA by Comm1ss1on staff. If 
the Commission were to make a similar finding, removal of the ESHA would be 
inconsistent w1th the requirements of Section 30240 of the Coastal Act which mandates 
that development be sited and designed to avoid significant impacts to an ESHA area and 
that only uses dependent on the resources may be allowed in such areas. Based on the 
available information, the proposed development has not been sited and designed to avoid 
impacts and the proposed development would not be dependent on the habitat. Please 
see the attached memo regarding biological resources from Dr. Jon Allen. 

To address the role of project's proposed mitigation in the City's LCP amendment, 
Commission staff recommends the following. First, that the documents incorporating the 
proposed development into Central Coastal Orange County NCCP/HCP be submitted as a 

component of the LCP amendment for Commission review. Secont~'Af. lreWfWRS~QN 
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to allow the proposed development to occur -provided that extensive engineering solutions 
are applied as the mitigation- should be revised to require the siting and design of 
development in a manner which minimizes and avoids adverse impacts. 

Proposed Reconstruction of the Revetment to Protect Existing Development: The 
proposed development contemplates the reconstruction of an existing 2,400 foot long 
revetment at the base of the "Strand" (shown as Planning Areas 1 & 2 on Figure 3.4 in 
the draft EIR). According to the draft EIR a ninety-unit mobile home park, including the 
revetment, was constructed during the 1950's. The mobile home park was closed in 
1988. Some of the old infrastructure to serve the mobile home park remains, but in a 
substantially degraded condition. 

To allow the reconstruction of the revetment, Policy 2.14 of the Land Use Element has 
been proposed for revision by adding the following text: "For the Headlands, the potential 
for coastal slope erosion shall be minimized and public safety and coastal access protected 
by reconstruction of the existing revetment." This proposed policy revision raises several 
concerns. The first concern is that the proposed revision would allow extraordinary 
engineering solutions to be pursued for purposes of constructing residential development 
in a hazardous area inconsistent with the mandates of Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. 
As stated in the introductory comments above, the proposed revision to Policy 2.14 is one 
example of many policies5 where mitigation is to be obtained by implementing an 
engineering solution to achieve a development objective rather than avoiding the impact to 
minimize adverse environmental effects as required by the Coastal Act. 

Next, the draft EIR asserts that the "Revetment protects existing structures, graded 
terraces, and other improvements associated with the former mobile home park." 
Consistent with the requirements of Section 30253 of the Coastal Act, Commission staff 
does not believe that the purpose of the revetment is the protection of "existing" 
development since it has apparently reached the end of its economic life and it will be 
removed to facilitate grading operations as part of overall site preparation. As previously 
stated, an ancient landslide comprises 75% of the Strand and the graded fill slopes will be 
in the neighborhood of 20 to 60 feet deep. Figure 4.11. 1 identifies the Conceptual 
Grading Plan. It appears that the entire Strand will be graded and none of the existing 
development will remain. If no development is to remain, the existing revetment will no 
longer be protecting existing development. 

Additionally, Commission staff notes that the revetment is "underdesigned" and must be 
"reconstructed". Reconstructing the revetment constitutes new development as the 
existing unsuitable revetment is being removed and replaced with a new engineered 
revetment. Section 30253 of the Coastal Act mandates that new development, such as 
the proposed residential development, be sited and designed not to depend on the use of 
protective structures, such as a revetment. Consequently, the proposed development is 
not consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

Policies 2. 8. 3. 1, and 3. 7 are additional pol1c1es which have been GOASitUoC.ranM.,tJ~~ r.: t ;' ~.J 
· \'1TV~'.'i1\..;vp.JI 
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Third, the EIR is silent regarding the apparent fact that the revetment and new retaining 
walls are an engineering necessity to undertake the residential development, as proposed. 
According to the backgro~nd narrative, "The remedial grading operation will stabilize the 
terraced slopes in the Strand area and excess earth will be transferred to .ne Upper 
Headlands Residential site to create ocean view buHding sites in that location." If this 
preceding statement is valid, then why would the revetment be necessary? In any event, 
as previously stated, the proposed landform alteration and protective devices are for the 
benefit of new residential development, a lower priority use in the Coastal Zone. Section 
30253 of the Coastal Act clearly stipulates that new development in hazardous areas 
minimize landform alteration and not depend on the use of protective structures. The 
proposed residential development on the Strand is inconsistent with this mandate. 
Commission staff consequently recommends that the existing revetment be removed and 
that proposed development be sited and designed to minimize landform alteration or the 
potential use of protective devices. 

Building Height Limits, Parking Standards, and Water Quality Standards: The draft LCP 
amendment as submitted did not contain sections devoted to building heights, parking 
standards, and water quality. Commission staff recommends that the LCP amendment 
contain sections devoted to land use plan policies and standards related to building 
heights, parking standards, and water quality standards. These additions would apply to 
the entire City of Dana Point. The HDCP, as a sub-component of the City's LCP would 
also need sections devoted to covering building height limits, parking standards, and water 
quality standards specific the to Headlands area. 

Design Guidelines: Section 4.1 2 of the HDCP contains design guidelines. Design 
guidelines by their very nature tend to be subjective guidance aimed at providing a 
unifying theme for a proposed development. The purpose of a local coastal program, 
however, is to provide specific objective policies that are to be applied when regulating 
proposed development. Consequently, certain design guidelines such as those related to 
architectural stylin9 or the protection of private views are beyond the scope of a locai 
coastal program. However, other design guidelines such as those related to public access, 
recreational opportunities, public views, parking, and landscaping may well apply if they 
affect the intensity of use or potentially affect coastal resources. Additionally, standards 
related to clustering development and utilizing colors which make the development 
subordinate to the character of the terrain should be elevated. Commission staff 
recommends that design guidelines in Sect1on 4.1 2 which affect coastal resources be 
relocated to the policy and regulatory sections of the HDCP. Examples of design 
guidelines wh1ch may need to be elevated to formal policies include the public signage 
plan, public trail plan, and landscaping~ as each of these topics potentially affects coastal 
resources. 

Subsection "H" on page 4-97 of the draft HDCP. The concern w1th landscaping in this 
situation is that the guidelines would allow non-native vegetat1on. C<WWAij..~On staff 
anticipates that only nat1ve vegetat1on will be allowed on the Headla~V.J.\::S IAL l;OrN!'~::JSiCN 

EXH/8~~ ;,_Jt~----
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Conservation Fence: Fencing can be used to accomplish various conservation objectives. 
The purpose of the fence will dictate its' de~ign. For instance, fencing can be used to 
exclude human intrusion into sensitive habitat area while allowing the free movement of 
small animals. In these cases, the fence would need to be tall enough to discourage 
passage by people but have clearance under the fence to allow small animals to pass 
under the fence. Meanwhile, fencing placed around developed areas can also be used to 
contain domestic animals to prevent their intrusion into sensitive habitat areas. In this 
case, the fence would need to be buried to prevent domestic animals from digging under 
the fence and be tall enough to discourage jumping the fence. 

According to Figure 4.12.11, conservation fencing would be buried eighteen inches into 
the ground. Presumably, based on the analysis above, this type of fence would be used 
to prevent passage by domestic animals. If this is the c1se, the fence, at five feet, would 
likely be too low. Please explain the rationale for this design. 

In addition, the various purposes of conservation fencing needs to be clearly identified in 
the LCP and the appropriate fence design must be selected to achieve the intended 
purpose. For instance, it would not be logical to use fencing that is buried eighteen inches 
into the ground in areas where conservation goals dictate a need to allow the free passage 
of small ground-dwelling wildlife. Conversely, it wouldn't be appropriate to use the above 
described fencing in cases where the goal is to prevent passage by domestic animals. The 
policies of the LCP related to fencing will need to distinguish between the various 
purposes of the fencing and resolve any conflicting goals of the fencing. 

Private Gated Communities: Figures 4.12.4 and 4.12.5 graphically depict the 
neighborhood entry to the private communities. These figures depict a gate house, 
vehicular gates, walls, and hedges. Figure 4.5.1 depicts the proposed public access plan. 
According to Figure 4. 5.1 public access would be allowed through the "Strand" residential 
development (Planning Areas 1 & 2) but not through the residential development in 
Planning Area 6. Gated communities are often viewed as having significant adverse 
impacts upon public access to the coast. Due to these impacts, Commission staff and the 
Commission are generally not supportive of these restrictions. In those cases where the 
Commission has approved the gating of a residential community, the Commission has 
typically required pedestrians and bicyclists be allowed to pass through them. Sections 
301 20 and 30211 of the Coastal Act requires that development maximize public access 
and not interfere with historic public access or uses. Section 3021 2 also states that 
public access shall be provided in new development projects. Since gates, walls, signage, 
and hedges can create a psychological appearance that the area is private which 
discourages public access: the Commission typically requires that many of these 
impediments be removed or redesigned to invite the public to pass through. Commission 
staff anticipates either prohibiting any gating or other access restrictions through any 
residential area or -at minimum- requiring the removal or modification of any gate house, 
vehicular gates, walls, and hedges to welcome the public to pass through on their way to 
the beach or to other public amenities. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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Fuel Modification Plan: The fuel modification plan is for the benefit of the proposed 
development which includes residential development which is a lower priority use in the 
coastal zone. The fact that a fuel modification plan is required implies that project site is 
considered to be in a high fire hazard area. To provide fire protection for the proposed 
development, fuel modification programs, including vegetation removal and artificial 
irrigation, are often proposed. The discussion of the fuel modification plan is inadequate. 

In this case, the Fuel Modification Plan (Figure 4.14. 1) calls for irrigation within the 
Strand, as well as other areas of the project site. The fuel modification plan also proposes 
to remove some native vegetation which is believed to possess a high flammability factor. 
Apparently, the development has not been sited to avoid fire hazards because the 
development requires mitigation in the form of irrigation and vegetation removal. Irrigation 
and vegetation removal, in turn, have potentially significant adverse impacts upon erosion, 
water quality, geologic stability and sensitive habitat areas. For example, the Strand has 
been identified as geotechnically hazardous due to the presence of landslides. The 
percolation of water into a hillside slope, even though subdrains are proposed, could still 
have a de-stabilizing effect upon the slope. Thus the draft EIR has not disclosed the full 
impacts of the fuel modification program on existing ESHA. 

Next, the removal of native vegetation, even if replaced with less flammable native 
vegetation, could still have significant adverse habitat impacts. For example, native 
species which provide critical habitat may be removed because they are considered 
flammable and replaced with natives not providing critical habitat. Fuel modification in 
support of residential or commercial development having this type of adverse impact on 
habitat would not be a use dependent on the resource. Consistent with the requirements 
of Sections 30240 and 30253 of the Coastal Act, the development must be sited to 
minimize or avoid the necessity of fuel modification such that the fuel modification plan 
will not contribute to geologic hazards or affect the habitat values of ESHA areas. 

Residential Development: The p;oject which is the subject of the draft EIR proposes to 
construct 1 25 smgle family residences. The Coastal Act establishes that residential 
development is a lower priority use in the coastal zone. Section 30222 states: "The use 
of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recre'3tional facilities designed to 
enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority over private 
residential, general industrial, or general commercial development, but not over agriculture 
or coastal-dependent industry." Section 30221 states: "Oceanfront land suitable for 
recreational use shall be protected for recreational use and development unless present 
and foreseeable future demand for public or commercial recreational activities that could 
be accommodated on the property is already adequately provided for in the area." And 
Section 30223 states: "Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses shall 
be reserved for such uses, where feasible." 

The proposed projects consistency with the Coastal Act is presented in Section 4.9 and 
Table 4.9 of the draft EIR. This table recognizes the public benefits that will be derived 
from designating 62 acres of open space for purposes of conservation, public parks, and 
recreation; and designating 4.4 acres for visitor serving uses. However, Table 4.9 also 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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makes the assertion that "The amount of residential development proposed in the HDCP is 
acceptable when balanced against the significance of the visitor serving development 
described in the HDCP. " 

Though the project is proposing significant public benefits, the assertion that residential 
development in the proposed location is justifiable is unsubstantiated. As discussed 
previously, the proposed residential development on the Strand requires significant 
landform alteration and the use of protective structures to make the site suitable for 
residential development. A better use of the Strand, considering geological constraints 
and the presence of ESHA areas, may be as open space. For example, the current 
property owner could utilize the Strand as a mitigation 7 site by other developers. 
Furthermore, consistent with the requirements of Section 30221, an analysis must be 
prepared to demonstrate that existing and anticipated future demand for public or 
commercial recreational activities is already adequately provided in the area, before a 
lower priority use, such as residential development may be allowed. Such an analysis was 
not provided in Table 4.9. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft HDCP. Please note that the 
comments provided are initial comments and should not be construed as either final or 
complete review of the proposed LCP amendment. Commission staff has largely focused 
on topical comments to provide guidance rather than making specific revisions to policy 
language. More specific comments will be made as more information becomes available 
and the LCP amendment develops into a final form. If you have any questions, please 
contact me at the above office. 

Sincerely, 

A(_~ 
Stephen Rynas, AICP 
Orange County Area Supervisor 
'HAMMERHEAD srvnas$ letters City of Dana Potnt'Headlands LCP Comments.doc 

EXHiBI~ :~_l_2k-
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The legend for Figure 4.3.1 of the draft EIR which depicts the vegetation and jurisdictional 
waters of the U.S. 1s unclear. The color pattern for disturbed ruderal habitat and southern 
coastal bluff scrub appear identical. Consequently, the reader can not distinguish between 
these two entirely different habitat types. Commission staff requests that this figure be 
corrected. 
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Summary ot Ecological Findings for the Dana Point Headlands LCP/EIR: 

J. C. Allen 
Staff Ecologist/Biologist 

There is no doubt that the proposed project will cause impacts to ESHA. The project 
will impact 28 acres of Coastal Sage Scrub (CSS) at Dana Point Headlands (DPH) 
containing eight listed species of plants and animals including the federally threatened 
Coastal California Gnatcatcher (CCGN) (Polioptilla califomica califomica), and the 
CNPS 1 B listed Blockmann's Dudleya (Dud/eya blockmaniae ssp. blockmaniae). There 
are eight CCGN territories, five of which will be developed, and there are thirteen 
Blockmann's Dudleya locations, eight of which will be developed. In addition, one of 
only four remaining small populations of the federally endangered Pacific Pocket Mouse 
(PPM) (Perognathus /ongimembris pacificus) is present at the site. It is proposed that 
the mapped PPM population area be placed in a 'temporary' preserve whose final fate 
(within eight years) depends upon purchase and/or translocation by CDFG or USFWS. 
While a fence would be built around the temporary PPM preserve, the development of 
125 residential lots surrounding the preserve would surely increase impacts through 
increased human activities, automobiles, and pets. The EIR/HDCP proposal document 
acknowledges these impacts and proposes to mitigate the effects by participation in the 
Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) for Orange County by contributing to the 
Orange County Preserve Conservation area. These contributions amount to $350,000 
for PPM recovery efforts and $500,000 toward expansion and maintenance of the 
conservation area. but the details of explicitly what would be done is not very clear and 
is to a large extent left to the CDFG and USFWS. 

Whereas Habitat Conservation Plans and Natural Community Conservation Planning at 
the landscape level are good ecological strategies providing a large perspective, they 
can be used to allow significant impacts to ESHA in the Coastal Zone. Such is the case 
with the current project. As an ecologist it is my opinion that while large scale planning 
1s a very good ecological strategy that should be encouraged. it is not an ultimate 
panacea for all that e1ils our env1ronment. There is so much variation between individual 
species in the1r landscape requirements that a simple assumption that they will all 
achieve a net gain by expanding preserve areas at the expense of coastal fragments is 
risky. Examples of this 1n the present case are the gnatcatcher and the pocket mouse. 
differing very greatly in their dispersal abilities. What is an isolated fragment for one is 
apparently a stepping stone link for the other. and so assumptions about their needs are 
quite different. and simply mitigating for impacts by expanding a preserve is a greatly 
oversimplified approach. 

-x· ''B·1C--" 1(:. C, :-'11c '• ,.C ·- .....,..--
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
South Coast Area Off1ce 
200 Ocean gate 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach. CA 90802-4302 
(562) 590-5071 

Via Facsimile and U.S. Mail 

September 5, 1998 

Dan Bon, Project Manager 
City of Dana Point 
Community Development Department 
33282 Golden Lantern, Suite 212 
Dana Point, CA 92629 

PETE WILSON. Governor 

COASTi\L COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT# 116 
PAGE__,_,_OF /I 

SUBJECT: Draft Program Environmental Impact Reportfor the Dana Point 
Headlands Specific Plan; SCH # 98051062 

Dear Mr. Bon: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above referenced draft program 
environmental impact report ("DPEIR''). The City of Dana Point ("City") has chosen to 
prepare a program environmental impact report, which does not require as much detail as an 
environmental impact report for a project. We assume that this is because the subject 
DPEIR is evaluating a proposed specific plan. which contains provisions which \Vould 
govern de\·elopment projects. rather than evaluating an actual development project itself. 
The comments contained herein are those of Coastal Commission staff and should not be 
construed as being the comments and opinions of the Coastal Commission itself. 

The area CO\ ered by the proposed specific plan consists of two fairly distinct topographical 
areas: 1 l the Headlands. a promontory containing fairly steep bluff faces above a rocky 
shoreline. situated at the western end of Dana Point Harbor. and 2) Dana Strands. a narrow 
sandy beach backed by bluffs which slope more gently than those of the Headlands. located 
on the north side of the Headlands and south of Salt Creek County Beach. The Headlands 
comprise approximately two-thirds of the proposed specific plan area. while Dana Strands 
covers the remaining one-third. 

The area covered by the proposed specific plan is 121.3 acres in size (DPEIR Figure 3-6). 
The proposed specific plan contains the following development components: I) the 
construction of 185 residential dwelling units in 3 gated enclaves, located on the northern 
part of the Dana Strands section at densities of 0-3.5 units per acre (33 units on 13.8 acres), 
in ·'The Bowl" area at the center of the Headlands area at a density of 7-14 units per acre 
( 115 units on 15.2 acres). and in "The Ridge" area along the eastern edge of the Headlands 
area overlooking Dana Point Harbor at a density of 3.5-7 units per acre (37 units on 6.5 



Dan Bott 
Headlands DPEIR comments 
September 5, 1998 
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acres). 2) construction of a 290.000 square foot. 150 room hotel on 9.0 acres above Dana 
Strands beach. with a vertical public accessv.:ay through the middle ofthe resort to Dana 
Strands beach. 3) blufftop public access trails and approximately 60 blufftop trailhead 
parking spaces in two locations (6.5 acres), and 4) 70.3 acres of open space. 

2 

The entire proposed specific plan area is located in the coastal zone. Currently, the 
Headlands portion of the proposed specific plan area is fully certified under the Dana Point 
Specific Plan/Local Coastal Program. The Dana Strands portion of the proposed specific 
plan area is not certified at all. The proposed specific plan, as well as the related General 
Plan policies for the Headlands, would have to be submitted to the Coastal Commission as a 
local coastal program ("LCP") amendment. Until the Coastal Commission certifies the LCP 
amendment, the proposed specific plan would not be effective. 

The standard of review for the land use plan ("L UP") portion of the local coastal program 
amendment for the proposed specific plan would be consistency with the Chapter 3 policies 
of the Coastal Act. The standard of review for the implementation portion ("IP") of the local 
coastal program amendment would be consistency with, and adequacy to carry out, the land 
use plan portion of the local coastal program. The standard of review is not the existing 
certified LCP. 

It is not clear to us whether the proposed specific plan would consist of both LUP and IP 
portions. The proposed specific plan would be located within the City of Dana Point Zoning 
Code. implying that the entire specific plan would be considered IP only and not LCP. On 
the other hand. the proposed specific plan indicates that the first three sections would be 
adopted by resoiution. while the fourth section would be adopted by ordinance. Since the 
City· s General Plan amendments are typically adopted by resolution. this could be 
interpreted to mean that the first three sections of the proposed specific plan are intended to 
serve as the LLP in addition to the Headlands policies of the General Plan. Further. the 
proposed specitic plan contains policies that reflect. or state verbatim. Chapter 3 Coastal Act 
policies. This matter should be resolved by clearly stating in the LCP submittal resolution 
whether the proposed specific plan is intended to serve only as the IP for the area or both 
LLP and IP. 

The following comments will address the consistency of the proposed specific plan with the 
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act, for two reasons: 1) the proposed specific plan may 
contain an LCP portion. and 2) even if the proposed specific plan does not contain an LUP 
portion. it would have to be consistent with the General Plan Headlands policies which are 
LUP policies. The Commission has not certified the General Plan policies. 

The Commission will use the DPEIR to analyze the Coastal Act issues raised by the 
proposed specific plan. to reasonably evaluate anticipated adverse effects on coastal access 
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and coastal resources. to review development alternatives to the proposed specific plan 
which could avoid adverse effects, and to propose mitigation for the anticipated 
unavoidable adverse effects. The issues of particular interest to the Coastal Commission are 
public access. public recreation, public views. protection of natural resources, and the 
provision of visitor serving commercial uses. In addition to typical EIR mitigation 
measures, the DPEIR lists specific plan design features ("SPDF") that mitigate adverse 
effects through the actual design of the proposed project. The DPEIR also incorporates as 
mitigation measures, where applicable, conditions of approval that are regularly imposed by 
reviewing agencies as part of the permitting process. These conditions of approval, 
however, which result in very detailed mitigation measures, may not be appropriate at the 
LCP stage. Given that the EIR is a program EIR which does not have the full level of detail 
as a project EIR, these types of detailed mitigation measures may be more appropriate at the 
coastal development permit stage. when a specific project is being proposed. 

1. Land Use (Visitor-serving uses) 

Section 30213 of the Coastal Act states, in relevant part: 

Lo1-1-·er cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, 
where feasible. provided. Developments providing public recreational opportunities 
are preferred 

Section 30221 of the Coastal Act states: 

Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected (or recreational use 
and del·e!opment unless present andj(Jrseeable future demand/or puh!ic or 
commercial recreational acth·ities that could be accommodated on the propert_1 is 
already adequately prm·ided(or in the area 

Section 30222 of the Coastal Act states: 

The use o(primte lands suitable for l'isitor-sening commercial recreational 
facilities designed to enhance public opportunities(or coastal recreation shall han: 
priority o\·er primte residential. general industrial. or general commercial 
development. but not over agriculture or coastal-dependent industry. 

Section 30223 of the Coastal Act states: 

Cpland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses shall be reserved for 
such uses. H·here feasible. 
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(a) Xew 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 ... 

Section 30222 of the Coastal Act provides that visitor-serving commercial uses have a 

4 

higher priority than residential development. The DPEIR does provide enough 
documentation regarding the breakdown of the 70.3 acres of open space into land not usable 
by the general public, such as bluff faces and resource protection areas, versus land that the 
general public can use. The 9.0 acre proposed hotel site and 6.5 acres of proposed trail and 
parking areas total 15.5 acres of land devoted to visitor-serving commercial and public 
recreation uses. which is less than 15% of the area covered by the proposed specific plan. In 
contrast. the three proposed residential subdivisions cover 35.5 acres, or about one-quarter of 
the subject site. 

We encourage the provision of the proposed resort area, as well as the lower-cost 
recreational facilities such as the blufftop trails and public parking. To further enhance 
lower-cost recreational opportunities. we would suggest that a Specific Plan Design Feature 
be incorporated which allows for the construction of viewing points (which are not covered 
to minimize vie\.,.. blockage) interspersed along the blufftop trail which might focus the 
public· s anention on a particularly impressive \·iew. In addition. benches to allow visitors to 
rest. as \\ell interpreti\e panels explaining the history ofthe site as well as the adjacent 
emironmentally sensitive habitat areas. could be prcnided. \\'e would also recommend a 
mitigation measure that prohibits the comersion ofthe proposed hotel into a time-share. 

2. Transportation/Circulation (Public Access! 

Section 30210 of the Coastal .-'\ct states: 

In carr.• ing ow rhu ruquirumunr oj.<:.;ucrion -1 o(.-J.rticlt: X ofthu Ca/if(;rnia 
(_ ·onstirurion mLnimum tiCcess. H hich shall he conspicuous/' posted and 
recreutionul oppor1w1iries shall he prm·idedfor all the people consistent H i1h public 
sa{ety needs and the need to pro1ucr puh/ic rights. ri;.;hrs of primte property OH ners. 
and natural resource areas(rom m·eruse 

Section 30211 ofthe Coastal Act states: 

De,·e/opment shall not interfere H irh the public's right of access to the sea H·here 
acquired through use or legislath·e authori:::ation. including. but not limited to. the 
use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the(zrsr line of terrestrial ,·e;.;etation 
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(a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the 
coast shall be provided in new development projects ... 

Section 30212.5 ofthe Coastal Act states: 

Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including parking areas or 
facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate against the 
impacts. social and otherwise, or overcrowding or overuse by the public of any 
single area. 

Section 30252 ofthe Coastal Act states, in relevant part: 

The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public 
access to the coastal by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, 
(2) providing commercial facilities within or adjoining residential development or in 
other areas that will minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing 
non-automobile circulation within the development {.4) providing adequate parking 
facilities or prm·iding substitute means of serving the development with public 
transportaTion. r5; assuring the potentia/for public transit for high intensity uses 
such as high-rise office buildings. and by r6; assuring that the recreational needs o{ 
new residents Hill not o\·erload nearby coastal recreation areas by correlating the 
amount o(de\·elopment H ith local park acquisition and de\·elopment plans H ith the 
pro\·ision o(onsite recreational(acilities lO serve the new de\'elopment 
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Specific Plan Design Feature 4.8-8 proposes that public coastal access shall be pro\·ided 
within the resort area. We would suggest that further thought be given to relocating the 
proposed public access driveway \valkway to Dana Strands Beach. which currently is 
proposed through the middle of the hotel. to the southerly side of the hotel away from the 
proposed residences. \\'e have experienced instances in which there ha\·e been requests to 
close or restrict the hours of public accessways which run through the middle developments. 
To encourage maximum public access. public accessways should be kept open to the 
maximum extent possible. We would also suggest a mitigation measure that prohibits 
proposed public accessways from being gated. 

Further. we would suggest that further provisions be developed to implement a public 
accessway from the top of the Headlands down to the Harbor in the vicinity of Cove Road. 
This public accessway would sen·e to mitigate against the potential loss of the portions of 
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the Santa Clara sector blufftop trail for which offers-to-dedicate are isolated/disconnected 
from the remainder of the trail and may not be accepted. 

To ensure the maximum provision of public parking to maintain public access, we would 
suggest a mitigation measure that requires that red-curbing of public streets be prohibited 
except where necessary for bonafide traffic engineering or pedestrian/automobile safety 
reasons. We also suggest a mitigation measure that prohibits the proposed hotel from using 
the Selva Road public parking lot located outside ofthe proposed specific plan area. The 
hotel should provide adequate on-site parking. Further, the proposed trailhead parking 
spaces off Selva Road are some distance from the beach. The DPEIR should investigate the 
possibility of use of the parking structure for the proposed hotel, as well as the road system 
in the hotel, as a reservoir of public parking for users of the Dana Strands Beach. 

In addition, we would suggest further thought be given to the need for making the proposed 
residential communities private. The proposed communities would be located between the 
sea and first public road, and their streets would provide additional sources of public 
parking. In recent actions, most notably on the Treasure Island local coastal program 
amendment in the City of Laguna Beach, the Commission rejected a proposal for a private 
community between the first public road and the sea. 

Proposed SPDF's 4.8-2 and 4.8-3 provide for a ten foot wide beach trail along Dana Strands 
beach. but located inland of shoreline protection structures. This implies that the beach trail 
would not actually be on sandy beach seaward of shoreline protection structures. The 
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DPEIR should further discuss how shoreline protection structures \\Ould interfere with the 
public's usc of this trail. The proposed specific plan does not appear to include dedication of 
Dana Strand beach. ben if the proposed beach trail were located on sandy beach. it would 
not result in full dedication of the beach. Further. if shoreline protection devices result in 
erosion of the beach. this would reduce the area of beach which can be used by the public. 
resulting in ad\erse public access impacts \Vhich would have to be mitigated. 

The proposed specific plan includes subdi\ is ions for low-priority residential development. 
the occupants of which will be using. and therefore creating a burden on. public facilities 
such as roads and Salt Creek County Beach. These adverse public access impacts must be 
mitigated. \\'e also feel that the DPEIR does not provide an adequate discussion and 
documentation of the extent of public use of the subject site. including Dana Strands beach. 

3. Earth ResourcesiTopography COASTAL Co """~, :"I·">':' ~l irll';ih)v;..;r 

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states. in relevant part: 
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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/and forms, to 
be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible. 
to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states, in relevant 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 1-my require the construction of protective devices that would 
substantially alter natura/landforms along bluffs and cliffs. 

A. Landslides 

7 

The DPEIR describes a 40+ acre prehistoric landslide on the Dana Strands portion of the 
subject site. ( DPEIR Page 4.1-11) The DPEIR seems to indicate a difference of opinion as 
to the extent of the slide into offshore areas. based on a 1988 geotechnical investigation by 
one firm and the review of this investigation by another firm ten years later. Residential and 
visitor-sen ing commercial uses are proposed for this area. 

DPEIR \fitigation \feasure 4.1-1 requires additional subsurface investigations and stability 
analysis as well as the preparation of site-specific remedial design and: or foundation and 
subdrain recommendations. We would add that this measure specifically include a 
requirement that the additional subsurface investigations specifically look for failure planes 
and that the failure planes be removed. 

\1itigation \1easure 4.1-1 indicates that if assurances cannot be made that proposed 
development \\Ould not expose people or property to damage from geologic instability. then 
the proposed development would be replaced by open space or other non-load bearing uses. 
We are concerned that if the proposed hotel, because it cascades down the Strands bluff. 
cannot be built in a geologically safe manner, then the proposed hotel would not be built. 
Since the proposed specific plan does not designate any other area for a hotel, the 
elimination of the Strands hotel for geologic reasons would eliminate all visitor-serving 
commercial recreational uses within the proposed specific plan area. Therefore, while we 
understand that the subject DPEIR is a Program EIR which does not require the level of 
detail as a Project EIR. we recommend that additional subsurface investigations be 

li: .:a:-..a ?::::-::: :..o::a.:. Coasta::. Program\Dana Point Headlands\Sept. 1998 DPEIR ::omments 



Dan Bott 
Headlands DPEIR comments 
September 5, 1998 

8 

performed prior to certification of the final environmental impact report to determine the 
extent of the identified landslide within areas proposed for development. Further. we 
recommend that Mitigation Measure 4.1-1 be modified to specifically state that the proposed 
hotel be relocated to a geologically safe area of the site if it cannot be built in a geologically 
safe manner. 

B. Setbacks 

The DPEIR contains Mitigation Measure 4.1-2( c), which requires a I 00-foot wide setback 
along the coastal bluffs in the Dana Strands area to mitigate damage from bluff retreat. This 
requirement apparently does not preclude development on the bluff face, since the proposed 
hotel and residences would be built on the face of the Strands bluff. Please clarify this 
requirement. We support setting back development from the bluff edge to prevent the need 
for future bluff protection measures, which would alter the bluff face. If the 100 foot 
setback affects the construction of the proposed hotel, the hotel should be relocated. 

4. Coastal Resources - Coastal Engineering 

Section 30235 of the Coastal Act states. in relevant part: 

Revetments. breakwaters. groins. harbor channels. seawalls. cliff retaining walls. 
and other such construction that alters natural shoreline processes shall be 
permiued when required ro sen·e coasral-dependenr uses or to protect existing 
structures or puh/ic hcaches in danger(rom erosion. and when designed to eliminate 
or mitigaft.' (J(l\'erst! impacrs on local shoreline sand supply 

As stated pre\iously. Section 30~53 of the Coastal Act pro\·ides. in relevant part. the new 
development shall minimize risks to life and property in tlood hazard areas. 

The DPEIR describes the existing revetment located on Dana Strands. Staffhas not 
determined if this revetment existed prior to the advent ofthe Coastal Act The DPEIR 
indicates that this existin~I: revetment is not structurallv sound and mav fail durin£! severe 

..... .. "' ._ 

storms. It is not. however. clear whether the existing revetment extends the entire length of 
Dana Strands beach. It is also not clear whether the proposed hotel would be located 
directly behind the existing revetment. The DPEIR also indicates that Dana Strands beach 
may not be wide enough to provide. by itself. adequate toe protection for the bluffs behind 
the beach. 

If the proposed hotel is not located behind the existing revetment. then the hotel would be 
exposed to wave action that would likely require the future construction of a protective 
de\·ice. perhaps an extension of the existing revetment. Section 3023 5 prohibits the 
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construction of shoreline protective devices that alter natural shoreline sand supply except to 
serve coastal-dependent use. or to protect existing structures or beaches in danger from 
erosion. There are no existing structures in the Dana Strands area. New development 
should be sited in a location where it would not need future shoreline protection. 

Even ifthe proposed hotel is located behind the existing revetment. the DPEIR indicates 
that the revetment would likely have to be modified, or perhaps completely rebuilt, to ensure 
that the revetment provides adequate protection while minimizing adverse impacts to sand 
supply. We would recommend that Mitigation Measures 4.2a-2, 4.2a-3, and 4.2-4 be 
modified to require that any construction involving shoreline protective devices, as well as 
the proposed drainage outlet, minimize adverse impacts to sand supply. 

5. Coastal Resources - Marine Biology 

Section 30230 of the Coastal Act states: 

·Marine resources shall be maintained. enhanced, and where feasible, restored. 
Special protection shall be given to areas and species of special biological or 
economic significance. Uses of the marine environment shall be carried out in a 
manner that will sustain the biological productivity of coastal waters and that will 
maintain healthy populations of all species of marine organisms adequate for 
long-term commercial. recreational. scientific. and educational purposes. 

Section 30:31 of the Coastal Act states: 

The biological producti\·ity and the qualiry o( coastal Haters. streams. wetlands. 
esruaries. and lakes appropriate to maintain the optimum populations a( marine 
organisms and for the protection of human health shall be maintained and. where 
feasible. restored through. among other means. minimi=ing ad,·erse effects of >mster 
>mter discharges and entrainment. controlling runoff. preventing depletion of 
ground water supplies and substantial interference with surface water jloH. 
encouraging 11 aste Hater reclamation. maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas 
that protect riparian habitats. and minimi::ing alteration ofnatural streams 

Mitigation \<1easures 4.2b-3, 4.2b-5. and 4.2b-16 deal with construction on the beach. It was 
not quite clear from the DPEIR whether the construction activities referred to apply only to 
structures which may be proposed directly on the beach, such as modifying the existing 
revetment or construction a storm drain outfall. as opposed to proposed development such as 
the hotel which are located adjacent to the beach. One way to minimize adverse impacts to 
the beach and offshore habitat due to construction activities is by limiting the occurrence of 
these activities. We would thus suggest that these mitigation measures be modified to limit 
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construction activities to those structures that are located on the beach itself, rather than 
adjacent to it. We would also suggest separate mitigation measure which requires that 
construction activities, including the staging and storage of equipment and materials. for 
development adjacent to the beach be restricted to off-beach areas; i.e .. construction should 
occur on the landward side, not beach side. Mitigation Measures 4.2-5 and 4.2b-16 also 
indicate that construction activities should be scheduled during the fall and winter months to 
minimize impacts to offshore habitat due to activities on the beach. As discussed above, we 
would like these mitigation measures to reflect that only construction activities for structures 
on the beach are allowed. 

6. Biological Resources 

Section 30240 of the Coastal Act states: 

(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 
he compatible with the continuance of those habitat and recreation areas. 

Section 30=:33 of the Coastal Act. in part. limits the diking. filling. and dredging of wetlands 
to eight specified uses. ifthere is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative. and 
where feasible mitigation measures are pro\·ided to minimize adverse environmental effects. 

The DPEIR indicates that coastal sage scrub habitat is located on the site. This \ egetation 
pro\ ides habitat to sensitive species of concern. Therefore. the coastal sage scrub habitat is 
considered an emironmentally sensitive habitat area CESHA"). Further. the Pacific Pocket 
\1ouse. a species recent!: thought to be extinct. was discovered about 5 years ago on the 
subject site. Therefore. the pocket mouse habitat is also ESHA. 

At least one of the landov.ners of the subject site is a signatory to the NCCP program that 
allows ESHA to be impacted under certain conditions. It should be noted that neither the 
City of Dana Point nor the Coastal Commission is signatories to the NCCP. The Coastal 
Act policies governing development in ESHA are not superseded by the NCCP. If the 
specific plan proposes uses in an ESHA that are not dependent on the resources of the 
ESHA. this \\Ould be inconsistent with Section 30240(a) of the Coastal Act. 
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7. Cultural Resources 

Section 30244 of the Coastal Act states: 

Where development would adversely impact archaeological or paleontological 
resources as identified by the State Historic Preservation Officer, reasonable 
mitigation measures shall be required. 

11 

The California Historical Resources Infonnation System ofthe South Central Coastal 
Infonnation Center at the UCLA Institute of Archaeology ("Institute") lists two prehistoric 
archaeological sites within the proposed specific plan area. The DPEIR indicates that the 
two sites are identified as CA-Ora-12 and CA-Ora-75. The Institme indicates that the two 
sites are significant and recommends that they should be assessed and mitigated prior to any 
ground disturbing activities. 

The DPEIR contains a variety of measures to mitigate adverse effects on on-site cultural 
resources, including a subsurface test investigation, provision of a Native American to 
monitor the test investigation and data recovery. and measures regarding unexpected 
discovery of cultural resources during construction activities for development proposed 
under the specific plan. 

We \\"Ould recommend the following changes to the proposed mitigation measures: 1) that 
~1itigation \teasure 4.12-4 be modified to include compliance v;ith Section 5097.98 ofthe 
Public Resources Code regarding the disposition of human remains as a requirement if a 
\tost Likely Descendant is not identified by the \:ative .-\merican Heritage Commission: and 
2) ~titigation \teasure 4.12-5 be modified for the inclusion of opportunities for input by 
\:ative American and historic preser>ation groups in the preparation of the cultural resources 
management plan. 

* * * * * 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the draft environmental impact report 
for the proposed Dana Point Headlands Specific Plan. We look forward to working \\ith 
you on the local coastal program amendment for the proposed specific plan. 

Sincerelv. 

~~~ 
John T. Auyong 
Staff Analyst 
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SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the City 
of Dana Point Headlands Specific Plan/General Plan Amendment 97-
01/Specific Plan Amendment 97-01; State Clearinghouse No. 98051062 

Dear Ed: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above referenced Notice of Preparation ("NOP") 
of a draft environmental impact report ("DEIR") for the Dana Point Headlands Specific Plan 
("specific plan"). The proposed specific plan would guide the development ofthe Dana Point 
Headlands. a mostly undeveloped parcel of land \\ithin the City of Dana Point. General Plan and 
Specific Plan amendments are proposed as part of the project. 

In addition. a local coastal program amendment is also required. Approximately two-thirds of the 
proposed specific plan area. which roughly corresponds to the actual Headlands promontory. is 
currently governed by an existing certified local coastal program ("LCP"). The Dana Strands 
portion of the proposed specific plan area. which constitutes the northern one-third of the 
proposed specific plan area, is uncertified (no certified land use plan or certified implementing 
actions). Therefore, the LCP amendment would involve an amendment to the existing LCP 
covering the promontory area as well as certification for the first time of the Dana Strands area. 

The comments contained herein are the opinion of Coastal Commission staff only and shall not be 
construed as being the opinion of the Coastal Commission. The comments will be based on 
Coastal Act concerns and will address both development on the Headlands in general and, where 
relevant, the specific proposal known as Alternative A which has been adopted in-concept by the 
City Council and is presumed to be the focus ofthe DEIR. However, on April 6. 1998, we 
received a document entitled "Dana Point Headlands Specific Plan: Land Use Alternatives" dated 
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March 30, 1998 which contained five alternatives plans, including Alternative A. The DEIR must 
evaluate a range of alternatives. 

For organizational purposes, the comments will be arranged according to the subject categories 
listed in the NOP, in the order they are listed. Not all categories listed in the NOP are relevant to 
the Coastal Act. Therefore, if the comments herein do not address a listed subject category, it may 
be assumed that the subject category is not applicable to the Coastal Act. 

A. LAND USE AND PLANNING I LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM 

This section of the NOP deals in part with "applicable environmental plans or policies adopted by 
agencies with jurisdiction over the project." The entire site is located within the coastal zone and 
is governed by the California Coastal Act of 1976 (commencing with Public Resources Code 
Section 30200). Currently, the promontory portion of the Headlands, which comprises 
approximately two-thirds of the proposed specific plan area, is covered by the certified Dana Point 
Specific Plan/Local Coastal Program. The remainder of the proposed specific plan area, 
comprised mostly of the Dana Strands areas, is not certified. 

The proposed project would involve an amendment to the City's LCP. The City's LCP is 
comprised of a land use plan ("LUP") component and an implementation plan ("IP") component. 
The standard of review of the L UP is consistency with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 
The standard of review of the IP is consistency with the certified LUP. We assume that the 
proposed General Plan amendments would sel"\·e as the LUP for the specific plan area. while the 
specific plan itself in conjunction with the City of Dana Point Zoning Code would sel"\·e as the IP. 
The LCP amendment would involve an amendment to the existing LCP covering the promontory 
area as well as cenification for the first time of the Dana Strands area. 

Enclosed is a copy of the land use designations contained in the current cenified LCP. In 
summary. the existing LCP allows for: I) tourist commercial development on parcels overlooking 
Dana Point Harbor and the Strands. 2) recreation uses on Dana Strand Beach. the "hill". and on the 
southern and southwestern ponions of the site. 3) open space along the seaward edge of the bluffs. 
4) consel"\·ation use of the bluff faces. and 4) high density residential development in the "bowl". 
on a parcel overlooking Dana Point Harbor. on a parcel above the strands, and the existing 
residential enclaves. If LCP amendment for the proposed project is not effectively certified, then 
the land uses in the existing LCP would remain in effect, and the Dana Strands area would remain 
uncenified and remain under the Coastal Commission's permit jurisdiction. 

In addition. pursuant to Section 13511(a) ofTitle 14 ofthe California Code at' Regulations, a local 
coastal program amendment must include an analysis ofthe potentially significant adverse 
cumulative impacts on coastal resources and access of existing and potentially allowable 
development proposed. Funher. pursuant to Section 13552(c) of Title 14 ofthe California Code 

:\hdlndnop.doc ~June 12, 1998 



Ed Knight 
Headlands NOP 
June 12, 1998; Page 3 

of Regulations, an LCP amendment must contain a discussion of the amendment's relationship to 
and effect on the other sections of the certified LCP. 

Therefore, the DEIR must evaluate how the proposed General Plan amendments are consistent 
with the applicable Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Chapter 3 policy issues applicable to 
the proposed specific plan are discussed below. The DEIR must also evaluate how the proposed 
specific plan would be consistent with the proposed General Plan amendments. In addition, the 
DEIR must discuss how the proposed specific plan would affect the existing LCP provisions for 
the site as well as existing LCP provisions for the rest of the City. The DEIR must also address 
what cumulative adverse impacts on coastal access and coastal resources would result from the 
proposed specific plan. 

B. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Section 30250 of the Coastal Act states, in relevant 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. In addition. land divisions. 
other than leases for agricultural uses. outside existing developed areas shall be permitted 
only where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have been developed and the created 
parcels ~muld be no smaller than the average si::e of surrounding parcels. 

fcJ I '/Sltor-sen:ing(acilities that cannot(easibly be located in existing de•·e!oped area.'\ shall 
be located in existing isolated de•·elopments or at selected points of allraction for visitors. 

Section 30254 of the Coastal Act states. in relevant part: 

Sew or expanded public works facilities shall be designed and limited to accommodate needs 
generated b_v development or uses permiued consistent with the provisions of this division . . 
. . Special districts shall not be formed or expanded except where assessment for. and 
provision of the service would not induce new development inconsistent with this division 
Where existing or planned public works facilities can accommodate only a limited amount of 
new development, services to coastal dependent land use, essential public services and basic 
industries vital to the economic health of the region, state, or nation, public recreation, 
commercial recreation. and visitor-serving land uses shall not be precluded by other 
de.-elopment. 
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The DEIR should document whether the residential development proposed would increase the 
amount, density, and location of housing compared to the existing certified LCP provisions. The 
proposed densities and intensity of residential and commercial uses should also be evaluated 
relative to existing densities and intensity of surrounding uses. The DEIR should also make clear 
whether subdivision would be proposed. 

c. GEOLOGIC PROBLEMS 

I. Geologic Stability 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states, in relevant part: 

New development shall: 

(/) 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. 

The DEIR must map geologically unstable areas ofthe proposed specific plan area, including 
earthquake faults. liquefaction areas. and landslides. A voidance of these areas should be the 
primary strategy. and the proposed specific plan should direct development away from these 
geologically unstable areas. If development is to be proposed in potentially unstable areas. the 
DEIR must include mitigation measures. including adequate setbacks (which should be no less 
than setbacks contained in the existing certified LCP), requirements for geotechnical reports and 
conformance with geotechnical recommendations, which must be incorporated into the proposed 
specific plan as development standards. 

In particular. the DEIR must evaluate the stability of the former mobile home park site. If the 
existing terraced pads on the mobile home site, which cascade do'hn the bluff. are stable, we 
would support development which uses their current configuration. If, however, the terraced pads 
are to be altered to accommodate development, the DEIR must propose mitigation measures to 
ensure that construction would not result in geologic instability. Further, the DEIR must evaluate 
the stability of the proposed resort site, which also cascades do~ the bluff like the mobile home 
park site. 

2. Shoreline Erosion 

Section 30235 of the Coastal Act states. in relevant part: 
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Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff retaining walls, and other 
such construction that alters natural shoreline processes shall be permitted when required to 
serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public beaches in danger 
from erosion, and when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline 
sand supply. 

The Dana Strands beach and the promontory bluffs are subject to wave attack, leading to beach 
erosion and potential bluff instability. The DEIR must evaluate whether development proposed 
under the proposed specific plan is adequately setback so as to avoid the need for shoreline 
protective devices to protect the proposed development during the economic life of the 
development. If excavation is proposed for development, especially in the bluffs above the Dana 
Strands beach, the DEIR should evaluate whether the excavated bluff material is suitable for 
nourishment of the Dana Strands beach or other beaches. 

D. \VATER 

1. Drainage 

Section 30231 of the Coastal Act states: 

The biological product hi(~ 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 mainrained and. where feasible. restored through. 
among or her means. minimizing adverse effects of uaste wafer discharges and enrrainment. 
controlling runoff preventing deplerion of ground water supplies and substantial 
interference •~·ith surface waterflow. encouraging waste water reclamation. maintaining 
natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of 
natural streams. 

The area co\ered by the proposed specific plan is largely undeveloped. Depending on the amount 
of development proposed. de\·elopment of this area could result in impervious surfaces which 
result in less opportunity for groundwater recharge and increased surface runoff. The DEIR 
should eva! uate the environmental effects of the changes in drainage patterns and propose 
appropriate mitigation measures (including Best Management Practices and adherence to NPDES 
requirements) for incorporation as development standards in the proposed specific plan. 

For instance. the proposed specific plan should ensure that all roads have gutters and storm drains, 
unlike some of the existing roads. Further. the proposed specific plan should incorporate 
development standards which require drainage to be directed into storm drains in the street or. 
where this is not feasible. to ensure that runoff is directed over the bluff in a controlled, non-
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erosive manner. In particular, the DEIR should evaluate whether drainage generated by the 
cascading Dana Strands residential development and hotel proposed under Alternative A would 
end up being directed to the beach below, and whether this would result in significant beach 
erosion. 

2. \Vater Quality 

The DEIR should evaluate whether drainage which empties into the ocean would result in 
diminished quality of ocean waters, in particular the marine life refuges at the base of the 
Headlands. The DEIR should ensure that Best Management Practices and other NPDES 
requirements are included as mitigation measures which are incorporated as development 
standards into the proposed specific plan. 

E. TRANSPORTATION I CIRCULATION 

Sections 13512 and 13552(b) require that LCP amendments contain a readily identifiable public 
access component. Therefore, the proposed specific plan and LUP must contain a readily 
identifiable public access component. The DEIR should compare the proposed public access 
trails, public park areas, and public parking facilities of each alternative with the existing certified 
LCP requirements. 

1. Public Access 

Section 30~ I 0 of the Coastal Act states: 

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

Section 30211 of the Coastal Act states: 

Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea where acquired 
through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the use of dry sand and 
rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation. 

The DEIR should include an historic use analysis of the subject site to assist in determining the 
appropriate level of public access on the site. The DEIR should also evaluate the appropriate level 
of public access to the marine life refuges in order to avoid adverse impacts to this natural 
resource. The DEIR should include mitigation measures. such as a RUblic access management 
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plan for the marine life refuges. The DEIR should also address the issue of public pedestrian 
access from the Headlands to Dana Point harbor via an alignment in the vicinity of Cove Road. 

Each alternative in the DEIR containing open space should clarify to what extent the public is 
allowed to use the proposed open space areas for recreation purposes. Further, the DEIR should 
describe provisions which are being made for public access to and along the Dana Strands beach. 

Each alternative in the DEIR which contains visitor-serving commercial facilities, should describe 
whether the common areas of these facilities would be open to the public, including non-users of 
these facilities (such as people who are not hotel guests) as is the case with the Ritz Carlton 
Laguna Niguel hotel and Monarch Beach Resort golf clubhouse. 

In the case of Alternative A, the DEIR should also clarify whether public access would be allowed 
throughout the public areas of the proposed resort or would public access only be limited to the 
trail which bifurcates the resort area as shown on the map. In addition, the DEIR should evaluate 
whether the alignment of the vertical accessway through the middle of the proposed resort area as 
proposed under Alternative A would achieves the best resort design. 

Further, the DEIR should make clear whether residential developments proposed in each 
alternative are proposed to be gated. and what impact the Jack of on-street public parking or public 
pedestrian access in these gated communities would have on public access. 

2. Parking 

Section 30212.5 of the Coastal Act encourages the provision of parking facilities throughout the 
coastal zone. 

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states: 

The locauon and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access to 
the coast by (lJ facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, (2) providing 
commercial facilities within or adjoining residential development or in other areas that will 
minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing nonautomobile circulation v.·irhin the 
development, (·I) providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means of 
serving the development with public transportation, (5) assuring the potential for public 
transit for high intensity uses such as high-rise office buildings, and by (6) assuring that the 
recreational needs of new residents will not overload nearby coastal recreation areas by 
correlating the amount of development with local park acquisition and development plans 
with rhe provision of onsite recreational facilities to serve the new development. 
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The DEIR should evaluate whether adequate parking will be provided for development proposed 
under the proposed specific plan, as well as general public parking for public access, such as 
beachgoers and trail users. The DEIR should indicate the parking proposed for the hotels, as well 
as the number of spaces proposed for trail users, under each alternative. The DEIR should also 
indicate whether parking facilities in visitor-serving commercial facilities would be open to the 
general public, including non-patrons of those facilities. Also, the DEIR should indicate the 
charge for proposed public parking facilities, which should not be higher than the rate charged at 
the nearest public parking lot. 

F. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

1. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (" ESHA ") 

Section 30107.5 of the Coastal Act defines environmentally sensitive habitat areas as " ... any 
area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of 
their special nature or role in an ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by 
human activities and developments." 

Section 30240 of the Coastal Act states: 

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant 
disruption of habitat values. and only uses dependent on those resources shall be allo'-i·ed 
H'ithin those areas 

rbJ De\·e/opment in areas adjacent to en\'ironmentally 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 

Section 30240 of the Coastal Act requires that development not dependent on environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas ("ESHA") must avoid ESHAs. The DEIR should document the endangered 
status of the Pacific Pocket Mouse and determine whether other sensitive species exist on-site. 
The DEIR must contain a current map of habitat for the Pacific Pocket Mouse and other sensitive 
species and coastal sage scrub habitat on the Headlands. 

Irrespective ofNCCP planning efforts and allowable take of habitat by the state and federal 
resources agencies. the Coastal Act ESHA policy only allows uses dependent on the ESHA 
resources to be allowed in the ESHA. Therefore, the proposed specific plan inust direct 
development away from coastal sage scrub areas and habitat for sensitive species. 
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Further, the DEIR must evaluate the impacts adjacent proposed development would have on the 
pocket mouse and coastal sage scrub habitat as required under Coastal Act Section 30240(b). The 
DEIR must propose mitigation measures, such as adequate buffer areas, to minimize adverse 
impacts on pocket mouse and coastal sage scrub habitat resulting from adjacent development. In 
particular, development must not be allowed so close to coastal sage scrub or pocket mouse 
habitat so as to require brush clearance in habitat areas for fire protection. 

2. Marine Refuges 

Section 30230 of the Coastal Act states: 

Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible, restored. Special 
protection shall be given to areas and species of special biological or economic significance. 
Uses of the marine environment shall be carried out in a manner that will sustain the 
biological productivity of coastal waters and that will maintain healthy populations of all 
species of marine organisms adequate for long-term commercial, recreational, scientific, and 
educational purposes. 

As described above, the DEIR should evaluate whether there will be significant adverse effects on 
marine life refuges which would result from proposed public access and drainage of runoff from 
proposed development into coastal waters. and incorporate appropriate mitigation measures. 

3. Wetlands 

Section 30121 of the Coastal Act states: 

"Wetland" means lands within the coastal zone which ma.v be covered periodical/)' or 
permanentl_v with shallow water and include sal~·ater marshes, freshwater marshes, open or 
closed hrackish water marshes. swamps, mudflats, and fens. 

Section 30233 of the Coastal Act allows the diking. filling. and dredging ofwetlands for only 
eight allowable uses. The DEIR should sur\ey the site and document whether vernal pools or 
other pocket wetlands are present. If wetlands are found to exist on the site, then development 
which is not one ofthe eight allowable uses must be directed away from the wetlands. 

G. AESTHETICS 

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states. in relevant 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 
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views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural 
land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where 
feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New development 
in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California Coastline Preservation and 
Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and Recreation and by local 
government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. 

1. Landform Alteration 

The DEIR alternatives should attempt to minimize landform alteration, including minimizing 
alteration of the coastal bluffs and ridgelines on the site. The DEIR should document the.amount 
of grading which will be needed for development proposed under the specific plan as well as the 
disposal site and methods of disposal. Development proposed on the previously existing mobile 
home park in the Dana Strands area should use the existing developed pads to the maximum 
extent feasible unless there are environmental constraints. 

2. Public Views 

The DEIR should document existing public views from the site to and along the shoreline. The 
DEIR should also document the existence of public views from areas adjacent to the subject site 
which could be blocked by development of the site. For comparison purposes, the DEIR should 
also examine public \·iew corridors in the existing certified LCP for the Headlands. 

The DEIR should propose first a\ oidance of development which would block public views and 
secondly de\elop mitigation measures to minimize view blockage. In addition. the DEIR should 
evaluate the appearance from the beach of proposed development. In particular. the DEIR should 
evaluate the mass and aesthetics of development. when viewed from the beach below and the top 
of the dov.;ncoast bluffs. proposed for the Dana Strands area under all alternatives. 

H. CCLICR.\L RESOCRCES 

Section 30244 of the Coastal Act states: 

Where development would adverseiJ· impact 'archaeological or paleontological resources as 
identified b_v the Stare Historic Preservation Officer, reasonable mitigation measures shall be 
required. 

The DEIR should include a literature survey to determine the potential likelihood of the existence 
of cultural resources on the subject site. The DEIR should develop reasonable mitigation 
measures for potential adverse impacts to unexpected cultural resources which may be uncovered 
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during the course of construction of the proposed development, which should be incorporated as 
development standards in the proposed specific plan. 

I. RECREATION 

Section 30213 of the Coastal Act states, in relevant part: 

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

Section 30220 of the Coastal Act states: 

Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that cannot readily be 
provided at inland water areas shall be protected for such uses. 

Section 30221 of the Coastal Act states: 

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

Section 30222 ofthe Coastal Act states: 

The use of pn\·are lands suitahle for nsitor-sen·ing commercial recreational facilities 
des1gned ro enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority 0\'er 
pri\·are res1denria/. general industrial. or general commercial developmenT. but not over 
agriculture or coastal-dependent industry. 

Section 30223 of the Coastal Act states: 

[pland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses shall be reserved for such uses. 
where feasible. 

The Dana Point Headlands represents one of the last large, undeveloped pieces of oceanfront 
property in the Southern California coastal zone. Thus, it represents a unique opportunity to 
provide visitor-serving commercial and public recreation facilities, which are a high priority use 
under Section 30222 of the Coastal Act. Commission staff supports the concept of a proposed 
hotel on the subject site. 
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The DEIR should compare the proposed amount of visitor-serving commercial recreation facilities 
with the amount in the existing LCP. Would the proposed specific plan decrease these high
priority uses? If so, are there beneficial trade-offs such as more public park acreage? Section 
30223 of the Coastal Act requires upland areas, such as the Dana Strands mobile home park, to be 
reserved for coastal recreation support uses. All alternatives in the DEIR which propose 
residential use in the Dana Strands area and elsewhere on the Headlands must evaluate why these 
areas are not necessary for coastal recreational support uses. All alternatives which contain low
priority residential development should contain a phasing plan which requires higher priority 
visitor-serving uses to be built before lower priority residential development. 

• • • • 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the NOP. We look forward to receiving a 
copy of the draft environmental impact report and working with you on the Dana Point Headlands 
Specific Plan local coastal program amendment. Please do not hesitate to contact me with any 
questions you may have about these comments. 

Sincerely, 

~r.A1ff 
John T. Auyong 
Staff Analyst 

Enclosure 
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(31 0) 590-5071 

January 29, 1996 

Gary Medeiros 
County of Orange 
Environmental Management Agency 
300 N. Flower Street 
P.O. Box 4048 
Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048 
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Re: Central and Coastal Subregion Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat 
Conservation Plan Joint Programmatic Environmental Impact Report No. 553 
and Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Medeiros: 

Thank you for supplying the South Coast office of the California Coastal 
Commission with the Natural Community Conservation Plan(NCCP)/Habitat 
Conservation Plan <HCP), hereinafter referred to as the NCCP/HCP, for the 
County of Orange. It is our intent to supply you with our concerns regarding 
the NCCP/HCP proposal in the context of our jurisdictional authority, the 
California Coastal Act. Because our jurisdiction does not extend beyond the 
coastal zone boundary, our comments will pertain primarily to the project's 
impact on natural resources in the coastal zone. . .. 
The NCCP/HCP has as its stated goal the protection of coastal sage scrub 
habitat and "the long-term biological protection and management of multiple 
species and associated habitats at a subregional level." The three main 
target species of the reserve are the California gnatcatcher, the cactus wren 
and the orange-throated whiptail, however, the reserve would also provide 
coverage for some 39 other species and numerous habitats. 

The NCCP/HCP has evolved as an alternative to the single-s~ecies concept of 
protection afforded by the federal Endangered Species Act. The impetus for 
the NCCP/HCP is the potentially contentious and divisive legal battles over 
the listing of the California Gnatcatcher as an endangered species and 
reflects the current thinking in conservation biology of conserving large 
connected segments of habitat. The NCCP/HCP approves the incidental take of 
coastal sage scrub and California gnatcatcher in reserve areas for 
participating members 

The NCCP/HCP promulgates a plan for establishing a 39,000 acre coastal sage 
scrub habitat reserve in central and coastal Orange County, 18,105 acres of 
which are in the coastal segment. The coastal reserve area consists of 18,105 
acres in and around the San Joaquin Hills from Aliso and Trabuco Creeks in 
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south Orange County to the Upper Newport Bay Reserve and Regional Park. The 
reserve would extend inland to the I-405 fre€way. Of these 18,105 acres, 
15,500 are public lands and 2,605 are private lands. 

The key elements of the NCCP/HCP include: a publicly owned reserve system, 
special linkages connecting blocks of coastal sage scrub habitat, existing use 
areas operating under existing regulations, an adaptive management program for 
monitoring and maintenance, an interim management plan for land to be included 
in the reserve at a future date, funding for the adaptive management program, 
and a mitigation fee option for landowning non-participants. 

The NCCP/HCP adaptive management plan basically implements the goals of the 
plan. This adaptive management plan consists of: monitoring of biological 
resources; restoration, enhancement and elimination of exotic and invasive 
species; native species enhancement, propagation and re-introduction; fire 
management; public access and recreation; maintenance of existing uses; 
interim management of reserve lands prior to dedication, and mitigation by 
non-participating landowners. 

The structure of the NCCP/HCP would be as follows. The reserve lands are 
managed by the public agencies which own the land. Management of the reserve 
system is coordinated by a non-profit corporation with a reserve manager and a 
Board of Directors composed of representatives from participating private or 
non-profit entities and landowning public agencies, the California Department 
of Fish and Game, and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. 

In addition, the non-profit reserve would have an operating fund of 
approximately 10 million dollars which would be used to oversee and implement 
the adaptive management plan. 

Coastal Act Policies ,. 

The two major areas of concern to us are public access and recreation and 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHAs). 

Section 30240 of the Coastal Act contains the policies regarding ESHAs. It 
states: 

(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 ar~~.~SJlt"tL CG~\~I'v~:: .. ~;C 
shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat and ¥~e?ra¥1~n 
areas. 

Environmentally Sensitive Hab1tat EXHIBIT #fl £__ 
Section 30240 basically states that environmentally sensitive habi~~all e~(~~.~ 
protected and only uses dependent upon these resources shall be allowed. 
Generally speaking, therefore, the NCCP/HCP fulfills these two criteria in 
that large sections of land are set aside as reserves for endangered species 
and their associated habitats and the creation of the reserve is an allowable 
use. 
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The NCCP process attempts to ba 1 ance habitat protection with ~'e-Jlf4jme#t~_.f'J__ -- . 
However, in some cases the HCCP process may be more liberal tt}4,(l,.i:P,e Coastal,.,-· ;3/ e:=. 
Act because it would allow development in some areas that quaff't-J-7~s ESHA in·.Jt- ___ -{---
exchange for the protection and enhancement of other ESHA areas; this is an 
issue which must be carefully analyzed. The large blocks of proposed NCCP 
reserve are connected by linkage or wildlife corridor areas, most of which are 
located outside the coastal zone. Linkage areas in the coastal zone are 
included in agreements for open space/conservation easements. Several 
critical corridors provided for under the plan are the linkage of the San 
Joaquin Marsh and the Upper Newport Bay preserve with the major open space 
areas of the Irvine Coast and Laguna Wilderness, and the linkage of the open 
space areas of Aliso and Wood Canyons with the major wilderness and park areas 
of Laguna. Thus the NCCP/HCP Reserve does link up the major open space 
components of lands within the coastal zone. In addition. the plan provides 
for several wildlife crossings of the San Joaquin Hills Transportation 
Corridor linking up inland and coastal areas of the coastal segment. 

The NCCP/HCP non-profit management organization would act as an umbrella for 
the private and public participants. The various participants would agree to 
cooperate in implementing the various policies, goals and implementing actions 
of the reserve plan. However. the actual ownership and maintenan~e of these 
reserve lands remains with the participant that owns them or the agency which 
accepts any dedicated lands. 

The Central reserve portion is far inland of the Coastal Zone and there are no 
connectors between the coastal and inland reserves. Because there are no 
connections between the coastal and inland segments. the Coastal segment. 
albeit 18,000 acres, is isolated. This fact highlights the necessity for 
protection of the existing resources and the need for expansion of coastal 
sage scrub in the coastal segment. The fragility of coastal resources is 
complicated by the increasing demands placed upon it for recreation and the 
fact that increases in population in the coastal area will add to the existing 
problems. For instance, what impact will the NCCP/HCP have on areas in the 
coastal zone, such as Upper Newport Bay, which are currently undergoing system 
stress and degradation? Will the fact that the Reserve is proposed as 
mitigation for incidental take of the California gnatcatcher and coastal sage 
scrub provide a mandate for local agencies to actively enforce existing park 
regulations concerning unauthorized access and unauthorized use by domestic 
animals? If a local agency does not currently have the staff levels or 
funding levels to actively enforce park regulations, will inclusion into the 
Reserve System change this or will inclusion in the NCCP/HCP reserve system 
mean that the status quo will be maintained? 

The implementation of the NCCP/HCP, while coordinated by a Board of Directors, 
is essentially left up to the public, private or non-profit agencies which own 
the land making up the reserve. An area of concern is the fact that the Board 
of Directors of the NCCP Reserve is composed predominantly of members of the 
principal landowners and managers and the Board of Directors "will not have 
enforcement powers or authority over local jurisdictions or over the 
individual reserve owners/managers." Although the California Department of 
Fish and Game and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service have to approve 
certain of the management plans required by the NCCP/HCP, these agencies do 
not have discretionary authority under the NCCP/HCP, short of judicial 
recourse or reassertion of the Endangered Species Act provisions. In most 
instances where reserves are established, oversight of the reserve is 
conducted by independent persons, usually experts in the field. The degree to 
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The Dana Point Headlands is also an area of concern. However, this parcel is 
currently isolated from other portions of the reserve and is scheduled for 
development under the NCCP scenario, thereby potentially minimizing its value 
as habitat reserve. The Chandis/Sherman Company which owns the headlands is a 
participant in the NCCP/HCP process. As such, incidental take of the 
California gnatcatcher on this site is allowed. However, the plan does 
contain provisions for protection of the Pacific pocket mouse. There have 
been proposals at the local level to develop the Headlands site. 
Participation of the Chandis/Sherman Company in the NCCP/HCP affirms their 
commitment to develop the property. Additionally, preservation of the site 
for resource protection is not practical in terms of the site's isolation from 
other large segments of functioning native habitat. A specific plan proposal 
has not yet been submitted for Coastal Commission deliberation and any future 
submittal should include the provisions of the Implementing Agreement. 

The provisions of the implementing agreement for the NCCP/HCP does provide for 
an eight year, 22-acre temporary Pacific pocket mouse preserve on the 
Headlands site. Our concern is for the loss of environmentally sensitive 
habitat loss in the coastal zone. Our concern regarding the mouse and the 
Blochman's dudleya is that when these resources get relocated, that they be 
relocated to a location within the coastal zone. In the past, public resource 
agencies have not been willing to accept sensitive resources which are 
mitigation for private development projects. The loss of environmentally 
sensitive habitat and the disposition of the Pacific pocket mouse and the 
Blochman's dudleya are issues which should be addressed in the submittal of 
any plan to the Coastal Comission. ,. 

In conclusion, the NCCP/HCP reserve plan is comprehensive and includes the 
necessary implementing components, but appears to be weak in the area of 
oversight and assurances of implementation. 

Access and Recreation 

Section 30210 of the Coastal Act contains the policies regarding access and 
recreation. It states: 

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

Coastal Act section 30210 provides for maximum access consistent with, among 
other factors, the need to protect natural resource areas from overuse. The 
reserve areas in the coastal zone include many parks, Crystal Cove State Park, 
Upper Newport Bay Regional Park, Aliso/~oods Canyon, Salt Creek, James Dilly 
Greenbelt, and Laguna Laurel, which have existing recreational elements in 
place or will be open for passive recreation. Allowable passive recreational 
uses include hiking, equestrian and bicycling trails, picnicking, nature 
interpretation, parking, overnight camping, concessions and other forms of 
recreation consistent with a formal resource management plan required of each 
jurisdiction and landowner under the NCCP/HCP Adaptive Management Plan. The 
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NCCP/HCP also includes categories of recreation which are not permitted, 
including: active sports facilities, golf courses, sports facilities, 
motorized recreation vehicle activities and hunting. The NCCP/HCP recognizes 
that public recreation and habitat protection must be balanced in that the 
plan mandates formulation of resource management plans and provisions for 
monitoring and correcting any conflicts between access and habitat protection. 

Local Coastal Programs 

It would be beneficial, from the point of view of the Coastal Commission, for 
the NCCP/HCP to include a map indicating the coastal zone boundary. 

Much of the Adaptive Management Plan of the NCCP/HCP involves programs such as 
fire management, recreation management, grazing management and resource 
management will take place in the Coastal Zone. Local jurisdictions in the 
Coastal Zone include areas where the Coastal Commission issues development 
permit and areas where there are certified Local Coastal Programs and the 
Coastal Commission has review of development only upon appeal. In appeal 
areas and permit jurisdiction areas any activity, which is considered 
development as defined in the Coastal Act, proposed for a specific site under 
these adaptive management plans may require either a coastal development 
permit or a Local Coastal Program amendment. 

Areas of particular concern where permits may be required are the Upper 
Newport Bay, the San Joaquin Marsh, Dana Point Headlands, and Crystal Cove 
State Park. Areas where amendments to LCPs may be required are the Irvine 
Coast, City of Laguna Beach, Aliso Viejo, and Aliso Woods. Any plans required 
by the NCCP/HCP to implement the provisions of the Adaptive Management 
Program may have to be submitted as amendments to the certified LCPs. In 
addition, there may be some portions of the proposed reserve where the 
underlying zoning or land use designations may currently allow uses which are 
not compatible with the NCCP/HCP. These underlying zoning or land use 
designations would have to be amended to eliminate any incompatible uses. 

Conclusion 

The formulation of the NCCP/HCP represents an innovative approach to the 
preservation, enhancement and restoration of coastal sage scrub habitat and 
the endangered and sensitive native species which are dependent upon it. The 
elements of the NCCP/HCP, particularly the Adaptive Management Plan and the 
Implementing Agreement, contain the elements necessary to implement the goals 
of the program. 

He appreciate the opportunity to comment upon the plan and look forward to 
participating in the implementation of the plan in the future. 

Sincerely yours, 

~.~~ 
Chuck Damm 
South Coast District Director 

6204F 



STATE Of CALIFORNIA THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
SOUTH COAST AREA 

245 W. BROADWAY, STE. 380 

P.O. BOX 1450 

LONG BEACH, CA 90802-4416 

(31 0) 590-5071 

Edward M. Knight, AICP 
Planning Director 
City of Dana Point 
33282 Golden Lantern 
Dana Point, CA 92629 

PETE WILSON, Go..,mor 

July 29, 1993 

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
Draft Dana Point Headlands Specific Plan 

Dear Mr. Knight 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) for the Dana Point Headlands. 

There are three basic documents associated with this project: 1) an 
Environmental Impact Report, 2) a Specific Plan, and 3) a Development 
Agreement. The City has submitted both a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
and a Draft Specific Plan to the Commission for review. The DEIR addresses 
the potential environmental impacts associated with the project. The Specific 
Plan establishes development standards, design guidelines, and implementation 
mechanisms. The Development Agreement will provide further specifics of 
project implementation. At this time staff will be reviewing the DEIR; 
however, staff comments will, of necessity, include a discussion of the 
Specific Plan and the Development Agreement as well. 

DEIR Content 

The City of Dana Point Local Coastal Program (LCP) is fully certified and, 
therefore, the Dana Point Headlands Specific Plan will be submitted to the 
Coastal Commission as an LCP amendment. An LCP amendment does not take effect 
until it·is certified by the Commission. The LCP consists of two major 
components, the Land Use Plan (LUP) and the Implementation Plan. The standard 
of review for the LUP is the Coastal Act. The standard of review for the 
Implementation Plan is conformity with and the ability to carry out the 
provisions of the LUP. The Dana Point Headlands Specific Plan, therefore, 
must provide the programs and regulations necessary to implement each element 
of the LCP. 
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Major purposes of the DEIR are analyzing the coastal issues raised by the 
project, to reasonably evaluate anticipated environmental effects, to propose 
mitigation for anticipated adverse impacts, and to review development 
alternatives to the proposed project. The issues of particular interest to 
the Coastal Conrnission are public access, public recreation, public views, 
protection of natural resources; and the provision of visitor serving 
conrnercial uses. When complete the EIR will be used by staff as auxiliary 
documentation for evaluating proposed changes to the LUP as it relates to 
Coastal Act policies and for evaluating the ability of the revised 
implementation plan to carry out the LUP. 

It should be noted that the project is in a state of flux and that changes to 
the project have already been made or are being contemplated. For this 
reason, staff will confine its comments to how the project described in the 
DEIR compares to the policies of the Coastal Act and the certified LCP. 

Land Use: A full project analysis is not possible at this point. However, 
there are some questions on land use which have arisen from a cursory reading 
of the DEIR. According to the DEIR 53.5 acres (44.1%) of the site will be 
dedicated to residential use. This includes 5.4 acres of open space which is 
designated as private open space. Visitor recreation/commercial uses will 
occupy 12.8 acres (10.6%) of the site; this includes 1.3 acres of open space 
that should be available to the public. Land dedicated to recreation/open 
space is 55.0 acres (45.3%). 

The DEIR does not state whether the residential developments will be gated, 
but it does state that both the roads and the areas designated as residential 
open space are for the exclusive use of the residents. Thus approximately 60% 
of the site is reserved for private, residential use. 

The public open space component of the project appears to total only 21.5 
acres (17.7%). Of the 55.0 acres identified as land dedicated to recreation 
and open space, 18.4 acres is actually private open space which leaves 36.6 
acres available to the public. However, of this 36.6 acres remaining, 15.1 
acres will be placed in conservation in order to protect natural resources and 
bluff faces. Much of this designated conservation land can not be utilized by 
the public for access and recreation, thus reducing the acreage available for 
active public recreational use to 21.5 acres. The remaining 21.5 acres will 
be divided into 4.8 acres of beach and 16.7 acres of park. The 12.8 acres 
assigned ·for the hotel/commercial site are anticipated to be accessible to the 
public. Overall the public will have active, passive, and commercial use of 
49.4 acres (40.7%) of the 121.3 acre site. 

The certified LCP, based on 117 acres (rather than the 121.3 acre project 
proposal) mandates that 44.7 acres (38%) be residential, 27 acres (23%) of the 
site be visitor/recreation conrnercial, and 45.3 acres (39%) be open 
space/conservation. By comparison, based on the data submitted by the 
applicant, the private residential and private open space component would 
total 71.9 acres (59.3%), visitor/recreation commercial is 12.8 acres (10.6%), 
accessible public recreation/open space 21.5 acres (17.7%), and finally 15.1 
acres (12.4%) as conservation open space. The open space/conservation 
component totals 36.6 acres (30.2%). 
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Based on the applicant's data and the requirements of the LCP, the proposed 
plan represents an increase in residential from 38% to 59%, a reduction in 
visitor serving from 23% to 11%, and a reduction in recreation and open space 
from 39% to 30%. This overall increase in residential use and decrease in 
public use area, including the visitor serving commercial component raises 
several concerns as to conformance with the public access and recreation 
policies of the Coastal Act. 

Additionally, the visitor serving uses under the LCP were located at the 
corner of Pacific Coast Highway and Street of the Green Lantern with the 
larger commercial area located in the central bluff portion of the site. The 
visitor serving commercial was designed to be accessible by the proposed 
U-shaped extension of Selva Road. Residential uses would be located in the 
central portion towards the Pacific Coast Highway and in the former trailer 
park between the Selva Road Parking lot and the beach. 

In the applicant's plan, the visitor/recreation commercial uses are located in 
the northeast portion of the site parallel with Street of the Green Lantern. 
The two commercial sites are separated by the hilltop park. The applicant's 
plan results in an increase in residential of about 27.2 acres, a decrease in 
visitor commercial of 14.2 acres, and a loss of 8.7 acres of recreation and 
open space. This is of concern to the Commission because recreation and 
visitor/commercial uses are a preferred land use under the Coastal Act. This 
reduction in commercial use acreage is not addressed in the DEIR. 

Access 

The Headlands is currently undeveloped land crisscrossed with trails and 
includes two residential inholdings. A portion of the site towards the 
central coastal bluffs has been fenced off. The proposed project would result 
in 36.6 acres of public recreation and conservation space. This includes the 
dedication of 4.8 acres of beach, a bluff top trail, a 3.8 acre hilltop park, 
a 12.9 acre bluff top park, and 15.1 acres of conservation areas. Though open 
space, the conservation area, because of its intended use and vertical 
topography (in some areas) would not contribute significantly to public 
access. Private residential and private open space areas would cover 71.9 
acres of the site which would preclude public access from approximately 60% of 
the project site. The project would provide an additional access from the 
south central coastal bluffs to the beach. 

Where the proposed project does not conform to the LCP is in regard to the 
continuation of Selva Road ~sa bluff top road, complete with viewing points. 
The Commission also has concerns about provision of parking for the proposed 
development. Commission parking policy has been that development projects 
should supply adequate parking to maximize public access. 

Any proposal submitted to the Coastal Commission for development of the 
Headlands will be evaluated in light of the access policies of the Coastal 
Act. Additionally, page 33 of the certified LCP contains the following 
policies on trails in the Dana Point Headlands: 
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1. The bluff top walk should connect to the regional trail entering the 
Dane Point Headlands from Laguna Niguel. 

2. The bluff top walk should connect to Doheny State Park, a regional 
recreation a rea. 

3. The bluff top walk should link to the proposed open space proposals 
in the Dana Point Headlands southwest of Cove Road; the Lantern Bay 
Lookout Park; and the existing and proposed lookout points. 

4. In the tourist recreational commercial areas, the bluff top walk 
should be integrated into the design of the commercial complexes to 
assure continuous pedestrian access along the bluff. 

The transportation element of the LCP contains the following policies: 

Policy 3(a) p.46: In order to provide increased public access to coastal 
resources, both the extension of Street of the Golden Lantern from the 
Pacific Coast Highway to Del Obispo Street and the extension of Selva Road 
as a loop in the Headlands area shall be implemented. 

Page 45 of the LCP discusses the extension of Selva Road. 

An extension of Selva Road as a secondary arterial loop southwest of 
Pacific Coast Highway was recommended by the Capistrano Valley Circulation 
Study and was added to the Master Plan of Arterial Highways by the Orange 
County Board of Supervisors on July 6, 1978. This extension is intended 
to serve future development in the Headlands area as well as providing a 
scenic route and convenient access to coastal resources within the area. 

Policies regarding parking standards are found on page 48 of the LCP. 

l. Adequate parking shall be provided in close proximity to each 
recreation and visitor-serving facility. 

3. Within the Dana Point Headlands, parking shall be provided adjacent 
to Selva Road and connected with bluff top walks and open space areas 
via clearly marked trail systems. Parking shall be discouraged in 
designated open space areas. 

4. ·Turnouts for motor vehicles will be provided at key vista points 
along the scenic drive portion of Selva Road. 

Trails: The trail network in the DEIR shows a trail from the Salt Creek 
Beach Parking lot along the northern boundary of the site to the beach. An 
additional beach accessway will be constructed from the Dana Point coastal 
bluffs to the southern most part of the Dana Strand beach. From Selva Road 
North there is a proposed bicycle/pedestrian trail to and along the bluff top 
through areas designated as bluff top park. Eventually this bluff top trail 
skirts the existing southwestern existing residential enclave and continues 
around the bluff top, hooking up with Green Lantern. A lateral trail is 
proposed from the bluff top adjacent to the existing southwestern residential 
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enclave to the Pacific Coast Highway, separating visitor/recreation commercial 
areas from residential areas. 

In their General Plan Amendment the applicants are proposing to delete a trail 
which would connect the Selva Road Parking Lot to the Visitor-Commercial 
areas. This connection provides a critical segment for completion of a loop 
trail. However, in order to mitigate this adverse impact the DEIR is 
proposing Mitigation Measure 78A which states: 

Prior to the approval of the tentative tract map, public and pedestrian 
and bicycle access shall be provided through the proposed project between 
the sound end of the Salt Creek Beach parking lot and the Pacific Coast 
Highway visitor/recreational commercial uses and points in between. The 
design and alignment of pedestrian and bicycle access shall be approved by 
.the City Community Development Department. 

The exact location of this alternative trail has not yet been selected, 
however, providing an alternative trail between the parking lot and the 
commercial center may be adequate mitigation. Greater specificity as to this 
alternative is necessary. 

Parking: The DEIR shows that there is existing off-site parking at the Salt 
Creek Beach Parking Lot. However, the DEIR does not include an analysis of 
how many people currently use the site for recreation, how many people are 
expected to use the site for recreation, where those people will park, and 
what the impact will be on existing parking facilities. The DEIR states on 
page II-85 that ''Parking provisions wi 11 be determined at the Park 
Implementation Plan stage ... The DEIR also notes that beach-visitor parking 
will be available at the 593-space County parking lot. However there is no 
discussion of current demand and how the proposed project will impact existing 
public parking and access. With respect to the public parks in the 
southeastern portion of the site the DEIR states only that there will be 
shared parking with the Visitor/Recreation Commercial uses a~d some parking at 
the Street of the Green Lantern. But there is no discussion of how many 
spaces will be allotted to the public, whether those spaces will require fees, 
how those spaces will be differentiated from the commercial facilities, and 
how many spaces are available on the Street of the Green Lantern. In light of 
the fact that the proposed residential streets are private and thus preclude 
public parking, this is a critical issue and one which is not analyzed in the 
DEIR. The Coastal Act requires that the specific plan include adequate 
parking ~tandards to support the proposed development and to enhance public 
access. 

Selva Road Extension: Of additional concern is the circulation system. The 
maps in the Circulation Element of the General Plan show an extension of Selva 
Road which appears to be the equivalent of a bluff top road, eventually 
connecting up with Dana Point Harbor. This road is designated as a scenic 
roadway in the General Plan and is designed as a loop road connecting from 
Pacific Coast Highway to vista points on the bluffs. Both the Open 
Space/Recreation Plan of the OEIR and the General Plan indicate a series of 
scenic views along the Headlands bluff top. However, the DEIR does not 
include a proposal for constructing the continuation of Selva Road, thus 
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minimizing vehicular access to the overlooks. By contrast, the DEIR shows 
that there is not an extension of Selva Road and additionally, all residential 
roads in the Headlands would be for private use only. There is no discussion 
of the impacts on public access of private roads, removal of the Selva Road 
extension and vista points, and possible gated residential communities in the 
DEIR. 

Public Amenities: The DEIR does not include details on specific amenities for 
passive and active recreation, such as park benches, bathrooms, etc. Public 
amenities are required to be constructed prior to or concurrent with low 
priority residential development. 

Natural Resources 

The General Plan includes several policies for the protection of natural 
resources. These include: 

Policy 3.1: Conserve important plant communities and wildlife habitats, 
such as marine refuge areas, riparian areas, wildlife movement corridors, 
wetlands, and significant tree stands through the practice of creative 
site planning, revegetation, and open space easement/dedications. 

Policy 3.2: Require development proposals in areas expected to contain 
important plant and animal communities to include biological assessments. 

Policy 3.3: Encourage retention of natural vegetation and require 
revegetation of graded areas. 

Policy 3.4: Restrict urban use of open space lands that have conservation 
or open space easements. Document those easements to ensure Staff is 
aware of their existence. 

Policy 3.5: Prohibit detrimental public access to the shore of the marine 
life refuge at the base of the Dana Point Headlands. 

Figure COS-1 in the General Plan is the map of open space and natural 
resources. On this map, the beach portion of the Headlands site is indicated 
as a Marine Life Refuge Area, and the inland portion of the site is indicated 
as Biotic and Archaeologic areas. 

Under the DEIR, 15.1 acres of the project site would be set aside for 
conservation. The conservation area, as designated in the DEIR, consists 
primarily of the headlands bluff top and face. The applicants maintain that 
the portion of the headlands which has been fenced off contains the best 
examples of native vegetation conrnunities. The conservation area contains 
most of the coastal bluff scrub. The central and southern portions of the 
headlands contain most of the Diegan Sage Scrub and Disturbed Diegan Sage 
Scrub. Sensitive plans on site include the Cliff Spurge, Western Dichondra, 
and Blochman 1 s Dudleya. 

The DEIR states that 30-35% of the Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, all of the 
Southern Coastal Bluff Scrub, and all of the rocky intertidal and offshore 
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marine habitat will be preserved. The DEIR also states that: 11 The proposed 
open space designation associated with the proposed project will reduce the 
direct loss of these habitats." The vegetation and sensitive resources map 
shows that the majority of the inland coastal sage scrub will be eliminated, 
with the most environmental damage being done in the portion of 
visitor/recreation commercial. This commercial area contains all of the 
Blechman's Dudleya, one cactus wren and 5 California Gnatcatchers. 
Specifically, the DEIR states that 70% of the Oiegan Coastal Sage Scrub will 
be eliminated, and that after revegetation the total loss would be 20 acres or 
55%. 

Implementation of the proposed development will result in "unavoidable" 
significant adverse impacts to native vegetation and animals. Based on the 
project description 80% to 100% of the Blochman•s Dudleya will be eliminated. 
There are no specific plans in the DEIR concerning the salvaging and 
relocation of the dudleya, expansion areas for San Diegan sage scrub, 
protection of existing patches of high quality coastal sage scrub, or habitat 
protection plans. 

Proposed mitigation measures include weed abatement, replacement of Diegan 
Sage Scrub, salvage of the Blochman•s Dudleya, and salvage of Western 
Dichondra. These activities would require a 11 take" permit from the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service, and participation in the NCCP process for 
the Coastal Cactus Wren. 

The December 23, 1983 staff report on the resubmittal of the Dana Point Local 
Coastal Program contains some very specific recommendations concerning the 
Headlands and biota. Included in this staff report is a finding that certain 
areas of the Headlands are Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas because of 
the presence of sensitive plant and animal species. Page 33 of the staff 
report notes: 

... the applicant shall submit a botanical survey and management and 
mitigation program prepared by a qualified biologist approved by the 
County and the Executive Director of the California Coastal Commission. 
The survey shall include all portions of the Headlands area and shall 
precisely delineate the location of any rare endangered or especially 
valuable species including, but not limited to: 

1. Duleya blochmanae, Blechman's Dudleya 

2. The potential for protecting these habitats through development 
standards or by adjusting the boundaries of the 11 Hilltop Park 11 and 
other open space and recreation areas of the Headlands to include the 
habitat areas. 

3. Specifications for a management program for the habitat areas which 
will assure their continuing productivity and will avoid adverse 
impacts on these areas from either incompatible human use of the 
areas or from adjacent development (including drainage changes). 
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4. Evaluation of the alternative of transplanting and propagating a 
portion of the affected plants to an area where they would be 
afforded permanent protection. The evaluation shall be based on 
actual evidence that such transplanting would be successful. 

It is clear that protection of sensitive biological resources was a major 
component of the Commission 1 s approval of the Dana Point LCP back in 1983. At 
this time it does not appear that the DEIR contains adequate measures to 
protect sensitive resources or to mitigate significant adverse impacts to 
these resources. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. If you have any 
questions, please contact either Steve Rynas or Robin Maloney-Rames at the 
South Coast District Office of the California Coastal Commission at 245 w. 
Broadway in Long Beach, (310) 590-5071. 

sru~~ 
Chuck Darrrn, 
District Director 

cc: rr, cd, th, sr, rmr 
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August 19, 2003 

VIA FACSIMILE AND FIRST CLASS MAIL 

Deborah Lee, Deputy Director 
South Coast District Office 
California Coastal Conmuss1on 
200 Ocean Gate, lOth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
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Dt!ar Ms. Lee: 

l am in rect:ipt of me legal anal)slS wntained in the lener addressed to Ralph Faust, 
General Counsel to the California Coastal Commission, dared August ll, 2003, written by Joe 
Pen·illo of Sheppard, Mullin, Rlchrer & Hamilton, LLP. We find the legal Mgumems persuas1ve, 
particularly in light of the facts assm:iared wah the above-referenced LCP Amendment 
Therefore, we concur wnh the conclusions contained therein. 

We are also troubled by CoasTal staffs conunenr suggesting that the underlywg, certiiled 
Dana Point LCP is not enforceable as currcnrly approved and designated. As you know, the 
Headlands properly constitutes only a small portion of the certtfic:d-Dana .Point LCP. The Du.."'lu 
Point LCP covers an area that exceeds one square mde and has se~ed as the legal basis for 
rc::view and issuance of Coastal Development Permit:> (''CDPs'') since the City's incorporation in 
1989. Projct;ts have been approved pursuant to this documem, and CDPs have been issued as 
recc:mly as June 2003. All of the development standards therein are current and operablt!. 

In addition, the Headlands propen) is subject ro Final Map !'-ios. 697 and 771, which 
were recorded In the Coumy of Orange, creanng approximately 290 legal lob. A5 you. know, 
approx1mately 30 of these lots have bt:~::n sold over the years, and the Headlands Reserve LLC 
sold a lor fronting the Stre~t ofrhc: Green L:mlem as rl!cemly as June 2001. }.ll!i.ther the Cny nor 
the! Coastal CommissiOn has any legal auihonty to stop the sale of legally-subd]vidt:d lots within 
the Headlamls, and if lots are sold and ownership of Ihe properry becomes more fragmented, the 
potential tor an inverse condemnation action or actions becomc::s even more problematic and 
complicated. 

>1>410213~1.)-WOi 
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If faced with development re:;trictions substantially more severe !han those proposed in 
th~ downzone embodied in the LCP Amendment, the propeny owner may wdl abandon its 
currently-proposed project and revert to the ex1sting LCP and the underlyin~ pt:rmits and land 
use authonzations. Were this to occur, the City would likely abandon pursuing the LCP 
amendment. 

lf the property owner were to pursue this course, my reading of Public Resources Code 
section 30600.5(c) would prohibit the City (and the Coastal Conunission) from refusing to issue 
coastal developmt:nt permits due to Commission stafi's reversal of its original deciston that the 
Headlands was not an t:nvironmemally sensnivc habitat area. Public Resources Code section 
30600.S(c) provides that " ... after delegation of authorily to tssu.e coastal development pcrmit:i 
pursuant to subdivision (b), a coastal development permit shaU be issued by the respective 
local govl:!nunent or the conunission on appeal, if that local government or the commission on 
appeal fmds rbat the proposed development is in conformity with the certified land use 
plan." The ~JClSting certified land use plan does not declare any portion of the Headlands to be 
an ESHA. Quite to the conu-ary, the local coastal program specifically states that "the Dana 
Poim area contains a mix of native and introduced biotic communities including riparian, coastal 
sage scrub and ruderal communities which do not fit into the Coastal Act defmiaon of 
environmemall)' s~nsiti ve habitat iJreas." A::; such, staffs post-cenificarion reanalysis of the 
Headl~ds' habnar value would nor Impact a decision to i~sue CDPs for development under the 
ex1stmg LCP and existmg land use approvals. 

A number of additional factors push the Clty in rhls direction. Foremost, the City and 
landowners worked together for approximately four years following rwo legal decisions rdated 
to the development of rhe H~ac.iland.s property. The first was the 1996 fou.rr.h Appellate Court 
opmion, wherein the C1~y pre-vailed in a "taking:=>" lawsuit, but the ~oun declared that the Cay 
must approve a plan consistent with the undcrlyin~ land use documents m a timely manner, and 
issued a stem warning. The Appell:lte Court declared, due to the many past delays associated 
with the: entitlement of the: Headlands, some o{ wh1ch predate the 1989 City mcorporation, 
"Wrule Dana Pomt may not have yet crossed the lme [in 1996] berween legitimate land use 
planning and inverse condemnation, ii 1:; undoubtedl> very close w the edge." 

Th.: ::l~cond l.;gcd Jec1~ion, wh.ich re~ult~d m the cre:<tion l'"lf rh..- HniP, 1<:. rf-'1:1Tf'tl rn rhar 

ccrtam 1998 entitlement processmg liugation, wherc::m lh!! court ordered that the City \1.-as 
"compelled" to prQ(;ecd wnh processing the landownet's plan (261 residential units, a lSO·room 
hotd, wlth 13 acres of commercial development), and ''prohibited" the City from processing 
altemanve plans. The current HDCP plan, which is the by-prodLJ.ct of a serrlement agreemtm, 
consists of 125 homes, a 9U-room hotel, wnh 4.4 acres of commercial development, dilc.i 
therefore represents a measurable downzone from bach the underlying land use authorizations 
and the stand::uds that the couns have established. 

3S4;0~"~w-w~7 
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In summary, we believe that the Coastal staff must recognize both the underlying legal 
constraints, as aniculated in the above-refer~nced August 11, 2003 correspondence, and the fact 
that the certified Dana Pomt LCP is operable and legally sufficient ro allow the City ro 1ssue a 
CDP for the Headlands. The limited theoretical benefits achieved by the preliminary ESHA 
designanon are greatly outweighed by the real possibility that the City will lose the ''Headlands" 
to development due to the underlying city, county, state and federal permits and land use 

approvals. 

APM:caho 

cc· Douglas C. Chorkevys 

3JS41023Jy(i..()()()~ 

i2:i.lUC 01 .011Jl~iU3 

Very truly yours, 

RUT AN & TUCKER, J..LP 

~~~ 
A. Patnck Muilo 
City Auomey, Ci.tY1~!Pim 
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Re: Headlands Reserve LLC Project. LCP Amendment (2-02) to Dana Point 

LCP, City of Dana Point, California 

Dear Ralph: 

\Ve \\Tlte on behalf of our client. Headlands Reserve LLC, concerning our recent 
discussions with Coastal Commission staff regarding the City of Dana Point's proposed 
amendment to the certi tied Dana Point Local Coastal Program ("LCP"). Staff has indicated that 
it disagrees with the City's LCP amendment. in that it did not designate areas of our client's 
property as Environmentally Sensiti\·e Habitat Area (''ESHA"), as defined in the CoJstal Act. 
Staff has indicated that se\eral portions of our client"s property contain coastal sage scrub 
("CSS") and must be designated ESHA under the LCP amendment. However, the mere presence 
of CSS. particularly as relates to the Headlands site, does not automatically signify J.n ESHA. i 
As detJ.iled herein. the LCP amendment as submitted by the City is consistent with the 
management obligations of the 1996 Orange County Sub-Region CentraL Coastal :\atural 
Communities Consen ation Plan. and staffs current position that portions of the site J.re ESHA is 
inconsistent with provisions of the Coastal Act and other California law. 

In the existing. cert1fied Dana Point LCP. CSS is not designated as an ESHA and, in fact, is specifically called 
out as a b1ot1c commumty that "does not fit mto the Coastal Act definition of environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas" (pp. 5. 6). :\or IS CSS classified as a rare habnat or sensitive resource m the Department of Fish & Game 
Callfom1a D1verslly Database: in fact. 1t IS the most common natural vegetat10n spec1es found w11hm the 
Orange County coastal zone ( const1tutmg 42% of natJVe coastal vegetation). 

-1-
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I. Factual and Legal Background of The 1996 Orange County Sub-Region Central/ 
Coastal Natural Communities Conservation Plan I Habitat Conservation Plan 

The California Department of Fish and Game ("CDFG") oversee the State's 
Natural Community Conservation Planning Program ("NCCP"), established by California Law. 
(Fish and Game Code§ 2800 et seq.) The NCCP Act authorizes public/private contractual 
agreements whereby private landowners may obtain the right to develop parcels of sensitive 
habitat in exchange for their participation in CDFG-approved conservation management 
programs that address long-term biological viability for sensitive species and their habitats. The 
thrust of the NCCP program is that species and habitat preservation is best advanced by 
identifying and acquiring large, contiguous and high-quality stands of habitat in exchange for 
permission to develop smaller isolated parcels. 

In 1996, the Headlands' property owner entered into such an agreement, the 
Orange County Subregion CentraVCoastal NCCP/HCP (" 1996 NCCP/HCP"). The 1996 
NCCP/HCP permits the 121.3 acre Headlands site development of370 residential homes and a 
400-room hotel with 12.9 acres of commercial development as a "Covered Project." These 
permits were granted in exchange for performance of specific duties and obligations, including 
the landovmers' proportional cooperation in the creation and maintenance of a 37,000-acre 
Habitat Reserve System to protect sensitive habitats and species, including approximately 11,000 
acres of sensitive habitat that lie within the coastal zone. 2 

The 1996 ~CCP 'HCP analyzed and accounted for the same CSS habitat that 
Commission staff has no'' identified as their primary reason for the proposed ESHA 
designation.' Despite the Headlands' isolation from other natural areas. \vhen the 1996 
~CCP HCP was established. CDFG and other wildlife agencies e.valuated the site for inclusion 

The 1996 :\CCP I !CP 1!1\0h ed both the State's :\CCP program and the Federal government counterpart to the 
:\CCP progr:~m. tht' H:.~bi!Jt Conserntion Pbnnmg program ( "HCP." ). smce both State and Federally listed 
spec1es \\ere "''\ ered by tht' 1996 :\CCP 1-KP. In the teLkral ana log. the L .S. Fish and \\' J!dl1fe Serv1ce 
engagt's m rn 1ew :~nd :.~uthl>nzation of the contr:.~ctual Jgreements between property owners :md government 
regulatory agenc1es. Pursuant to the accompanymg Implementation Agreement ("lA"), the bndowners were 
ISSued :.In Endangered SpecieS Act Incidental T :.~ke Permll ( #TE81 0581-1 ) that authonzes the t:.Jke or 30-:.Jcres 
of on-sile CSS and other 1denofied "Covered SpeCies" and "Covered Habitat." The !A also delineates the 
boundanes of the approved development areas as a "Planned Activity'' wh1ch directly correspond to those areas 
Identified m the Headlands portion of the certified Dana Point LCP. 

The 1996 H:.~bitat Reserve System and Adaptive Management Program protects over 19,800 acres of CSS 
habitat ( 5.6 70 :.~cres m the coastal zone). CSS and the C:.~lifomia gnatcatcher were the primary species targeted 
by the legal prov1s1ons assoCiated with the establishment of the 1991 NCCP Act. and the resultant regional 
habitat management programs were des1gned to off-set and unprove upon the "emergency room" approach of 
the Endangered Spec1es !\Ct :.~nd the Co:.~stal Act. 

-2-
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in the NCCP/HCP's proposed Habitat Reserve System. After significant scientific study, the 
agencies concluded that inclusion of the site was neither feasible nor biologically appropriate 
because, among other factors, (a) the extant species occurred in limited portions of the site and 
existed in a variety of more biologically suited locations, (b) the site was small and physically 
isolated from other stands of habitat, and (c) the site suffered from heavy edge effects due to 
surrounding urban development. (Final 1996 NCCP/HCP Joint Programmatic EIR/EIS, pp 8-36, 
37.) These factors combined to make the property a poor candidate for long-term maintenance 
of existing biological values. Thus, from the technical perspective of preserving sensitive 
habitat, CDFG and other wildlife agencies found the Headlands habitat oflow biological 
significance. 

II. Attempted ESHA Designation is Inconsistent with Coastal Act 

A. Primacy of CDFG's Authority in Fish and Wildlife Regulation 

The 1991 NCCP Act and subsequent program recognizes CDFG's role as the 
preeminent agency charged with protecting fish and wildlife species within California. 
According to statute, CDFG's authority under the NCCP program is "consistent with the fish and 
wildlife management activities of the Department in its role as trustee for fish and wildlife4 

within the state." Fish & Game Code§ 280l(h) (emphasis added). The Coastal Act itself 
recognizes the primacy of CDFG's trusteeship over the State's biological resources: 

"The Department of Fish and Game and the Fish and Game 
Commission are the principal state agencies responsible for the 
establishment and control of wildlife and fishery management 
programs .... " 

(Pub. Res. Code~ JU-+Il(a)). Thus, both the NCCP program authorizing statute and the Coastal 
Act recognize CDFG as the principal agency responsible for wildlife management. 

B. The Coastz!l Act Prohibits Controls Which Conflict with CDFG Detem1inations 

The Coastal Act addresses the issue of conflict between agencies, and expressly 
addresses contlict between CDFG and the Commission. The Coastal Act explicitly states that 
" ... the commission shall not establish or impose any controls with respect thereto that 
duplicate or exceed regulator;.: controls established by these agencies (CDFG and the Fish and 

4 
"Wildlife" IS broadly defined by the Fish & Game Code including "all wild animals, birds, plants, fish, 
amphibians and related ecological communities, includmg the habitat upon which the wildlife depends for its 
\lability." (Fish & Game Code§ 711.2.) 

-3-
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Game Commission)." (Pub. Res. Code§ 30411 (a), emphasis added). Additionally, it is a policy 
of the Coastal Act "to minimize duplication and conflicts among existing state agencies carrying 
out their regulatory duties and responsibilities." (Pub. Res. Code§ 30400.) 

C. Staff's Position Regarding ESHA is Inconsistent with the Coastal Act 

The Coastal Commission staffs attempt to designate ESHA in an area already 
subject to CDFG regulation via the 1996 NCCP/HCP and the Implementation Agreement ("lA") 
conflicts with the Coastal Act in two ways. First, it contradicts The Coastal Act's recognition of 
CDFG as the agency principally responsible for the establishment and control of wildlife 
management programs. (Pub. Res. Code § 30411 ). As stated above, the 1996 NCCP/HCP is 
CDFG's final conservation, resource management, preservation, and mitigation strategy for the 
"Participating Landowners" within the Orange County central coastal region, which includes the 
Headlands site (as one of only two private properties so designated). Through the 1996 
NCCPIHCP, CDFG specifically addresses impacts to CSS habitat and its attendant species. In 
establishing the 1996 NCCPIHCP, CDFG has exercised it primary statutory responsibility over 
wildlife by establishing a management program for the habitat and attendant species that exist on 
the Headlands. Commission staff now seeks to ignore the statutorily recognized primacy of 
CDFG's actions by attempting to designate ESHA, an additional wildlife management strategy, 
at the Headlands site. This runs counter to state law. 

Second. the Commission staffs attempt to designate ESHA contravenes the 
Coastal Act's cle:.u prohibition against duplicative and excess regulation. both broadly (i.e., Pub. 
Res. Code~ 2t14Ci0). and specifically \\ith respect to CDFG's responsibility over wildlife 
management programs (Pub. Res. Code~ 30411 ).'Through the 1996 :'\'CCPHCP·planning 
process. CDFG and other wildlife agencies evaluated the Orange County central. coastal sub
region. The !996 :'\'CCP HCP represents CDFG's final strategy for resource management, 
preservation. and mitigation to address de\ elopment impacts along the central Orange County 
coast. inclzulinrz. the Hcwllunds site. The 1996 :\CCP.·HCP specifically addressed impacts to 
coastal sage scrub habitat and its attendant species. The 1996 :'\'CCP HCP also extended 
coverage to the five specific plant t~ves located on the Headlands site that \vere ideJ:ltified for 
further study in the certified LCP. In its comprehensi\·eness. the 1996 :\CCP/HCP. in essence. 
occupies the field of wildlife management for the Headlands site. The Coastal Commission now 
seeks to implement a duplicative habitat and species management strategy through an ESHA 
designation. Such a designation is unnecessary and irrelevant to the preservation of the habitat 

It should also be noted that the Commission participated in the 1996 ~CCPfHCP process and provided 
"JunsdictiOnal authonty" comments which confinned the ~CCP/HCP fmdings, yet now seeks to subvert, or at 
least ignore, that process through the designatiOn of ESHA on the Headlands site. See Appendix "A", attached. 
Chuck Damm letter to County of Orange Em mmmental \olanagement Agency, January 29, 1996. 
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and species contained at the Headlands since the 1996 NCCP/HCP already established a 
regulatory program for habitat and species preservation on the site. Thus, the Commission staffs 
attempt to designate ESHA clearly conflicts with Coastal Act policies that prohibit duplicative 

and excess regulations.6 

III. Attempted ESHA Designation is Inconsistent with Other Provisions of State Law 

The Secretary of Resources signature on the lA that accompanied the 1996 
NCCP/HCP obligated the Coastal Commission to the 1996 NCCP/HCP conclusions. Under 
Govt. Code Section 12805.1, the Secretary of Resources shall facilitate coordination between the 
Department of Fish and Game and the Coastal Commission in a manner consistent with the goals 
and policies of the Coastal Act and the NCCP Act and attendant programs. The plain language 
of the statute indicates that the Secretary of Resources, through a signature on the lA, agreed that 
the 1996 NCCP effectively coordinated the goals and policies of the California Endangered 
Species Act, the NCCP Act, and the Coastal Act's provision on Environmentally Sensitive 
Habitat Areas. Since the Coastal Commission participated in the 1996 NCCP/HCP process as a 
commenting agency (and is, in fact, part of the Resources Agency) and the Resources Agency is 
a party to the agreement, the language of GC § 12805.1 binds the Commission to the 
determinations of the 1996 NCCP/HCP, and the terms and conditions ofthe IA, as executed by 
the Secretary of Resources. 

IV. Stafrs Position Would Result in a Breach of Contract and is Estopped by the State's 
Prnious Determinations 

·The 1 <)96 '\CCP HCP. along \\Jth the corresponding !A and related agreements. 
obligate the State and the Commission to respect the abo\e-described contractual commitments 
regarding the Jcn~lopment of the Headlands property. The Commission staffs proposed ESHA 
Jesignat1on \\ ould result in the breach of the 1 <)96 '\CCP 1-ICP and related agreements. Further, 
the Commission is estopped from attempting to designate port1ons of the Headland's site as 
ESHA gm:n that (a l the State. actmg through the Resources Agency and the CDFG. previously 
made regulatory detenmnatiuns and contractual reprcscntJtJons to the contrary: (b) the State 

f; 
In the context of a CommiSSIOn deCISH'n not to des1gnate ESHA. the CommiSSIOn has made past findmgs 111 
support of the C ommlSS!On's staff recommendation. that CDFG had already made a negat1ve detemunation on 
the value of the hab1tat m question and thus. 1t d1d not quahfy as an ESHA (see. City of Carlsbad Agua 
Hedionda LCP Amendment ~o. 2-990 (Kelly Ranch. July 11-14, 2000). See also, Coastal Commission Staff 
Report. Application 0.'o. 06-98-127. February 28. 2000. p. 15. concerning the extension of State Highway Route 
56. There. CommissiOn staff' based Jts deciSIOn not to des1gnate ESHA on the fact that wildlife agencies had 
already rn 1ewed ~md accepted development at the proposed slte as part of the1r implementation of a regional 
~CCP \\ J!dhfe management program. This. Jt a mm1mum. estJblishes that CDFG's deterrnmat1ons must have 
beanng on the CommiSSIOn's ESHA determmat1ons. 

-5-
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reasonably expected (indeed, intended) the identified property owners, such as Headlands 
Reserve LLC, to proceed with development plans consistent with terms of the lA, (c) the Coastal 
Commission staff reviewed and supplied extensive comments on the 1996 NCCPIHCP prior to 
its approval, and did so within the "context of [its] jurisdictional authority, the California Coastal 
Act" and, after making specific comments related to the Headlands site, concluded, "We 
appreciate the opportunity to comment on the plan and look forward to participating in the 
implementation of the plan in the future. "7

; and (d) the State, through the Commission's 
attempted ESHA designation, would be abandoning its earlier contractual obligation that the 
1996 NCCPIHCP participants could develop their lands free from any additional species-based 
restrictions. Headlands Reserve LLC reasonably relied upon the State's representations in the 
1996 NCCPIHCP in planning development of the subject site. Accordingly, to avoid liability, 
we encourage staffto reconsider its belated effort to designate portions of the Headlands site as 
an ESHA. 

V. The Headlands Site Does Not Meet the Definition of ESHA 

The Coastal Act, section 30107.5, and subsequent case law interpreting that 
section guide the determination of whether an area can be termed an ESHA. The determination 
is made via a three-part test: 

1. Is the area one in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or 
especially \·aluable because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem; (Pub. 
Res. Code~ 30107.5) 

Could the area be easily disturbed or degraded by human acti\·ities or 
development: (Pub. Res. Code~ 30107.5) 

Does the area's \·iability. or any other characteristics. place it outside of 
considerat1on for protection as ESHA. (Bolsa Chica Land Trust\·. Superior Court 
( 1 ()99) 71 Cal. App. 4th 493. 508 ). 

Given this three part analysis. Commission staff would be abusing their discretion by requiring 
designation of ESH.\ at the Headlands. since the Headlands does not meet these criteria. 

7 

I. The Headlands. as documented bv the federal and state wildlife agencies. does not 
contain either rare or especially \:aluable habitat. 8 Commission s(affhave shown 

Emphasis added. See. Appendix "A". Chuck Damm letter to County of Orange Environmental \1anagement 
Agency, January 29, 1996. 

The 1996 ~CCP HCP EIR EIS is based on the pnnCJples of conservation biology articulated m the State of 
Califorma·s ~CCP Process Gu1delmes and the :\CCP Conservation Gu1delines. These Guidelmes were 

-6-
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nothing to contradict these documented findings. As noted earlier, the CSS 
habitat to which Commission staff point in support of its ESHA designation is not 
classified as rare or valuable in either the existing certified Dana Point LCP or the 
CDFG's California Diversity Database. Rather, CSS is the most common natural 
vegetation habitat found within the Orange County coastal zone (constituting 42% 
of native coastal vegetation). The certified LCP explicitly states: 

The Dana Point area contains a mix of native and introduced biotic 
communities including riparian, coastal sage scrub, and ruderal 
communities which do not fit into the Coastal Act definition of 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas. (Dana Point LCP, pp. 5, 6, 
emphasis added.) 

Additionally, the rigorous 1996 NCCPIHCP process, and previous Commission 
findings embodied in the certified LCP, determined that the site retains little 
habitat value. This environmental findingwas reconfirmed and supported by 
Commission staff, itself, in the January 29, 1996 letter from Chuck Damm, the 
Coastal Commission's South Coast District Director, to Gary Mederion, County 
of Orange Environmental Management Agency. Wherein, Mr. Damm states: (a) 
" ... the Headlands is a participant in the NCCPIHCP process. As such, incidental 
take of the California gnatcatcher on this site is allowed;" (b) "preservation of the 
( 1-kadlands) site for resource protection is not practical in terms of the site's 
isolation from other large segments of functioning native habitac" and (c) "a 
( Hc;1dlands dcwlopment) proposal has not yet been submitted for Coastal 
CommiSSion deliberation and any future submittal should include the provisions 
ofthc lmplcmcntmg .-\grecment." See Appendix "A". pp. -L 5. 

The rotcnt1al tor human disturbance or degradation is only rcle\·ant if the site is 
und1sturhed and or docs not sutler from degradation imracts. Ex1sting data 

pubhshed by the ("!)Hi Jnd prq'arcd by the Ikpartrnent m coordmatron \\lth the LSFWS and the State's 
'-:CCP S..:rentrfrc Rn Jcv. Panel 1 ··SRP''i. The SRP \\aS made up of the foliO\\ mg experts m the freld of 
conserntrnn b1ology 111 Dr John F Cl'Le:uy. Department of Geography. San Drego State Lnrverslty. 
Specrahzes 111 \egctatlon gt'ography and geographrc mformatron systems. (2) Dr. Dennrs D \lurphy. Center 
for Conserntron Biology. Department of B10logrcal SCiences. Stanford l'nrversrty. Charrman of the Scientific 
Revrew Commrt1ee and experienced rn conflrct and resolution in conservation plannmg for many specres. 
Extensive expenence m plannmg for conservatron. ( 3) Dr. Peter F. Brussard, Department of Biology Chair, 
Cniverslly of);e\·ada. Extensrve expenence m habitat-based conservation programs. (4) Dr. ~ichael S. 
Gilpin. Department of 810logy. l'mversity of Califomra. San Drego. Computer modeling and development of 
populatron \ JJbiiJty :malySJS programs. ( 5) Dr. Reed '-:oss. Department of Brology, Oregon State Lniversity. 
Expenence \Vllh J number of habitat and species conser.atlon programs. Editor of the Journal of the SoCJety of 
Conservation Biology. 
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overwhelmingly shows that the Headlands site is not vulnerable to disturbance 
and degradation because it already is significantly disturbed and degraded. The 
Final 1996 NCCP/HCP EIS/EIR encapsulates the condition of the Headlands site 
by describing it as suffering from heavy edge effects due to surrounding urban 
development. (Final 1996 NCCP/HCP Joint Programmatic EIR/EIS, pp 8-36, 
37.) Furthermore, adoption ofthe Headlands LCP amendment would actually 
restore a significant portion of the site, 68.5 acres, from its current disturbed and 
degraded state, particularly as the proposed project includes a $3.0 million non
wasting resource management endowment. Designation as an ESHA would leave 
it open to continued deterioration and would not secure the proposed management 
endowment. 

3. Existing environmental analyses completed by state and federal wildlife agencies 
have comprehensively determined that the Headlands site lacks long-term 
biological viability. In contrast to the exhaustive biological analyses that 
accompanied the 1996 NCCP/HCP EIS/EIR, as well as the 2002 Headlands' Final 
EIR, Commission staff has not articulated any biological criteria that establishes 
findings regarding the site's long-term viability.9 To date, Commission staff has 
stated that the biological analysis utilized in proposing the ESHA designation was 
a simple "presence/absence" methodology. In other words, if CSS exists on the 
Headlands site, it ipso facto is an ESHA. This approach completely ignores the 
question of the area's viability. Long-term viability is of the essence of the ESHA 
determination. since an ESHA designation is virtually useless for habitat areas 
that are unable to be sustained in the long-term. This is precisely the case with 
the Headlands site. As detailed in the final 1996 l\CCP 'HCP EIS EIR and the 
:200.2 Headlands EIR. the limited portions of the site that remain populated by 
CSS habitat are isolated, fragmented, and suffering from significant urban edge 
effects. These factors combine to eliminate the prospect of long-term habitat 
\ iabilitv at the Headlands site. 

The Headlands site clearly does not meet the three-part test for detem1ining an 
ESHA. The Commission staff should heed the overwhelming evidence, as well as the relevant 
state statutes. which are consistent with the existing, certified LCP, and concur that the 
Headlands site does not contain an ESHA. 

See. footnote :\o. 8. above. 

-8-
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I am grateful for your having taken these issues und 
not hesitate to contact me ifyou wish to discuss them further. 

EXHIBIT #_1~ b 
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consideration. Please do 

for SHEP , MULLIN, RICHTER & HAMPTON LLP 

Appendix A: Chuck Damm letter to County of Orange Environmental Management Agency, 
January 29, 1996. 

cc: Mr. Peter Douglas (with Appendix) 
Mr. Alex Helperin, Esq. (with Appeidix) 
Ms. Deborah Lee (with Appendix) f 
\1r. Sanford Edward (with Appendix) 
\tr. Doug Chotkevys. City \1anager (with Appendix) 
\·ts. Andriette Culbertson (with Appendix) 
\tr. Robert Ph!libos1an. Esq. (with Appendix) 
\1r. Aaron FoX\\ orth::. Esq. (with Appendix) 

-9-
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

17th Floor Uour Embarcadero Center 1 San Francisco. CA 94111·41 06 

REC etYe~ office I 415-434-3947 fox I www.sheppordmullln.com 

c:. th Coasr Reg,on ..,OJ 

JAN 2 2 ZC03 

January 13, 2003 CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Mr. Ralph Faust, Esq. 
General Counsel 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Joseph E. Petrillo 
41 S-434-,91 00 
jpetrillo@aboppardmullin.com 

Our Pile Number: 03 W6-084434 

Re: Headlands LCP Amendment; Strand Area Coastal Act Consistencty 

Dear Ralph: 

In keeping with our prior discussions and subsequent communication. I thought it 
fitting to keep you apprised of the progress on this matter. I have also copied Alex Halperin on 
this letter since he appears to be the member of your legal staff assigned to the project 

As you undoubtedly know, on December 4, 2002 representatives of the City of 
Dana Point and the developer met with several members of the Coastal Commission staff and 
discussed primarily the Strand portion of the proposed development and the existing revetment. 
I assume that there was general acceptance of the facts contained in my prior letter to you, 
regarding the absence of any precedential influence of a decision of the Commission that allows 
the rehabilitation of the existing revetment, and the adverse consequences to the marine 
resources and existing development if the revetment is removed. 

During the meeting, Alex Halperin suggested, as I understand it, that the 
Commission staff's primary concern was not the rehabilitation ofthe revetment, but the "overall" 
consistency with the Coastal Act of the accompanying Strand area development. 

This position places us all in a quandary. If the Commission denies the local 
coastal program amendment or conditions it so that the Strand area development is infeasible, the 
revetment remain.s in place and the proposed public access, water quality improvements, parks 
and open space, visual enhancement, and numerous other public amenities will not be provided. 
Effectively, such recommendations will make the entire project financially infeasible. 
Additionally, the Commission staff's proposed removal ofthe existing revetment, is 
environmentally deficient and clearly inconsistent with the Coastal Act because of the significant 
impacts caused by its removal, as detailed in my November 11, 2002 correspondence. 

Therefore, I have a nmnber of questions that the legal staff ~X ~~tp WWF§% ~q ~ ~ 1 Q' ,._ 1 
assist us all in dealing with this conundrum. First, some background: ~ i.JM\l I Mi.. vlJ i¥1\lllu\>l ~~ 

:.:'•:'-·•!PiT tt l!Z- V t_./ ,, ll .. ' '· -¥· ' 
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As proposed in the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan (''HDCP''), 
the Strand area consists of Strand Vista Park (9.9 acres), Strand Residential (25.7 acres) and 
Strand Beach Park (5.2 acres). 

Beginning in the 1950s, the Strand site was formerly developed as a 90-unit 
mobile home park, which closed in 1988. The Strand area consists of several manmade terraces 
receding upward from a sandy beach. The overall average gradient of the Strand is S: 1, 
horizontal to vertical. The site retains abandoned buildings, parking lots, retaining walls, septic 
sewer systems, a 2,240 l.f. rip-rap revetment, exotic landscaping, asphalt streets, B1ructural pads, 
and other deteriorating infrastructure installed with the mobile home development. 

The property is surrounded by urban land uses. Adjoining off-site development to 
the north include the Niguel Shores residential community (S units/acre), an Orange County 
public beach access pathway, and an Orange County regional storm drain outlet. To the east is 
the Orange County 600 space Salt Creek parking lot, a 20,000 sq.ft. commercial/office 
development, the Chelsea Point residential community (8 units/acre), and the 320-unit, multi
family Niguel Terrace condominium project (22 units/acre). 

In conjunction with the mobile home development, the Strand area was subject to 
cut and fill grading to depths of20 to 30 feet 1

• Since 1929, the Strand area has been subject to 
over 435,000 cu. yd of grading activities.2 Essentially, the entire Strand area has been graded or 
re-contoured during this period, and only small portions of the area remain in a natural condition. 
(EIR, 2001). (See also Attachment I to my November 11,2002 correspondence that was 
previously supplied to the Commission staff, detailing the history of the prior grading at the site). 

Geologically, the Strand area consists of soils and fill which make the site 
potentially hazardous if the revettnent is removed as proposed by staff. The fissile character of 
the soils underlying the majority of the Strand area leave it potentially susceptible to landslicling. 
Previous grading and installation of the revetment have marginally stabilized the area. Previous 
grading and filling also placed uncertified fill on the site, leaving the area vulnerable to potential 
ground subsidence. (EIR, 2001 ). 

Wave cut erosion also threatens the stability of the area, particularly if the existing 
revetment is not retrofitted. Geologically, the lower terrace of the Strand serves as a 
counterbalance to the weight of the higher rear terraces, minimizing the potential for landslides. 
Should the toe of the lower terrace be subjected to continuous erosion, it will no longer 

1 The; Keith Companic:a, December 2002. 

'/!J(d. 
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counterbalance the upper terrace, at which point the landslide has been projected to fail, creating 
a series of impacts to public safety, public access, water quality, and to the off-shore marine 
habitat as detailed in my November 11,2002 correspondence. (See also AMEC, Jenkins, MBC). 

II. QUESTIONS 

A. Maintaining and Enhancing VISUal Qualities 

1. Coastal Act Provision 

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states that scenic and visual qualities of the 
coast must be considered and protected by coastal development Among other 
requirements, permitted development should achieve this goal by protecting views 
to. and along the ocean, by minimizing the alteration of natural landforms, and by 
restoring and enhancing visual qualities in visually degr~ areas. 

2. Protecting Views to and alQ.Dg the Ocean 

Question: How does the proposed development fail to protect views to and along 
the Ocean? 

The HDCP proposed development in the Strand area does more than protect 
views to and along the ocean, it creates and permanently establishes significant 
views where none previously existed. The entire Strand area (except for Strand 
Beach) is currently fenced and virtually obscured from the public by overgrown 
exotic landscaping. A person standing in the County-o'NDed Salt Creek Parking 
lot literally cannot see the ocean that is approximately six hundred feet away. No 
vertical coastal access exists within the Strand area. 

The HDCP project proposes two public parks, the 9.9-acre Strand Vista Park and 
the 5 .2-acre Strand Beach Park. The Strand Vista Park lies seaward of the County 
parking lot, stretching for a distance of nearly 2,500 feet (or nearly Y2 mile). The 
proposed park creates nearly Y2. mile of continuous spectacular ocean and coastal 
views, and includes numerous overlooks, scenic rest areas, picnic tables, and 
public paths. Virtually all the coastal and ocean public view areas within the park 
are unobstructed, including whitewater views of the ocean. (EIR., 2001). 
Additionally, two new vertical beach access paths will create numerous coastal 
and ocean view opportunities. The third proposed vertical beach access path 
consists of the existing County facility that will be reconstructed to incorporate 
landing and rest areas, providing ocean views. Please note, the existing certified 

L .. n"~ it-\L Cury'il'wii~JiJ~~ 
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LCP requires only one vertical beach access path and no public parks in the 
Strand area. 

The Strand gtading design also protects the proposed public views by placing the 
residential community significantly below or setback from the public park areas. 
A continuous ocean view corridor, stretching nearly ~ mile, is protected because 
the adjacent homes are located approximately 35 feet below the park. In contrast, 
recently approved projects, such as Treasure Island in Laguna Beach, were 
applauded by the Coastal Commission for providing two, 100'-wide ocean view 
corridors along a similar Y: mile stretch. 

3. Minimizing the Alteration ofNatura} Landfonns 

Question: How can the proposed project be considered to violate the requirement 
to minimize alteration of natural landforms based upon the following facts? 

Essentially, the proposed HDCP project contemplates replacing an abandoned, 
teiTaced mobile home park that is fenced and provides absolutely no beach access, 
with two public parks, two vertical coastal beach access paths, numerous public 
amenities, and a terraced residential community. As discussed above, 
development of the mobile home park left the Strand Area subject to cut and fill 
grading to depths of 20 to 30 feet. The entire Strand area was graded during this 
period, amounting to a total of 435,000 cu. yd. of cut and fill. Additionally, the 
site includes several miles of asphalt roadways, chain-link fencing, concrete 
retaining walls, parking lots, damaged drainage structures, and an approximately 
16ft. high, 2,240 ft. long rip-rap revetment, all of which are obviously man-made 
and have significantly altered the original landform. The deteriorated condition of 
the Strand area, including several boarded up buildings, over-grown landscaping, 
acres of ice plant, and eroded/deteriorated drainage structures have resulted in a 
blighted, visually degraded condition. 

The HDCP-proposed remedial grading for the Strand area is limited to that 
needed to address the geologic constraints on site. In contrast to the Headland 
coastal bluffs to its south and to Strand Beach below, the Strand area 
predominantly consists of a series of man-made, asphalt terraces and 
accompanying overgrown slopes. Like neighboring development, proposed 
development of the Strand area will retain this man-made terrace topography. 
Thus, the lack of existing natural landforms on the Strand site is such that the 
proposed project will have minimal or no adverse impact on the visual qualities of 
any coastal natural landforms. 

EXHIBIT if f<g' V 
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The only natural landform feature within the Strand area is the privately owned 
5.2-acre Strand Beach. The proposed HDCP project preserves this landform by 
dedicating Strand Beach Park to public use, and includes the construction of two 
new, vertical beach accessways. As discussed below, the proposed Strand area 
development addresses existing geologic constraints: while improving public 
safety, public access, water quality, and existing coastal processes by retrofitting 
the existing revetment. None of these actiODS adversely impact Strand Beach, 
since: (a) the development is designed to stabilize the landward terraces without 
altering the mOiphology of the beach or its coastal processes; (b) except to 
provide coastal access, the reconstructed reve1ment remains landward of its 
existing footprint, thereby creating no significant impacts to the beach; and {c) the 
proposed storm drain system significantly improves regional water quality by 
treating 13 acres of off~site nmoff, diverting dry season runoff, and creating 
energy dissipation structures that serve to mjn;mjze existing beach scour problems 
at the Strand Beach stonn drain outlets. 

4. Compatibility with Surrounding Visual Character 

Question: Given the nature and density of the surrounding development, how 
could the HDCP~proposed development be considered visually incompatible with 
it surroundings? 

The proposed Strand development would significantly improve the existing visual 
character within this area. As noted above, the Strand area has been abandoned 
since 1988 and is visually blighted. The Strand is surrounded by low to high 
density residential developments, including the Niguel Shores, Niguel Terrace, 
Chelsea Point and Breakers Isle residential developments to the north, northeast, 
and southeast, with densities that range from 5 to 22 units per acre. While other 
portions of the larger 121.3 acre HDCP are less disturbed (and designed as parks 
in the HDCP), the Strand area is run down, deteriorating, eroded and unsightly. 
In short, it is incongruous with the surrounding areas and no public controversy 
has ever accompanied the proposed development of this area In fact, one third of 
the Strand area is currently certified in the LCP as High Density Residential 
development (6.5-18 units/acre); and the formerly certified LUP for the remaining 
two thirds of the Strand (the "whiteholed" area) also designated this portion of the 
site for High Density Residential development. 

The HDCP proposes 15.1 acres of public parks, two new coastal access paths, a 
public restroom and shower facility, and reconstruction of the existing County 
beach access path to include landings and scenic overlooks, improvements to the 
existing County public parking lot, and 25.7 acres of residential development that 

average only 3 units per acre. C C ;\ 3 T.~ L G '~; ;; 1/i l S S I G ~ 
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Development \Dlder the proposed HDCP would be entirely compatible with the 
surrounding off-site residential development, and enhanced by new public open 
space, coastal beach access, and public amenities. By any objective criteria, the 
visual character of the area would be emphatically improved. 

5. Restoration and Enhancement ofVisually Degraded Areas 

Question: How does the liDCP development fail to restore and enhance the 
visually degraded Strand area? 

The HDCP proposed Strand area redevelopment explicitly implements and 
satisfies the requirements of the Coastal Act by restoring visual qualities to a 
blighted portion of the coast (EIR., 2001). AE. described above, the Strand area 
cmrently retains graffiti-covered abandoned buildings, dilapidated parking lots, 
eroded and undermined storm drains, broken asphalt streets, chain link fencing, 
and other deteriorating infrastructure. The proposed Strand development, which 
includes design guidelines that ensure high quality materials throughout the public 
and private areas, restores and enhances these deteriorated conditions. The HDCP 
establishes a project that respects the spirit of its coastal environment by utilizing 
appropriate natural materials and building forms to accentuate the public 
structures and amenities. In sum, redevelopment of the Strand area will enhance 
existing degraded areas with development that visually conforms and aesthetically 
connects with the surroundings. 

B. ::Minimizing Risk to Life and Property 

1. Coastal Act Provision 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act requires new development to, among other 
things, minimize risks to life and property in areas ofhigh geologic hazard. 

2. Minimizing Risk Due to Existing Geologic Constraints 

Question: What criteria is staff using in determining that the Strand area is a 
geologic hazard and how does the Coastal Act require more than the following 
proposed mitigation actions? 

The geologic nature ofthe Stand area, similar to numerous developed sites along 
the Orange County coast, includes underlying constraints that must be addressed 
during development. These geologic constraints result, in large part, from the 
fissile nature of the surface soils that were the product of an ancient landslide 
complex, which was active approximately 11,000 to 30,0004'~9, S.ip.ce W~~:-• ,." f\ \' 
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time, the site has been inactive, i.e., no landslide activities have occurred for a 
minimum of 11,000 years. Similar to the adjacent Niguel Shores and Ritz Cove 
development sites (both of which received Coastal Commission approvals), the 
Strand area requires remedial grading to mediate underlying geologic constraints 
which, if left unaltered, would not meet modem engineering safety standards. 
These remedial grading measures are neither unusual nor extraordinary for 
development along the California coast. (EIR., 2001). Additionally, the previous 
development of the Strand area left relatively thick interval$ of uncertified fills 
within the site. Left unmitigated, these areas of uncompacted fill are vulnerable 
to ground subsidence. (EIR, 2001). 

As has occurred in numerous projects previol.JS}y approved by the Coastal 
Commission, the Strand area remedial grading design eUminates the constraints 
associated with the problematic soils by (a) redistributing the landslide forces to a 
more stable configuration; and (b) rmnoving and replacing problematic ·soils with 
adequately compacted fill. The remedial grading program also includes a 
subsurface drainage system designed to prevent potential groundwater elevation, 
further minimizing the threat of instability throughout the site. (EIR, 2001). In 
total, approximately 1.1 million cubic yards of grading occur on the 121.3-acre 
'fiDCP site. This compares very favorably with the 4.5 million cubic yards of 
grading that occurred on the recently approved 50.4-acre Pepperdine University 
site, and the 60 million cubic yards of grading that occurred on the recently 
approved 680-acre Crystal Cove project. 

The HDCP-proposed grading actions minimize the constraints associated with the 
existing materials, as well as the potential for ground subsidence at the Strand. 
This is in conformity with the Coastal Act, which requires the minimization of 
risks associated with geologic hazards but does not impose an outright ban on 
development of geologically constrained Coastal lands. To suggest that any 
coastal site that includes geologic constraints constitutes a significant geologic 
hazard is to suggest that ninety-eight percent of the Orange County coast could 
not be developed. 

C. Assuring Stability and Structural Integrity I Not Contributing Significantly to 
Erosion and Geologic Instability 

1. Coastal Act Provision 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act requires new development to, among other 
things, assure stability and structural integrity, and not contribute significantly to 
erosion and geologic instability. 

EXHIBIT #~~--~~c_...,~
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2. Reducing Instability and Promoting Structural Integrity 

Question: Given the existing conditions and the significant grading impacts ofthe 
prior development on the site, how does the proposed development fail to achieve 
this Coastal Act goal? 

Much of the discussion in the previous section applies to these requisites. The 
HDCP design explicitly implements the very language of this section of the Act. 
Grading in the proposed Str~d area assures the stability and structural integrity of 
the site by remediating the ancient landslides, and by removing uncompacted fill 
and loose soils left from previous development Furthermore, the HDCP
proposed sub-drainage system will prevent groundwater upwelling, assuring that 
newly placed compacted fill remains stable. (EIR, 2001). These Strand area 
stabilization measures, envisioned by tile HDCP, effectively transform a 
geologically constrained and potentially unsafe area into one of demonstrative 
stability and structural integrity, without contributing significantly to erosion or 
instability. 

Additionally, the HDCP-proposed retrofitted revetment assures geologic stability 
of the ancient landslide area by combating wave erosion and complimenting the 
remedial grading efforts discussed above. Without a retrofit, the existing 
revetment would be increasingly unable to halt slope erosion of the lower terrace. 
(EIR, 2001 ). As discussed earlier, this potential erosion leads to slope failure in 
the Strand area, and creates a potentially unstable scenario, since an eroded lower 
terrace would no longer counterbalance the landslide force of the upper terraces. 
The significant environmental impacts and threats to existing off-site 
development associated v.rith this potential erosion were previously detailed in our 
~ovember 11,2002 letter. (See also AMEC, Jenkins, MBC). 

At present, portions of the Strand are experiencing significant erosion, due to the 
failure of existing storm drain structures, which contribute a high percentage of 
undesirable silts and clay fines to the marine environrnent.3 Installation of the 
new storm drain and water treatment system will eliminate this ongoing erosion. 
The remedial grading and drainage system coupled with the reconstructed 
revetment combine to form an integrated system that measurably assures stability 
in the Strand Area and actually eliminates existing levels of undesirable erosion. 

JAn llllal)'Jis ofrcuincd ecdimcnts pn:parcd by AMEC, D=bcr 2002, detemrlned the e!'OiiOn tlun is occurring consists of70 perce11t fin~. 
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D. Laud Use Plan Certification 

Question: At what time will staff incorporate those portions of the Coastal Act 
that expressly define the existing and limiting conditions associated with their 
overall analysis? 

One item before the Coastal Commission regarding the Strand area is the 
certification of the fonner "Laguna Niguel" I Local Coastal Program ("LCP'') 
segment, the ''whiteholed area .. , that had received Coastal Commission 
certification for its Land Use Plan, but was not certified as a complete LCP at the 
time of the Coastal Commission's certification of the adjacent Data Point LCP. 

Since incorporating in 1989, the City of Dana Point has undertaken numerous 
planning efforts for the Headlands property as a. whole, while recognizing that 
approximately 95-acres of the 121.3 acre property (including one third of the 
Strand area) has a certified LCP that designates approximately 27 acres of 
commercial development, with two 400 room hotels, 318 residential units, and 
45.3 acres of open space (which inCludes roads and slopes). The maximum 
number of residential units, when the remaining Strand area is incorporated into 
the calculation, is 501, based on the certified LCP standard that targets the "mid
point" limit of the High Density Residential designation. 

The City ofDana Point unanimously approved the HDCP in January 2002, 
following years of comnnmity input, litigation, scientific analysis, and 
negotiation. The HDCP provides for 125 homes, 4.4 acres of commercial 
development, with a 65 room hotel, and 62 acres of public parks and open space. 
The open space calculation does not include a road or private slope variable. 
Using the certified LCP methodology, the HDCP proposes 87 acres of open 
space, or approximately 72% of the entire site. In negotiating these concessions, 
the City and the landowner relied on Section 30004 of the Coastal Act, which 
states, in part, to achieve maximum responsiveness to local conditions, it is 
necessary to rely heavily on local government and local land use planning 
procedures and enforcement. Furthermore, Section 30512.2(b) of the Coastal Act 
requires conformance with Coastal Act Chapter 3 policies "only to the extent 
necessary to achieve the basic stated goals specified in Section 30001.5." 

As detailed above, the HDCP meets and exceeds the basic stated goals in the 
Coastal Act. The proposed project preserves and balances the natural resources 
on site, provides an abundance of coastal access, public parks, public facilities, 
and related amenities, while limiting the private development to approximately 
one fourth of the currently authorized density. The project was designed to 
respond to the unique features and characteristics of the site, and Aol\ ~~U;I'~ ~at ~ . , 1 :.• ._ .. ! •" ~ 1 

c~t'>V !i ,;_,_ \J ..,..i~ll-.11\.-...JIUI~ 
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so doing, it was consistent with the Coastal Act and would not compromise or 
undermine the long term goals and principles of the Coastal Commission. 

At this point, we are somewhat confused by the methodology of the 
Commission's staff. Rather than attempting to extract an ad hoc interpretation 
from an isolated phrase within the Act, we submit that staff must rely on the intent 
and plain language contained in the mm section when determining consistency. 
Moreover. any consistency review must be balanced and adhere to those limits 
expressly enumerated in Sections 30004 and 30512.2. 

ill. CONCLUSION 

W'e request your written response to these questions so that all of us, the 
Commission staff, the City and the developer, may better proceed in providing the Commission a 
well-reasoned analysis of the proposedLCP amendment. 

The proposed redevelopment of the Strand area is consistent with the 
development policies stated in sections 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act. The Strand area 
development essentially transforms a degraded, dilapidated portion of the property into an area 
that achieves a balance between coastal access, public parks and open space, and private 
development. The proposed redevelopment is compatible and consist with adjacent, existing 
land uses. It will minimize impacts to the area's sole remaining natural landform, Strand Beach. 
The HDCP also establishes and protects significant public views and coastal access paths, and 
enhances aesthetic and visual qualities by eliminating the existing blighted condition. 
Furthermore, the proposed remedial grading, storm drain and water quality systems, and 
retrofitted revetment assures that the development achieves a measurable level of geologic 
stability that would not contribute significantly to erosion. In sum, we trust that short of 
receiving a response to the contrary, we can now move forw d and discuss the HDCP proposals 
for the remaining portions of the site. 

for SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICIITER & HAMPTON UP 

SF:FP'E\61346352.5 
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November 11, 2002 CA COASTAL COMM!SSION 

LEGAL DIVISION 

VIA HAND DELIVERY AND U.S. MAIL 

Ralph Faust 
General Counsel 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street 
Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

415-774-3209 
Jpetrillo@sheppardmullin.com 

Our File Number: 03W6-084434 

RECEIVED 
South Coast Region 

NOV 2 6 2002 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Re: Headlands LCP Amendment, Strand Area and Revetment Issues 

Dear Mr. Faust: 

On behalf of our client. Headlands Reserve, LLC, I wish to thank you for meeting 
with Andi Culbertson and me regarding the Headlands LCP Amendment and specifically the 
Strand area ofthe 1.::.1-acre project in Dana Point. California At that meeting, we detailed our 
position that the proJect is consistent \\ith the California Coastal Act We also explained that the 
facts and issues of the Strand area development and retrofitted revetment (reconstructed on the 
existing revetment footprint) are su1 gt>nens. and as such do not create a negative precedent for 
the Commission's long term goal of presen·ing and protecting the California coast. We agreed to 
provide to you this letter to elaborate on that latter point 

A. Lnique Circumstances of the Strand Area and Revetment 

Attached hereto as .-\.ttachment l is a list of significant facts regarding the Strand 
area development and re\·etment. As you wdl see. these facts demonstrate the unique nature of 
the site. and in particular highlight four noteworthy characteristics ( 1) the Strand area 
development and revetment is an important part of an integrated larger revetment system 
protecting existing on-site and neighboring development; (2) the beaches protected by the 
integrated revetment system have been determined to be the highest wave energy beaches in 
Southern California; (3) pre-Coastal Act development has left the Strand area devoid of natural 
features; ( 4) the Strand area development and revetment protects marine resources and public 
access. These facts are determinative in assessing the potential of the Stand area development 
and revetment to limit the Coastal Commission's future decisions on coast~i.d~~,.,rn{fJ}t: ,,..n,.lc-;S'O:q 

L•.JJ"'\v 11'\1.. Vl.:lfHYi u i ~~ 
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B. Precedential Impact of the Strand Site and Revetment 

The attached facts show that the Strand area development and revetment are 
unique on the California coast For several reasons, the unique character ofthe site and the 
proposed project complement the Commission's long-term goals and objectives for the coast. As 
such, no precedential actions will accompany the LCP Amendment approval. 

First, the Strand revetment constitutes the only non-retrofitted portion of a much 
larger integrated system protecting significant existing development· Such significant existing 
development includes access for the public and for emergency services, an adjacent navigable 
harbor, residential development, and an existing County storm drain. In addition, its removal or 
further deterioration leads to flanking erosion on adjoining properties and unstable shorefront 
slope conditions on-site, placing this existing development in jeopardy. 

Second, the Strand site is essentially devoid of natural features. Unlike other sites 
on the coast where human impacts have merely altered natural landforms, historic pre-Coastal 
Act development ofthe Strand site has effectively eliminated its natural features. Thus, the 
Strand is dissimilar to other impacted sites on the coast which may be amenable to Commission 
regulation for the purpose of protection and restoration. The Strand site has been so heavily 
impacted by previous development that it retains no restoration value. 

Third. the Strand Beach is in a state of dynamic equilibrium. The proposed 
reconstruction of the revetment produces no measurable change in existing beach width cycles. 
shoreline processes or sand supply On the other hand. as shmvn in the attached facts. removing 
the Strand revetment or allo\.,·ing it to deteriorate further destabilizes Strand Beach and its larger. 
currently equilibrated littoral cell 

Fourth. removal of the revetment creates substantial ad verse impacts to public 
access. public safet:-.·. water quality and the adjacent marine em·ironment. and therefore would 
not be the least environmentally damaging alternative The existing revetment provides 
protection to immediately adjacent coastal accessv.ays The retrofitted revetment continues to 
serve this purpose and protects two new public coastal accessways However. its remO\·al or 
further deterioration leads to tlanking erosion on adjoining properties and unstable shorefront 
slope conditions on-site. making coastal access\vays in these areas unsafe for public use 
Additionally, the existing revetment provides protection to the sensitive coastal ecosystems of 
the ]';iguel and Dana Point Marine Life Refuges that lie just offshore of the Strand site. The 
retrofitted revetment continues to maintain existing shoreline processes and geologic stability, 
thereby continuing to maintain the integrity of these Refuges Removing the Strand revetment or 

See Attachment I, the revetment system has been upgraded in places to protect new and existmg 
de\clopment pursuant to Coastal Oe\·clopmcnt Permits. "" n l"'l'AL ro ··1" ' · "• ::-. t•' "; · 

CuthJ vUi, .. tlhh:,i~.·'-
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allowing it to deteriorate further creates adverse impacts on the Refuges due to erosion-related 
sedimentation, turbidity and geologic instability. 

Finally, under the proposed LCP amendment, the landowner desires to remove 
dilapidated and unsightly pre-Coastal Act development from the coastline and redevelop this 
area of the site while simultaneously improving existing water quality conditions, public coastal 
access, geologic stability, visual aesthetics and public safety standards. Ifthe owner's act of 
removing pre-existing unsightly development results in the Commission viewing the site as open 
and undeveloped, then other property owners considering similar removals will be discouraged 
from proceeding. This would likely lead to the retention of distasteful pre-Coastal Act 
development, which in all likelihood obviates the water quality, access and safety goals of 
coastal preservation. 

Thus, the extent and significance ofthe impacts to existing development, the !ow 
restoration value ofthe site, and its high protection value for coastal access and adjacent marine 
resources make the Strand area development and revetment of little precedential value for 
adversely affecting the Commission's long-term goals and objectives. 

C. Consistency with the Coastal Act 

Attached hereto as Attachment 2 is our analysis ofthe Strand area development 
and revetment with regard to the goals of the Coastal Act As illustrated. the project and 
revetment sef\·e to advance the goals of the Coastal Act in four respects (I) the project and 
re\·etment protects existing marine resources. including adJacent fragile coastal ecosystems and 
currently equilibrated shoreline processes: ( 2) the project and revetment enhances coastal water 
qualitv. ( 3) the proJeCt and revetment maintains and enhances geologic stabilitv along the coast: 
and (..f) the proJeCt and re\etment presef\es and expands existing coastal access and safety for 
the public 

Finallv. as \<.e know. the CL!astal Comm1ssion has taken the posJtJon that the 
precedent1al etlect of any Commission act1on is gO\erned by Go\·ernment Code Sect1on 
11-+2~ 60 Thus. in addition to the dJstmctJW nature of this proJeCt. the Comm1ssion has 
maintained that pursuant to this section ofthe Gm·ernment Code. It JS not a precedent unless the 
Commission so designates it. 

Thus, it has been demonstrated that our client's proposed Strand area development 
and retrofitted revetment is consistent with the Coastal Act, does not set dangerous precedent for 

EXHIBIT t __ J.~L
PAGE _3__ OF /2 
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future development of coastal resources, and would be beneficial to natural shoreline and off
shore resources. Please feel free to contact me to discus his matter further. 

Attachments 
cc: Mr. Kevin Darnall 

Mr. Sanford Edwards 
SF:FPE•6!340089.!5 

for SHEPP , MULLIN, RICHTER & HAMPTON LLP 

COASTAL Curv~MISSIO~ 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Attendant Facts of the Strand area development and Revetment 

• The Strand area of the Headlands Reserve project consists of an abandoned mobile home 
park located on a gradually sloped portion of property. The average slope within the area 
is 5: l. The Strand area also includes an existing revetment and approximately 5.2 acres 
of privately-owned dry sand beach; 

• Prior residential development of the Strand area, which required extensive improvements 
to accommodate the 90-lot mobile home park, including cut and fill grading, roads, 
foundation pads, septic sewer system, water, storm drains and the construction of the 
2,240 linear foot revetment, has eliminated the natural features ofthe site; 

• Having begun in the 1920s and continued at intervals through the 1960s, all ofthis 
development, including construction of the revetment, occurred prior to enactment of the 
Coastal Act; 

• Permanent existing improvements in the Strand area include roads ( 1. 75+ miles), 
foundation pads (90 mobile home sites and five community facilities). retaining walls 
( -+.000- feet), septic sewer. storm drains. \Vater, utilities. tennis courts and five 
communitv structures. all protected by the Strand revetment. 

• The Strand revetment extends for approximately 2.2-+0 feet along the Strand site and IS 
part of an existing and ImprO\ed 8.-l-+0-foot re\etment system that extends to the 
northv, est: 

• Strand Beach. together with beaches protected by the 8.-l-+0-foot revetment s:.·stem. have 
been determined bv Scon Jenkins. PhD to be the highest \va\e energy beaches in the 
entire Southern California Bight. from Point Conception to the \1exican border Wave 
energy from typical northwesterly storms impacting Strand Beach is more than 1 ()times 
greater than \\a\ e energy along the shores of Santa Barbara, Santa \1onica, Redondo 
Beach, Palos \' erdes. Huntington Beach and others (see anached Figure l ); 

• 

• 

This revetment has been upgraded in places pursuant to Coastal Commission approvals to 
protect new and existing development; 

In 1983 and pursuant to the Coastal Act, the revetment along the Strand portion of the 
Headlands property underwent substantial repair; 

EXHIBIT~ ... __(_ez?Jl_._. 
PAGE _5_ __ , OF I?-. 
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• This revetment system protects both on- and off-site improvements, public and private. 
Significant public improvements immediately adjacent to the Strand area revetment 
include a public coastal accessway, a regional storm drain outlet, an emergency vehicle 
beach access, a sewer pump station, and a fixed County lifeguard station. Private 
development protected by the Strand Revetment includes several ocean front residences, 
private recreational areas, and the aforementioned existing development associated with 
the mobile home park; 

• The property line along the northwest side of the Strand area trends in an east-west 
direction, oblique to the shoreline. Therefore, the portion of the adjoining Niguel Shores 
residential tract along the property line, including the intervening Orange County beach 
access and utility easement, are located upslope or landward of the Strand shoreline. This 
configuration makes the adjoining offsite property and improvements more susceptible to 
the damage from future shoreline erosion in the absence of appropriate shoreline 
protection in the Strand area; 

• Immediately adjacent to Strand Beach and continuing around the Dana Point headland lie 
the Niguel Marine Life Refuge and the Dana Point Marine Life Refuge. Established in 
1969, the refuges are managed by the California Department ofFish and Game. Both 
refuges consist of diverse marine habitats, including rocky reefs, giant kelp beds. and 
extensive tide pools The kelp beds are one of the few remaining in Orange County. The 
remO\·aJ of the Strand revetment creates a significant em·ironmental impact to the marine 
retuges. mcluding decimating the kelp hed habitat (see. Dr Scott Jenkins. \lay 2002. and 
\IBC. June 2002). 

• Like the entire project site. the Strand area is surrounded by urbanized uses. including 
streets. parking lots. single family and multi-family residential uses, and commercial 
de,·elopment .-\pproximately 13 acres of this offsite urbanized area drains across the 
project site to Strand Beach. There are no \Vater quality controls in place to prevent 
untreated run-off from these areas reaching the ocean: 

• The existing storm drains that outlet onto Strand Beach are in a state of disrepa1r and do 
not include any internal or external energy dissipation measures to prevent or mitigate 
beach scour at the discharge points: 

• Strand Beach. Monarch Beach and Salt Creek Beach combine to form a Laguna Beach 
mini-littoral cell, which fronts the 8,440 linear foot regional revetment system. Pursuant 
to extensive coastal processes analysis, this littoral cell is in dynamic equilibrium. That 
is. the sediment budget is balanced bet\veen the supply of new sand from existing 
\vatershed and related sources and the loss of sand to littoral drift beyond the Dana Point 
headland (see. Noble & Assoc . Sept 200 I) This littoral equilibrium is unique. and has, 



SHEPP.\RD \!U.Ll.\ RICHTER & H..\.\IP'fO\ LLI' 

Ralph Faust. Esq 
~o\·ember II. 2002 
Attachment I 

~XHiBIT # __ j.Kof.__ 
PAGE 7 OF /2:_ Page 7 

in pan, been stabilized by the existing shoreline protection, which functions in 
conjunction with the geographic character and morphology of the site. Because of the 
high-energy wave environment of the site, removal of the Strand shore protection device 
leads to rapid and significant disruption of existing equilibrium conditions·:· including 
significant degradation oftwo adjacent Marine Life Refuges (see, Dr. Scott Jenkins, May 
2002, and MBC, June 2002); 

• Because of the high wave energy environment of the site, removal of these shore 
protection devices will lead to rapid and significant disruption of existing equilibrium 
conditions and ultimately failure of the shorefront slope. The consequences of slope 
failure can not be forecasted sufficiently in advance to provide adequate warning to the 
public; 

• The Strand is up-drift of navigable waterways at Dana Point Harbor, making the Harbor 
vulnerable to increased littoral drift rates should the Strand revetment be removed or fail. 
This would be a direct consequence of a drastic infusion of mobile sediments into near 
shore current systems from erosion of unprotected shore front slopes. Increasing littoral 
drift rates into the harbor vicinity will ultimately lead to formation of unpredictable 
shoals that could cause boating accidents and will increase maintenance dredging costs 
and impacts to marine benthos; 

• Any significant erosion ofthe shorefront slope, caused by removing the revetment. 
creates turbidity in the ocean water from the fine-grained sediments ofthe slope materiaL 
and burial of the existing hard bottom habitat from the coarse fraction materials. Both 
etTects would drastically impact the marine environment. including the \1arine Life 
Refuges and kelp beds (see, Dr Scott Jenkins, \lay 2002, and \1BC, June 2002); 

• The Strand geologic conditions include several overlapping ancient landslides that 
underlie approximately 70% of the area. These ancient slope failures consist of displaced 
siltstone and shale of :\1onterey Formation. The redevelopment of the site must meet a 
grading code factor of safety of 1 5 or better. The location of the existing re\·etment 
system is calibrated to achieve the required factor of safety and its precise location 
constitutes an essential component ofthe geologic stability of the site: 

• Tvio of the ancient landslides in the Strand area extend approximately 600 feet off-site to 
the northwest into the adjacent Niguel Shores residential community. Remedial grading 
for the off-site portion of these landslides was conducted in 1968-70, and the proposed 
stabilization measures for the Strand, including the reconstructed revetment, are 
necessary to complete this previous remedial work and to ensure the geologic stability of 
the off-site development; 
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• One of the ancient landslides in the Strand area extends approximately 100 feet to the 
southeast, below the adjacent residential enclave. The proposed stabilization measures 
for the Strand, including the reconstructed revetment, are necessary to ensure the 
geologic stability ofthis off-site development; 

• Landslide areas similar to those found in the Strand area existed immediately north of the 
project site, in the Niguel Shore and Ritz Cove residential communities, and had similar 
geology, landslides and revetment. Both of these areas have been successfully 
remediated and developed, pursuant to previous local coastal program approvals with 
residential uses. Both areas rely on the regional revetment system to stabilize the 
geologic remediation and to protect the shorefront slope from erosion; 

• The Strand area morphology creates a beach that recedes off-shore in the winter and 
widens in the summer when the off-shore sands are re-deposited. The shallow bedrock 
coupled with the prevailing wave patterns and the Dana Point headland, which limits the 
littoral sand drift, combine to establish the maximum holding capacity of the beach. 
Eliminating the revetment does not result in any measurable increase to the beach 
volume or width. The revetment, as reconstructed, assures structural integrity, creates 
minimal impacts to erosion, and protects the site as well as the surrounding public and 
private development: 

• Concerns for public safety and protection of existing on-site and neighboring 
dewlopment dictate that the revetment be retrofitted in accordance \Vith modern 
engineering standards The existing footprint of the existing revetment >nil not ht> 
changed by the retrofit. save for the location and installation of two new public beach 
access landings By retaining the existing footprint. the retrofitted re\·etment exerts tw 
measurahle change in existing beach width cycles and shoreline processes, nor will it 
impact sand supply (~oble & Assoc Sept 2001 ). 

• Strand Beach. consisting of about ~ 2 acres to the mean high tide. is privately O\>..ned 
Lpon de,·eiopment ofthe project. the beach, together with two nev,· beach accessways. a 
public emergency vehicle accessway. and public restroom and shower facilities. will be 
dedicated for public use. and enjoyment. 

• As an existing man-made/manufactured condition, the design and redevelopment of the 
Strand area must be based on accepted engineered standards and codes. It is not now, nor 
will it ever be, a ''natural'' condition and can not be treated as a natural condition due to 
legal and liability concerns. 
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Coastal Act Consistency of the Strand area development and Revetment 

OF 1?-. 

The retrofitted revetment increases public access to Strand Beach and creates no 
significant impacts to the environment. Noble Associates and Dr. Scott Jenkins have determined 
that the retrofitted revetment exerts no measurable change in existing beach width cycles and 
shoreline processes, nor will it impact sand supply. Additionally, the reconstructed revetment is 
an integral component of the proposed water quality system. The central component of the water 
quality program is the project storm drain system, designed to treat approximately 30 acres of 
off-site water runoff, as well as the 121.3-acre total project area. Were the revetment not 
retrofitted, its further deterioration would encourage substantial erosion of the Strand site, 
leading to negative impacts on: (a) beach width cycles and other shoreline processes; (b) slope 
stability; (c) public safety and access; (d) near shore water quality; (e) off-site public 
infrastructure and private development; and (f) the Niguel Marine Life Refuge and the Dana 
Point Marine Life Refuge. This would conflict with sections 30230 (marine resources), 30231 
(water quality), 3 0211 and 3 0212 (public access) of the Coastal Act. 

Most importantly, the proposed project has demonstrative and beneficial effects 
on environmentally sensitive habitat areas in proximity to the Strand site The reconstructed 
re\·etment protects the adjacent ~iguel and Dana Point \1arine Life Refuges from erosion-related 
sedimentation and turbidity Were the revetment removed or allowed to further deteriorate. 
erosion ofthe sloped pomon ofthe Strand site \viii certainly impact these sensitive ecosystems 
The retrofitted revetment also protects the proposed storm v,:ater conveyance and treatment 
system. This state-of-the-art svstem diverts dry season runoff. measurably enhances existing 
water quality conditions. treats off-site runofl and corrects current system deficiencies by 
incorporating a treatment tram approach to water quality. including energy dissipation outflow 
measures. desilting basins. sand filtration measures. etc . etc 

Except to provide nvo ne\v public beach path landings. the footprint ofthe 
re\·etment \viii not change. and its impact to the existing natural shoreline processes IS de 
mmimus The retrofitted re\·etment improves geologic stability along the beach. thus 
heightening safety for public access. Additionally, the retrofitted revetment accommodates two 
new public accessways, a public restroom and shower, and protects the existing adjacent 
accessway (also proposed for improvement). Accordingly, the revetment retrofit falls within the 
provisions of section 6021 0 

The retrofitted revetment does not constitute new development. nor does its 
reconstruction merely protect the proposed re-development of the Strand area Rather. the 
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retrofitted revetment protects the existing on-site and adjacent off-site improvements (both 
public and private), the neighboring Marine Life Refuges, the existing dynamic equilibrium of a 
Laguna Beach mini-littoral cell, as well as the proposed Strand area re-development Thus, the 
retrofitted revetment effectively constitutes maintenance of an existing facility, especially since, 
like the recently approved Laguna Beach Treasure Island project, all portions of the Strand site 
have been extensively developed. 

Instead ofbeing interpreted as new development, the reconstructed revetment, in 
accordance with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act, actually implements the clearly stated goals 
and objectives of the Act. First, the retrofitted revetment assures the stability and structural 
integrity of the existing and surrounding area. Second, the increased stability does not impact 
environmental resources, in fact, it protects and preserves the Marine Life Refuges.. Third, no 
measurable coastal processes are affected by the reconstruction ofthe revetment, again, the 
reconstructed revetment actually has a beneficial impact to local beach scouring impacts. 
Fourth, the retrofitted revetment assures that the area and its surroundings are not adversely 
impacted by erosion or geologic instability. In fact, if the revetment is removed or allowed to 
deteriorate it leads to geologic instability and erosion, which creates significant adverse impacts 
to water quality, marine resources, public access, public safety, and shoreline processes. Finally, 
because extensive grading, filling and development have transformed the natural features of the 
Strand area, the retrofitted revetment does not propose to significantly alter a natural landform, it 
simply proposes to redesign an existing structure to modern engineering standards. Thus. the 
retrofitted revetment creates no adverse impacts to coastal resources. rather it directly 
implements many ofthe clearly stated goals and objectives found in Sections 30235 and 30253 

Furthermore. consistent with sections 30230-231 ofthe Coastal Act. the 
retrofitted revetment protects and enhances \Vater quality and marine resources It provides 
continued special protection for areas of biological significance. As stated earlier, the proposed 
project redesigns the existing revetment to modern engineering standards rather than 
consrrucrmg a ne\>.. re\·etment: the footprint of the revetment remams unchanged The retrofitted 
revetment continues to protect natural shoreline processes. including beach width cycles and 
sand supply. from adverse impacts due to erosion Additionally. water quality Improvements 
resultant from the proposed storm water conveyance and treatment system. which is an integral 
design component ofthe retrofitted revetment. are highly beneficial to natural shoreline 
processes and the adjacent Niguel and Dana Point \1arine Life Refuges. 

The retrofitted revetment is also consistent with the public access goals ofthe 
Coastal Act Sections 30211-212. As stated earlier, the retrofitted revetment accommodates two 
new public accessways to Strand Beach. a public emergency vehicle access, as well as a new 
public restroom and shower facility, and provides enhanced protection for an existing off-site 
accessway Therefore, the continued vitality of the revetment enhances and creates public 
access. 



SHEPPARD J,flLLl\ RICHTER & HA.\WfO\ LLP 

Ralph Faust. Esq 
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In sum, the Strand area development and revetment are consistent with the 
Coastal Act development requirements and serve to advance the Coastal Act's goals of increased 
public access, protection of marine resources, stabilization of coastal geology and enhancement 
of coastal water quality. · 
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Figure 1. a) Refraction 1 diffraction diagram for a typical northwesterly storm swell 
(15 sec 3m high waves from 283°) for the Southem Califomia Bight. b) Corresponding 
variation In break point wave energy flux alonq the Southem Callfomia shoreline. 
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SACRAMENTO OFFICE 

~~55 Cltl h l U ..., 

<C~t l ifornin T.Cr~f5lnturr ._ ~ 

LAGUNA NIGUEL OFFICE 

OCEANSIDE OFFICE 
J02 '\ORTf-1 COAS~ ~ G.-.,';.l.· 

OCEANSIDE CA '!2':':'~ PATRICIA C. BATES 
~.3S>:'.I8~"'.1 E\IBER SEVENTY- THIRD 1\SSE\IBLY J:STPJCT 

November .2.2 . .2002 

Mr. Karl Schwing 
Coastal Program :\nalyst 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate. 10111 t1oor 
~- ·.•:;:,; 9 :-2c.+ .. C A 00~0:.? 

Dear Mr. Schwing: 

((_,_ 

COMMITIEES: 

/ C£: -::c<~ P APPROPRiATIONS 

~ '-'1CiC 1 ~~y 

~::. .x '~s>=>:::.:~-AT1Cf\.J 
~=·\~ _;:::;•SL.AT \/E SuL;GET 

SELECT COMMITIEES: 
··;oA'.SPOR,-AT!ON CONGESTiON RELiEF 
::::.>.STA~ ?ROTECT'ON 
C-'~'FORNIA S CHILDREN S HEALTH 

c>·•A:R PEPUBL:CAN WOMEN S CAUCUS 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my support for the Headlands Development and 
Conservation Plan (HDCP) in Dana Point. California. It is my understanding that the 
Commission will consider the project early next year. 

\ tkr: e~;-_.; of debate. iniuati\ e and litigation on the Headland5-. property, there is final!) J plan 
that receive:, support from City Council and the communit) as a whole. The important elements 
of the HDCP are coastal access. water quality. and low density of development and habitat 
conservation. 

I he plan has three beach access paths. and l'Wn rl'stroom and .>hO\\l'r facilities on Strand Beach. 
Puhl ic access is further l'nhancl'd as owr half of the property. 6.2 acres. ''ill ha\ e ti w parks and 
Ppen space. Ct\I1!1ecteJ h; ~~three mile hikin~ aml hil-..in~ trail. Puhlic rl'creatinnal and l.'ducatinn 
t~Kilities ,,Jll indude a \laritime llistt1rical Li~htht)USe. a Cultural .\rts Center. a '-.ature 
lnll:rprell\e l -:Iller. lt,nsen.tl!tlll Center. Jnd ,t \'cteran's \l.:nwri~li 

!IUCP's \\atcr <)ualit; Prt)~ram features l11ll11111IZJttun L)frun~Jt'r'. nuisJnce \\ater Ji\ersiun. 
~li._,;;L;.I::O ~l<dl:ti';_; '· ~,!Ill; Llll<..'l :>. ~dl'..ll l'd:'>;ll i~;l\.:,·:,. ,ii!J :->!J(I.;,liil.l'lj ini:,:~lliUn :,;. Slelll::, .. ·\IS\l. 
impknlel1Llll•'l1 ,,J ~~.:ientiti..: -;tu~lie:, \\ill minimi1e any pt1W'll,d etf~:ct on the marine 
em rrnnment. :-.and suppl;.. he~eh \\ tdth. -tnJ ut't'shure habit~lt. Reconstruction t)f the e\istin~ 
r~\etment al,1ns the beach \\ill help in \lC~an \\atcr anJ hahtLlt 4ualit; mthe pre,::nll,\11 utslupe 
erosion and L1ilurl' 

\\'ith a ;1n:-:imum of one hundred Jnd t\\ellt\ -ti\ l' residcntiJi units. a si:-:t\·-ti' e mum inn. and a . . 

\ rsttur ..:umm~rctal ..:~nter ofju~t l.b acrl's. less than half ot thl' 1.21-Jcre site'' ill be built upon. 
Local. stJtC\\ rJe. nationJl and e\ en mkrnatiunJl \ isitors \'.ill ~e abk tu cnjo) the ameniue:-, that 
this plan offers. 

'-.ative tlnra aPJ fauna. includinl! the Pacitic Pucker \lou~~- \\ill be protected in an l'ndowed 
Habitat \lana~emcnt Prt.l~ram .. -\dditionall;. the pru,iect lla-; ~•.:en an acti\c participant in 
establishing thl' 37.000-acre Orange County Resene Syste:T:. including the cons~.:nation ufo\l'r 



I 

I 0.900 :1cres of sensiti\ e habitat in tht: coastal zone. On-site. rocky beach. and offshore 
conservation are key elements ofthe plan. 

-\gain. thank you for considering my comments for the approval of this project as a long-awaited 
benefit to both the local coastal em·ironment and the State of California. 

PATRICIA C. BATES 
Assemblywoman. 7Yd District 

PCB: tj 



SENATOR 

BILL MORROW 
-:-h1RT'r E'GHTH SENATORI;>.,L DISTRICT 

- ~ ·- :; ...... _,'.1:.. •• ~ :::_ = . 

'. =- --::::; .'..- - ~- ·- .... 

. L c ,,, E •• ~.:.._ = .. -.:_:..::; ' r:·: 
~ ')i::"' . ..-:.._ ....... ~..:..._ ~--

January 31. 2003 R€CEIVEf) 

Mr. Karl Schwing 
Coastal Program Analyst 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Occangate. I 01

h floor 
I ong Beach. CA 90802 

Dear Mr. Schwing: 

' -·-..r ·•\...., - ' . -

I am contacting you to submit my support for the Headlands Development and Conservation 
Plan (HDCP) in Dana Point. Although I no longer represent Dana Point since the recent 
redistricting. I am hea\'ily vested in this excellent community and its unique otTerings to its 
rest<.knh and all of California. 

rht'i plan 1s not only supported hy the Ctt\ C 'quncil hut hy thi..' community as a \vhole. The plan 
.tddresse-.; the cPnccrns nf cnast.d accc"'· \\ atcr ljUality. h)\\ <.kns1ty nf de\ elopment. as well as 
hahllat cPnscn at1on making It hPth pnpuL11 .111d feasible. 

The rlan ;ml\ 1Jc-.: t\•r thr2c h:.:uch a\.'L'C•.•, 11aths and 1nuch n~'edcd J'("..:tronm and shower facilities 
un Strands Beach. This plan would he an asset to the community as over half the property \viii 
he resel\ed t\lr public access. includinL! fi\c parks cunnectcd h~ a three mile hiking and biking 
trail. It \\ill als(l contrihute tn the cnnchJ11L'l1t (lfthe communit:- h~ means of a \-1aritime 
fiistPncal Lighthouse. a Cultural .-\rts C\·ntcr. J '-:aturc lntcrprcti\c Center. Consenation 
('enter. and a \'etcran's \1cmorial. 

HDCP deal..; with water quality hy minillli/Ing runoff and the Ji\ crsion of nuisance water. In 
additlllll the plan also includes sand tillers. catch basin tillers. and specialized irrigation systems. 
Scientitic studies included in this plan wlllminimize environmental damage and maintain the 
existing beach \vidth and marine environment. Reconstruction of the existing revetment will 
decrease hannful slope erosion. 



Commercial development will be limited to kss than half the 121 acre site with a maximum of 
12." residential units. a 65 room inn. :md ~~ l.h acre visitor commercial center. This plan will 
benefit not only local visitors. but those from both out of state and out of country. 
Plant and animal life. including the Pac1tic Pocket Mouse. will be protected in an included 
Habitat Management Program. The project has also played an important role in establishing the 
37.000 acre Orange County Reserve System. which includes the conservation of nearly 11,000 
acres of vulnerable habitat in the coastal area. 

Thank you for considering my support k)r the approval of this project as I believe it will be an 

asset to the community as well as generations to come. 

BILL MORRO 
Senator 381

h Distric 

BM:bp 



Februarv 5. 2003 

Mr. \1ike Reilly. Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street. Suite 2000 

SE' .. ~ -:-oR 

ROSSJOH~SON 

San Francisco. California 94105-2219 

Dear \1r. Reilly: 

?~ -- ... VED 

RE: Dana Point Headlands 

It is my understanding that the Commission will soon consider the Dana Point Headlands 
Local Coastal Program Amendment. I'm writing to express my strong support for that project 
and to urge the Commission to act quickly to approve the plan. 

The Headlands project dramatically reduces the amount of development proposed for the site 
from that pre\ iously authorized by the Coastal Commission. providing si,!:.rniticantly more 
coastal access. public parks and habitat conservation than previously required. The project 
includes a state-nf-thc-art storn1 water treatment program to minimize any potential effects to 
the ocean and Dana p,)int Harh()f. \lorL'O\ cr. the proJect \\·ill alsn treat the runoff from .-~o 
acres nfe\tstll1g dc'.cl()pmcnt ~ld_i,)imng the pn,Icct site. 

Thrnugh panic:rpar:, 'Il rn the Cernral (\\astal Orange C)unty '\CCP HCP. the Headlands 

Cl)tbei\~HII'll ,,t "''me ](1.')(1(1 acre~ ,)f~en:--rti\e hah1tat in the cnastal znnc. In additrnn. the 
pn qcct h,1~ pr• '\ 1 dcd t\ 1r the permant:nt cnn~en atinn n f mer _, (I acres u f hahi tat areas ()nsi te. 
\\hiL·h \\til hl' m,lilagcd thrnugh a perpetual cnd(l\\lllt:nt. without tht: nt?ed for public funding. 

The HcadLmds pwiect rL'presents a uniqut: ''Prnrtunity \\ ith regional hcnetits to all c,,astal 
\ isit(1rs. I cnL·nurage :our fa\ (\rahlc c,,nsrdcrcltron of this exceptional plan. 

Sincert:lv. 

!J I I 

v~ ~;/vv:J~ 
I 

ROSS JOM'\SO\ 
St:nator. -'~' 1~ District 

RJ:ko· 



COUNTY OF ORANGE 

l-'icki L. W'ilson, Di.·ector 
31)1) \: Flower Street 

Santa . \ na. C:. \ 

PUBLIC FACILITIES & RESOURCES DEPART:HENT 

!'() Box 4048 
S.1nt.1 \n.1. <:.\ 9:!70:!-4048 

February 18, 2003 

Mr. Karl Schwing 
Coastal Program Analyst 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate, 1 01

h floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

I clcplwnc ·-14) 834-2300 
hx \14) 834-5188 

~':-:EtVED 
,:. ··.·c1',' Qf'>Ok:'" 

,_,1\.L IF0f<t'-..:\A 
.f\·~TA[ (()t,'\MIS~" 

Ref: Dana Point Headlands Development and Conservation Plan (HDCP) 

Dear Mr. Schwing: 

The Public Facilities and Resources Department, Harbors, Beaches and Parks Division 
(PFRD/HBP) has been asked to send a letter supporting the Dana Point Headlands 
Development and Conservation Plan. The intent of this letter is not to comment on the 
development as a whole, rather to support the potential recreation, public access and other 
benefits that may be derived from the proposed project's implementation. From staff review of 
the proposal, the public could specifically benefit from increased public coastal access with the 
addition of the Strand Beach Park (5.2 acres). Three new vertical access ways to the Strand 
Beach will provide the public more convenient accessibility. The HDCP also calls for 
improvements by the developer to the County's existing access stairway and the construction of 
a new restroom facility and beach showers. 

PFRD/HBP will also benefit indirectly from the other improvements proposed as part of this 
project The four proposed parks particularly the Strands Vista Park and the three miles of trail. 
overlooks. picnic seating and coastal view areas will provide significant recreational experiences 
in addition to those currently available These improvements will greatly enhance adjacent 
PFRD/HBP beach and harbor facilities 

The HDCP Water Quality Program should also provide benefits to the County s Salt Creek 
Beach and Dana Pomt Harbor The HDCP calls for de-silting chambers. sand filters and catch 
basins to minimize the effects of urban runoff PFRD/HBP has agreed to allow the Developer to 
construct some of these Improvements within Dana Point Harbor for our mutual use and benefit. 
At many locations the existing County system of drainage will be t1ed into the new improvements 
thus enhancing water quality commitments. Scientific study and monitoring are also required and 
the County can benefit from this data in determining the health of the marine environment 



Karl Set- Ning 
Page 2 

If you would like to discuss this item further please contact Patti Schooley, Parks District 
Supervisor for the Coastal Facilities, at (714) 973-6861 or by e-mail at 
patti.schooley@pfrd.ocgov com. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
Vicki L. Wilson, Director 

cc: Supervisor Tom Wilson, District 5 
Patti Schooley, PFRD/HBP 
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Mr. Karl Sch\\ ing 
Coastal )ro~ram Anal\ st 
200 Oce mg:ne. 1Oth F(oor 
l.ong Be· ch. C a 90X02 

RL: lie< Jbnds Reserve LLC Plan 

CORNICHE 

In support oi'the approved plan 

Dear l\1r Sch\\'ing: 
I , m writing this letter to make an historical note: 
Tic Headlands Reserv·e LLC in their plan that has been appro,·ed 

By the City of Dana Point finall) alter many y~ars of fighting. 
Is the i'vl )ST GlVLA \VA Y since!\ VCO developers in the 60s 
And 70s A VCO Wi:b fon.:L:d to give parking lots, affordable 
Housing and I can't remember\\ hat else~ 

Tl c Hc3dlands Reserve.!. LC in their approved plan are \\ illing to 
Gi\ e all, hat open trail area. plus beautiful buildings, plus u \\ ater 
Treatmct1l !~Killly. veLerun· s memoriuL and ans center. 

l.t:t me ~td\ I:'e: ou 111 cJ:-~c \OU don't k.nO\\. This propen: 
I tas be~n the SUD_lcct ot" huge \\~trnng bd\\tc!i the: penpk ur Dcma 
Point ror ~IJ \ ~Jr', or mnre. SillCc the HcJJLmds Reserve LLC C<.UllC 

onbo<UJ, sc\ CLJl > c;1rs Jg_:J llU\\. Li1c~ h(t\ ~..-put together some\ cr~ nice 

conm1un1t~ proJcds. local Jrt club::; and gen~ral comrardane m the: ctt~. 
! t \\ ouJJ be Jll Jbuse ul' ~ uur J)O\\ cr LO deny thiS beJ.Llll J'ul 

Plan l.l>r tll12 cdmmunit~ and the (lty. lt s~n es the needs of the 
Public. the en' 1runmcnL JnJ the habllat 111 a fine \\ <.1\. 

J'lca-.c Yote lo appron~ lhc plan at the hearing in October. 

1 r • < 

iv1 A R Y J [IT R II: S : 
! 

~ .3 5 2 I .-\it tan tt c .'\' c 
Dana f1 o~nt. C.\ 92629 
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Karl Schwing, Analyst 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA. 90802 - 4302 

Dear Mr. Schwing, 

33875 Manta Court 
Dana Point, CA. 92629 
September 12, 2003 

We are writing to you out of concern that the Dana Point Headlands Development and 
Conservation Plan be approved at the October meeting of the California Coastal 

. Commission. As twenty five year residents of our community and as active participants 
in community affairs including The Dana Point Historical Society, the Lighthouse 
Society and Headlands Today we have a stake in the development of the Headlands. 
It is a concern to us that outside organizations such as the Sierra Club and the 
Surfriders Foundation which does not necessarily represent the view of all local 
surfers are criticizing and attempting to change the proposed plan.. There is also a 
group of local dissidents who are long time opponents of any development on the 
Headlands. From our point of view these are the weed lovers who also evidently 
enjoy looking at trash. 

We believe that the public amenities proposed by the owner and developer of the 
Headlands will make it an attractive and beneficial addition for our city. We think that 
the proposed Cultural Arts Center will make an important contribution to cultural affairs 
in Dana Point. The Veterans Memorial will pay deserved tribute to the many veterans 
who live in our community,.The Lighthouse and Maritime Museum will be a source of 
community pride, and the Nature Interpretive Center and Conservation Center will 
certainly contribute to the enjoyment and education of both local residents and visitors. 
The parks, trails and beach access help make the development as proposed one of 
which the citizens of Dana Point can be proud .. 

We urge that you and the Coastal Commission ignore the nay sayers and approve the 
proposed plan as presented 

Sincerely. 

~ _:__M-.A_,(' ~. ~~-~---~----Edmund Adams 
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March 29. 2003 

Mr. & Mrs. Donald E. Moe 
53 St. Michael 

Dana Point, CA 92629 

California Coastal Commission 

Dear Commissioners: 

, ',, \ \,\ < s ~~'I, 

We write to respectfully request earliest possible consideration and approval of the 
proposed Headlands program in Dana Point. 

We have lived in Dana Point for more than ten years, through numerous land-use 
proposals and continuous prohibited access to the site. 

Now, at last, the City Council has approved a plan that will provide more than half of the 
121 acres in permanent, public lands. At last, there would be access for us, our neighbors 
and all who want to enjoy the beauty of the land and the Pacific Ocean. At last. 

We feel the proposed development program represents responsible stewardship of the 
land asset, providing a very appropriate balance of public and private interests. We 
further believe the water quality program included in the plan is more than responsible, 
treating 100% ofthe runofffrom the project. in addition to the runoff of adjacent 
improvements. 

Lastly. the Veteran's Memorial component could note come at a better time. to honor 
those in our military who have taught and who tight today to preserve the tTeedoms \Ve 
enJo:. 

We respecttl.illy urge approval of this program as proposed. at the earliest possible time . 

. ~ 
Donald E. ;vtoe 

cc: Dana Point City Council 
Dana Point News 

;' .. --- I 
,; j ',', • l 

,( ~,.L (z_ / / ' ,..;..<--

Kate \toe 



California Coastal Commission 
c/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate. I 01

h Floor 
Long Beach. C A 90802-4302 

April 19. 2003 

Dear Mr. Schwing. 

We are writing to express a favorable opinion of the Headlands Development and 
Conservation Plan. We are residents in the neighboring community ofthe Headlands and 
would be very pleased to see the Plan implemented as proposed for your review. 

We would like to see the public amenities allocated for parks, trails, veteran's memorial 
and lighthouse that would replace the present undeveloped area that is now largely 
fenced. Having more than half of the 121 acres as permanent public land is something 

that we look forward to using in the future. 

The attention given to issues of Environmental Conservation. Water Quality, and Coastal 
Processes in the Plan is also impressive. A recent "petition" circulated by the Surfrider 
Foundation opposing the Planned project contains misleading and incorrect statements 
that we hope will not adversely int1uence your review ofthe Application t()r Local 

Coastal Program Amendment. 

\Ve trust the Commission \\ill find in bvor ofthe .\pplication. 

Sincereh. 

llarn F. Cle\\. Jr. 

.~-noo Lantern Bay Dr. 
Villa :: 9:2 
Dana Point. C:\ 9:2629 

f 
-f ' ' 
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California Coastal Commission 
C/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, I Ot11 Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Dear Mr. Schwing 

This letter is in regard to the Dana Point Headlands Development Plan. 

I grew up in Dana Point, and have been here since a child. As you can imagine, I've seen 
a lot of changes. There were cattle grazing where the local high school is; there was no 
harbor, and very little development as compared to now. I still love living here, in this 
very beautiful place. 

The original Headlands Plan, years ago and under a different development scenario, was 
fought against by many people in the community, myself included. The development 
being proposed today is undeniably a major enhancement to my city, my coast, and my 
life. When my brothers and sisters and I were children, and chased rabbits and lizards 
across the coastal bluffs, picnicked with our parents overlooking the ocean, sat on the 
headlands and watched the sun go down, coastal and headlands access was a given. 

For far too many years, this has not been the case. 

I look forward to being able once again to enjoy the headlands area, the open space 
proposed in the Plan, the parks, the trails. It's long past the time that this site should have 
been made available to our community and our visitors. 

I'd like to address the issues of water, \vastewater, and ocean quality. Being deeply 
involved in these issues in the community. l have follO\ved the development plan as it 
was being proposed. and hov .. it is nO\v proposed The proposals for minimization of 
runoff, water treatment. nuisance water diversions, tilters. and specialized irrigation 
systems seem to be such that ocean and water quality \vould be protected and enhanced 

In closing. I urge you to accept the Headlands Development Plan I look fomard to once 
again being able to enjov something l"ve not been able to do since l \vas a child I believe 
the Plan would be a beautiful pan of my citv It appears that public access and water 
quality, parks and open space. would be a wonderful enhancement to residents and 
,·isitors. 

Thank you. 
. / 

: .. ~'/l::.v~~ ;,_ 
Sharon Street 



Karl Schwins 
California Coastal Commission 
Long Beach, Ca 
April 2,2003 

Gentlemen: 

~t\.I:IY£~ 
South Coast Reglo!'l 

APR 2 2003 

CALIFORNIA __ ., ~-~}•''_,....,,. 

D.A. Walters 
24101 Windward Dr. 
Monarch Bach, Ca 

I am writins to expreu my satisfaction with the plan submitted by the Headlands Reserve 
LLC for the development of the beadlp!Jds area located in Dana Point. I do not want a 
QOilHrvatioDipmcm atefl which will become a tnagnet for the homeless. There 1s 
enough uouble with that problem now. The area as it now stands is an 1.II1C8led for 
wilderness full of weeds and truh left behind by vapants. The bluffs of the old trailer 
park are beiDa cbuoyed by beachpn who havo no rcapcct for or unoccupied property. 
Development will preclude future distrw:tion and ~ of this area. 

Please allow the plan submitted by the developer to stand. This plan with all of the 
amenities: lighthouse, cult\ltal center, conservation center and veterans memorial will he 
a "thin¥ of joy and beauty forever.'' Do not allow this chance for a great park to pass by. 

We have lived in Dana Point for twenty years and have seen plarui for the developcment 
of the headlands go from 800 homes down to this last plan. This seems like a fair and 
equitable plan for all concerned and will result in a really nice park for all of the 
surro\lnding communities to enjoy as well u a reasonable profit for the developer. 

Thanking you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
D.A. Walters 



Mcvvclv 18, 2003 

f£ uuie¥~ Fcvwti1:Y 
24351 P~Vvwe
Vcvru:vPO"irt.t, CA 92629 

CciU{orvtUvC~~C~ 

Kcvv~Schw~ c~~PvowCM111A~~ 
200 <9~e;, 10th, tLoo-v 
L~'Beadv, CA 90802 

We- cvve- twenty -fl»e-yea¥ v~ ofVcuu;v po£n.t·~ hcwe-~ ~ 
~deNclop U\!ouv ~t.fult~~ci;ty. fhe;de-vclop~ofouv 
~ ~pv~ bee-tttthet ffVeaX~ ~~feu- bctc1v ~the,; 1920~. 
"(he; fl~R~e- LLC ~ bee¥v wor~ waivthet cit"'~ ofouv 
~y cvw.t"'~cvdeNeLop~p~~~ v~thet (Vcvru:v) 
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March 9, 2003 

Califorina Coastal Commission 
c I o Karl Schwing, Coastal Progam Analyst 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Subject: Development and Conservation Plan 

Dear Mr. Schwing, 

34161 Ruby Lantern 
Dana Point C A 92629 
brougham@cox.net 
(949)-489-5646 

As homeowners in the Lantern Village of Dana Point, we strongly urge you 
to approve the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan to 
construct a lighthouse on the Headlands overlooking the Harbor and the 
Pacific Ocean. This welcoming landmark will provide a focal point for our 
community. 

As the true "point" of Dana Point, this 121-acre parcel is one of the last 
significant coastal properties in southern California and truly needs to be 
reserved for public use to be shared with generations to come. 

Although we would prefer that this land remain undeveloped, we recognize 
that this plan provides a low density of development with over 50% of the 
land being reserved for public use. We truly appreciate that this plan will 
provide a number coastal access and ocean view opportunities. 

We believe that by approving the Headlands Development and 
Conservation Plan, you will give residents and visitors a point of interest 
that can be enjoyed by all. 

CC: Ed Guy, Dana Point Lighthouse Society 



Dear Mr. Schwing, 

February 24, 2003 

California Coastal Commission 
c/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

. -,, 

- l.,-' • I ' 
"I 1-< 

--- ~. ', .. _" ~ 

I am certain this letter will be among the many you will receive endorsing and fully supporting the Headlands 
Development and Conservation Plan currently under consideration by the California Coastal Commission. 
Having supported the Headlands LLC plan from its conception, I can see no logical reason, given the specifics 
of the plan, why the Coastal Commission should not approve what some have called the most creative and 
generous concept in recent California coastal development. 

When one considers what this plan gives to the citizens of Dana Pont and those who visit here, it should be 
obvious that the benefits gained from the Headlands Development Plan highly support its implementation. For 
example, consider that over half the acreage ( 62 acres) in this 121.3 acre parcel will be devoted to public parks 
and open space. Included within the five public parks is an integrated trails system, and, most importantly, the 
development will also provide visitor and education facilities. These amenities will be constructed at no cost to 
the City of Dana Point or its taxpayers. 

In addition, the water quality program and the environmental conservation program are exemplary in their 
design. The water quality project treats 100% of the onsite runoff while at the same time it will treat runoff 
from thirty acres of existing development that currently has no water quality controls. This conservation 
program does what any environmentally concerned citizen wants: it protects the natural habitats and marine 
resources while at the same time provides visitors the opportunity to observe these areas as they walk through a 
three mile trail system. I don't know of any area on the coast that offers this type of onsite experience 

Of course there are other reasons why this plan should be approved. Both the Dana Point Planning Commission 
and the Dana Point City Council voted unanimously to accept the Headlands Development and Conservation 
Plan, an acceptance, by the way, that echoes the feelings of thousands of local residents. Personally, as 
President of Dana Point Coastal Arts, a non-profit 501(c)(3) organization with members from Dana Point and 
South Orange County, I and others are extremely interested in the Harbor Point Development and the public 
amenities, especially the Cultural Arts Center, which would provide a much needed venue for our artistic and 
educational programs. In addition, the Maritime Historical Lighthouse, the Veterans' Memorial, the Nature 
Interpretive Center, and the Conservation Center will provide residents and visitors additional amenities, special 
places to experience the unique ambiance of the Headlands. The time for creativity and innovation is here, and 
I sincerely hope the Coastal Commission agrees with the strength ofthis plan and its inevitable value to our city 
and the state. 

Sincerely, 

d hi . 11~----~ --
WitTi~:n J~~dent 
Dana Point Coastal Arts 

. . . . . . 



AP~Dir~® 
VALVE AND PRIMER CORPORATION 

1100 VIA CALLEJON. SAN CLEMENTE, CALIFORNIA 92673-6230 
PHONE: (949) 361-9900. FAX: (949) 361ft(EIVtD 

4/16/03 South Coast Region 

California Coastal Commission 
South Coast District Office 
200 Oceangate 
Long Beach Ca. 

Gentlemen: 

APR 1 8 2003 

CALIFORt\IIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

I just read the petition from the Surfrider Foundation urging you to deny the revetment proposed on 
Strand Beach, Dana Point. In all my years in business I have never read a document so distorted and 
self-serving that any organization would have the nerve to disclose. Surfrider indeed. I wonder how 
they contribute to the national economy. 

As an executive of a company who does business with you and knowing all the precautions and rules 
and regulations that have to be followed before you allow anyone to proceed building near the 
beach, I am sure you will look at this proposal carefully but you will not deny it. For eight years I 
have been waiting to see this project commence. I lived in Ritz Cove for over 12 years and I can 
assure you, when I was President of the Association we followed every rule and regulation you set 
forth. I am confidant and assured that the Headlands will do the same. 

l ask that you use your judgement in seeing this empty unattractive land become a beautiful landmark 
of Dania Point. I believe it will be if not as beautiful more beautiful than Ritz Cove. v .. hich we all 
agree. is a beautiful community and known throughout California as one ofthe most desirable places 
to be 

Please vote to allow the Headlands to proceed \\'e will get rid of an eyesore and replace it with a 
splendor of beauty 

Thank you.,. / · 
------- ) .· . / 

r-~ .. ../~~~--
\1 ·Chris Dickson 
Chief Executive Otticer 

QUALITY S I N C E 1 8 9 5 



TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

THE FOLLOWING COPY OF THE SURFRIDER FOUNDATION "PETITION" 
REPRODUCES THEIR LETTER IN ITS ENTIRETY. IT HAS BEEN EDITED TO 
INCORPORATE OUR RESPONSE (IN ITALICS) TO THE 7 ISSUES THEY RAISE. 
UNLIKE THE SURFRIDER ALLEGATIONS, EACH OF OUR RESPONSES CAN BE 
VERIFIED, AS NOTED. 

March 7, 2003 

Re: Petition Support urging Coastal Commission denial of revetment proposed on 
Strand Beach-Dana Point 

All Concerned -

The Surfrider Foundation- San Clemente Chapter is waging a petition campaign urging 
the California Coastal Commission to deny an Application for Local Coastal Program 
Amendment which, if approved, would allow a developer to construct a 2,240-foot long 
rock-pile revetment along the bluff at Strand Beach in Dana Point. This revetment 
proposal is a unique and precedent setting on the following grounds: 

1. There is currently in place a rock-pile revetment (significantly lower in height and 
depth) which served to protect a mobile home complex vacant since the 1980's. 
Both the revetment and mobile home complex were constructed in the 1950's-
1960's before the Coastal Act (1972) and Coastal Commission were formed. 

The currenr rock revetment is not significantl_v lower in height and depth. In fact, 
the existing revetment measures 14'- 19 'in height and 6' in depth. The proposed 
reconstructed revetment will measure 20 · in height and 6' in depth. About half of 
the height of both the existing and reconstmcted revetment lies beneath the sand. 
The current length of the re\·etment is :J.,240 feet, the proposed reconstmction 
length is approximately 2. 100 feet. Also, the existing revetment was originally 
constructed during the j 95Gs and 1 960s (or before the Coastal Act), hut was 
reconstructed in /983 folloH ing Coastal Commission staff revie>v, after the 
Coasral Act. (See. Headlands Development and Conservation Plan (HDCP); 
and Final Envzronmental Impact Report HDCP) 

2. :-;one of the un-occupied, club-house like structures within the mobile home 
property are in danger of collapse onto Strand Beach. 

Left unprotected, i.e., if the revetment is removed or allowed to deteriorate over 
time, all of the existing structures on the property are in danger of collapsing onto 
Strand Beach. Furthermore, several public facilities such as a regional storm 
drain, a County public access path. an emergency vehicle path, a sewer pump 
station, and several private homes to the north and south are in danger zf the 



revetment is removed. Finally, removal of the revetment creates very significant 
impacts to the local off-shore marine habitat, particularly to the Niguel Marine 
Life -Refuge and the Dana Point Marine Life Refuge, where two of the last 
remaining kelp beds in Orange County will be decimated by the turbidity, which 
has been scientifically proven to result from future erosion impacts. (See, AMEC 
5-22-02, 11-20-02,· Noble 9-01, 5-02, 11-20-02; MBC 6-02; Jenkins 5-22-02, 11-
17-02: Keith 11-20-02: and Wiegel 3-03) 

3. Under the development plan- the entire mobile home property and adjacent 
empty space will be excavated to depths of up to 80 feet and re-graded into 
terraced lots which will then comprise a 75-home, gated community. 

The HDCP limits all grading excavation activities to those necessary to stabilize 
the existing ancient landslides. The above referenced cuts average 40 feet and 
are typical for coastal projects, such as those previously approved by the Coastal 
Commission at the neighboring Ritz Cove, Niguel Shores, and Crystal Cove 
projects (where the grading activities were significantly larger in scale). The vast 
majority of the grading operation results in dirt that is excavated, re-compacted 
and replaced, thus the existing land contour (which has already been significantly 
modified by the trailer park development) is essentially unchanged. 

In addition to the 7 5 home community, which includes a public access path 
through its center, the revetment will enable the landowner to construct the 9.9-
acre Strand Vista Park, two additional vertical beach access paths, ADA beach 
access, a public recreational beach facility (restrooms and showers), a state-of 
the-art storm drain system and water quality program (which treats 100% ofthe 
project impacts and a total of 30 acres of off-site development), and an emergency 
vehicle access road. Also. Strand Beach is privately owned, the HDCP dedicates 
the 5.2-acre Strand Beach to the Count}' of Orange as a permanent public park. 
rSee. HDCP: Final E1R HDCP. A:'-fEC 5-22-02, 11-20-02: Noble 5-02, 11-20-02: 
J!BC 6-02: Jenkins 5-22-02. J J -17-02: Keith 11-20-02: and Wiegel 3-03) 

4. The only purpose served by revetment re-construction is to allow the developer to 
grade and build homes right up to the shore li,1e. The revetment willr~ot serve to 
protect any of the existing structures! 

Fzrst. no homes are proposed "right up to the shore line. " The reconstrucled 
re~·emzent falls within the existing building footprint, and the homes are setback 
7 5 feet from the beach. The revetment serves to protect numerous existing 
structures, the local marine environmenr. the proposed parks, public access, and 
public recreational facilities, as well as the proposed homes. For example, off
site, 28 condominiums exist that are surrounded by the property, overlooking the 
southern end of Strand Beach. These homes were built based on the 1925 Final 
lvfap (which includes an additional 289 vacant lots on the Headlands). To the 
north. the revetment protects a regional Storm Drain, an existing County beach 
access path, a sewer pump station, and the adjacent residential Niguel Shores 



pro;ect (in fact, the Strand Beach revetment is part of a 8, 440 feet long revetment 
system that links Niguel Shores, the Ritz Carlton, the Ritz Cove residential 
project, and Monarch Beach). Finally, the proposed water quality program, 
which mitigates a total of 30 acres of off-site development, is integrated into the 
reconstructed revetment. (See, HDCP; Final EIR HDCP; AMEC 5-22-02, 11-20-
02: Nobel 5-02, 11-20-02; MBC 6-02; Jenkins 5-22-02, 11-17-02; Keith 11-20-
02; Wiegel 3-03; and Seymour 4-03) 

5. Furthermore, the position of the revetment is such that it will knowingly receive 
surf attack during the winter months and the beach will be impassable at tides 
greater than -Sfeet. Luxury homes will be positioned immediately above the 
revetment and their existence will be totally dependent upon the revetment. 

This issue is the most egregious misrepresentation in the "petition. " The 
northern portion of the property is impassable at high tide in the winter with or 
without the revetment. The seaward position of the reconstructed revetment is 
identical to the existing position. Even if the revetment (as existing or 
reconstructed) were removed, the topography of the site, i.e., the landmass, 
prevents beach access in the northern Strand Beach area during the winter. The 
only way to remedy the existing access constraints is by reconstructing the 
revetment, which creates two new vertical public beach access paths, one at the 
center of the Strand Beach and the other at the south end. (See, Final EIR 
HDCP; Noble 5-02, 11-20-02; Keith 11-20-02; Wiege/3-03; and Seymour 4-03) 

6. Surfrider volunteers urged the City and the developer to substitute a soft-margin 
setback into the res1dential development plan. A soft-margin setback could be 
accomplished by stepping back the first row of homes and developing a grading 
plan \vhich utilizes sand dunes and allows natural bluff retreat to buffer the waves 
of the Pacific Ocean. This alternative would also allow for beachcomber passage 
along Strand Beach on any day of the year under any tide. 

Agwn. the "beachcomer passage" makes no sense for reasons detailed above (see 
.Vo. 5; The statemenr 1gnores all o(the scientific studies as well as the simple 
facrs on rhe ground .·i soji margtn setback ,.,;;ff not accomplish an_v!hing except !o 
thrccaen the ad;uccnt e:usnng de•·e!opments and destroy the local marine 
em·ironment. A so(r margm set hack will be washed out to sea during the first 
large \\'inter storm and litTer return, because the Strand Beach has a fixed 
morphology. I.e .. it has u carr_ring capacity that is limited by the shallow bedrock 
that underlies the heach. us position in the Laguna littoral cell. and the 
surrounding urban de•·elopment. Ten independent scientific studies, by 
professional firms, professors and PhDs that the Coastal Commission has hired 
in the past to conduct peer reviews, have conclusively discredited this concept. 
(See, AMEC 5-22-02. 11-20-02: Noble 5-02, 11-20-02; MBC 6-02; Jenkins 5-22-
02. 11-17-02; Keith 11-20-02; Wiegel 3-03; and Seymour 4-03) 



7. This revetment proposal is precedent setting because, if approved, it will allow 
developers to propose and subsequently build shoreline protective structures (e.g. 
sea \Valls, groins, and revetments) along the California coast to protect something 
which has not yet been built. Traditionally, such shoreline structures are reserved 
for the protection of exiting homes threatened by cliff erosion or beach loss. 

The proposed reconstruction is not precedent setting. Using the Surfrider 's logic, 
the Ritz Carlton, the Ritz Cove, and numerous other projects would have never 
received approval by the Coastal Commission. Nothing in the coastal act 
prohibits reconstructing an existing revetment. Furthermore, the reconstructed 
revetment results in no significant or adverse impacts to the Strand Beach coastal 
processes. (See, Final EIR HDCP; Noble 5-02, 11-20-02; Keith 11-20-02; 
Wiegel 3-03; and Seymour 4-03) 

Surfrider- San Clemente is committed to fighting this revetment proposal not only 
because of the physical and visual degradation it would cause at Strand Beach, but 
because of the message that would be sent to developers if this project is approved. 
Surfrider- San Clemente is seeking support from each Surfrider Chapter along the 
California coast. This is not only one of many revetment battles Surfrider Chapters are 
fighting. Your signature declaring opposition to this Strand Beach revetment will help to 
kill this and future sea wall proposals along our precious coastline. 

Please direct questions and concerns to Mike Lewis at (949) 290-0892, fax (949) 58 I-
3207 or mike@environstrategy.com 

Thank you in advance for your support of our petition campaign, 

Michael R. Lewis, R.G. 
Surfrider- San Clemente 

Mark Cousineau 
Chair. Surfrider- San Clemente 

The aho1·c rc:JI!renced snuites arr.? available ar our office, the City of Dana Point. or the 
Califonu,/ Coustul Commtsston. Regarding our project, we have many credible 
environmental groups. such as the Orange County Coastkeeper and the Endangered 
Habitat League. supporting our plan. in general, and the proposed development in the 
Strand Beach urea. in particular. Based on our three meetings with the Surfrider 
Foundation. they oppose this project because they view the Strand Beach as a "locals 
only" beach. They discount the increased access (not to mention the improved water 
qualitJ' benefits. parks. restrooms and showers) because it does not fit their agenda. 
Instead, the surfers inflict over $10,000 of annual damage to our fences, trespassing to 
gain access to the hard to reach private beach (which happens to be an excellent surfing 
spot). The Surfriders have ignored the overwhelming coastal processes science and the 
numerous public project benefits to further an agenda that works against the greater 
interests of the community as a whole. 
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California Coastal Commission 
c/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, 1oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Dear Mr. Schwing: 

August 6, 2003 RECEIVED 
South Cowr o · 

-'· I CS/011 

AUG 1 ..J (UUJ 

COA CALIFO!"<NIA 
STAL COMMISSION 

·- ~ J ' • : •• -

This letter is in support of the Dana Point Lighthouse/Maritime Museum project. The coastal area is 
perhaps Orange County's most technically challenging area for wireless communications due to 
the topography of coastal hills and sheer cliffs. My Communications Division staff has met with 
Mr. Ed Guy, President, Dana Point Lighthouse Society, and discussed the potential use of the 
lighthouse for a repeater facility to support public safety communications. The value of this facility for 
an unobtrusive antenna with a minimal amount of electronics equipment is compelling. 

Reliable communication is an absolute necessity for the public safety officers serving the citizens of 
Dana Point. These front-line, first responding officers include my Department deputies commanded 
by Lieutenant Mark Billings, Chief of Police Services, Dana Point; the Harbor Patrol deputies; 
firefighters commanded by Division Chief Dave Pierce; employees under Dana Point Public Works; 
and, all lifeguards operating within the city limits. 

My support of the Dana Point Lighthouse certainly recognizes the beauty, the history, and the 
recreational enhancement this facility will bring to the public. Its potential to enhance our service to 
the local area through improved public safety communications is significant. 

~.-u.ur Commission's apprO\·al of the Dana Point Lighthouse/\;1aritime Museum project. 

Michael S. Carona --Sheri ff-C 

cc: Ed Guy, President 
Dana Point Lighthouse Society 
P.O. Box 827. Dana Point, CA 92629 

Douglas Chotkevys, City Manager 
City of Dana Point 
33282 Golden Lantern, Suite 203, Dana Point, CA 92629 

- · .. ·:: '· -. . . ,, ' 



UNITED STATES COAST GUARD AUXILIARY 

': j i .:~ .:.:: 

August 26, 2003 

Mr. Mike Reilly, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 200 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

The civilian component of the U.S. Coast Guard 

RECEIVED 
South Coast Region 

SEP 1 0 2003 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Re: DANA POINT HEADLANDS 

Dear Chairman Reilly: 

You will soon decide the outcome of the Headlands project. As proposed, the Headlands 
includes public visitor amenities as part of the proposed Harbor Point Park. One of those 
amenities is the Maritime/Historic Visitor Center that will be constructed as a replica of an early 
California lighthouse overlooking Dana Point Harbor. We strongly urge the Commission to 
support the concept of the lighthouse for the following reasons: 

The Headlands developer and the Dana Point Lighthouse Society have been in contact with the 
U. S. Coast Guard with regard to having the proposed lighthouse designated as a private aid to 
navigation. Given the geographic configuration of the nearby coastline, as well as the channel 
for Dana Point Harbor. there is a need for such a navigational aid. I understand that the Coast 
Guard has reviewed this request and deemed the proposal consistent with their requirements for 
such a designation upon completion of the structure. 

Further. the United States Coast Guard Auxiliary. as part of its mission to support lJ.S. Coast 
Guard operations in southern California. intends to locate. furnish. and staff a communications 
office in the Dana Point area. The requirement is designed to satisfy several needs: 

a. Enhance communications between the existing San Diego and San Pedro Coast Guard 
facilities: this will be used for both commercial and private boating traffic, especially for 
search and rescue missions requiring more precise direction finding and locator 
equipment. It may also be used for emergency backup services for military applications. 

b. Extend communications capabilities for long range shipping applications; this is 
primarily in support ofthe high density traffic zone in the Los Angeles/Long Beach 
harbors. 

Dedicated to promoting recreational boating safety 



c. Enhance communications between U.S. Coast Guard facilities and other law enforcement 
and emergency agencies such as the City of Dana Point Emergency Operations Center. 
Orange Countv Sheriff: and the Dana Point Harbor Master. - . 

All of this can he accomplished in an unobtrusive manner that will not detract from the 
architecture of the lighthouse or the aesthetics of the park. and will be all but invisible to a casual 

visitor to the facility. 

The proposed lighthouse facility would readily satisfY these communications requirements by 
virtue of its location. accessibility, space available, and availability of communications service 
providers, as well as utility resources. If the lighthouse can be approved and constructed, 
including the communications center, the mission of the U.S. Coast Guard and U.S. Coast Guard 
Auxiliary will be enhanced and public safety for boaters and the general public will be 
strengthened. 

The Auxiliary supports the Headlands development proposal and particularly 
the lighthouse concept, and we urge your approval of the project. 

Sincerely_, 

( ~ ? /7 r, 
i \ ~/-:+. ~ 

,......._ ~ v----.c~.-/ I ,) ./.~~ 

Leonard B. Strong. Jr. ._, -·-,.., J { 
Public Affairs Staff Officer. Division 2 
U.S. Coast Guard Auxiliary 

cc: Karl Schwing. Staff. California Coastal Commission 
Doug Chotke\ys. City Manager. City of Dana Point 
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Sept. 5, 2003 

California Coastal Commission 
Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, lOth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Dear Mr. Schwing, 

Ronald D. Steinbach 

·'-LI Y a,., . 
vvvth Coast Region 

SEP 9 2003 

So as not to take up too much of your time. A VERY important meeting is going to take place 
on Oct 8111 or 9tb, in regards to the fate of the Lighthouse, Veteran's Memorial, Cultural Arts 
Center and the Nature lnteipTetive Center, ofDana Point. 

Unfortunately, I cannot attend because I will be on the East Coast. 

Even though they want people physically there in support; I am one. But as above, I can't be 
there physically. 

Could you PLEASE use this letter as my personal appearance in support of the above projects; 
especially the lighthouse. As stated before, you can't begin to count all the ways a lighthouse 
here at Dana Point can do for the surrounding cormmmity and beyond. There are no words to 
describe what the above facilities would do for the surrounding communities and especially for 
our children. For some children, it could be a turning point between a life of drugs or a great 
career. 

So BEFORE you decide, please think about what I have stated above. Its not just my voice, its 
hundreds and more. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 

Warmest Regards, 

,.\~~6\'\\ '-v~C~'\,\. ~ \"" 
'l 

Yvonne Steinbach 
Citizen for Dana Point Lighthouse and 
Dana Point Coastal Arts 

~001 



DANA PoiNT LIGHTHousE SociETY 

Chairman Reilly and Commissioners 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Re: Dana Point Headlands LCP Amendment 

Dear Chairman Reilly and Commissioners: 

September 4, 2003 

The Dana Point Lighthouse Society was formed as a 501 (c) (3) non-profit 
charitable organization to promote the construction of, and ultimately operate the 
Lighthouse/Maritime Museum visitor facility proposed for Harbor Point Park. Our 
group comprises over 800 members located throughout Southern California. The 
lighthouse will attract visitors to the coast and provide educational and 
recreational opportunities to the public. 

In addition, pursuant to the attached letters form Sheriff Mike Carona and the 
U.S. Coast Guard Auxiliary, the lighthouse will provide additional public benefits 
for the boating public, for public safety and for law enforcement through it's use 
a1 sa private aid to navigation and as a communications relay facility. 

As the attached photograph indicates, Harbor Point Park and the Lighthouse are 
proposed in an area that historically has involved a high degree of disturbance 
and correspondingly has low habitat value. Nearby areas of higher habitat value 
are being preserved. The lighthouse fulfills a number of Coastal Act 
requirements including Section 30212.5, Distribution of Public Facilities and 
Section 30213, Encouragement of Lower Cost Visitor and Recreational Facilities 
and therefore deserves your support and approval. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

ZJJC~, 
Ed Guy, Presil~t rj 

cc: Karl Schwing 
Doug Chotkevys, City of Dana Point 

P 0 BOX H27 • DA:\..\ POINT. CA 9262'1 • FAX ('1-t'J) -t%-J:'i:'itl• E-MAIL: danaptlighthou'c a aol.com 

\\ EBS ITE: danapointli:,.:hthouSl' ~orict~ .org 



FRil\IODIG 
34052 La Serena Drive 

Dana Point, California 92629 

California Coastal Commission 
Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Ocean gate, I Ot 11 Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Dear Mr. Schwing 

RECEIVEC 

I am writing to you to express my support for the development planed by Headlands 
Reserve LLD in Dana Point. I have been working with this project as a resident adviser 
and am Vice President of Dana Point Costal Arts; one of many community group the 
Headlands Reserve supports. With the support of Headlands Reserve we have sponsored 
juried art shows, poetry readings, book signing and other art activities that bring art to the 
community. 

I am also on the board of the Lantern Village Association. Lantern Village is the oldest 
and most densely populated sections of Dan Point. Because of this we have very few 
parks and open space in the village. With the development of62 acres ofpublic parks 
and open spaces, access to the Strands beach, the elimination of runoff on the beach, and 
it proximity to the village, we are looking forward to the development. 

Headlands ha,·e always been a good neighbor and have supported the community for a 
number of years. I urge the commission to\ iew this development ,,·ith favor to approve 
the plans. 

Thank \OLI for \our time. . . 



.t:lU.tlt.l It:. .JUNt:.~ 

FE 8 1 8 2003 

CALIFORNIA 
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23201 Mindanao Cirdf' 

Dana Point. Califnmia Q?t;?Q 

California Coastal Commission 

C!o Karl Schwing. Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Aoor 

Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Dear Mr. Schwing; 

The Headlands development proposal, currently under review by tbe Coastal 

Commission, was unanimously approved by the Dana Point City Council. As a member 

of the Council from l9YS to 2002, 1 participated in the negotiations with Headlands LLC 
which led to the appruval. Dana Point residents actively participated in the process via 

public hearings, letters to the Council and the local press. A majority of residents favor 
this development proposal. 

lam pleased that there will be 62 acres of open space in a total of 121 acres. The low 

density of development will lessen the impact on trdffic and tl1e natural environment. 

The plan provides two access routes to Strand Beach. The Headlands ConservHtion Park 

will he unique in protecting the pocket mouse, rare plant species and a vani~hing ecco 
system. The quality of the orean water will he protected by minimizing mnotl and 

t:hanneJing all runoff through a <;yslem of desilting chambers, filters and catch basins. 

I welcome rhe public amenities which this plan provide.'>: a LJghthou~e/.\1aritime 
.\1useum, a\' ererans Memorial, a Cultuml Art-; Center, NahJre Interpretive Center and 

Conservario11 ('enler. fn the future these amenities will in the draw Dana Point residents 
anJ visitor\ to the- lleadlands. 

I urge you 111 consider the many benefits which this plan brings to our community and 
recommend approval. 

Sinmely, /)-----.; f,.. .----E' 
Ingrid McGuire v 

«1:\..1:1 v l;a.. 
South Coast Regier; 

FEB 11 2003 

CALIFORNIA 
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Dana Po111t. C:\ 92629 

Februal\ ::-< • ..:uu3 

1\.arl Sch\\tng 
Califor111a Coastal Commission 
200 Ocean gate. J Oth Floor 
Long Beach. CA 90802 

Subtect: Headlands Development and Conservation Plan 
Attn: Karl Sch\vmg 

Dear Mr. Sch\ving. 

. -~ ') 
,,, - . ·) 

As a res1dent of Dana Point I am \Hitmg to express my support of the Headlands 
Development and Conservation Plan. I am familiar with the current proposal to develop 
the property and believe the current plan ofters an excellent balance between the interest 
of the local residents, the general public and the current owner/developer. 

The onlv oppos1t10n I am aware of 1s I ) a tew residents on adjacent property are opposed 
to anv development of th1s propertv and 2 ~one local organization is opposed to anv 
change to the c\lstmg revetment. Please approve a qual ltv development that 1s hm lor the 
ent1re communtt\ mcludmu the O\\T1er 

J he nrnncrt\ ~~current)\ kneed tlflJnJ nor a..:..:esstble to the oubltc. !he de\elonment 
plan \\til oro,tdc publtc par~s. oubl;c taclll!lcs and oubltc access to the heach. dedicate 
nronem t()r Ct)Jben at ton. oro\ tde a llt!..!h llualtt\ lo\\ dens It\ restdentlal communlt\. 
oro\ 1Jc iO\\ Jcnstt\ Ctlnlmerctal Je\ cloDmcnt and a state of the art water qualtt\ 
program 

I hone 'ou "1 I I supnort th 15 nro1ect and \ ote for anpro\ a! so the de\ c lonment can hcgm 
as soon as possible 

R.espcctfullv. 

--;)~4~ 
Rm F. Dohner 



February 4, 2003 

California Coastal Commission 
C/0 Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, 1oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA. 90802-4302 

Dear California Coastal Commission, 

We live in Laguna Niguel, Orange County and would love to have a 
Lighthouse built in Dana Point. From what we understand there was 
supposed to be a Lighthouse built in the 1920's and it's never happened. 
Lighthouse's are symbols of hope and safety, something needed in our 
society. We live on the top of a hill and would be able to see the light 
beaming out to sea leading mariners safely home. Please approve the Dana 
Point Lighthouse. 

Sincerely, 
David & Colleen Weeks 
31542 Crystal Sands Drive 
Laguna Niguel, CA. 92677 



Karl Schwing, Program Analyst 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate, 10th Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Dear Sir, 

f.t!ECEJVED 
:_:,--· ,1, .... \.-.~ . ..-... ~ C!t.'\r1j0" 

• I - ,, '- 1 ..... I I\-.:....'::~ ' 

Ci\:...! r.:·~. r, ;·\. 1 .'~ 
-:~:;.,~ST!-\~ CC\it-·, 1SSIC0 

I strongly urge the Coastal Commission to 
approve the Headlands Development Plan for the 
Dana Point and San Juan Capistrano area. As an 
ex-Marine, I am interested in the proposed 
Veterans' Memorial, as well as the Lighthouse 
Maritime Museum, and the Arts, Nature, and 
Conservation Centers. 

The Dana Point Lighthouse Society, of which I 
am a member, is dedicated to provide educational 
programs for children and the public ~elating 
to the maritime history of the Dana Point and 
San Juan Capistrano area. 

The Dana Point Lighthouse will be a must see 
site on the vacation tours of southland visitors, 
rivaling Disneyland, the Queen Mary, and the 
Anaheim Angels. 

Sincerely, 

James ~·loscinski 

22365 El Toro Rd. Box 193 
Lake Forest, CA 92630 
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January 24, 2003 

California Coastal Commission 
C/0 Karl Schwing Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Floor -
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Subject: Headlands Development and Conservation Plan 

Mr. Schwing, 

My name is Frank McHugh. I own my residence at 33985 Cape Cove, Dana Point, 
CA 92629. My telephone# is 949-496-3961. My property is on the comer ofPacific 
Coast Highway and Selva, approximately 2 blocks from this proposed development. 

·I 

' 

I have been to meetings the last 5 years by the Dana Point Planning Commission and the 
Dana Point City Council on the subject project. I was delighted when both approved the 
final plans. I want to encourage the Coastal Commission to do the same. 

When I first attended the meetings at City Hall, the City of Dana Point was only going to 
get 35 acres for public use. With the approved plan we get 62 acres, over 1h of the 
property. For years now 86% of the property has been fenced, including all area that abut 
the coast providing no public coastal access. 

Implementation of the plan will remove the fences, allowing the creation of 5 public 
parks in the first phase of the project. This includes 23 coastal view overlooks along with 
5 visitor recreation facilities, i.e., Lighthouse/Maritime Center, Cultural Arts Center, and 
~ature Interpretive Center. 

I am a hiker and look forward to the 3 miles of biking and hiking trails that will be right 
down the street from me This is going to be a site that locals, as well as tourists, will 
come and enjoy and make Dana Point a more desirable place for all of us. 

I am a supponing member. along with over 700 others, ofthe Dana Point Light House 
Society and look forward to the day very soon when we can have the ground-breaking for 
this great addition to our Harbor. 

All that I have read tells me that the developer has done every thing to meet the standards 
of environmental conservation, water quality, and coastal processes. 

Again, I strongly encourage your board to approve this plan so it can finally go forward. 

Respectfully, 

':-?~ )'/t;:_../¥ 
Frank McHugh 



Jan. 24,2003 

California Coastal Commission 
c/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Dear Mr. Schwing, 

Have you ever attended any festival, such as the Tall Ship Festival? One that whisks you back 
into time; to a simpler place in time where the beauty of the land could still be seen; where 
people could celebrate and share with one another what little they did have. Where one could 
ride a horse from one end of California to the other end, without having buildings or houses 
obstructing the view of the beautiful Pacific Ocean. Where children and families could come 
down to the seashore to play without houses and businesses in the way. Where they could view 
unobstructed for miles, the beauty of the land of California and the ocean. 

Today, it is quite different. What little "open spaces" California does have is quickly developed 
into highly, densely constructed businesses and housing projects. If one takes a car from one end 
of California to the other end, one would find it very hard to see any part of the ocean at all in 
the densely populated areas, except in reserved lands. 

Joan Irvine Smith is a champion of the people: trying to preserve open spaces like her mother, 
father and grandfather tried to do before her. with areas of Orange County and elsewhere. She 
has enriched my life as an artist. by giving to the people of Orange County and everywhere, free 
of charge at the lrvme Art Museum. pamtmgs to view of the lands of Call fomia, from tum of the 
century artists. \vho captured on canvas Just how beautiful these lands where bef\.1re businesses 
and houses blocked the vle\v 

My parents took me as a child. down to see places like Balboa Park in San Diego. the San D1ego 
Zoo. and Oceanside. etc. Passmg through the area of If\ ine at the time to see these places. one 
could v1ew gmnt eucalypts trees. Citrus groves for m1les. avocado trees. and other farm crops. 
pi us diary bus messes. and m1les of unobstructed vie\\'S of the ocean. with miles of beautiful 
vacant land to view. Nmv. these vanishing landscapes: you can only view these open lands from 
resef\es. \Vh1ch are few 

I, as an older adult, will always cherish these memories as a child; these .. open spaces .. : lands of 
great beauty, that are hard to find in densely populated areas. At least I have the wonderful 
memories of these places. What about the children of today? Will they be given a chance to be 
able to view these "open spaces"0 Will they truly stay .. open"0 Will my granddaughter be able 
to view any .. open spaces by the ocean·· in the future 0 

California desperately needs .. open areas" around oceans, for the people to get out. and get away 



from the hurried way of life; to umvind so to speak. Its places like these that create the great 
minds of tomorrow. 

California is so richly blessed with so many natural wonders and things; especially the Pacific 
Ocean, and its rich heritage. I especially enjoyed viewing from one end of California, to the 
other, the lighthouses, and the delightful history of each. It enriched my life and inspired me to 
pursue painting these beautiful lands, so that I could have them to remember, and enjoy. 

Lighthouses play a big part in it for everybody, no matter what walk oflife they come from. It 
especially inspires the children to pursue areas of science, history, medicine, and beyond 
because they have the much needed "atmosphere" to pursue their dreams. 

These childhood "dreams" are the most important aspect people should consider when a piece of 
open space is available. A place where our children, "our future leaders" can dream a dream, 
and have the "space" to do it in. Where they can have access to ocean lands; where water 
quality is good, so their life will be long and prosperous, instead of cut short from pollution. 
Where they can hike in a wilderness setting, with miles of open land to view the creators beauty, 
instead of hiking with a lining of homes as their path boarder; where the only view along this 
path of the ocean, is in between the houses, if they are lucky to have even that. 

What I would love to see Mr. Schwing, for the Headlands Development Plan, is this. First and 
foremost, would be a lighthouse to take by granddaughter to. Every major city in California has 
one. Why not Dana Point? It was planned that way in the 1920's. It would be an inspiration for 
all the children as explained earlier. To have my granddaughter experience the wonders as I 
have described above. Second would be a Nature Interpretive Center which would give kids like 
my granddaughter the chance to hear the history of the land and the things around it to teach 
them respect of the land \Vhich \viii carry through to their adulthood and beyond. Third, would 
be a Cultural Arts Center. w·here people like myself can experience classes, arts ofthe area and 
bevond. Fourth. a Conservation Center \Vhere children and adults alike \\·ill learn about much 
needed things. And fifth. a Veterans· Memonal to commemorate the men and women \vho gave 
their lives so we Americans can be free 

Mr. Schwmg. I am a thrrd generation Californian. And during mv \ears here in this state. I have 
seen many changes especially to the land as explamed earlier. It makes me very sad at what is 
happening. But you know. its never too late to stop and .. smell the roses"~ to make that dream 
come true like the Dana Point Lighthouse for so many people of Orange County and California. 

Thank you for listening. 

Yours truly, 

\\~~0N\~ 
Yvonne Steinbach 
Artist 



January 23. 2003 

California Coastal Commission 
c/o Karl Schwing. Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate. I 01

h Floor 
Long Beach, California 90802 

Commission. 

I am writing this letter in firm support for the proposed 
Headlands Development Plan in Dana Point. 

We are very excited about their proposal and all the open 
public space they plan. They will have three miles of 
trails, public parks and even a lighthouse. 

If you lived here you would understand why most of the 
residents are anxious for this project to get started so 
we can start enjoying this beautiful place in our city. 

Thank you in advance for your approval ofthis project. 

Sincerely. 

/ 

\lr. & \;lrs. Thomas Paine 
Dana Point. California 



JanuaQ' 20, 2003 

M. CHRIS DICKSON 
1 1 00 VIA CALLEJON 

S.AN CLEMENTE. CA 92673 
PHONE (949) 361-9900 

California Coastal Commission 
C/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analvst 
200 Ocean gate, I oth Floor . 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Dear \Jr. Schwing: 

The Headlands Development will be a great benefit for all. I must stress 
the need and concern for the water quality treatment program, which 
will open Baby Beach once again and will keep the Harbor Clean. Our 
children will feel safe participating in the City of Dana Point Sailing 
Camps once again and we will not get ill from swimming in the Dana 
Point Harbor. 

In addition. the parks. the trails. the Consen·ation Education Center. 
the .\rts Center, the Yeteran's \lemorial and public access to the {'Oast 
will be enjoyed b~ all. The opening of 121 acres of permanent public 
lands will more than benefit the entire community. 

I thank you for ~our support in this endeaYor and please feel free to 
contact me to discuss this in further detail. 

Sincerely, 

~@_ 
Chris Dickson 



January 21. 20003 

California Coastal Commission 
Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Floor 

Dear Mr. Schwing: 

62-A Corniche Drive 
Dana Point, CA 92629 

As the Coastal Commission considers the Dana Point Headlands Development and 
Conservation Plan, I would like to express my approval of the thoughtful proposal. 

I am a member of the Board of Directors of the Dana Point Coastal Arts, a non-profit 
group which is focusing on the talent in the community, by presenting various cultural 
and educational programs and exhibits. The proposed parks and public amenities in the 
plan would be of tremendous importance to our endeavors, and would greatly enhance 
this area of the coast for both residents and visitors. 

Those of us who live in Dana Point believe this plan is an ideal solution for the lovely 
property, making hitherto closed areas available to all. 

Sincerely. 

Jane'l-Iolmes 

T ellephone: 949-493-2955 



~$Anne Ruggera 28292 Zurburan Mission VieJo, Ca 949-837-1198 

January 22, 2003 

California Coastal Commission 
Karl Schwing, 
Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Ocean gate, I Oth Floor 
Long Beach, Ca 90802-4330 

Dear Mr. Schwing: 

I, the undersigned, request your support for the HEADLANDS 
DEVELOPMENT and CONSERVATION Plan. 

Thank you for giving consideration to this development. 

Yerv trulv vours. 

Anne Ruggera 
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FORREST F. OWEN 
23 761 Ho1Hu1 BtJY 

Mo1111rclr Beach, G4 92629 Kt't.t IV t~; 
South Coast R . eg1on 

JAN 2 7 2003 
Mr. Karl Sdlwinl, Coastal Program Allalyst 
C•lifo.-nia COPtal Com•ia&ioo 
ZOO Oeeupte, loA Floor 

~ , -~~L/~:2RN!A 
A A A 4 t,....,... I -· 

Lon1 Beula, CA 90802-4302 

0... Mr. Sdlwiq. 

For tbole of u wllo have ~ followinc Daa• Pomt HCIIdlaada development 
propotall for may yean tlte plan before tile Couaal Co•milllloll thil year 
repftlelltl oar belt •ope to respoalibly ... til* propeny wbi.Je tmprvrille 
qviroaae•tal p~ of o•r toast In Dana PoiBt. ne owner hu ~•itted to : 
~r nductioa of lud ue. ••jor U.~ ill o.-~ efl'eedYe toDII'OI of raa ! 

otr durlq .U HUGill, ud lelllible impruve•eat uf tile revea.eut,. w•ida ba terve4 
our aelglaborhood well tor maay yean. 

Far from debuluc tbe oceaJly tile nildal atoae rnetlllellt llau beea ••ecasful iD 
maiDtaiUICCHU' pablk beult and tile ..,..nil of sea life bumedbl&dy oftldlore. Our : 
sud nm•bu. Kelp bedlaad sea Hfe have came back. Our rrarten ••ve aever left. 
O.r oww Nip.el SboreJ revetaeat lilllllar to, and Immediately adjaccat to that of 
Headlaadl Reserve, watiuua to wepard o.r bo-a Dote of aa who studied tbil 
problem yean qo wmmcnd BCIIdlaadJ Reserve for their williapeu to aPIJll(kt 
ud improve their revetment to aafegu.anl new laoma while watiaaidg to proteet 
~ adjaeeDt ~ ud oaaa environment. Plax accept their reuonrd 
reeomme~~dadoas. 

Tltis iA a worday pro~ wiUcb bas goae through yean of ftre. Tbeir project •u 
finally bHn 1Ul•oll»ouly approved by our City Couadl. AS ndcltbon, we lmow t1te 
ownen to be rapooaible and reuouble. GQOd oeigbbon and good dtizetu. 

Most important, tlley too respect and will abide by tbe aeeanry environmental 
fe111.1atiou reqalnd by dte Coutal Commiuioo. We tupport the O.n• Polllt 
Headland• project a1 saHU«ed. 

I 



Jan 23 03 Ul:UUp H1bern1a Mr;mt. Co., Inc. 949 499 1420 

APRIL O'CONNOR 
145 MONARCH BAY DRIVE 

DANA POINT, CA 92629-3446 

January 23, 2003 

p. 1 

VIA FAX (5621 590-5084 
Mr. Karl Schwing 

l<t~tiVt~.; 
South Coast Region 

Coastal Program Analyst 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate 
Tenth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Re: Headlands Development and Conservation Plan 

Dear Mr. Schwing: 

JAN 2 3 2003 

CALIFORNIA 
-.. ~ C'TA I ...-1""'\AAidiC',.,,-.. 

I am writing this letter to express my support for the Headlands Development and 
Conservation Plan in the City of Dana Point. This project is wonderful for the community 
because it provides residents and visitors coastal access. The Headlands project 
provides 62 acres of public parks and open space with 3 miles of public trails. Imagine 
being able to hike and bike on this trail system with spectacular views of the coast! 

As a parent with two young children, I am looking forward to the educational facilities 
that will include a Maritime Historical lighthouse, a cultural arts center, and a nature 
interpretive center. I can envision school field trips and boy scouting trips to these 
facilities! In so doing, we can educate our children who will become the future 
caretakers of the ocean. 

Water quality is very important to my family because we live in a beach community_ The 
Headlands project will incorporate a state-of-the-art treatment facility that will not only 
treat onsite runoff but it will also treat runoff from 30 acres of existing development 
surrounding the project. This translates into less beach closures due to polluted water. 

I urge the Coastal Commission to quickly approve the Headlands Development and 
Conservation Plan so that Dana Point residents and visitors can enjoy having access to 
a clean ocean water beach' 



JAH-ZZ-ZQQ3 Q2:06P" FROM-COLDWELL BANKER SCMWEITZER 

CAL!FORNlA COSTAL COMMISSION 
Karl Schwing, coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, lOth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802~4302 

Oear Mr. Schwing: 
lam faxing you to voice my opinion that I would like Headlands Development 
and Conservation Plan to be a11owed to imp~e··:-"''- ~·.···· ~, ___ "'-::" -:h~ 
property at Dana Point, CA. My \":u:-:1:-~~,.~ "d r ;, ... - • .... /.: ,,- :., · • • 

a 1 ong time now. and we fPP 1 1 t ·r.,,~. ~ .·. ::.;< , 
presentations. and market if'~ ·" ~- ~ . :, _,. __ 
are hoping that you (the coasta 1 C'Jf;1F,-' ,; . -. ~ 

S\ncerely, 

Lee and Nancy Browning 
1442 lnwoods Circle 
Bloomfield Hi11S, MI 48302 
248 737-4547 

Kt~tiVta,., 
South Coast R . eg1on 

JAN 2 2 2003 

. CALIFORNIA 
....... A C'T" I ,.. "'~~~A A IC'('I.-. 



33875 Manta Court, Monarch Beach, CA 92629 

January 1 5, 2003 

California Coastal Commission 
Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Dear Mr. Schwing, 

We are writing, as we know many of our friends and neighbors have 
done, to express our support for the Dana Point Headlands 
Development. The proposal that has been submitted to the Coastal 
Commission for approval would not only be beneficial for the developer 
and the new homeowners, but also the people of Dana Point and South 
Orange County who would use the beach and parks. 

We are impressed that the plan provides for new beach access, public 
ownership of Strand Beach, public parks and trails and such amenities 
as a lighthouse and maritime historic center, a cultural arts center and 
a nature interpretive center. All of this as well as a limited number of 
homes, a small hotel and some commercial facilities would replace a 
mostly fenced off area overgrown with weeds and littered with trash. 

We think that this Dana Point Headlands proposal is indeed a model for 
the development of our dwindling coastal areas. We urge you to 
approve this most worthwhile project. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~-:0~~~t~~ 
Edmund ~J and Doris C. Adams 



SUPERVISOR FIFTH DISTRICT 

ORANGE COUNTY HALL OF A.OMIN!STRATION 

10 CIVIC CEN~'iCR PLAZA. PO BOX 687 SANTA ANA CALIFORNIA 92702·0687 

PHONE 17141 834·3550 FAX 17141 834·2670 

w~'::S '~ http www oc ca gov/~upes/f1fttl • EMAIL thomas wllsonc,voc gov com 

Janu~m 17. 2003 

;vtr. Karl Schwing 
Coastal Program Analyst 
California Coastal Commission 
.::uo Ocean gate. I O'" 11oor 
Long Beach. CA 90802 

Dear Mr. Schwing: 

JAN ~ 1 2003 

; . \l; :~ \_):?~;~ /-\ 
(0;.\S 1kL ,:_vrv·livi!SSION 

I am writing to share my support for the Headlands Development and Conservation 
Plan ( HDCP) in Dana Point. California. I understand a public hearing is to take 
place in March of this year. and as the Headlands fall within my jurisdiction in the 
Fifth District of Orange County. I am wei! aware of the importance of this matter. 

The Headlands property 1s easily recognizable as one of the most spectacular coastal 
properties in Southern California. Because of this. careful planning has been 
necessary to ensure that all factors, including the publi~.., city and envmmrnent arc 
considered 1n its development. I have been very impressed with the cooperation that 
ha~ Jelci<lped hetwccn all part1e-; to cnsuw a hroaJ hac;e qf support for the plan. I 
.tm c~peL·iall:;. pleased 1\lth thL· pr<lp<lsal to dcJicllc tlw pn1~11cl:;. <l\\ncd. 'i.2-a,·rc 
StLlnd l3c~lc'h I<> the C<>lllll\ ,,J 0Lmgc. It 1s a rcmarh.ahl\ 'tunn1ng 'tr,·tLh t~l •'"J'I. 

•UIL' {<I rl' c'llJI>Ied h1 ,!I[ 

I helle'\'' the t•l.tll .. 1• 11 !i.t• I•L'L'Il cic'\L'I>>j'c'Li. 1' .I[''''III'·L' ''ill' The hl'llL'IH• {,,the 
•lliTI>llllcltng ,·,iJllllllllll\1 ,,>lllhtllL'd 1111h the· •. tiL'Illl['lc'•c'/l,ill<lll ,I\ \.tlu.d•k 
(',titll•li·i/,1 ,·,l,(\{[lllL' ,IlL' c'\lcklll. ,tfld [i.L''['L',IIllih l'l'cJl'c'\{ l''lil. •llj'['''ll .•\ ell,· 
II DC I' 

JH< l\1\S \\ \\ ILSO\ 
c'h,lll'tli,lil I 1\ \he' B1 l,t/cl 

Cc: 13oarJ :Vkmbcr" 
\lichacl Schumacher. CEO 



I\ovember 30, 2002 

California Coastal Commission 
Mr. Karl Schwing 

Re: Headlands, LLP 

Dear Karl, 
I am writing this letter in support of the proposed plan for 

The Headlands. I am delighted that finally all the people will have 
a chance to see this beautiful land and sea! I am so surprised with 
the generous land development proposed for the Headlands, I am 
hoping nothing more will get in the way of it's moving to fruition, and all 
of us benefiting. 

I am particularly pleased with the trails system and visitor serving 
Centers and Veterans memorial. There hasn't been such a land giveaway 
Since A VCO was forced to make affordable housing and put the two 
Parking lots in at Salt Creek and Selva Road. 

.... ' 

I don't think anyone ever invisioned that the owner of the Headlands (or any 
Of them) would plan such much needed amenities for the County, IMPROVE 
THE PROPERTY and then give it away with no residual benefit for themselves. 

.~ 
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\ Mary Jeffries J 

33521 Atlantic Ave r 
\ Monarch Beach CA 92629-4401 1 
\ ~ .... ,~ .~. .... ..~ .. . 



December 28,2002 

California Coastal Commission, 
200 Ocean gate, lOth Roor 
Long Beach, Ca 90802-4302 

Dear Commissioners 

' • ' t ~ -~ 

.. i. '.:;.- -- j 'II 

I live in the immediate vicinity of the proposed Dana Point Headlands project which your 
commission will be reviewing in the near future. I have a great interest in how this project will impact 
my neighborhood and the beach. Although I was initially opposed to the project I have changed my 
position after carefully reviewing the revised proposal. Hence, I want to express my support for the 
development plan as it is being presented to the Coastal Commission. 

I am a 35 year veteran police officer and an executive of the Los Angeles County Sheriffs 
Department, so quite often I view issues through a law enforcement perspective before considering 
other aspects. Therefore, from that point of view I offer that the new proposal will dramatically 
improve public health and safety because the plan calls for two additional public access paths to the 
beach and a new restroom. These improvements will afford ready access to police and emergency 
services and increase availability to the public, both of which are a deterent to unsavor activity. 

Current conditions create a situation that fosters illegal activity during the hours of darkness. I walk 
the Strands Beach nearly every evening. On these walks I have witnessed numerous incidents that 
threaten public health and safety on the south end of the beach where access to the public and law 
enforcement is extremely limited. Some people frequent this area because they are fully aware of this 
fact. Incidents of drug abuse, fights where weapons such as knives were displayed, public defecation 
and urination on the sand within the reach of high tide, illegal fires, intentional dumping of broken 
glass and trash on the beach, graffiti, vandalism and illegal lobster hunting, all have occurred 
because routine police patrol is not practical. Even when officers are responding to calls in this area, 
they are required to exit their vehicles and walk nearly a quarter of a mile, resulting in extended 
response times. 

The plan's inclusion of coastal overlooks. five public parks and trails will provide more opportunities 
for families with small children. the disabled and elderly to enjoy spectacular vistas and breathtaking 
sunsets. Presently. experiencing these simple pleasures is hindered by limited access and overgrown 
unnatural foliage. 

I believe the new plan is crafted in manner that provides sound measures that balance the needs of 
protecting environmental resources, enhancing public access and permitting reasonable property 
development. 

Therefore. I am respectfully requesting the Coastal Commission approve the ne\v proposed plan. 
Thank you for your thoughtful consideration in this matter. 

Sincerely. 

cc. Dana Point City Council, 
Dana Point News 
D>~n>~ Point Ht>>~rll>~nrl~ Pmit>rt 
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December 19. 2002 

California Coastal Commission 
·c/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, I Oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Dear Mr. Schwing, 

(' 

\\ ILLI-\ \I C. .\1..\\ES 
Ql \RTER\1\STER.-\DJlTA\T 
:~r,r,~ FISIIER\1.\ \S DRI\ E 
D \\.\POl\ T. C\LIFOR\1.\ nr,2•) 
r.·ll'ph•llw: 

F:l\: 

F -llLiil: 

I 'I~')) 2~S- -(,•)(, 

1 '!~')) 2~S-S623 

''rna IH'"" a .._·o\. nt't 

c----·-,..._....-- ~ 

I am writing on behalf of the members of Post 9934, Veteans ofForeign Wars, City ofDana Point, concerning the 
Headlands Development and Conservation Plan in our city. The members of our Post are quite anxious to have this 
plan receive final approval. 

The 120-plus acres on the Headlands is now an oceanfront area that is completely enclosed by fencing and unavailable 
to the general public. It is a beautiful area and could have great public areas, including trails, parks, and visitor centers 
when the development plans are approved and construction is allowed to start. Our veterans community is particularly 
anxious to be able to participate in the development of a Veterans Memorial, which is included in the plans, to be 
located in an area with a remarkable view of the ocean. Once this Memorial is available, we could hold our annual 
Memorial Day services and similar events in which the public would participate. 

It is our sincere hope that the Commission \\'ill give early approval to the Headlands Development and Conservation 
Plan, which has already received a thorough review by the City ofDana Point and has received strong support from the 
residents in this area. 

Very sincerely. 

William C. \1anes. ,\djutant 



Willa Porter 
24481 F Lantern Hill Drive, Dana Point, CA 92629 

December 21 , 2002 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISION 
200 Oceangate, 1oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Re: Development of Dan Point Headlands 

Attn: Coastal Commissioners 

I am a resident of Dana Point, CA, and I am most interested in the 
development of the project proposed by Headlands Reserve, LLC. 
I understand it will be coming up for your review in the near future and I urge 
you to approve this plan. 

It will open to public access some of the most beautiful vistas on the California 
coastline. I look forward to being able to enjoy the planned parks and trails. 

This proposed development will be a real asset to the citizens of Dana Point 
and will be much admired by the many visitors to our town. We have waited 
a long time and hope you will agree with us and help expedite the process to 
make this project a reality as soon as possible. 

Sincerely, 

/ 

Willa Porter 

cc: Dana Point City Council, Dana Point News 

(949) 493-3286 

·~. 
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t: mail \'-:.llshte\'- u htHnl:.lilL-tH11 

I am \\ritln.: tel register 111· ''['!ilion JIId Input on the development of the property known as .. !he'··· 
i leadlands- 111 111\ tm\·n Ill I l,ma Point. Call forma. 

I am I oo•;" 1n !'J 1 lll' nf the Jl·1 L'lt1pment. The maJor reason 1s that I will be able to use th1s beauttful 
.ostal sight'' hL·n dc1eh>t''''i _~, diiTentl\ planned. I cannot use it today as 1t 1s fenced offv.-nh razor 
.1 tre and tiL- hL·ach Jcce,, , IL'i'' JIL' 1 ny 'itcep and difficult for many of my guests. The plan has over 
·hree mile, ,>tiJJJk JIWII:,·1 ,., ,1\ tel .icc'L'SS the beach and several parks that I will probably use 
'eekly 

!he other ! .1 ,· Ji 111e' I' ian: lc' i :, 'I 1 1!,· I k.td IJnds. wh1ch Include a cultural center and lighthouse. \\Ill 
,mly add t'' thL· numhcr ,,J :1t::,·, I" til' 1,1t the headlands. 

')incerely. 

L 
'~ --

:err'. \\ J. 

. .......................... . 
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42-H Corniche Drive 
Dana Point, CA 92629 
December 12, 2002 

California Coastal Commission 
c/o Karl Schwing, Coastal program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, 1 01

h Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Dear Mr. Schwing, 

I write today to express my support for the Commission's approval of the 
Headlands project, as approved and recommended by the Dana Point City 
Council. One of our distant skylines from our house is of the headlands. We 
are delighted that the project has lower density and height than originally 
proposed. enhanc1ng our view to the southeast. We are anxiously awaiting the 
ability to use the headlands facilities-park. walking tra11s. public facilities and 
community centers. as outl1ned 1n the proposal. 

I for one. hope that th1s proposal gets sw1ft approval. so that work can begin and 
I will get to use the fac11it1es wh1le I m st1ll able to walk' I guess thats my way of 
saying. th1s has been held up long enough. Now that there·s an approved 
project. wh1ch fits the area and meets or exceeds so many environmental 
qualifications 1t behooves the CommiSSion to g1ve the Headlands ProJect a sw1ft 
approval. 

S1ncerely. 

CarolS. Jamison 
Dana Point homeowner 

c c.: H ~ r..d..k~ -+c cf...t:-, 
I) c-..... Pt. C.__t., c...r_._~J 
/)~ ?f. N~._._-J 



DANA POINT 
HISTORICAL 
SOCIETY 

. ' ' cc,. ~. -- .__, 1 II 1 '•-VI'-"!\~ 

California Coastal Commission 
c/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, Tenth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Dear Mr. Schwing, 

December 16. 2002 

On behalf of the Dana Point Historical Society. I am writing to provide a strong 
endorsement of the current plans of the Headlands Reserve. LLC to develop the 
Dana Point Headlands. 

The proposed plans provide excellent coast access and high water quality: and 
they also include low density development with substantial open space. both 
acti' c and passive. The planned public amenities~the \knwrial. the Lighthouse. 
the lntcrpreti\e Center. ;md the other public huildings~will pn)\ ide important 
and ''elcome additions tll the Cit: ut' Dana Point. 

lllr ~lilllt'the-,e reasons. lm hehalt'c>fthe l!iswrical SllCiety. I urge appro\al h: the 
C\1~1stal ( ·lll11mission ot' the prup,1sed plans. 

\\ ith best'' ishes. 

Donald W. Burnes 
President 

Dana Point Historical Society • P.O. Box 544 • Dana Point, CA 92629 



November 20, 2002 

California Coastal Commission 
C/0 Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Ocean gate, 1 01

h Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Dear Sirs: 

_, 

(·:;~~~·~:~~ - ~~~' .: .:.,:)N 

We are residents of Dana Point since 1995. We moved here to enjoy our retirement days 
spent in beautiful yet quiet coastal area of Dana Point. We are very much concerned with 
preserving this quiet neighborhood and yet to see Dana Point to grow toward the right 
direction. 

We have examined several ideas of the development of"the Headlands" in the past and it 
looks like the plan developed by the Headlands Reserve LLC seems to us just right. It 
preserves the environment we want and the same time, add to the public access we want 
to the Headlands area and the ocean. 

We would wholeheartedly urge Coastal Commission to approve this plan. 

Thank you very much for your consideration. 

Sincerely Yours, 

Mr. and Mrs. Leonard S. Peterson 
25 Saint Michel 
Dana Point CA 92629 
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Karl Schwing 

From: Fmmchugh@aol.com 
Sent: Wednesday, December 04, 2002 12:29 PM 
To: kschwing@coastal.ca.gov; ~ward@danapoint.org; ryoung@ocregister.com; 

office@danapointheadlands.com 
Subject: Headlands Development and Conservation Plan. Dana Point Ca. 

California Coastal Commission 
C/0 Karl Schwing Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, lOth Floor 
Long Beach, Ca. 90802-4302 

My name is Frank McHugh. I own my residence @ 33985 Cape Cove, Dana Point 
Ca. 

92629. Tel: 949 496-3961. My property is on the corner of Pacific Coast 
Hwy. 

and Selva. Approx. 2 blocks from this proposed development. 

I have been to meetings the last 5 years by the Dana Point Planning 
Commission and the Dana Point City Council on the subject project. I was 
delighted when both boards approved the final plans. I want to encourage 
the Coastal Commission to do 

the same. 

When I first attended the meetings at City Hall the City of Dana Point 
was only going to get 35 acres for public use. With the approved plan we 
get 62 acres. Overl/2 of the property. For years now 86% of the property 
has been fenced, including all area that abutthe coast providing no public 
coastal access. 

Implementation of the plan will remove the fences, allowing the creation 
of five public parks in the first phase of the project. This includes 23 
coastal view overlooks and five visito~ recreation facilities, i.e., 
Lighthouse/Maritime Center, C~ltural Arts Center, Nature 
Interpretive Center. 

::: a:n a 
that ·.vi2_.:_ 

~::..Cer- 5~.8. 

8e ~:?:---~ 
the loca:..s .c,:-:d 

of us. 

.. ' ' ' o_:_ .-:.:.._r:q a:--.G 

Light House Sc:~e:y .c,:-:d :..cc~ forwa~d :c :~e day ~e~y soon we can have the 
ground- b~ea~~ng fer :n~s great add::~c:-: :c =~r ~arbor. 

meet the 
Coastal ?~ccesses. 

;..ga::-:, .,.. 
forward. 

Respectfully, 
Frank McHugh 



WILLIAM S. WALKUP 
9 Grandmaster Court 

Monarch Beach, CA 92629 
(949) 493-4323 
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Bruce & Marlene Beat 
Waterford Pointe Tel: 949-481-3010 

33626 Rising Tide Ct. Fax: 949-481-3011 
Dana Point CA 92629 Em: beality@cox.net 

Monday. December 02, 2002 

California Coastal Commission 
c/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, I 01

h Floor 
Long Beach CA 90802-4302 

Re: Dana Point Headlands 

Dear Mr. Schwing, 

-- - _...._ 

COAS ;;.,._ :=~,v\iv\1SSiON 

Almost everyday we wish we could hike in the planned Headlands Conservation Park to 
view the Pacific Ocean in 270 degree grandeur. Presently there is only high fencing with 
razor wire preventing the public from entering most of this property. There are no public 
hiking trails in Dana Point to our knowledge. Over half of the Headlands property will 
be open to the public as parks and open space. 

We are members and volunteers for the Dana Point Historical Society. We are excited 
about moving out of our cramped museum on PCH and into the Maritime Historical 
Lighthouse. where we will share with the Nature Interpretive Center. Cultural Arts 
Center. and Conservation Center. 

Currently. access to Dana Strand Beach is limited to a long stairway on the north side. 
:\sa result. surfers and others feel the necessity to jump the fences and cross over the 
private lands. C nfortunately. these visits are causing substantial erosion to the beach 
bluff and Headlands areas. The planned development will add several more public 
accesses to the Strand. thus preventing further erosion. 

In addition. there are no public restrooms near the Strand. and one can well imagine 
\\here all of the human urine and excrement ends up, either in the rocks or waves of the 
beach. The planned development will provide necessary public restrooms for this beach. 

L'nless the public wants to pay prohibitively high prices for this property, the owner must 
be allowed to make a good use of it. The Headlands Project will provide exceptional and 
permanent resources to the public and the environment for the majority of the property, 
while allowing a low density and very tasteful residential use of the remainder. 

prove the plan for the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan. 

Thank you. 



\ 

November 30, 20Cl 

Coastal Ccrnrr,ission: 

= w~s~ ~c express ~Y s~ppcr~ ~or ~he Hea6:a~6s ~ 
Car.a ?o~~~, Ca~i:or~ia. 

This deve~opmen~ wi2_l great:ly enhance our co:rJn'-...::~~ ~Y. -=:-::-:e 
pro~ect will consist: of 125 homes, five (5) ma~cr par~s, 
one o~ which will include a Maritime Light:ho~se, ~he C~l~ur
al Arts Cent:er and a Veterans Memorial. 
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California Coastal Commission 
c/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate. 1 01

h Floor 
Long Beach. CA 90802-4302 

We believe that the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan as presented for the Dana 
Point Headlands is a quality project that has included public access. environmental concerns, 
water quality and coastal needs in a very desirable way. Living in short walking distance of the 
area, we think that too much time has been lost already. The current condition of the land is 
deplorable, with trash, unsightly fences, and weeds. We look forward to the trails, public parks, 
and coastal views, and to the valuable amenities that are planned. 

We hope that this plan can be approved as quickly as possible 

Sincerely, 

Carol and Rocky James 
24621 Santa Clara Ave. 
Dana Point, CA 92629 



EDWARD A. WESTPHAL, M.D. 

15 31 Buena Vista 
San Cl~menre, CA 92672 

California Coastal Commission 
Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

:-···:, Y' -: 
\ .~ •• I 

' :" '7~ :;~:~ 
t :' 

November 20, 2002 

As a thirty year resident of San Clemente I have not only been interested in 
the Dana Point area but made almost daily use for years of the inner Dana Point 
Harbor for physical fitness walking. I have frequently walked up to the Highlands 
and made use of the few trails there. Consequently I am very interested in the 
Headlands Development and Conservation Plan as proposed by the Headlands 
Today group. 

I take great delight in lighthouses and have visited every lighthouse on the 
California Coast and often wished there was a lighthouse up on the headlands of 
Dana Point to call attention to this magnificent area of California. 

I like the limited number of residences proposed, and the goodly number of 
parks that will provide scenic overviews and picnic tables; public restrooms and 
showers; and public beach accessways; the Nature Interpretive Center providing 
public educational programs; the Headlands Conservation Park protecting 
endangered native flora and fauna. 

I particularly like the Harbor Point Park which will have the Maritime 
Historical Lighthouse, the Cultural Arts Center and the Veteran's Memorial. 

It is my wish that the California Coastal Commission will find the 
Headlands Development and Conservation Plan of value and will approve it. I 
have approved of the Coastal Commission actions that I have been acquainted 
with. and have \Vished that it had been in existence in my area when I built in San 
Clemente in 1970. 

Sincerelv, . ,. -
( '/ 

Edward A. Westphal 



November 27. 2002 

Mr. Karl Schwing 
Coastal Program Analyst 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate, I Oth Floor 
Long beach. ca. 90802-4302 

Dear Mr. Schwing: 

Re: Headlands Development 

The City of Dana Point recently approved the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan . 
This plan will soon be before the Coastal Commission. 

A great deal of time and effort has been devoted to this plan to satisfy the many concerns of the 
local community. 

This is by far one of the best plans proposed by Headlands Reserve LLC. 

I urge you and the Commission to approve this plan and help make it a reality. 



California Coastal Commission 
C/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, I oth floor 
Long Beach, Ca. 90802-4302 

Dear Mr. Schwing, 

Re: Dana Point Headlands 

RECEIVED 
South Coast Region 

NOV 2 7 2002 

CALIFORNIA 
11.20.02(:QASTAL COMMISSION 

We have seen several development outlines for the above mentioned plan and feel the 
most recent to be the best. 

In this area we definitely need to have more public access to the beaches and it is nice to 
see that it has also kept in mind the protection of the environment and yet has supported 
interests of those who live in the beautiful city of Dana Point. 

We therefore support this latest plan and trust that you will approve it as laid out. 

Yours sincerely, 

~~'1(~ 
Rosemary and Milo Sieve 

23 Ville Franche 
Monarch Beach, Ca.92629 
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I \\ Dana Point Headlands project 

Diane 

From: Stevens. Cra1g@ B1rch [CStevens@cbre com] 

Sent: Thursday. November 21. 2002 1:54PM 

To: 'office@danapointheadlands.com' 

Subject: FW Dana Point Headlands project 

',~;.-,a: '.lcssage----

From: Stevens. Cra1g ,j 81rch 

Sent: T11ursday, November 21, 2002 1:54PM 

To: <scnw,ng C1 coastal.ca.gov 

Subject: Dana Pomt Headlands proJect 

Dr Mr Schwing. 

P.:ge l or l 

1 l1ved very close to Dana Strand Beach and spent many a summer and winter day there surfing, grow1ng up and having fun 1n the 
:-o s as a teenager As a matter of fact, I was the first official surfer at Salt Creek Beach Park when the d1gn1tanes cut the r1bbon tc 
o::Jen the park in 197 4. I still occassionally surf there with my son. 

1 ve always valued and enJoyed the beauty of the Dana Strand cove and knew that one day the bluffs and old trailer park would be 
developed. I have monitored the progress of the various plans over the years and am writing you today to tell you that I am 
:)leased with the current plan proposed plan, which has lower densities, park space and most importantly, ample beach access 
.vould urge you and your colleagues to approve this project with the most recent modifications. 

S r1cerel·v 

~ c: g T S:e·Jer'S 
3:·ate~<IC kCCOL.i'tS 

::a R•c:·arc Eil1s 
-:JOO r-..1ac Arthur Blvd . Su1te 600 

\jew::Jort Beacn. CA 92660 
c,_;g.so9--n02 OffiCe 

- · -l-322-8993 Ceil 

; i ~] ~I II I~ 
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Mr. K Schwing Nov. 21, 2002 
California Coastal Commission 

Dear Sir: 

I am writing you to support an affirmative vote by the Coastal Commission on the 
Dana Point Headlands Development. 

I have lived here on the Dana coast since 1959 when we had a mobil at Dana Strands 
(now the Headlands property). I have seen the property go through various 
developmental plans for at least 12 years. The present Headlands plan is by far the best 
proposal. It will meet the community desires for a high quality, low-density development, 
with far greater public access for both locals and visitors than any previous plan. 

We look forward to using the trails through the development, many of which have 
lovely ocean views. for jogging and walking, and for the public parks and cultural centers 
that are planned tor the area. 

There are many areas on California· s I I 00 mile coastline waiting to be developed. 
The Coastal Commission should know that Dana Point people are overwhelmingly 
supportive of this project. and would recommend the Commission use it as a model tor 
other future developments 

C./(_~~~~~ 
C. Richard Mac Nair 
23 791 Perth Bay 
Dana Point Ca. 92629 
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Stevens, Craig @ Birch 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dr. Mr. Schwing, 

Stevens, Craig @ Birch 
Thursday, November 21, 2002 1:54 PM 
'kschwing@coastal.ca.gov' 
Dana Point Headlands project 

P..ECEI"VED 

I lived very close to Dana Strand Beach and spent many a summer and winter day there surfing, growing up and having 
fun in the 70's as a teenager. As a matter of fact, I was the first official surfer at Salt Creek Beach Park when the 
dignitaries cut the ribbon to open the park in 197 4. I still occassionally surf there with my son. 

I've always valued and enjoyed the beauty of the Dana Strand cove and knew that one day the bluffs and old trailer park 
would be developed. I have monitored the progress of the various plans over the years and am writing you today to tell 
you that I am pleased with the current plan proposed plan, which has lower densities, park space and most importantly, 
ample beach access. I would urge you and your colleagues to approve this project with the most recent modifications. 

s~~-~~Y~ --~ v~ 2. _/ .> 
Craig T. Stevens 

Craig T. Stevens 
Strategic Accounts 
CB Richard Ellis 
4400 Mac Arthur Blvd., Suite 600 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 
949-809-4302 Office 
714-322-8993 Cell 
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November 17. 2002 

California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate. I O'h Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Attention: Karl Schwing. 
Coastal Program Analyst 

Dear Mr. Schwing, 

": . 

. .. :\- ::>·:.:,·::-·.·s~.oN 
,, 

My wife and I fully support the Dana Point Headlands Development and Conservation 
Plan. 

We frequently read, and hear the controversy over coastal access to our California 
beaches. So often home owners of beach front properties try to deny access and treat the 
beach as their private property. 

The Headlands Development plan would be refreshing, and a very welcome project not 
just for the local populous to enjoy. but also for the many visitors who come to this area 
from all over the :world. 

Y1y \vitc and I walk at the Dana Point Harbor a couple of times a week. and with the 
HDCP plan \Ve would have other options tor our walks to enjoy the beautiful vistas. and 
parks. We !on~ this beautiful area. and hope your decision will be in t~nor of the HDCP 
plan. 

Best r.egards. 
,( ~ /' ·\· /~ 

[ '--U-7~·-.-,' I (j_~--7-;.l 

/ 

Douglas C. Stemler 



November 23. 2002 

California Coastal Commission 
c/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Dear Mr. Schwing, 
I am writing regarding the plans for development ofthe Dana Point headlands 

area. I am a resident of the community that will be the most effected by the plan. We 
live in Niguel Shores. The Niguel Shores private beach access abuts to the property 
owned by the Headlands Today group. Some ofthe property ofNiguel Shores is in 
direct contact with the now vacant land. 

We have watched for over 18 years the haggling and fighting about this 
property. Thank goodness Dana Point became a city before the County of Orange 
was able to have final say for this property. The leaders of Dana Point have truly 
tried hard to come up with a use that all people could enjoy (or at least live with). 

Of all the plans we have seen, the plans that Sanford Edwards and his group 
have come up with are far and away the best. In fact I am amazed they are willing to 
give so much. Maybe because property values have gone up so substantially in this 
area. they will be able to sell their homes tor enough to receive a good profit. 
Whatever. the bottom line is this project is about as good as anyone could hope for. 

I haven't talked to a single person in our community who feels this project will 
be a negative. WelL of course all ofus would like the land left forever just like it is. 
and we could keep our little quiet bit of paradise to ourselves: however. we know 
that is impossible. 

Just wanted you to know the feeling of one family in the area. I know that most 
people are much quicker to write a letter regarding something they disagree with. but 
I felt it was vvorth the d'tcm to \Hite about something I do agree with. Thanks for 
vour time. 

Sincerely. 

~r~~ ; ;~ge/ ' ' '('~ 
33681 Windlass Drive 
Dana Point. C\ 92629 



KARL M. HESS 

148 Costa Brava Laguna Niguel. CA 92677 Phone: (714) 496-5296 
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSIION 
' \ < ..,.... . -- -- '-........... ; ................ '·· 

C/0 KARL SCHWING,COASTAL PROGRAMS ANALYSl 
200 OCEAN GATE 
LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90802-4302 

DEAR SIR; 
WE HAVE BEEN RESIDENTS OF DANA POINT THE PAST 12 YEARS. EVER 

YEAR SINCE WE HAVE LIVED HERE THE HEADLANDS PROJECT HAS BEEN A 
FESTERING BOIL WITHOUT A SCAB ON IT TO EVEN HELP IT HEAL. IT 
EFFECTS THE CITY AND THE PEOPLE HERE BECAUSE IT IS A DIVISIVE 
ISSUE. IT IS DIFFICULT TO BELIEVE THAT A FEW PEOPLE, MANY THAT 
ALREADY HAVE HOMES THERE CAN STOP OTHERS FROM MAKING THEIR 
HOM£ UP ON THE HEADLANDS, TOO. 

"fHE PLAN INCLUDES FIVE PARKS, A VETERANS MEMORIAL, A 
LIGHTHOUSE,ART CENTER AS WELL AS MANY EMENITIES FOR JUST THE 
GENERAL PUBLIC. THIS IS A VAST DIFFERENCE FROM WHAT IS GOING ON 
NOW ON THE HEADLANDS. PEOPLE LET THEIR DOGS RUN AND RIDE 
HORSES THERE AS IF THEY OWNED IT ALL FOR THEMELVES. 

I AM SURE THAT A GREAT NUMBER OF PEOPLE WILL BE USING THE 
PROPERTY INSTEAD OF JUST A FEW PRIVILEGED PEOPLE IF THIS PROJECT 
IS OKAYED. THE CITY WILL PROSPER FROM THE INCREASED 
REVENUE AS THE NEW HOMES WILL BE TAXED. PLEASE, VOTE TO ACCEPT 
THIS PLAN. 

SINCERELY, 

Page 1 
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HE.-\DL-\:\DS DEVELOP:\IE:\T .-\:\0 CO:\SERV.-\ TIO:\ PLAN 

Project Summary 
121.3 acres 

• ~laximum 1.25 residential homes 

* 
* 

50- L'pper Headlands Area. single story, (26. 7 acres, including roads) 
75 -Strand Area. two-story, (25. 7 acres. including roads) 

• ~laximum 65-room Seaside Inn (2.8 acres) 

• Pacific Coast Highway Visitor Commercial Center ( 1.6 acres) 

• Public Parks and Open Space (62.0 acres) 

* 

* 

fi,·e :\1ajor Public Parks 
I. Headlands Conser\'ation Park (24.2 acres) 
.., Harbor Point Park (1 0.4 acres) 
3. Hilltop Park (12.3 acres) 
4. Strand Vista Park (9.9 acres) 
5. Strand Beach Park (5.2 acres) 

Integrated Public Trail System (,3 miles) 
l 23 0\ erlooks 

\luluple Ptcnic Sc,Htng C0~1stJI \'tC\\ .-'\reas 

F:.., l' Pui~:1c \ tsttor R;,;cre,t::on EJuc,t!h.'ll F,tc:i:ctcs 
\Ltr::11~1C HtSlC'!'"lC,I; Lighthc'US;;' 1 m,t\ 2. 11 111• s,! i:. 1 

c~llturai Arts Center I nux 2 .. ll){l sq :':.I 
\c~turc Intcq)rCtl\C Center 1nux. 2_<11111 sc. ,, 
Cc•nscn auon Center 1 !ll-1.\. 2.'HHI sq :·:.1 

')::·~md Beach R-:strcX'l1l5 and ShLI\\ ;,;:· 1!!1,:\ 51_11:1 :Scl :·t. 1 

Publtc .-\rt 

• \\'atcr Quallly Program 

T:·;.:,tl.:' ; 1 11
•''., ot the on-stt;,; HDCP rmpacts and 3IJ acres of cxist1ng o:·f-stte 

de\ c k'pment. 

• HabttJt :\lanagement Program 



CERTIFIED LCP I PROPOSED HDCP 
CO:\IPARISIO~ 

Residential 
l'pper Headlands 

Strand 

Commercial 

Hotel 

Public 
Open Space 

Public Parks 

Public Trails 

Public \'isitor 
Facilities 

\ enical Beach 
\ccess 

Certified 
Local Coastal 

Program 
501 :\lax. t:nits 1 

318 :\lax. Units 
183 l\lax. Vnits2 i 

27.0 ac. 

Two -WO-rm. 

45.3 ac. (w/ roads) 

, 

. - miles 

0 

Proposed 
HDCP 

125 Max. Units 
50 Max. Units 
75 Max. Units 

4.4 ac. 

65-rm. 

62 ac. (no roads)3 
1 

5 

J mile'> 

· ~c· .:~,·-·: ·• <t:ci L,i:,<tcn,J ".::;~.l·: L\ PI .u1d l ,c ,jc,::,<mtt''"· ~;,:n:; :::c: ":11:J-pu1:1! .. 

~::,, .::J:\,)!1 J~ !l\ltcJ abu\ C. 

The t,,tal tlpcn spJcc. r,Jad~. :1nd .;]npc cJkuiJtlon. comparJble to the C'\htl!l',! certll~c:d 
LCP. equah s~.o acres 



Diane 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

MtllieBud@aol.com 
Thursday, November 21, 2002 5:26PM 
kschwing@coastal.ca.gov ~ 
office@danapolntheadlands.com 
Headlands ToDay?Coastal Commission 

11d I \\ere pleased to read the \:o,·ember 12 Headlanfd Today report letter. As 
l'nl1cerned citizens of Dana Point and Orange County. we are pleased this 
proJect is coming close to a finale. 

The co11trol of home quantity/size and road access will keep development at a 
good le,·ei of control. All future visitors whether from in or out of Orange 
County area ,,·ill be thrilled with the parks, trails, lighthouse, memorial, 
and museum. What a great addition to one ofthe most beautiful of coastal 
areas in southem Califomia! 

Thanks lor taking your time in considering a positive YES vote when the 
Cnmmission meets next month. 

Sincerelv. \1r. and \1rs. Frank 0'1'\eil 

RECEP1EO 
·--

.: . ) 



Pa;c I of I 

Diane 

From: Kvlmg@aol com 

Sent: Thursday. Novemter 21. 2002 5:36PM 

To: office@danapo1ntheadlands.com 

Subject: Coastal Comm1ssion 

Thought I would send you a copy of the letter we sent to the Coastal Commission {per your request of November 12) Just 
.vanted you to know the quiet people are on your side. Thanks, Karen 

Cal1forn1a Coastal Commission 
:: o Karl Schw1ng, Coastal Program Analyst 
.:'00 Oceangate. 1Oth Floor 
Lor1g Beach. CA 90802 

Dear Mr. Schwing 
1 am wntmg regarding the plans for development of the Dana Point headlands area. I am a resident of the commun1ty that will 

8e the most effected by the plan. We live in Niguel Shores. The Niguel Shores prive1te beach access abuts to the property owned 
:Jy the Headlands Today group. Some of the property of Niguel Shores is in direct contact with the now vacant land. 

We have watched for over 18 years the haggling and fighting about this property. Thank goodness Dana Point became a c1ty 
:)efore the County of Orange was able to have final say for this property. The leaders of Dana Point have truly tried hard to come 

:;:J w1th a use that all people could enJOY (or at least live with). 
Of all the plans we have seen. the plans that Sanford Edwards and his group have come up with are far and away the best lr 

'act I am amazed they are willing to give so much. Maybe because property values have gone up so substantially in th1s area. 
:hey will be able to sell their homes for enough to receive a good profit. Whatever, the bottom line is this project is about as good 
3S anyone could hope for. 

I haven't talked to a single person in our community who feels this project will be a negative. Well, of course all of us would 
"e the land left forever JUSt l1ke it is. and we could keep our little quiet bit of paradise to ourselves: however. we know that 1s 

"':)OSS ble 
Just .vCJntec vou to know the feel1ng of one fam1ly 1n the area I know that most people are much quicker to wr1te a letter 

":ga:crr,~: somethrrg thev crsagree wrth. but I felt rt was 'NOrth the effort to wrrte about somethrng I do agree wrH' Thanks 'or ,our 
. "8 

::, ·'cereiv 

<arer' L:nger 
nf38 j 'Nrnc:!iass Drt•Je 
:::::a:'a Po:nt CA 92'329 

: I ~I ~(I( I~ 



California Coastal Commission 
c/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

-..:AL.ifCRNIA 
Dear Mr. Schwing ~.: .::>~STAL COMMISSiON 

l have owned the property I live on for over 30 years and built our house 21 years 
ago. I am a Certified Geologist, Certificate No. 2293. Needless prior to buying property or 
building I did a thorough study of the geology of the area. Fortunately a geologist who had 
worked for me spent 6 months mapping the area of Dana Point. 

Dana Point , different from the Palos Verdes area is on a strike slope instead of a dip 
slope, making the area very stable and unlikely to slide. I am familiar with the Headlands 
area, not only as to its geology but the development plans for the area. I not only believe 
these plans to be safe but constitutes a great improvement to our small town. 

The developer bas gone above and beyond to satisfy the diverse elements of our city 
and bas received approval of the powers that be. I sin"rely hope that the COASTAL 
Commission will quickly approve this project that bas been in abeyance for far too many 
years. 

Very Truly Yours 
George B. Pichel 
33941 Pequito Drive 
Dana Point, CA 92629 
949 240 7245 
gpichetrti·cox.net 



(949)496-8256 

California Coastal Commissio~ 

Christopher Bourke 
53 Saint Kitts 

Dana Point 
Ca 92629 

November 20th, 2002 

Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, 10th Floor RECE1VED 

,t\ .... 
; ~ 1 . 

- ~ 

Long Beach Ca 90802 

Subject: Headlands, Dana Point 

Dear Commissioners, 

My wife and I think that the Headlands and Conservation 

PlaD recently approved ~y the Dana Point City Council will 

be the jewel of Southern Orange County. 

Over 50% of the 121 acre project will be devoted to open 

space and there will only be 125 homes allotted instead of a 

possible 501 homes. This low density will minimize traffic, 

reduce pollution and give an uncrowded view of the coast from 

the sea. 

My "out of town" friends can hardly believe that there 

will be a 24.2 acre Headlands Conservation Park to protect the 

endangered pocket mouse plus the coastal flora and fauna. The 

public can have access to this Conservation Park and there will 

be a Nature Interpretive Center. 

Best of all, the public will be able to use 3 miles of 

trails that will link 5 public parks including spectacular 

views of the ocean and Catalina Island. 

Every aspect of this project has been carefully studied 

and there will be a state-of-the-art water treatment system for 

run-off which will improve the quality of ocean water 

Finally, there are plans for five recreation facilities 

which will be attractions for local and out-of-town visitors 

plus everyone will have access to the coast. 

cc Dana Point City Council Members 
Dana Point News 

Yours faithfully, 

{ t .. -t ' \. ~ /v 
~1}. r ~ ·- ~ ~---
christo~her Bourke 
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November 20, 2002 

Karl Schwing 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate 1Oth floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Dear Mr. Schwing: 

RECEIVED 
~~ : r ;--. ---- -: ; .. :-- - ~, -

'~ . 

The purpose of this letter is to demonstrate in writing my support of the Headlands Development 
and conservation plan outlined by the Headlands Reserve LLC. This plan is coming before the 
review of the coastal commission sometime in early 2003. 

This plan has undergone numerous changes in the last 4 years and I truly believe that this is the 
best plan ever. You may or may not be aware that Sanford Edward has held numerous community 
meetings encouraging the citizens to voice their concerns. I have attended 95% of these meetings 
over the last 4 years and I assure you that the majority of the citizens who care enough to show up 
are unanimously in favor of this plan. In addition, the City of Dana Point and the Planning 
Commission have voted in favor of the plan as it now stands. 

I'm now asking for your help. Please help us get this plan passed, we don't need any more 
discussion, we need action. Currently, over 86% of the.site is fenced, providing zero public 
access. When completed this plan will open 62 acres to public parks and open space; provide a 3 
mile integrated biking and hiking system; 5 public parks and five visitor recreation facilities. 
including a Lighthouse/Maritime Historical Center. Cultural Arts Center and a Nature Interpretive 
Center. 

What can we do to assure that this moves through the system and gets past? Please help us 
citizens that have worked so hard to come to an agreement move forward in a positive direction. 

Sincerely. 

Linda Yadao 
33816 Robles Drive. Unit B 
Dana Point, CA 92629 
lyadao@cox.net 



November 18. 2002 

California Coastal Commission 

Kianoosh Jafari, M.D. 
34382 St. of Port Lantern 

Dana Point, CA 92649 
(949) 488-7778 

C/o Karl Schwing. Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate. I 01

h Floor 
Long Beach. CA 90802-4302 

Dear Mr. Schwing: 

--f- ·-

• . ./,t:, 5 -~.-. ·: ' .. ~ :s .~' 
' ' -·~·()f\J 

I respectfully submit this letter to you in support of the Headlands Project. I have a great 
deal of interest to see an improvement. and I firmly believe this project highlights Dana 
Point. I believe. based on the proposal from Headlands. the amount of public property 
surrounding the residential has a low density. which has an appeal enhancing the City of 
Dana Point. I have a great interest and belief in a higher quality community in Dana 
Point and I am anxiously eager to see this project completed l()r future homeowners to 
start building. I like the :.1ccessibility of the coastal area. water quality and amount of the 
land allocated for use b~ the public which makes this project extreme!~ unique and \er~ 
desirable. I respectfully recommend your approval of the plan. 

If you han~ questions. please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Very truly yours. 

-c 
J'~ 

Kianoosh Jafari. \1.D. 

Cc: Citv Council 
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Dear Sir, 

I am writing re: The Headlands project in Dana Point Ca. This project has 
been through the community every which way for the past several years. 
A consensus has been reached by the community, the developer, and 
The environmentalist. I urge the coastal commission to approve the plan that 
is being submitted. The plan is a culmination of the efforts of all parties. 
Please put this project behind us. 

F.D. Rogers 
715 Via Presa 
San Clemente, Ca. 
92672 



California Coastal Commission 
200 Ocean gate, 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 
Nov, 18,2002 

Gentlemen: 

D.A.Walters 
24101 Windward Dr. 
Monarch Beach, CA 92629 

We hope that you will approve the plans for development of the Headlands submitted to 
you by the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan. We think it will be a great 
improvement to that area. The area is presently just growing wild and is inhabited by wild 
animals, homeless vagrants and young kids having trysts and drinking parties. 

This development will convert this jungle into a desirable area and make it an asset to our 
adjacent neighborhood and the city of Dana Point. 

Thanking you in advance. 

..., Yourstrulv, 
/. ·~;;;:.ri..tvr' · 

D.A Walters 
Mary Lou Walters 



LiveMusic(~ Exchange 
Take Control of tbe Music in Your Future! 

Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Dear Mr. Schwing, 

RECEf~_ED 
.:. -~):) t h .. ~>~>--': ; . ~. ~ ··.l' ·,:) ·' 

.• \.) •J o; I 

This letter is to address the issue of the five major public parks included in the Headlands 
Development and Conservation Plan now under consideration by the California Coastal 
Commission; i.e.,The Maritime Historical Lighthouse, The Cultural Arts Center, The Nature 
Interpretive Center, the Conservation Center and the Strand Beach Restrooms and Shower. 

As former Chairman of the Cultural Commission and Coordinator for the City of Dana Point 
Cultural Plan developed over three years and presented to the city in 1993; I was involved in surveys 
and focus groups that assessed the community cultural needs of not only the City of Dana Point, but 
OJ.tr neighboring cities of San Juan Capistrano, Laguna Niguel and San Clemente. I strongly endorse 
all these amenities and consider them to be necessary additions and assets to our entire regional area. 

The conclusions arrived at by the Cultural Planners at that time underscored the need for the 
development of a sense of community and a sense of place through cultural amenities and facilities 
such as those generously included in the current Headlands LLC plan and unanimously endorsed by 
the Dana Point Citv Council last vear. . . 

Headlands LLC has over the past three years sought to make a meaningful contribution to our lives 
through their development and they have persistently sought input from all sectors of our 
community .. Those of us concerned about a community with little or no appropriate venue for the 
visual and performing arts, and other community oriented meetings and events, are deeply grateful 
for their vision and generosity. We urge the Commission to appreciate the positive impact and the 
importance of these five public amenities as a whole, to take in consideration the many hours of 
thoughtful planning represented in the current plan, and to accept the plan as it is presented. 

Colene Schwandt 
LiveMusicExchange.com 

24346 Vista Point Lane, Dana Point CA 92629 Phone/Fax 949 248 1156 

colene@.livem usicexchange.com 

• 



~ -- ' 

Cal.::_ fo:cD.:.. a Co as ~a: Corrc~llis s .:..on 
c/o Karl Sc~w.:_ng, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 :Jceanga~e, :Oth Floor 
Song Beac~, Ca. 90802 

T~is letter is being written in order to encourage an 
approval of the Headlands plan in the City of Dana Point. 

The public amenit.:..es such as parks, visitor facilities, .::_e 
L~ghthouse, & trails, etc. will be such great improvements 
and 1A'ij_l be.::·1efit our community. I hope to be able to enjoy 
this wonderful & exciting proposed plan in the near future. 

ThanK you for your consideration. 

Respectful:y, 

~~'y/~ 



November 16, 2002 

California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth tloor 
Long Beach, California 90802-4302 
Attn: Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 

Dear Mr. Schwing: 

~RECEIVED 
~outh Co t D · - os 'eg,on 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COA1MISSiON 

We have resided in Dana Point for 12 years. We actually moved into the city shortly 
after it became incorporated. We have seen many changes, some to the good and very 
tittle to the bad. We have seen the constant battle with various special-interest groups 
and city council members concerning the development of the Headlands. 

The current project approved by the city council is a good selection. We are in favor of 
any property owner to build on their land. But we also have had the concerns of over 
development in an already crowded city. This current plan submitted for your approval is 
a development that we are in favor. It has been scaled down in its housing development, 

. but we are also encouraged by the open space included in the plan. Also, with the 
Ritz Carlton, Marriott and the St. Regis already in the city what more can a city offer? 
The proposal of a small B&B type hotel of only 65 rooms is desirable. This type of 
property would give a more intimate feel to the area, just like the Blue Lantern Inn offers 
visitors. 

We are outdoor enthusiasts and we are very excited over the proposed park and public 
trails offered in the current plan. As it is right now, no one can safely maneuver about the 
Headlands. The surfers breaking into fenced areas and climbing up and down the cliffs 
only add to the natural erosion. With proper development this erosion can be minimized. 

We have our ·'piece of the pie'' living in such a beautiful beach community With this 
high end development let others enjoy the "good life''. We cannot avoid fencing 
ourselves in and keeping others away. Most importantly the owners of this property have 
a right to build and they have gone to great lengths to appease every one concerned. 

Sincerely, 

Allen and Candace Mathews 
33861 Granada Drive 
Dana Point. California 92629 
949-496-9492 (Hm & Fax) 



Karl Schwing 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

MillieBud@aol.com 
Thursday, November 21, 2002 5:26PM 
kschwing@coastal.ca.gov 
office@danapointheadlands.com 
Headlands ToDay?Coastal Commission 

nd I were pleased to read the November 12 Headlanfd Today report/letter. As 
concerned citizens of Dana Point and Orange County, we are pleased this 
project is coming close to a finale. 

The control of home quantity/size and road access will keep development at a 
good level of control. All future visitors whether from in or out of Orange 
County area will be thrilled with the parks, trails, lighthouse, memorial, 
and museum. What a great addition to one of the most beautiful of coastal 
areas in southern California! 

Thanks for taking your time in considering a positive YES vote when the 
Commission meets next month. 

Sincerely, Mr. and Mrs. Frank O'Neil 



Karl Schwing 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

ross58 [ross58@earthlink.net] 
Wednesday, November 20, 2002 10:33 AM 
kschwing @coastal. ca. gov 
Headlands 

Dear Carl, my name is John Rossman and I am a boater with a slip in Dana 
Point and would love to see some changes and I believe the Headlands 
would be a refreshing improvement. 
The Lighthouse and the Parks seem to be a well thought out plan. 
We have three 5 star hotels in the area and I'm sure that it would 2lso 
be a great financial help to Dana Point. 
Regards, 
John 



Karl Schwing 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Coastal Commission, 

ScriblerSJ@aol.com 
Tuesday, November 19, 2002 4:48 PM 
kschwing@coastal.ca.gov. 
Headlands 

I strongly support the Headlands Project in Dana Point. This represents 
a fair compromise with the property owner and will also serve the needs of 
this city. Believe me, the people here have every concern for protecting the 
beauty and integrity of our coastline. Much work and effort went into 
hammering out an equitable agreement with the developer, and this project 
represents the best interests of all concerned. 

Sincerely, 
Shirley Gilbert, Dana Point resident 



~~~~'I, If'? ~ ~ ~ 14-axJ 
-t;fr...pth(Jlc--1 ~ ~ fk- ~- ' 

HEADLAi\DS DE\'ELOP:\IENT AND CON E 1 ~ ,,~<;_EJVE~ 

rrt- l).Q b-w~~sto. ~~10~ 
Important Issues: ~ !u-41 ti<"' '" 

_ _____ ::A~!FC)K>!IL. 

Public Access. ---..:...:_ . . . . COAS~A~ CO/v:i\\ISS
1
0N 

I. Current! , over 86% of the Site IS fenced, m udmg all areas that abut the coast prondmg no 
public c stal access. Jmplementatio e plan will remove the fences, allowing the 
creation of I\' · r s m the first phase of the project 

! 0\u half the property, 62 acres, will be opened to the public as parks and open space. 
3. Two new beach access paths, one reconstructed path and a new restroom/shower facility will 

serve Strand Beach. 
-+. A three mile integrated biking and hiking trail system will link the five public parks with 23 

coastal vie\v oHrlooks and the five visitor recreation facilities, i.e., Lighthouse/Maritime 
Historic Center, Cultural Arts Center, Nature Interpretive Center, etc. 

Em·ironmental Conservation 
I. The HDCP provides for the conservation and protection of marine resources offshore and on 

the rocky beach at the base of the bluffby designating these areas as conservation open 
space, and through implementation of a water quality and biological monitoring program. 

! The 24.2-acre Headlands Conservation Park will protect in perpetuity a variety of unique 
coastal flora and fauna via a management program and self-sustaining endowment. 

3. The project has been a key participant in establishing the 37,000-acre Orange County 
Rcsene System. including the conservation of over 10,900 acres of sensitive habitat in the 
~..-l)astal/\.mc. 

\\'atcr Oualil_l 
l. The proJect'' Ill utilize a state-of-the-art multi-step treatment train approach to \\atcr qual it:. 

This includes minimization ofrunofC nuisance \\'ater di\ersion. des!lting clumbers. s~md 
filters. catch basin riltt?rs. speciaiized irrigation systems. etc . 

..., Bcy()Jld trc~1tin~ th~..· onsite runoff. the project will also treat the runotr !'rum ::.rJ .1crcs tJI

c\isting de\ ,:lopmcnt suiTOtmding the project that currently Ins no'' ater qual!t\ cuntrul~. 
~ ·rhl.? dc\·~i\''Jlll1cnt \\·ill en1ploy energy dissipation structures to n1ini1nize the potcntL.ll t~)r 

beach scour and erosion. 

Coastal Processes 
I. Headlands Reserw LLC has employed scientists from Scripps Institute of Oceanography and 

others to study and minimize the project's potential effect on the marine environment, 
tncluding sand supply. beach width, offshore habitat, etc. 

, Rcconstructton of the existing revetment along the beach will minimize the potential for 
slope erosion and slope failure that could lead to public safety concerns, water quality 
1111pacts and impacts to scnsi ti ve offshore pI ants and animals. 

·' E\tcnsJ\ e ~udysis has determined that the project will not impact sand supply, beach'' idth 
and other ~..·uastal processes. Ocean \\'atcr quality will actually be enhanced through proJect 
i 111 p k m ~..· 111 at i c> n. 



CIAL~foY~~IA CoiAStiAL COV1AV1A~SS~O~ 
200 o~eiA ~g ~Ate, :tot~ FLooY 

Lo~g 1SeiA~V1, CIA.jO<;i02 

RECE1\1fC 
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As yes~vte~ts ofDIA~IA 'Po~~t, we wouLct L~R.e to goo~ Ye~oYvl w~tl-1 
OUY V1o-pes foy tV1e ~OV1AV1AU~~tt:j. 

we ~ert~A~~Ltj ~~AYe veYtj W-u~V1 ~About out L~ttLe tow~, tV1e w~teY 
qu~AL~tt:j of ouY o~eiA~ lA~ tV1e WIAtj of L~fe o~ ouY sV1oYes. we ~lA~ 
~ALso ~A-p-pYe~~IAte wlt11At lA fr-~e L~~ lA~ b~ALIAV\-Ce be~AW- tjOUY 
~OV1AV1A~ss~o~ W-ust w~ALR. ~~ oYvleY to W-IAR.e tV1e vte~~s~o~s tlt11At t:jOu 

vto. 

we V1o-pe veYtj W-u~V1 tlt11At we ~AYe ~AbLe to -pyoe-eevt w~tl-1 tV1e 
HeGlctLGl~cts -pYOje~t lAS ~t st~A~cts. At tlt1~s Ju~~ttAYe ~t V1Gls bee~ 
Gl"fJ"fJYOVevl btj OIAY ~~tt:j ~OIA~Sel IA~vl 1A-p-pe1AYS to V11AVe -po-ptALGlY 1A-p-peGlL 

to tV1e W-Gl j oYl.ttj of tV1e coV1AV1AtA~l.ttj. we'ye certel L.~ tlt1Glt L.s V\.-Ot tV1e 
V1AIAJOY COV\.-CeY~ of t:jOIAY COV1AV1A~.SS~OV\.-, blAt l.t lS lV1A-pOrtGl~t to lAS IA~cl 
V1o-pe t!llGlt L.t ciA V\_, ~oW-e to fytAl.tl.oV\_,. 

RDgeY IA~vt 1SIAYb sto~At 

Del ~lA 'PO~~t, CIA. 



The Upper Headlands Neighborhood (26.7 
acres, including roads) will have a 
maximum of 50 custom residential homes. 

The Strand Vista Park (9.9 acres) site is 
currently fenced, overgrown with non
native vegetation, has utility lines, and 
provides no coastal access or ocean views. 
The Park stretches the length of the 
County-owned parking lot (over 2,000 
feet), includes walking paths, grassy areas, 
picnic tables. and scenic overlooks that 
provide coastal access and white water, 
ocean v1ews. 

Hilltop Park (I 2.3 acres) is the highest 
point of the property. One of the 5 major 
public parks, it's linked to the other 4 
parks by 3 miles of trails. The public 

With a maximum of 65 
rooms, the Seaside Inn 
includes a public restaurant, 
a day-use spa. while 
providing ocean and harbor 
VIeWS. 

trails contai~ ~3 . o"~eE IV!D 
numerous seatmg/v•ewJ~~·toast Region 

The Strand Neighborhood (25. 7 acres, 
including roads) contains a maximum 
of 75 custom residential homes, and 
includes a dedicated public beach 
access path. 

Strand Beach public restrooms and 
shower, and 3 public beach 
access ways. 

Ill\ /II 11'"-1! ._., ,\'\.11 I I 1,._\l K\ \ l/111\ I'll\'\ 

Strand Beach Park (5.2 acres) is 
privately owned and will be 
dedicated to the public. 

A state-of-the-art water quality program treats 
stormwater and runoff from the 121-acre project, 
and 30 acres of off-site runoff. Water quality at 
Strand Beach and Baby Beach (in the Harbor) will 
be significantly improved. D {) ·..L jl c_A ~ 
~ p~ ''~ . tt-«e...- rae~~~ ~ 
~f_e Ct.~~ CtL'Vc( k~,__cc(-u.:.i_ rf cL ~ (U2~~ 

t •. ,r' _ f /-~- . ---4'_,/;./.j. C_u_,, _ _ 

NOV 2 0 70 Harbor Point Park (10.4 acres) 
will include the Maritime 
Historical Lighthouse. the 
Cultural Arts Center. and a 
Veteran· s Memorial. 

The Nature Interpretive 
Center w iII serve the 
llcadlands Conservation 
Park. providing puhlic 
educational programs. A 
( 'onservation Center at the 
other entrance focuses on 
state-wide conservational 
education. 

The Headlands Conservation Park (24.2 
acres) protects the endangered Pacific Pocket 
Mouse and other native flora and fauna. An 
endowed Hahitat Management Program will 
also be employed for the long-term 
maintenance of the Park. The Park provides 
dramatic coastal access and sweeping views 
along the bluff top trail. 

/c;~~ "{t; e-~;_H.JJ- c)<-k_,. 

L(_\,~ U..:l..L + ~~-C . ..._:) CQ_(?.<-0L-~~ 
c t' J p_ "7)_ 0 -1- ,...-;' 



The Upper Headlands Neighborhood (26.7 
acres. including roads) wi.H have a 
tHaximum of 50 custom residential homes. 

rtK' Strand Yi~la Park (9.9 acres) site is 
L'lltTently fenced. ovet·grown with non
natt vc vegetation. has utility lin~s. and 
pt·ovide" tH• coastal access or ocean views. 
TilL· P~trk ~trctchcs the length of the 
< ·, •utlly pwncd parking k•t (over 2.000 
tc·ct ). includes walking path~. gt·assy areas. 
P'L'IIt<" tanks. and scenic ovcdnoks that 
I~'' .vide coastal access and while water. 

\lCc ... .'all VICWS. 

I ilc Strand Neighborhood (2~ 'I acre-;, 

tncludll•t!. r<'ads) contains a nmxitlllltl1 
.,1 7 ~ ~·u">tont rcside:·ntial honK'S, and 
111L'Iud~·-.. a dedicated puhlic hcach 

:h'C<''-" path. 

Str:ttHI Bc~1l"h public re-.trootns and 
,h.,w•·r. and \ pt~hlic beach 

.tc~·c·s-..\A' <~Y" 

Hilltop Park ( 12 -~ acn.:sl i'- the hl).!h<"'' 

point of the property. ( >r "" ul the ."> lll;q<>r 

public parks. it's illlkl·d to the 11thn 
parks hy ~ n1iks ,,r It ali'-'. The puh!Jc' 

trails contain 2~ "'l""'"'k' '"'!J 
nutncrous scating/\'Jt"\\ i 11 r ;11c<~-.. 

NOV 2 0 ZOOZ 

Strand Beach Park 1 <; ~ .tc 1c·~, , " 

privately t..~wncd and "',11 l,c· 

dedicated to the public ' . a 
'\ ./~ ~A<-<' i.·~· 

,, .... 

With a maximum uf <"-.5 
n>tll1l~. the S,·a~JdC l111l 

include~ a puhli..: rc~taura n t 

/ 

a day use sp~•. wit i k~ 
pnwidinl! ocean ;~nd hart..,( n 
VIC\\'-;. 

/ 
/ I brhPr Po tnt J',trk 1 I 0.4 ac 1 -L·.~ 1 

will tncludc thL' ~lari t i 11 w 
IIJ,tuncal l.J~·J•thnti'L". 1 It,· 
( 'ultural ;\1 h ( ·cnkr. a ltd d 

Vrtcran ·" Melllnnal. 

The :'-laturc lntnprcil\'l' 

( "entn will "l"l\'l' lhL· 

llcadlands ( ·oJP'L'J 'at ton 

Park. prnvid111~ public 
~~due at ional pn ·~r,tlll' 1\ 
('on sci vat ion Ccntci ~11 the 

Dthc'T L"lltf~llll'l" fnl'li'l"' \lll 

<,(;Ill' Widl' L'llll,t'r\;ltlllll:ti 

l"\ llll"dllllll. 

I k,,,ll:lrnh ( ·, lll'l"l'\ :t\ll HI 1':11 k t2 l l 

1\ stair:- of-tilL' arl water 4uality prog.r·3rn treats 
stormwalcr and nmoff from the I 21 acre project, 
:tnd JO acres of off site runoff_ Water quality at 
Strand Beach and Bahy Beach (in the llarhur) will 

h~· -.;ignificantly in1provcd. 
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Pauline \1. & C!eorge \\'. \\'illiams 
23842 :::assancra Bai Cara ;:::c:1rt. :allfcrr,a 92629-JJO.J r949) 2.J8 7'64 FAX (9491248 7134 

California Coastal Commission 
c/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, I orh Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Dear Mr. Schwing: 

~;.._;F::)RNIA 

COASTAL COMI'v\!SSION 

We established our residence in Dana Point in 1991. We immediately became aware of the proposal 
for the development of the Dana Point Headlands. It was the "talk of the town". 

Each successive proposal, including the proposal now in consideration, we have studied very 
carefully. We have written to the City regarding some of our concerns and questions. 

Based on our evaluation of the current proposal, we are fully satisfied with the physical plan for the 
development of this property, and the provisions for environmental conservation, water quality, and 
abiding by the rules established by the Coastal Commission. 

We appreciate the necessity for all of the steps involved in the oversight of a land development 
project of this size and of such significant scenic and historical and future importance. In the past 
there have been concerns expressed as to whether some those in responsible position always based 
their decisions on what could be considered reasonable and in furtherance of the interests of the 
majority of the residents of Dana Point, the City Government, and the developer. The present 
consideration process for the proposal for the development of the Dana Point Headlands has been 
reasonable and equitable 

We urge Costal Commission to approve the current proposal for the development of the Dana Point 
Headlands 

Sincerelv. 
/ 

({.:._ '--Vk-[ /: 



November 16, 2002 

California Coastal Commission 

Hello, I live in Dana Point and am so very excited 
about the proposed improvements for the Headlands 
area of my city. I hope you will approve their plans 
and let us get under way to enjoy the many benefits 
this project will bring as soon as possible. 

Thank you in advance for approval ... .it will be 
wonderful and will enable gJ1 citizens to enjoy this 
beautiful area with public parks, trails, Cultural Arts 
Center, Veteran's Memorial and Maritime Historical 
Lighthouse. When you review this proposal, I am 
sure you will also realize how excited we are here in 
Dana Point. 

Sincerely, ~----

9u~4,/~ 
Mary Su Paine 
34300 Lantern Bay Dr., # 19 
Dana Point, CA. 92629 
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Sfme')l~can r;;bp~bn 
LAGUNA BEACH POST, No. 222 

PO BOXS17 
LAGUNA BEACH CALIFORNIA 926C:J2 

November 15. 2002 

California Coastal Commission 
C/o Mr. Karl Schwing. Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate. 1oth Floor 
Long Beach. C A 90802-4302 

Dear Mr. Schwing. 

- ~ -- --~ 

----···-.- .·-\ .... _.__,,,,,',,,...,.,_,101 

I am writing you on behalf of the 500 veterans in American Legion Post 222. Department of 
California. Laguna Beach. California. Though most of the veterans (Legionnaires) in our 
Post iive in the south part of Orange County. I feel confident that I speak for most of the 
250.000 veterans and their families in Orange County regarding the following request. 

As directed by the Officers of our Post I am requesting your strong support for the proposed 
Veterans· Memorial to be located in the Harbor Point Park of the Headlands Development in 
Dana Point. We are asking for your support now since it is our understanding that the 
Headlands Development and ConserYation Plan will be presented to your Commission in the 

near future. 

When making your eecisions we ask that you keep in mind that the recently dedicated Flying 
Cross monument at Pines Park in Dana Poi11t is the only rnemnrial monument in the Dan<l 
Point area thM reco~ni;es the contributions made by our \derans to ket?p the l nited States of 

.\merican the land ot' the free. 

Presenting and presening some little recognition for the men and women who have. nr are. 
or will someda) sene their country in the military is most appropriate for this beautiful 
location \\here hoth resident; and \i'Sitors can pay their respects. \\·c hope that you \\ill not 
just suppnrt ha\ing the proposed Veterans \kmorial but that you insist on it heing placed in 

the prominent location that it desenes. 

Thank you for your consideration and support for a Veterans· Memorial in this public 
location. If )l)U have any questions regarding this matter please address them to Past 

Commander Robert :V1oore at 949 496-8854 A /1 

Alltr 021 I 15 Dana Point 'v1emorial 

~ ·~ 
vee~/ 

Commander. Post 222 
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TRISTAN KROGIUS 
32411 SEA ISLAND DRIVE 
DANA POINT, CA 92629 

California Coastal Commission 
C/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, 1oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Dear Commissioners: 

-..,. ;;-- ..,? ... ~~ 
.. ' 

November 15, 2002 

As a 32 year resident of what is now the City of Dana Point with 6 married 
children and 19 small grandchildren living in the area, I have watched with 
interest the planning for the Headlands property. It has been frustrating that the 
process has taken so long and has been so expensive for our City and the 
property owners, and that we as citizens have not had a chance to enjoy access 
to this beautiful property. However, the plan now developed is an enlightened 
one and addresses all serious concerns anyone could have with residential and 
commercial densities reduced drastically from prior plans. 

I am particularly enthusiastic about the public trail system, the parks. the 
lighthouse historical repository and the beach access and hope that it will not be 
too long before they will be available. But. even more importantly, as one very 
concerned with the disastrous water quality problems forcing frequent beach 
closures. the state of the art water quality program incorporated in the project 
should be a model for all and will have an impact on run off even beyond the 
projects boundaries. 

Other aspects of this plan are also most appealing. including the protection this 
plan offers for coastal flora and fauna. the Veteran's Memorial and. overall. the 
enhancement it will provide for our entire community both culturally and in 
fostenng a sense of community I sincerely hope the Commission will act 
promptly in approv1ng this proJect allowing development to begin so that our City 
and its Citizens and visitors can soon enjoy this magnificent property. 

Sincerely. 

:h_1Lt~ 
Tristan Krogius 
(949) 496-4554 



l? 0'1/, If 2 oo2. 
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November 14. 2002 

California Coastal Commission 
Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, 1 01

h Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

24692 Benjamin CIR 
Dana Point, CA 92629=1052 

Dear Mr. Schwing: 

This letter is in support of the Headlands Development in Dana Point. When I first 
purchased a home here in Dana Point in 1992, I was completely against developing the 
headlands as 1 felt it should remain in its natural primitive state. However, the 
development plans allow for much open space, parks, trails, and other amenities that 
would add, rather than detract, to the headland property. I believe that the developer has 
kept in mind the impact it will have on the City of Dana Point. Rather than have the 
property densely populated with homes, the developer has created a nice, low density 
housing area surrounded by parks and open land. 

The developer has further established a water quality system that may help, rather than 
add to, the problem Dana Point Harbor has with high water bacteria counts. And, it has 
added more access to the beach rather than restricting it, which it could have done. 

After looking at the plans and seeing what is envisioned compared to what could have 
been proposed, I am all in favor of this development. Yes, there are protesters who do 
not want to see the land developed, but it is private property and theirs (the owners) to do 
with as they really please. I think it is most generous of them to divide the land almost in 
half for both private and public use. 

The citizens will get a lighthouse. which will be a focal point tor the city. a nature center. 
a veterans memorial. a new Inn with day-use spa. and a number of parks with rest rooms. 
benches. and most of all. views. This development can only add to what Dana Point has. 
and I am sure it will generate additional revenue for the city because of all the additional 
people who will come to visit and may naturally shop locally. 

It is with a great hope that the Coastal Commission will approve this plan torthwith. or 
with. at least. just minor changes. so that the development can begin as soon as possible 
and the citizens of Dana Point can begin enjoying what is being otTered. And I, as a 
resident. look torward to being one of the first. 
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acres. including roads) will have a 
maximum of 50 custom residential homes. 

The Strand Vista Park (9.9 acres) site is 
currently fenced. overgrown with non
native vegetation. has utility lines. and 
provides no coastal acces., or ocean views. 
The Park stretches the length of the 
County-owned parking lot (over 2.000 
feel). include' walking paths. grassy areas. 
picnic tahles. and sl·enic overlooks that 
provide coastal access and white water. 
ocean views. 

The Strand Neighborhood (25.7 acres, 
including roads) contains a maximum 
of 75 custom residential homes. and 
includes a dedicated public beach 
ac,·c...., path. 
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Important Issues: 
CALiFCK.NiA 

/ ----~--- COASTAL COt,\N·,:SSi:.:JN 

( Public Acceg// 
~l!rrently, Et\'er 86% of the site is fenced, including all areas that abut the coast providing no 

public coastal acce Im lementation of the plan will remove the fences, allowing the 
creation fi\·e public parks i the first phase of the pro· ____ .. _ -------

1 Over half th9ropert~ acres,Yill be opened to t ublic as parks and open spa~~: 
3. Two ne\cTJeadvaccess~e reconstructed path and a new restroom/shower facility will 

serve Strand Beach. 
-L A three mile integrate biking and hikin trail system·· ill link the five public parks with 23 

coastal view overlooks ana t e 1ve visitor recreation facilities, i.e., Lighthouse/Maritime 
Historic Center, Cultural Arts Center, Nature Interpretive Center, etc. 

Environmental Conservation --------
1. The HDCP provides for the conservation a d protection of marine resources offsho~nd on 

the rocky beach at the base of the bluff by designating t ese areas as conservation open 
space, and through implementation of water quality and J:>_iological monitoring program~· 

' Th(f4.2-acreJ1eadlands Conservation Park wll pro e m perpetmtx ~ vanety o umque 
coastaffloraand fauna via a management program and self-sustammg endowment. 

3. The project has been a key participant in establishing the 37,000-acre Orange County 
Resen·c System. including the conservation of over 10,900 acres of sensiti,·_:_~!_b_i~~n th~ _ 
coastal ;nne. · -~-

·~ \\.ater QuaiJt\/ _ ... _________ _ 
!.~~-proJect\\ iii_t_nilize 0 state-of-the-art multi-step treatment train approach to \\;Her quality. 

Thi ~ r;crudes-~1~il1~11~izati~n-of runoff, l1llisance-\\~lter.-dl \USion. desi lting chan1bers-:-sai1ll ___ -
tillers. catch basin filters, specialized irrigation systems. etc . 

.., Re;.nnd tre;ttll1g till.' onsite runoff, the project \\ill also treat the runulr frnm 3tJ ,teres lll. 
e\istin~ (k\ ~.·Jopmcnt surrounding the project that currently ha~.J~~l: qual1t: controls. 

~ rhe de\ clopment \\ill employ energy dissipation structures to minimi;:e}ie pute::l!~l! l~,~r 

b~a~~~-s~~~~ a~-~~~-ion: .--- .. _ _.,_.. ___ ------- · · ·· 

Coastal Processes 
I. Headlands Reserw LLC has employed scientists from Scripps Institute of Oceanography and 

others to study and minimize the project's potential effect on the marine environment, 
including sand supply, beach v,:idth, offshore habitat, etc . 

.., Reconstruction of the existing revetment along the beach will minimize the potential for 
slope erosion and slope failure that could lead to public safety concerns, water quality 
impacts and impacts to sensitive offshore plants and animals. 

' Extensi\ e an<tlysis has dctami!:_<;d tha_C!h~_pr_Qject willooJimpact s~1isupply, beach'' idth 
,md othL'r coastal processes~ean water quality will actually ~-e enh_<~l2c:ea ti1rough project 
i mpkmen tat 1 on. 
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\fary Catherine Varholick 

21 7 Via Marfmo 

San Clemente, CA 92673 
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Project Summary 
121.3 acres 

• \laxllnum 125 res1dent1al homes 

:)o~th C~- ~~Sf ~eCl!Cil 

CALlF" 0 ~.: 1 ~ 

COASTAL CCJiv\i·;\!SSiON 

* 
5(1- l'pper Headlands Area. smgle story, (267 acres, including roads! 
-5- Strand .-\rea. t\\'o-story. 125.- acres. including roads) 

• \!J\lmum 65-room Seas1de Inn (2 8 acres) 

• Pacitic Coast Highway \'isitor Commercial Center ( 1.6 acres) 

• Publ!c Parks and Open Space (62 (I acres) 

F:\·e :\laJor Public Parks 

I. Headlands Conservation Park (24.2 acres) 
"' Harbor Point Park (]0.4 acres) 
3. Hilltop Park (12.3 acres) 
4. Strand \'ista Park (9 9 acres) 
5. Strand Beach Park ( 5 2 acres 1 

lntegra:eJ Publ!c Tra:! S\stem 13 mlles1 
~ 3 (1\ c:looks 

\Li:::;,ie P1c:1:c SeJ:::1; C),,;:al \':;;·.•. _-\:-::~" 

'-, .. ' . .. . .... "' ~· .... 

. ,. :. ~:' ::; 

H.1b: tat \ la:-.agement Program 



CERTIFIED LCP /PROPOSED HDCP 
CO:\IPARISIO:\ 

Certified 
Local Coastal 

Residential 
Lpper Headlands 318 Max. Units 

Strand 183 Max. Units 2 

Commercial 27.0 ac. 

Hotel Two 400-rm. 

Public 
45.3 ac. (w/ roads) 

0 

Public Parks 2 

Public Trails .7 miles 
---

Puhlic \'isitor 
0 

facilities 
-~------

\ ertical Beach 
Access 

·- . :::- :. : - :· ... ~ -· 
.. :·_-:._ .. ··::-:eC L,1:::._1:;J ~:;·.:e. L(_ P l _.. 

~ ... J·:oll .1s notcj Jbo'.·:: 

Proposed 
HDCP 

125 Max. L'nits 

i 
50 Max. Units 
75 Max. Units 

4.4 ac. 

65-rm. 

62 ac. (no roads)3 

5 

3 miles 
---

5 

3 

·. ~' :I - •''' • • 





DEAR COASTAL COMMISSIONERS: 

The Dana Point Headlands is a special place. It is one of the last 
undeveloped coastal promontories in Southern California, and home to a 
remarkable diversity of native plant anrl ~nimal life. 

The proposed Headlands Development and Conservation Plan calls for too 
much development and not enough conservation. The Plan does not 
conform to Coastal Act policies on: 
• Mass1ve landform alteration. and grading 1n a hazardous area. 
• Protection of environmentally sensitive habitat areas. 
• Low prionty of residential development in the coastal zone. 

I urge you to require the Plan to conform to the Coastal Act. 
Thank you. 

Lo~ fJ. ~b.h name 

address ~f~o E 5"~ H1 w~ 
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May 29, 2003 

Coastal Commission 

Dear Mike Reilly. 

·) 
I 

I am a resident of Dana Point and a local visitor to Dana Strands Beach. I've been going to Dana 
Strands and Salt Creek since I was about 4, and I've always loved Strands because of its isolation. I 
am writing this letter because I am very concerned with the recent plans to construct a seawall twenty 
feet high and six feet thick on the shoreline of Strands. I realize that development on the cliffs of 
Strands is inevitable, but it is not necessary to build a massive sea wall on the beach. The construction 
of the seawall will only benefit the plan the developer created to build a 75 home-gated community. 
Developers argue that the seawall is going to bt: built to protect a mobile home park that was vacated 
in the late 80's. The statement itself, that the mobile home park is in danger, is not proven. Under 
their development the area will be excavated and re-graded into terraced lots, which will defeat the 
purpose of preserving the area. 

The revetment re-construction is a plan that was thought up by the developers, which will allow them 
to build homes directly on the shoreline. I have researched the local areas and I found that they are 
not in any danger of being destroyed by erosion. According to the Coastal Act you are not allowed to 
construct a seawall for the purpose of protecting new development. There are no existing buildings 
still in use that are in danger or any erosion. But the revetment will allow more homes to be built. The 
housing development would still be possible even without the sea wall. If the first row of houses were 
left out the existing rows would be in now danger or collapsing and falling onto the beach. 

The seawall will only benefit the developers and will severely damage both the surrounding 
environment and local tourism. Strands is unique because of its isolated area free from development 
and that's why the beach is so popular. The construction of the sea wall will make the area not as 
attractive and will bring less people. It is also harmful to the environment because it stops the natural 
erosion process. and would allow foreign species to come in and the species dependant on the sand to 
become extinct. The development will also destroy habitat that is precious to the survival two 
cndangered species. a buttertly and the Pacific Pocket Mouse. A better plan needs to be created that 
\I 1!! leal e open space for the endangered species population to live without the fear of continued loss 
(lfhabitat. :\(1( unl;. i:, this plan Violating the Coastal Act but it is also violating the Endangered 
Spccies .. \ct becausc it is taking awa;. habitat that is being occupied by endangered species. 

!"here have been compromises about the 11 ater quality. beach access. and the amount of development 
but dc1 elopers can ·t compromise on thc seawall issue"1 There is the simple solution of just moving 
the housing project back a row. This solution seems very reasonable to me. the developers are just 
being greedy and don·t n:alize the propert;. value would be much higher if the beach is actual!;. 
Jestrable. You cannot ai!O\\ the se~mall to be built because it will absolute!;. destro;. the beach and 
the Strands that e\eryone kno11s anJ !me<;. 

Stncereh. 

Bobbv Larsen 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 



~like Reilly, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate. I Oth Floor 
Long Beach.CA 90802-4416 

Dear Mr. Reilly. 

RECEIVED 
'('.~,:t:~~ ,~-:.:~~(')~ '<=:c:i0i' 

'I 

I 

First off. I would like to introduce myself, my name is Becky Yoo and I go St. 
Margaret's Episcopal School in San Juan Capistrano. I have lived in Southern Orange 
County all eighteen years of my life. When I have time my leisure activities entail going 
to the beach with friends, reading at the beach, running along the beach, bbq'ing or 
picnicking at the beach with family and close friends. Notice how all of these activities 
included the beach. I spend a lot of the time at Strands and it is a huge place for me and 
my friends to go. It is one of the last coastal area that is undeveloped- this fact is greatly 
appreciated by the many surfers, locals, and people of southern Californians who like the 
quite, unpolluted atmosphere of Strands. 

Not only is this an area that is popular to humans but also is inhabited by many 
different species. There are a variety of different habitats including coastal sage scrub and 
native grassland habitats. These habitats support a lot of plant and animal life. There are 
also number animals that live in these habitats including the endangered Pacific Pocket 
mouse. threatened California gnatcatcher, and plant species that are not well around and 
are know to be rare. If the project gets approved and happens the result will be the 
removal of 28 acres of coastal sage scrub which will directly effect animals who inhabit 
the area. 15 acres of clay soil will be destructed which means that the ten rare plant 
species will also be directly harmed. and finally. four acres of sandy soil vvill be 
obliterated which means that the already endangered pocket mouse will be in ewn more 
serious trouble with a lack of habitat. 

I understand that the bluff above Strands are a great amount of area prone to 
landslides and in order to prevent landslides and destructions to occur. much 
reconstrucrion and destruction of natural land will hav·e to occur in order to .. stabilize·· the 
area. This is a direct \ iolation and swaying away of the Coastal :\ct. The Coastal .-\ct 
directly states that using hazardous area for the development of residential homes is 
strictly prohibited. Rules and orders are made to be followed, there are no e:-,:ceptions !'or 
anyone. so please abide them and conform to them. Not only are you putting a dozen 
species in danger but you· re also impacting a beautiful area where much time and man::. 
memories haw been made by people \Vho love the natural beauty that is quickly being 
taken away from us. I ask that you take all this into consideration and I hope that I can 
hear from you soon. Thank you for taking the time to read this. 

Sincereh. 



Erin Sale 
30922 Steeplechase Drive 
San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675 

Mike Reilly, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, lOth Floor 
Long Beach,CA 90802-4416 

Mr. Reilly, 

RECEIVED 
~.-, 1t\' '':':~s' :;;.:;qic· 

CAL.lfORNIA 
_<:JASTA.L CO.M.M.!S:S:' .. 

The issue of the new development plans on the Dana Point Headlands is one 
that is of particular interest to me. I spend every day of my summer down at Creek 
and/or Strands, enjoying the beach. What is the most appealing about Strands beach 
is the fact that it is quiet and a virtual secret the locals keep. It is relatively 
untouched by commercial development, unlike the "tourist beaches" like Aliso Creek 
that resemble amusement parks rather than state beaches. I go to Strands because 
it is isolated; because it is such an environmental wonder of Orange County. As of 
now, Strands is not as harshly affected as other beaches by pollution and 
development. This is because the Headlands, specifically the bluffs surrounding 
Strands beach, is one of the last untouched areas of its kind in Southern California. I 
would urge you to reconsider the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan 
that is being reviewed by the Coastal Commission and the city of Dana Point. Though 
I realize that some development will inevitably occur in the area, the current plan 
calls for too much development and not enough conservation efforts in the 
Headlands. In order to preserve the delicate ecosystem of this area, it is imperative 
that less damaging plans for development are carried through; plans that would not 
utterly destroy the natural wonders that lie in the Headlands. 

Strands is a treasure to us beachgoers who still appreciate that remote, 
undisturbed beach and the beautiful bluffs above it. If new developments are put 
into construction like those slated for the Headlands, it will greatly damage that 
ecosystem. The Headlands is an ecosystem full of biodiversity, home to the 
endangered Pac1fic pocket mouse, the threatened gnatcatcher bird, as weii as the 
rare coastal sage and brush scrub. These native plants and an1mals are not found in 
many other places, and if developments ensue, they will surely lose their Headland's 
habitat, and it is unlikely that they will find another. To preserve the biodiversity in 
Southern California, it is necessary to keep the Headlands intact. Habitat 
fragmentation and habitat loss is the greatest cause of species extinction and species 
loss in an area. Even if the new development plans set aside some 24-acre piece of 
the Headlands for conservation, fragmentation of the wildlife's once 121-acre habitat 
will greatly harm the ecosystem. 

The Coastal Act stipulates that residential development, like that of the 
Headlands Development and Conservation Plan, is of lesser priority than preserving 
coastal habitat zones, especially since the specified zone is an Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA). The Coastal Act is designed to protect ESHAs, 
therefore if the Headlands land proJect is put into action, it will be in violation of this 
act. Furthermore, the current plan for new homes and development in the area does 



not conform to more of the Coastal Act's guidelines because of the extensive land 
alteration that is planned. The new housing projects will 'call for much of the bluff to 
be graded. This proposal will harm the environment in two ways: the first, is that 
grading this lana will remove the coastal sage scrub, a plant essential for the survival 
of this coastal ecosystem; the second, is that it will also expose much of the cliff to 
the danger of landslides because due to grading the land, it will be quite unstable. 
Destruction of habitat in these multiple ways violates the Coastal Act. 

I'm writing as a concerned member of the community who would like to see 
nature preserved for once in the face of urban sprawl. I would hate to see one of the 
most beautiful spots on the Southern Californian coast be spoiled because 125 
houses had to be built with an ocean view. I recommend amending your current 
plans to include more efforts to conserve the delicate and extraordinary environment 
of the Headlands. Please consider these facts while taking any decisive action on the 
Headlands Development and Conservation Plan. Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 

f ,w:.,~k~te 



RECEIVED 
., 

\lav 29. 2003 

Dear \lr. Reillv. 

Having grown up in Dana Point all my life I can not express my disproval of the 
planned development on Headlands strongly enough. I have grov,:n up on Strands Beach 
from a young age vvhere I would simply enjoy playing in the white sand. to surfing. to 
training to be a lifeguard and merely hanging out at what is my favorite beach. Not only 
do I frequent the beach but I also enjoy going on little adventures around the Headlands 
vvhere I can get away from a stressful life and enjoy a magnificent serene, untouched 
area. which is rare in this time. 

My main concern with the proposed development on the Headlands besides the 
development itself is the proposed sea wall. The sea wall would not only destroy the 
natural beach but would also cause major environmental problems such as erosion. 
Erosion would lead to flooding, collapsed headlands. destroyed houses, and alter the 
natural ocean floor. Currently 86% of California's coast is considered to be actively 
eroding, so why add to these problems that will come with the territory and destroy a 
beach? From a surfers standpoint the seawall will change the ocean floor which will 
interfere with what is one of the best waves on the coast. Changing the ocean floor is a 
very powerful thing to do because this is changing a habitat. The developers claim that . 
the sea wall will prevent the Headlands from falling and save the giant kelp bed and ifs 
species. however if the ocean floor is changed then non-native species to this area are 
likely to make this a new home here. When non-native species take over an area this 
leads to the deaths of native species. Ultimately the only way to keep the environment 
intact is to leave it alone and let nature work its course. The developers do not seem to be 
aware of the fact that nature existed before man. From a beachgoer·s standpoint the sea 
wall. which would he 20 feet high and 30 feet wide. will take away from the already 
narrow strip of beach. The L1ct that Strands is such a narrow strip of beach e;.;:tcnding for 
only about 60 feet until you hit the clitfalso brings up another point that involves Global 
\\'arming and the rise in sea lc\cl. \\'ith a rising sea lc\el as soon as a storm like El :\ir1o 
hits it \\on't matter hmv big the sea \\all is. the houses \\ill he dcstro~ed because Strands 
is too narnm to build homes on the sand. its logistics. 

There is no way that anyone c~m ignore the bet that the 1-lcadlands is one of the 
Ll~;t u:-:d~'.:..'itT:.:d ,~:.:·:::n !'!"('!1~ ["'!\'i''-''·': in '\nqth•:rn C:1lifornia. That being said. nohod\ 
can ignore that the llcadlands is an lm ironmcntally Scnsiti\c llabitat .\rca that it is one 
of the last homes \\here the Pac i tic P' 1c kct nwusc. the California gnatcatchcr. and 13 
endangered plant species reside. I understand that there is a signi ticant amount of monc~ 
in\ohcd in this decision. hut honest!: Dana Point is Dana Point because not c\ery single 
particle ot' land is developed on. I d,l not \\ant to li\c in Los o\ngcles and I think that if 
there is no other reason to stop this de\ clopment then it should he for the simple bet that 
Orange County does not want to he Lo\. we ha\ e character here that is based around our 
uon2.eous beaches that remain natural in their habitat. I am interested in hcarino back on .._ ...._ :=-

anything about the Headlands. Thank you for your time. 

Sinccrclv. 
Bianca Valenti 



July 7, 2003 

Mr. Karl Schwing 
South Coast Office 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Dear Sir: 

I'm writing to provide data and information as a follow-up to my previous 
submission relative to the Headland's development in Dana Point. At that time I 
supplied observations in regard to the EIR, especially the traffic impact study, the 
comments I made to the EIR, and the response to my comments. 

Since that time I have spent many hours in further research. I am offering 
conclusions based on this research. Note that in almost all cases I have 
documentation to back up my conclusions. Also note that I am unable to keep 
this letter brief and supply all the documentary and logical connections. 

Situation Summary 

• Selva Road will be a major contributor to relieve traffic overload for those who 
chose not to travel through the city center to get to the 5 Freeway west. It 
was originally configured to be four lanes, as required by the county 
designation as a 'secondary arterial', It is the shortest and most capable 
direct path from PCH to the westbound Interstate 5. 

• Two Dana Point officials, in a 1997 move apparently not reviewed or 
approved by the Dana Point Planning Commission or the Dana Point City 
Council, asked Orange County that the County designation of 'Secondary 
Arterial' be declassified so that Dana Point would control the street Their 
reason was that the volume of traffic on Selva did not justify the 'Secondary 
Artenal' classification. 

• Heavy traffic that currently should be carried by Selva is travelling on Blue 
Lantern between Selva Road and StonehiiL 

• The section of Blue Lantern in question is less than forty feet wide, with 
parking on both sides of the street The speed limit is 25 mph. and is rated by 
Dana Point as 'Residential'. The City Charter states that 'Residential' streets 
cannot carry through traffic_ This section of Blue Lantern is invisible to the 
Traffic Impact Study of the EIR, even though it is receiving increasing impact 
that in my opinion is effectively destroying it as a residential street. Further it 
is aimed like an arrow directly to the center of the Dana Hills High School 
campus_ Actions and inactions taken by Dana Point officials result in very 
heavy traffic flows directly into the campus area. 



• The latest traffic studies (2001, 2002) submitted by Dana Point to OCTA for 
this section of Blue Lantern show a traffic flow reduction from 2001 to 2002 of 
about 17% (3451 to 2875). Any resident will ridicule this result. Further, both 
traffic studies were taken at times that any reasonable researcher will know 
are not representative of the actual traffic flows (i.e., taken in summer at the 
slowest traffic times, as opposed to during the school year when the traffic 
flows are significantly higher). In my opinion, these understatements are 
examples of gross incompetence by Dana Point officials and staff, or 
deliberate actions by Dana Point officials and staff. 

Conclusions 

1. Dana Point elected officials and staff are active members in this 'play'. 
2. Their goal is to turn Selva Road between Blue Lantern and Golden Lantern 

(or further) into a residential street, with little traffic. 
3. Their benefit. .... Soaring property values accruing to those who own 

properties on and/or adjacent to Selva Road. 
4. The costs .... 

A. Loss of property values, welfare, safety and security by residents and 
users of the section of Blue Lantern between Selva Road and Stonehill. 

B. Corruption of political processes through the use of misinformation 
C. Corruption of Coastal Commission process through the use of 

misinformation 
D. Loss of public faith in our political organization and process as a result of 

knowledge of these 'plays'. 
5. Quid Pro Quo? Based on research on the internet into Grants database 

(Orange County web site) several sets of records shows possible ties, 
including loans made to city officials by large developers. and possibly ground 
floor opportunities into a timeshare development 1n Corona Del Mar. 

6. Methodologies employed 
A Misinformation in official records 

• Headland's EIR, The Traffic Impact Study of the EIR 
• Traffic volume studies submitted to OC departments understatement 

of traffic volumes on Blue Lantern 
• Exclusion from the public record of known serious traffic accidents on 

Blue Lantern, even though the City Council quoted these records when 
making decisions regarding traffic flows. and were told the public 
record was being manipulated 

B Threats 
• After a public address by me to the city council, Councilwoman 

McGuire suggested that on certain streets right of way could be 
obtained. In my opinion this was aimed at getting me to shut up about 
their 'play'. This action by McGuire is on the tape of that meeting. 

• Soon after McGuire's action the Dana Point City Manager told me that 
his (the city's?) position was that what McGuire said publicly was 'her 
opinion'. 



• As a result of this action is the resident property seller open to lawsuit 
by purchaser if the comments by McGuire are not disclosed? 

C. Other actions and inactions 
• Many, including those which have imperiled residents who live on the 

street, and especially those that have imperiled children of all ages 
who are present in large numbers because of the proximity of the Dana 
Hills High School campus, and of another school nearby. 

I would prefer not to have to challenge the deep pockets of the City of Dana 
Point, and the developers involved, by filing suit. I am hoping that the Coastal 
Commission will recognize the seriousness of my allegations, especially as 
concerns the alleged manipulation of the EIR process, and the data presented by 
the supporting (Traffic Impact) studies, by delaying the EIR process until the 
questions I am raising have been satisfactorily answered. 

e~~ 
Slark 

672 Blue Lantern #3 
Dana Point, CA 92629 

Copies 

Dennis Kaiser, Dana Point News 
Tom Wilson, OC Supervisor 



Karl, 

Here's the comments I made to the Dana·Point Community Development 
Department regarding the Headlands' EIR. 

Thanks for listening. 

Jim Slark 

:.,,!/ i 1: 

·'--I 
.l ~· •. " ,J-.1,,. ·- .--,.,j .. tl,. II~"'-_! . 



COMMENTS TO THE HEADLANDS' EIR 
' ;: 

Submitted by: James Slark 
..... - -·. ~ : f. \ 33672 Blue Lantern #3 

Dana Point, CA 92626 ' ·-'.'.TI-·.L (. >··!';.·,:.,:. 

Date: November 19, 2001 

Summary: 

I believe that the conclusions put forward within Transportation/Traffic section 
(4.13) are seriously flawed, to the extent that one may question the credibility of 
the entire document. In my opinion it is flawed in what it doesn't say as well as 
what it does say. My reasons for this opinion follow. 
1. This study ignores traffic flows on Stonehill Drive and the Street of the Blue 

Lantern between Selva and Stonehill. See discussion. 
2. The study references Dana Point CIP's to mitigate projected traffic problems 

while it totally ignores these while analyzing and projecting impacts of 
Headlands Project traffic flows. 

3. The study implies that all traffic flowing to the 1-5 will flow from the Headlands 
south on SR-1 (PCH). This assumption can be shown to be totally false and 
misleading. Redistribution of these traffic flows in turn will show extremely 
negative impacts for those streets that will in fact absorb the redistributed 
traffic. 

References 

Draft Environmental Impact Report, Vol II, APPENDICES 

A. Existing Avg Daily Traffic (ADT) Exhibit 3-B, page 3-9 
B. Project Avg Daily Traffic (PDT) Exhibit 5-C, page 5-6 
C. Existing Plus Project Avg Daily Traffic Exhibit 6-A, page 6-2 
D. Project Trip Distribution Exhibit 5-B, page 5-5 
E. Build-Out Lane Requirements Exhibit 8-K, page 8-17 

Discussion 

1-A. This study fails to analyze traffic flows on Stonehill Drive, and on The 
Street of the Blue Lantern, specifically between Selva and Stonehill. 

On any given day it may be seen that very significant traffic flows from Dana · 
Point to the 1-5 freeway north use the freeway interchange at the intersection of 
Stonehill Drive and Camino Capistrano. Over a period of more than an hour 
traffic backs up for over a quarter of a mile every weekday morning. The 



intersection and the freeway on-ramp handle traffic flows smoothly and 
effectively; it may be concluded that they could handle a significant increase in 
flow. 

Note that a Dana Point CIP will implement median strips on Stonehill; however, it 
will remain a four lane divided highway. (Ref E) 

The Street of the Blue Lantern between Selva and Stonehill is classified 
'Residential', and as such is limited to traffic speeds of 25 MPH. The street is 
about 36 feet wide, with traffic lanes only 1 0 feet wide north and south. DP 
General Plan policies state that as such traffic is supposed to be restricted to 
local flows; no through traffic is allowed. 

In fact Dana Point government has failed to enforce speed limits on this street, 
and allows large volumes of through traffic, in violation of these policies. 
Residents suffer the impacts of these decisions; large numbers of children 
constantly present in daylight hours are severely in danger. There are many 
additional negative impacts. 

In the morning and evening much of the through traffic on Blue Lantern can be 
shown to have a destination of the 1-5 north at the interchange at Stonehill and 
Camino Capistrano. The city has refused to address this problem; even now the 
city is awaiting an analysis from the traffic engineer, pending for several weeks, 
even though one councilman thoughtfully noted that the matter should be 
expedited because of the danger to the children. 

2-A. The study ignores Dana Point CIP's. Specifically, two have an impact on 
existing traffic conditions. The first addresses traffic flows through the central 
city. This CIP proposes reducing the number of traffic lanes on PCH (SR-1) 
within the central city area, and introducing lane parking. The intent 1s to slow 
down traffic flows on PCH through the city center. While this is a notable goal, 
the impacts of this are ignored in the analysis. The study does not specifically 
address the impact of this restriction on traffic flows, although the results may be 
included in the analysis numbers. 

The second CIP builds a median on Selva Road, especially between Blue 
Lantern and Stonehill Road. The proposed median will significantly reduce the 
traffic-carrying capacity of the street by reducing available east-west lane widths 
to 12 feet The city has already reduced the speed limit on Selva by twelve 
percent It is difficult to understand why this change was made when the city will 
not enforce a twenty-five mph speed limit in a residential district. 

The Project Trip Distribution (D) shows project increased flows of 6% on Selva 
from PCH. and 8% on Blue Lantern. It shows no increase from these streets 



feeding to Selva, which is the natural flow. This is in line with what is expected 
from implementing the CIP on Selva (D). 

The study totally ignores where this traffic will go. The only outlet is to Blue 
Lantern to Stonehill; directly into a street where traffic flows are now in violation 
of the General Plan, and where large numbers of children are constantly 
present. Also, this result shunts traffic directly to the Dana Hills High School 
area. 

In fact the study probably ignores an additional impact as a result of the CIP on 
Selva. The reduction of the east-west lanes of traffic on Selva to the Stonehill to 
the freeway will be incentive for more traffic to flow onto Blue Lantern to 
Stonehill, as it is unregulated in traffic speed and volume of traffic flow. Because 
of this I believe the Existing Plus Project Avg Daily Traffic (C) significantly 
overstates the expected volume of traffic on Selva after implementation of the 
CIP. There will be further analysis on this later. 

3-A. The study implies that all freeway-bound traffic flowing to and from the 
Headlands' Project will flow through the intersection of DP Harbor Drive and 
PCH. While this may be true for traffic going south on the 1-5, it can be shown 
that northbound traffic will flow to Selva at PCH north to Blue Lantern, then to 
Stonehill then to the freeway north. 

Traffic to/from the project to the 1-5 north projected to use SR-1 (PCH) will 
encounter strong incentives to take an alternate route. One is that to get to the 
1-5 north on PCH will require motorists to pass through at least nine traffic lights. 
The same trip via Selva to Blue Lantern to Stonehill will require motorists to pass 
through two stop signs and five stop lights. One of the stoplights is a right hand 
turn and can be traversed quite easily (run). That particular light is at the 
intersection of Blue Lantern and Stonehill. That is, at Dana Hills High School. 

Another disincentive for traffic to use PCH is the impact of the CIP as discussed 
above. Traffic speeds will be slowed significantly from what they currently are. 
No such restrictions currently exist on Blue Lantern; traffic speeds are very h1gh. 
and apparently not enforced 

The study ignores another factor when it does not address the number of lanes 
of traffic in the city center. PCH traffic is shown as 40 and 50 on PCH below the 
intersection of Green Lantern and PCH (E). It does not show the number of 
lanes from the intersection of Blue Lantern and PCH to Green Lantern. The CIP 
proposes to reduce the number of lanes of PCH in this area; why isn't it 
addressed? 



Conclusion 

Based on the analysis presented above, I believe the Project Avg Daily Traffic 
percentage estimates for Selva between PCH and Blue Lantern, and on Blue 
Lantern north of PCH (total 14%) are substantially understated. A more 
probable estimate might be a total of in excess of 20%, or .2 *4599 = 920 trips 
total, based on redistributed traffic flows as a direct result of accurate analysis of 
PCH flows to the 1-5 north. 

In addition, the above analysis suggests an actual reduction in traffic flow on 
Selva east of Blue Lantern as a result of the implementation of the CIP. A 
conservative estimate of increase in traffic on Blue Lantern might be 300 to 500 
trips a day, although I believe the actual figure may be considerably higher than 
that. Anyone want to make a guess why the city would want to reduce traffic on 
one of the most important feeder streets in the city? With little visibility in this 
study? 

This totals out to be from 1220 to 1420 additional trips per day directly to Blue 
Lantern. This increase is on a street the city has chosen to ignore in the 
analysis of substantial traffic impacts 

I believe the issues I have brought forward can lead anyone to conclude the 
study is indeed flawed. I don't propose that this is a result of less than due 
diligence on the part of the engineering firm that did the study: I personally 
believe that the flaws are at least in part due to the data, assumptions and 
expectations provided by the city of Dana Point. 



'n. ~ .{ .... ~ .... 
v.·~~ ~ •. 

sout\1 c,~ 

:VI ike Reilly. Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c o Karl Schwing. Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate. I Oth Floor 
Long Beach. CA 90802-4416 

MA~ '1 

RE: The Dana Point Headlands and Dana Strands development project 

Dear :VIr. Reilly. 

:\lay 27, 2003 

Keith Hunter 
269 Arch St. 

Laguna Beach. CA 92651 

For years. l'\'e enJoyed the serene and natural setting at Dana Strands beach and the Dana Point Headlands. 
It is truly one of the last areas of natural open space in coastal Orange County. The 121-acre land parcel 
offers a glimpse of the grand, natural beauty that is California's dwindling heritage. Unfortunately, it looks 
like this tiny slice of open space will be parceled up to make way for more luxury homes, parking lots and 
commercial development. This means more buildings will ~ake up the skyline and more urban runoff. trash 
and sewage will adversely impact the adjacent beach and ocean. An already cramped area will become 
even more crowded. No development plan will mitigate the loss of the current open space area. If money is 
the issue. profit could still be achieved by selling it to the Nature Conservancy or American Land 
Conservancy for eventual conversion into public parkland and protected habitat. 

I'd like nothing more than to see the Strands area become protected open space, but I realize that the status 
quo in Orange County is to build up the land to maximize short-term profits via speculative real estate. 
Being that this is the case. the current Headlands De\'elopment and Conservation Plan (HDCP) is 
preferable to the plans that came before it, but not without some very important considerations that will 
change the scope of the current project: 

• Dana Strands Beach and the Dana Point Headlands are special not only for their remarkab!.: 
d1versny of rare plants and ammals. but also because so ltttle of these natl\e hab1tats rema1n 
.:lse\\h.:re on southern California's 1111med1at.: coast. This small area IS home to Se\·er:JI 
cndang,~r.:d and thre:Jtened plant Jnd Jnimal spec1es. 1ncluding the Pac1fic Pocket \llllhL'. th<.' 
Cald(lrnla (in:Jt Catcher Jnd tlmteen rare plant species 

• !he IJ{)( ·p 1s presently under re\le\\ by the C ·,li1forn1a Coastal CommiSSIOn. Cnmmh:'lllll ,uti 
!(lund. dunng the Ennronmental Imp:Jct Re\ 1e\\ ( EIRI process. that the plan does not conl(nllltn 
,c'\ L'ral < ·,lJ,t,JI .\ct pol1c1.:s . .:sp.:ually <ln landform alteration. Th.: bluff ahm·e Stran,L; l'<:~kh h J 

,·ompk\ nfnld landsl1des. thus a geolngiCJl-hnard area. The HDCP calL; l(n mass1\e "rc:m.:<kli" 
grad1ng l<l "stahli11e" the hlulfl(n -, cust<>llll,lls. fhtS IS 111C011Sistent \\lth (·oastal \,·t Jl'>ilclc'' 
til:1t m,Jncbte :Jga1nst grad1ng 111 a haz;udous :11 ca 111 order to do restd.:nt1al de\ elopm<.'nt. 

• I he llc·Jd!Jnds tit,.; the c·oastal.-\d,; dcflnltlllll of an Emtronmentalh Senslll\e I!ah1tJt .\tcJ 

1 LSI L\ l. ( irad1n~ t(H the proJect\\ ill remow about 28 acres ofcoaswl sage-:;crub. Jnd tillh ,!lithe 
Jntmals th:Jt depend on th:Jt h:Jbll:Jt. about I~ acres of clay sods that Jre hab1Wt for I I) <>f thc ,lte's 
rare plant spec1es. and at least -1 acres of s:Jndy soils that Jre suitable pocket mouse habaat. Su,·il 
hab1t:Jt dcstrucuon 1s inconsistent \\ith Coastal Act poliCies that protect ESH:\s. 

• rhe proposed ClhtOill lots are inconsistent with Co:Jstal Act policies. whzch est:Jbltsh that 
reszdenti:Jl development is a lower priority 111 the coastal zone. especially when development 
r.:sults 111 significant landform alteration and loss of ESHAs. 

• Fmally. the proposed construction of a massive new 2100-plus foot long seawall that would 
stretch ti·om the stairs leading to Strands I3each. almost all the way to the bluff at the south end of 
Strands 1'-> unnecessary and\\ ould destroy its current beach area Jnd surting breaks. Th1s 
re\·etment proposal is not me:Jnt to protect <:\Jstmg structures because sa1d structures \\ dl hL· 
destrmed during dewlopment. Therefore. th1s dnelopment proposal does not meet the terms l(n 
ren~tment construction under SectJ()n .'02.'" of the Coast Act of 1976. The proposed res1dent1al 



lots could be buffered from coastal process·~s using softmargms such as mcreased beach width 
and or dunes. This alternative \\·ould imprm e already compromised coastal access along Strand 
I3each and \\Ould "enhance and restore the m·erall quality of the coastal zone .. and .. maximize 
public access along the coast." 

I urge the Commission to require the HDCP to conform to the Coastal Act. Please take this rare opportunity 
to millgate and miillmize destructi\'e and shortsighted coastal de\'elopment before it happens. 

Sincerely. 

Keith Hunter 



SAN CLEMENTE CITIZENS FOR 
RESPONSIBLE DEV~LOPMENT - SCCRD 

304 CALLE CHUECA 
SAN CLEMENTE,CA.92673 

May 19, 2003 

Mr. Mike Reilly,Chairman 
California Coastal Commission, 
45 Freemont Street, Suite 2000, 
San Francisco, CA. 94105 

Dear Mr. Reilly, 

DANA POINT HEADLAND 

RECEIV~» 

MAY 2 2200~ 
.CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSI9N 

' ,,, \..' ,, c ~ ...... ~- ' ,. 
.J ~ - i.;, .J ·' -:-.~ ~-·· 
)'\'t . ..n't. .. 

We urge the California Coastal Commission to identify and 
preserve/protect as much as possible of the natural resources and 
habitats on the Dana Point Headland property and to make sure that 
public access to the headland is assured and maintained. 

SCCRD has been very active in the fight to preserve the canyons, 
natural resources, wetlands and habitats on the Marblehead Coastal 
property in San Clemente, and the commission and staff have been 
very accommodating and helpful to us in our successful fight. 

cc: Mr. Karl Schwing, 
CCC staff, 
Long Beach, CJ.. •• 



Mike Reilly 
California Coastal Commission 
C/0 Karl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1oth floor 
Long Beach CA 90802-4416 

Dear Mr. Reilly: 

805 S. Juanita 
Redondo Bch Ca 90277 
5/19/2003 

- ( I I,.. .. --., _

1 - -·, ' -MLJi'--''\i\J/,:.'... 
. . - ·-'1-•,STAL (()M A A s,..' --

I am very concerned about the Dana Point Headlands. This IS one oftne'iasr· ·tvd 011. '. 

undeveloped coastal promontories in Southern California, and has a diversity of rare 
plants and animals. The proposed development that includes grading and removal of land 
is inconsistent with Coast Act policies that protect Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
Areas. I urge you to require the Headlands Development and Conservation Plan to 
conform to the Coastal Act. Thank you for your attention. 

Yours truly, 

Cheryl Kohr 



550 South Barrington Avenue 
Apartment #2303 
Los Angeles, C4 90049 

California Coastal Commission 
c/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Ocean gate, 1 fl' Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Dear Mr. Reilly, 

KtCEiVEC 
..., --~ ~~- . ~ .. < ·'? ·-=-: .-... .. , 

April 25, 2003 

I am writing in response to the proposed development of the Dana Point Headlands 
property. My understanding is that the plan does not conform to the Coastal Act and 
may disturb the natural habitats of the endangered Pacific pocket mouse, the 
California gnatcatcher and 13 rare plant species. In addition, the property remains 
mostly natural open space and is a welcome reprieve from the choking over
development along the Southern California coast. This area is indeed one of the 
most beautiful coastal regions in Southern California and it's tranquil atmosphere 
provides a much needed balance from the ever-increasing urban environment we are 
all subjected to. 

Please require the Headlamls Development and Consen•ation Plan to conform to the 
Central Coast Act. The more Southern California's natural beauty and wildlife can he 
presen•ed, the better quality of life there is for all to enjoy. Thank you for your 
consideration. 

Sincerely, 

U&vv:_u~ ... ~<-~£~~ 
Andrea C'a/dwe/1, J1J) 



Mike Reilly 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, 1oth Floor 
Long Beach. Ca. 90802-4416 

Dear Sir, 

RECEIVED 
Sout~1 Coast Region 

MAY 5 2003 

CALIFORN:A 
COASTAL COtv\tv\lSSION 

As a California native and have lived in Los Angeles, San Fernando valley and 
now Laguna Beach I have seen in my 66 years the building up and paving over of 
most of Southern California. 
Now there are only a few natural areas left with native flora and fauna. And I think 
the time has come to reserve the last few remaining places of local habitat. 
Dana Point is now close to being developed in to the urban sprall so saving the 
Headlands/Strand area as a nature preserve wouldn't be a bad idea for that city. 
As most of Southern California is being developed for reasons of housing and 
developer greed, saving a small portion of natural California for future residents to 
enjoy is not out of line. 
Over my 66 years I have enjoyed the Headlands/Strand area to just relax ,swim, 
surf ,walk and to enjoy some of the last of California nature that used to abound 
here when I was a child. 
Along this coastal area we already have a glut of resorts, luxury hotels and 
homes. Not to mention the runnoff and sewage spills that have increased in the last 
decade because the development is out running the ability of the local 
city and state governments to contol these problems and keep the beaches and 
coastal water bacteria free for safe recreational usage. 
A few acres of natural environment \vould add to the quality of life in Dana Point 
and at least he a small example of what was the nature of Coastal Caiifomia. 

Sincerely Yours. 

David\\". Suding 
1024 \Vykoff \Vay 
Laguna Beach. Ca. 92651-3037 



April 27, 2003 
Dear Coastal Commission, 

I am writing to beseech you to please conserve the Dana Point Headlands. 

I am a 21 year old resident of Laguna Beach who frequently visits the Headlands to take 
in the stunning, untouched vistas and enjoy the incredible, secluded beach. For over 7 
years, I have cherished the Headlands as one of the few remaining areas in Southern 
California where one may enjoy the coastal environment in its original, unblemished 
state. 

The beauty and ecological value of the Headlands cannot be wholly ruined by a 
destructive development whose sole intention is to make gobs of money for the 
developer. THE ECOLOGICAL AND QUALITY -OF-LIFE VALUE OF THIS AREA IS 
WORTH MORE THAN MONEY! PLEASE UPHOLD THE PUBLIC'S RIGHT TO 
QUALITY OF LIFE AND A HEALTHY ENVIRONMENT. 

It is clear that the Coastal Commission has the legal justification, under Coastal Act 
policies governing ESHA, grading and the low-priority of residential housing in coastal 
areas, to successfully combat this project. 

IT IS THE LAST UNDEVELOPED COASTAL BLUFF IN SOUTHERN 
CALIFORNIA!! THE LAST ONE!!! TRULY THINK ABOUT THAT FACT!! IT IS 
THE LAST ONE!! PLEASE PROTECT IT!!! 

Thank you for your time. 

st relv, -, \ 
-,.~·-\._ . \ . ....____ 

.( '---"'-<' ----k &enscn --
Laguna Beach 
(949) 494-1222 



Mike Reilly, Chair 

California Coastal Commission 

c/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 

200 Oceangate, lOth Floor 

Long Beach,CA 90802-4416 

May 1st, 2003 

Dear Mike Reilly, 

I am writing to ask that the California Coastal Commission help protect the beautiful Dana Point 

area, and to uphold the Coastal Act when it rules on the Headlands Development and 

Conservation Plan. 

The Headlands is one of the last undeveloped coastal promontories in Southern 

California. It supports a wide variety of plant and animal life, including the endangered Pacific 

pocket mouse, the threatened California gnatcatcher, and rare plant species. The Headlands is 

special not only for its diversity of plants and animals, but also because so little of these native 

habitats remain elsewhere on southern California's coast. 

The HDCP calls for massive "remedial" grading to "stabilize" the bluff for 75 custom lots. This is 

inconsistent with Coastal Act policies that mandate against grading in a hazardous area in order to 

do residential development. The Headlands fits the Coastal Act's definition of an Environmentally 

Sensitive Habitat Area. Grading for the project will remove about 28 acres of coastal sage-scrub, 

and thus all the animals that depend on that habitat, about 15 acres of clay soils that are habitat 

for 10 of the site's rare plant species, and at least 4 acres of sandy soils that are suitable pocket 

mouse habitat. Such habitat destruction is inconsistent with Coastal Act policies that protect 
ESHAs. 

Also, the proposed custom lots are inconsistent with Coastal Act policies which establish that 

residential development is a lower pnority in the coastal zone, especially when development 

results in significant landform alteration and loss of Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas. 

Thank You Very Much for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
---·~ -/ C-/--c-~~;pc .· 

~Julie Aqu1no C:::/ <-<. ~ 
349 N. Chevy Chase Dr. Apt. B 

Glendale CA 91206 



Mr. Mike Reilly, Chairman 
California Coastal Commission 
C/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate - 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4415 

Dear Mr. Reilly: 

34144 Selva #208 
Dana Point, CA 92629 
April 9, 2003 

- . - . ·. 
-', ~. ~- \__., ..... 

l have lived above the Headlands/Strand area for over 13 years and have enjoyed many, 
many walks along that beautiful beach as well as enjoying solitude and peace of mind 
away from the congestion of much ofOrange County. Those walks are like a tonic! 

The Headlands is almost the last undeveloped coastal promontory in Southern California. 
1 am now aware that the fate of this pristine area rests with the California Coastal 
Commission. This Commission is committed to upholding the Coastal Act Policy 30253 
, the object of which is to prohibit landform alterations and engineering projects which 
will forever change the topography of the Headlands in order to accommodate residential 
development 

In addition to the above, the California Coastal Commission includes Coastal Act Policy 
30240 which was created to protect sensitive areas. The thought of grading and 
destroying the Headlands along with many plants and wild life indigenous to this area 
only is unconscionable. Developers have tried and tried for many years to despoil this 
last vestige of our scenic coast line. I urge the Commission to uphold the above policies 
to protect our rapidly diminishing heritage. 

Cordially, 

L /')(..."(~\. .,:.i.Ll..t·-/ / -:,... ·\_ ... ' \_ 

leah W Badraun 

(949) 661-2361 
jean@nordhavn com 



California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1 000 
Long Beach, C A 90802 

Attention: Karl Schwing 
Re: Dana Point Headlands Development 

Dear Commissioners: 

34431 Green Lantern St. 
Dana Point, CA 92629 

.l ... ("\ .• 

I have iived in Dana Point for the past fiftY'·-fuur yvcu s cuid h110W the Headidncl weil. 

There are certain aspects to the development of the Dana Point Headlands Plan that are 
bothersome. To begin with, the most glaring deficiency to this Plan is the lack oftraffic 
circulation on Green Lantern Street resulting from the one hundred and ten thousand (UO,OOO) 
square feet of commercial development planned for the end of Green Lantern St. and Cove Road. 

This commercial development, along with the proposed lighthouse, the traffic from the 
new Marine Institute, the two undeveloped properties on the south side of Green Lantern, can 
and will result in monumental traffic congestion. There is already a traffic problem \Vith the 
Chart House Restaurant such as lack of patron parking, service trucks and trash pick-up. 

Green Lantern is a narrow. impacted street serving traffic access to the west basin ofthe 
Dana Point Marina. Cove Road at the present time has no desibl"flated pathway for pedestrians or 
bicycles This is a very dangerous situation. an accident waiting to happen 

l am enclosing photographs to illustrate what we can expect in the way of trafilc if this 
Commercial Development at the junction of Green Lantern Stand Cove Road is permitted. 

Thank \·ou for vour consideration in this matter - . 

Yours very trul\· 

*..r&~ 
F L Persides 



Mr. Mike Reilly, Chairman, 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate Avenue 
Long Beach CA 90802 

August 5, 2003 

Dear Mr. Reilly, 

RECEt~~~eo 
South Comi ;;:.:-.·s;on 

AUG 0 7 c::U03 

CALl FORi' I' \ 

COASTAL COMr~ u-JSiON 

My wife and I recently purchased a condominium on Selva Road in the community of 
Dana Point adjacent to the headlands that are slated for development. 

The hills and ridges of Dana Point, as far as the eye can see, abound with a clutter of 
homes, townhouses, and condos to the point of grosss uglification. The Dana Point 
Headlands are the sole remaining undeveloped and open areas in the community. 

Mr. Reilly, a line clearly has to be drawn, that bans development on these Headlines. 
The balance between devlopment and preservation in the community of Dana Point 
has already swung way disproportionately in favor of development. The time has now 
come to ban any further development of the few remaining natural areas of Dana Point 
The impact of additional human habitation in Dana Point would greatly diminish the 
quality of human life in Dana Point as well as the permanent destruction of native 
fauna and flora. 

The time has come for the Qoastal Qommission to declare that Dana Point has 
reached the point of maximum build out. 

Thankyou you for taking the time to consider our viewpoint in your deliberations. 

Sam LaSala Jo Ann La Sala 



·) 

·-""' .) 

Mike Reilly, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
C/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, I Oth Floor 
Long Beach, C A 90802-4416 

Deborah Koken 
1778 Kenwood Place 
Costa Mesa, CA 92627 

Subject: Dana Point Headlands Development and Conservation Plan
Uphold the Coastal Act! 

Dear Mr. Reilly; 

I am opposed to filling Orange County's few remaining acres of coastal open space with 
houses and hotels. Developers are concerned solely with profits; the residents of Orange 
County are concerned with preserving a livable environment. 

The Headlands Development and Conservation Plan violates the Coastal Act by calling 
for massive landform alteration and destruction of environmentally sensitive habitat. 
Strands Bluff is a geological hazard area, fundamentally unsuitable for development: the 
plan calls for massi\·e grading, with the .. excess" dirt to be dumped in the Bowl area to 
build it up for yet more de\ elopment. 

Runoff from development on the Headlands \viii pour all kinds of particulates. toxins and 
pollution into the ocean. Orange County already has enough problems \\ ith ocean 
pollution. 

There is no reason to allow the Headlands Development and Conserntion Plan any 
exceptions from the Coastal Act. This is exactly the type of unsuitable de\ elopment 
which the Coastal Act is intended to protect the coastline and the public against. I urge 
you to require the Plan to adhere to the Coastal Act. 

Sincerely, 

·\ ' 
1 I // ~ 

";J;cw;L ~ 
Deborah Koken 
(949) 574-0333 



January 24, 2003 

Thomas J. Gates 
24392 Santa Clara 

Dana Point, Ca. 92629 
949-487-6908 

Karl Schwing-Coastal Program Analyst 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Ocean gate I 01

h Floor 
Long Beach, California 90802-4302 

Dear Coastal Commission, 

I am a resident at the above address and would like it on the record that as regards the 
lighthouse proposed at the headlands project in Dana Point, I and my wife are against the 
idea of a fully functioning lighthouse for the following reasons: 

• Our home is along the cliff above the DP harbor and the light at night and has a 
direct line of sight to the lighthouse. I believe it would be an intrusion to have the 
h1gh intens1ty light !lashing all night long--even though it may be directed out to sea. 
I \Voul<..l not be the onh homeowner affected --there \vould be manv. . . 

• As a boater myself I believe the lighthouse would be unsafe. Currently there is a 
buoy\\ nh na\ 1gat10nal lights I 2 mile offshore to safdy guide mariners around the 
rocks and reefs that protrude from the DP point sea\vard. The beacon would like the 
S1rens of 111\thology and attract the mariners to the rocks. Additionally. the light 
could not he seen to the north due to the terrain. 

Attached for:- our records are some propaganda from the lighthouse society Should we 
as affected homeowners m this coastal plan organize to oppose the light intrusion 
proposed') Please let me know and let me know when the public hearing will be. 

While we are against a fully functioning lighthouse, the idea of a lighthouse as a building 
is acceptable. 

Best r ~du 

rmC~b(;Gat 

.. , -4 



DANA PoiNT LIGHTHOUSE SociETY 
-A Son-Profit ('/writable Organization -

January, 2003 

Dear Members and Supporters, 

The meeting before the CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION regarding the Headlands 
Development Plan wiU be held early in 2003. A bus trip will be organized for those wishing to attend 
the public hearing. 

Please write a letter (short or !ong) urging tho: Commission to approve the Plan that includes our 
Lighthouse (which was originally planned to be built in the 1920's): 

California Coastal Commission 
c/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, 1 Olh Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

The important issues are listed on the reverse side. Please make sure that you stress the coastal 
access, water quality, and the low density of development. 

Personalize your letter by highlighting the public amenities that you and your family will utilize that 
are included in the five (5) major Public Parks and three (3) miles of Trails: 

• Lighthouse/Maritime Museum 
• Veterans' Memorial 
• Cultural Arts Center 
• Nature Interpretive Center 
• Consen·ation Center 

It should be noted that over 50% of the 121 acre site will become permanent public lands. As you 
know, our non-profit charitable organization is dedicated to provide and conduct educational 
programs for the Orange Count)· School Children and the public relating to the maritime history of 
Dana Point and the Capistrano Bay Area. 

Send us a copy of your letters and we will distribute copies to the City Council and the Dana Point 
News. Call (9~9) ~96-2~ 17 if you have any questions. 

This is our final regulatory challenge- WE NEED YOUR HELP NOW! 

Thank you for your continuing support. 

Sincerely, 

'-E~ 
Ed Guy 
President 

P 0 BOX S27 • DA:\.·\ POI:\T, CA 'J2(,2'! ·FAX('!~'!) ~%-3550 • E-:\U.IL: danaptlighthousc a aol.com 
WEBSITE: danapointlighthou~c socict~.org 



DANA POINT LIGHTHOUSE SOCIETY 

OGR MISSION 

J, To build an historically significant lighthouse 
overlooking Dana Point Harbor, and to preserve this 
monument once built; 

J, To provide and conduct educational programs for the 
Orange County Schools, Libraries, and the public relatin 
to the maritime history of Dana Point and the Capistrano 
Bay Area; 

J, To provide support to the US Coast Guard Auxiliary, 
Dana Point Harbor Patrol (OCSO) and non-profit 
community groups (e.g. DP/CB Historical Society, 
Coastal Arts, Friends of the Dana Point Library, et 

OGR GOALS ... 

J, To provide a focal point for our community, a 
welcoming landmark, and educational resource for our 
youth and ic, and an inspiration for all 

invite the US Coast Guard/Coast Guard Auxiliary, 
Scouts, et al to use our facility for meetings, 

nrnnr.,,,..., and a possible Communications Center. 

J, To continue networking with other Lighthouse 
Societies and Organizations throughout the world. 

MEMBERSHIP APPLICATION 

Categories: 
Senior 
Student 
Individual 
Family 

LIFE 
NEW MEMBER(S) 

RENEWAL 

Business/'""'~'UL.-uu• 

10.00 
20.00 
50.00 

10 YEARS 
$ 40.00 

40.00 
80.00 

160.00 
400.00 UPDATE 

Life Mem $300.00 

(please print) 

NAME(S):...!...._ _______________ _ TELEPHONE: ( __ ) -----

ADDRESS: -------------------------------------------------------------
CITY: ____________________ STATE: ZIP: _____ _ 

E-MAIL: --------------------------------- FAX: ( __ ) ---------------

Are you interested in committee participation? ,..----.,~ yes I I not yet 

Special talents or areas of interest you might share: ---------------------

DPLS is an IRS designated non-profit 501 (c) (3) Organization. A Charitable Tax Deduction may be available for dues, gifts, Maritime Books & 
1\rtifacts, and donations. (See your accountant) Letters are provided upon request. 

Mail with Check or Money Order to: DPLS, PO BOX 827, Dana Point, CA 92629 
Comments or questions: Call (949) 496-241 7 or E-mail: danaptlighthouse@aol.com 



December 9, 2002 

Sara Wan, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate - lOtb Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Re: Dana Point Headlands Development & Conservation Plan #2 

Dear Ms. Wan, 

I urge the California Coastal Commission to reject entirely the "Dana Point 
Headlands Development & Conservation Plan #2". It violates several Coastal Acts, 
mainly (1) lack ofpublic access right ofway (2) severe alteration of existing landform 
and ecosystem through extensive engineering, and (3) dependence on protective devices 
for the sole purpose of building a residential development in a hazardous landslide area. 

I urge the Coastal Commission to reject any development on the land that is bordered 
by: the County Public Parking lot on Selva Rd., Dana Strand Rd., PCH 1, Cove Rd. and 
Street of the Green Lantern. This includes the Dana Point Headlan':ls. The purpose ofthis 
County Parking Lot on Selva Rd. is for public access to Dana Strand beach, aka Laguna 
Niguel Beach Park as referred to on pages 242-243 in the 1981 First Edition ofthe 
California Coastal Access Guide. 

The sandstone soil that comprises the bluffs above the south end of Dana Strand 
Beach is too fragile to support any kind of development- buildings, residential 
community, or roads. This land cannot support any manmade structures. other than light 
shacks. such as those in the now-closed trailer park on this property. The soil crumbles 
easily underfoot, resulting in sand landslides. This land is also home to an endangered 
species, the pocket mouse. The Niguel Marine Life Refuge and kelp beds are very close 
otfshore. This property has indigenous sage bushes. w-hich \vould be removed extensively 
by the Headlands Reserve LLC development. 

Building houses, hotels, streets, would require extreme bulldozing and leveling, then 
build back up and fortify with landfill from other areas. Development of any kind 
would completely alter the original landscape and soil. This is inconsistent with 
Coastal Act policies. 

I urge the California Coastal Commission to reject any requests by Sanford 
Edward, the Headlands Reserve LLC or any developer or organization, to rebuild 
or enlarge the existing rock revetment, or build any solid walls aka "sea walls" or 
boulder piles at the foot of the Dana Strand Bluffs. This would comprise about 2,200 
feet of beach along Dana Strand, starting at the south end of the beach all the way north 
to the lifeguard shack at the foot ofthe paved public access. 

Sanford Edward's only purpose for replacing the existing 50-year-old boulder 
revetment is to "stabilize" the land behind it, in preparation of construction of a 
residential community. This purpose is inconsistent with Coastal Act policies. 
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I urge the California Coastal Commission to solicit input from professional marine 
biologists to determine if removal of the existing boulder revetment at the base of 
these bluffs, will cause soil runoff detrimental to the kelp beds offshore. Considering 
nature has maintained kelp beds for thousands of years before this manmade boulder 
wall was built 50 years ago, I doubt removal of this revetment will create an ecological 
situation that will harm the kelp beds. 

I urge the Coastal Commission to require Sanford Edward, Headlands Reserve 
LLC, and all landowners to remove the existing 2,200 foot long boulder revetment 
that stretches the entire beach from the extreme south end of Strand Beach north to 
the jetty and lifeguard station at Salt Creek, past the public restrooms. 

It has been proven in countless studies, which may have been brought to the Coastal 
Commission's attention by various environmental agencies and nonprofit organizations, 
that sea walls, revetments, rip-rap walls, boulder walls- all prohibit wave-action 
from building sand on a beach. Solid sea walls, even boulder revetments, cause 
beach erosion. 

I reported to Orange County Harbors and Parks last year my witness that the boulder 
revetment along Strand Beach, at the base of the bluffs now owned by Sanford Edward, 
harbors colonies of rodents and squirrels. These animals have lost fear of humans due to 
hand-feeding by beach-goers and their discovery of food left on the beach and nearby 
trash cans. These animals obviously carry diseases. I've seen them go up to children 
begging for food. An Orange County Parks Maintenance Supervisor wrote me back to 
say they cannot remove the boulder revetments because they are on private property, and 
they could not exterminate. Someday somebody will get bit and get rabies. I still see rats 
and squirrels darting about this boulder wall. 

The existing abandoned structures from a former trailer park should be removed. 
They harbor diseased rodents. and are used by homeless transients for shelter. This can 
cause a public health hazard. Obviously. Mr. Edward or the Headland Reserve LLC has 
not thought of doing this as a good neighbor. 

There already are a few older homes that exist on the Headlands, along Scenic Drive 
and Cove Rd., whose foundations are losing soil underneath very quickly due to the 
fragile sandstone soil. One ofthem.. otfofCove Rd .. is condemned due to this. You can 
see it when you walk along the shore below the Headlands. 

So then, how can the Dana Pt. City Planning Commission legally give out building 
permits to Sanford Edward to build more homes, since soil erosion has condemned 
at least one existing home on the Headlands, already? The answer is obvious: to 
build new homes, the original landscape and soil will have to be destroyed, removed, 
and replaced. 

The land currently owned by Headlands Reserve LLC, by Sanford Edward, needs a 
responsible steward, that has the resources to restore the ecological damage that has 
occurred so far due to ad-hoc access trails, and from it's use as a trailer park which is 
now boarded up and closed. It needs proper ecological maintenance, not bulldozed 
and replaced with landfill and residential homes. 
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The land outlined in the "Dana Point Headlands Development & Conservation Plan #2" 
deserves to be protected and maintained by a responsible steward, such as the 
Nature Conservancy, or the National Par~ System, or California State Parks. 

Mr. Edwards has already proven that he cannot be a responsible steward of this 
sensitive and fragile land. It would be a conflict of interest for any developer to spend 
money to maintain ecological integrity and develop it. Sanford Edward, Headlands 
Reserve LLC, has proven they cannot properly control the public from creating 
landslides. 

Case in point: a few years ago, around 1999, I became alarmed at the extent of a 
landslide that was getting worse, near the base of the paved public access to Strand 
Beach. Children run up and down the bluff, resulting in a huge sand slide. The cliff that 
was once solid sandstone is now sand dune landslide. Much of the earth underneath the 
concrete public access is eroded away. So I called the County to ask them to put up a 
fence and sign to keep the kids from doing this. Obviously, the landowner, Edwards, did 
not care to take notice or do anything to prevent this public activity or fix the landslide .. 
Finally, within a year, a wire fence was placed across this landslide. I do not know if 
Orange County Parks did it or Headlands Reserve LLC. But the point is, it was me, a 
concerned citizen, who cared to take action, not Sanford Edward the private 
landowner. 

I moved here from the Bay Area in December of 1999. I have seen better stewardship for 
similarly fragile sandstone bluffs and sand dunes, such as you see at Bakers Beach in San 
Francisco. California has many examples ofbetter protection and stewardship of a natural 
historically significant landmark like the Dana Pt. Headlands, such as seen with the 
Marin Headlands in the San Francisco area. Dana Pt. Headlands, Strand Beach Bluffs, 
Marin Headlands, Baker's Beach- all are in urban areas. In the 1970's, San Francisco 
and Marin Counties realized the esthetic and ecological significance to making most of 
the land along the perimeter of San Francisco Bay public. It is now all in the Golden Gate 
National Recreation area. 

Like hundreds of other residents of Laguna Niguel, San Juan Capistrano, Dana 
Point, Laguna Beach, who consider Dana Strand Beach a part of their 
neighborhood, I find it abhorrent, that Dana Point City Council has allowed this 
fragile land and home to an endangered pocket mouse, to be privately owned in the 
first place. Unfortunately, the Dana Point City Council acted irresponsibly by allowing 
private ownership of the land currently ov.ned by Sanford Edward. This is why it is now 
up to the Coastal Commission and nonprofit organizations such as the Sierra Club and 
Surtrider Foundation. and concerned citizens who live nearby, to do what we can to 
correct this wrong and find incentives that will lead Sanford Edward to sell his land to a 
responsible steward for this ecologically sensitive and important property. 

It is a conflict of interest, almost a rule of human nature, for any private developer 
to have the resources, or the interest, to properly fund to care for the endangered 
pocket mouse, public access trails to the beach, or erosion problems of these 
sandstone bluffs. 
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The issue of public access is another big reason for the Coastal Commission to reject 
"Dana Point Hr:1dlands Development ...\: Consen:ation Plan #2" 

It seems logical, that this land owned by Sanford Edward, Headlands Reserve LLC, 
should be an extension of the Salt Creek Beach Park (formerly referred to Laguna 
Niguel Beach Park on pages 242 & 243 in the 1981 Cal. Coastal Access Guide). It 
should be publicly-owned. It is adjacent to an existing County Beach Park and 
County Public Parking lot. The intent of Orange County for creating this Public 
Parking Lot on Selva Rd., was to make the beach and property below a public 
recreational area. 

Sanfot·d Edward's behavior. which I will describe below. has for many years 
demonstrated his disdain and personal antagonism toward public access. I highly 
doubt he will act in accordance with the California Coastal Act, to ensure public 
access to the beach. the Headlands or Dana Pt. Harbor from the County Parking 
Lot on Selva Rd. He will find loopholes to '"iolate any contracts or agreements 
allowing public access through any development on ''his" land. 

For many years, the public has established ad-hoc trails on the land now owned by 
Sanford Edward, Headlands Reserve LLC, to access the beach, the Headlands, and 
Dana Pt. Harbor (via Cove Rd.). We use them despite it being "trespassing". You 
need to understand, the public feels this is "their land", to get from parking lot to 
beach. 

Mr. Edwards has turned down otTers by the Dana Point City Council to sell his land 
to Dana Point City, or to Orange County, or any other public or nonprofit 
organizations. Instead, he obsessively criss-crosses it with more and more wire fences 
and barbed wire barricades. It looks like a prison camp. This illustrates Mr. Edwards' 
desire to never allow public access onto "his" land. He seems to have a personal 
grudge 

Over the years, up to the present, the public has created a few main nature trails, 
starting from the County Public Parking Lot on Selva Rd, to access the beach, the 
Headlands, and Dana Pt. Harbor. Respectable residents in the neighborhood. walk 
their dogs along these trails. take sunset walks. bird watch. take pictures. Bird Watchers. 
nature lovers. young surfers. middle aged folks who just want a quiet walk in a natural 
sage brush coastal environment. enroute to the beach. to the Headlands or to Dana Point 
Harbor. jump or cut holes in the high fences erected by Sanford Edwards. 

For many years, the public has exercised their will to access this property. between 
the County Public Parking Lot on Selva Rd .. and the beach below. Mr. Edward has 
displayed his disdain for public access over the years. He erects Berlin-Wall-like wire 
fences all around his property. He has turned down suggestions and offers for Dana Pt. 
City or Orange County to buy his property so that it can officially become public access. 
Hundreds of people per day, thousands of residents, who live in the surrounding 
neighborhoods and nearby towns, cut holes in his fences or knock them down. There are 
apartment complexes nearby with shared bolt cutters. In responSe, Mr. Edward puts up 
higher and higher. more and more. wire fences and barbed wire. 
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But in turn, residents in the area, and tourists, get the bolt cutters out and make different 
holes and access points. This is a \ er~ sad game between the public and \I r. Edward 
that's heen going on for many years. 

My favorite place to watch the sunset. like hundreds of other people, is along the top of 
the bluffs. on the ad-hoc trail that starts from the south end ofthe County Parking Lot, 
which as been there and used for many years. Unfortunately, I must view our beautiful 
California sunsets through prison-like barbed wire and metal bars. Or to watch the 
sunset from the old Trailer Park Gate at the top of the Public Stairwell, at end of 
Dana Strand Rd., I must view it through metal fence bars and barbed wire. Mr. 
Edward makes these fences higher and filled in by barbed wire every time one of his 
employees realizes we have found a new opening to squeeze or bodies through. 

But despite the "will of the people", Mr. Edward hires security guards or perhaps calls 
the O.C. Sheriffs Dept., to arrest people squeezing through the old Trailer Park Gate at 
the entrance to the paved road, which leads down to the beach, or catch people as they 
walk on the trails leading from the County Parking Lot to the beach. The more "the will 
of the people" is exercised, the more barbed wire, higher wire fences, Mr. Edward 
adds to this patchwork of fences that makes this property look like a Concentration 
Camp or a Federal Prison. Yes, the public is treated like criminals. But despite the 
risk of arrest and fines, the public prevails. Since I am only a 3-year resident, my 
interviews with long-time residents reveals that historically, people have accessed this 
property to get to the beach, before and during the existence of the Trailer Park. 

I urge the California Coastal Commission to investigate if the old Trailer Park ever 
granted. or simply allowed. public access rights along their road to get to the beach. 
If so. then the Coastal Commission may han a legal case against Sanford Edward 
for not continuing public arcess. 

Many people who bird watch, or need a respite from the traffic off of PCH, or just want 
to experience a quiet natural setting. '"trespass'" onto the old paved road into the old trailer 
park. to get to the beach. to the Headlands. or over to Dana Point Harbor via Cove Rd. 
This walk also saves driving a car to the Dana Harbor parking lots. which are always full. 
This access allows those that live in the immediate area, such as the condos on Selva Rd .. 
or in the housing communities at Monarch Beach. the ability to walk to Dana Pt. Harbor 
rather than pollute the environment with a car. 

The old paved Trailer Park Access Road, and the ad-hoc trails on the bluffs, are 
wonderful, healthy walks. Your experience is- away from traffic noise, hear birds 
sing, out of sight of any development, see natural sage bushes and other native 
plants, be in trees. A small little slice of nature, peace and solace in an urban area. I 
thought this wa~ the quality of life that Dana Point City liked to brag to the world about. 
If this property were public open space. it would make Dana Point a more desired tourist 
destination and residential community. 

I am one of thousands of people whose quality of life is derived from being able to 
take these walks. 
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The trail forks down to the south end of Dana Strand beach at the foot of Dana 
Point Headlands. If this property was not privately owned, and had a responsible 
steward such as the National Parks System or State Parks, they would be able to 
maintain a responsible trail that did not create sand slides and erosion. Since these 
trails are unofficial and made by the public ad-hoc, they cause a lot of sand-slides. 
Obviously, a private developer does not have the interest nor funds to maintain 
these trails or surrounding environment. 

Another example of how the public sees this property as "their land" to access and 
use - be advised that the top of the Headlands, at the top of Cove Rd., is used by 
hundreds of residents from Dana Point, nearby towns, and tourists, to watch the 4tb 

of July Fireworks display that comes from a barge in Dana Point Harbor. Most 
people walk along this "ad hoc" trail from the County Parking Lot on Selva over to this 
viewing spot on the Headlands. 

By keeping it under private ownership, without the proper controls, stewardship, 
and maintenance of a public agency, ecological damage has been occurring on 
Sanford Edward's land. Landslides from ad-hoc~ sage brush being trampled, 
transient homeless living in the bushes creating healthy hazards, etc. 

Considering this obsessive behavior already displayed for many years by Sanford 
Edward and his Headlands Reserve LLC, he has demonstrated he would not 
cooperate with any "public access contracts" made with the Calif. Coastal 
Commission or any public agency. It is obvious, he would not honor any public 
access depicted in the "Dana Point Headlands Development & Conservation Plan 
#2". Sanford Edward would not honor the Coastal Act in respect to public access to 
the beach or to the Headlands. It is obvious once the home-site pads are established, 
he will find some legal loophole that allows the homeowners to not honor public 
access. 

Another problem with development on the Bluffs above Strand Beach or on the 
Headlands, is the inevitable removal of the natural California Coastal environment 
that you see when you look up from the beach or from a boat out at sea. 

To accomplish construction of even a few houses, a hotel, or any structures or roads, 
would require removal of all the fragile sandstone soil, the whole natural landscape 
that one sees while on the beach. Development on Strand Beach and the Headlands 
would remove an esthetic quality oflife. It gives thousands oflocal residents and tourists. 
a feeling of peace and serenity, to witness a natural California Coast, to look up from the 
beach or from a boat out at sea, and see the natural bluffs and the Headlands, with no 
structures built on it. 

Page 6 of 7 
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The natural state of the bluffs above Salt Creek Beach, next to Dana Strand Beach, 
has already been destroyed, with residential communities built on them. The bluffs 
above Dana Strand Beach, and the Headlands, are the last patches ofundeveloped 
California Coast in Orange County. 

So, I beg the California Coastal Commission to do what you can to keep the land above 
Dana Strand Beach as Natural Open Space. Please do what you can to encourage Mr. 
Edward to sell or donate his land to a responsible public agency or nonprofit organization 
that can properly restore and maintain this land. 

Please reject entirely the "Dana Point Headlands Development & Conservation Plan 
#2". Reject any plans submitted to you to develop on this property. 

Sincerely, 

Susan Eisenhut 
Member Sierra Club & Surfrider Foundation 
30782 Calle Malaga 
Laguna Niguel, CA 92677 
949-363-5223 
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~Jrrnir·r~ !.:ltfrrJI rrprrr,/r, 

8 rerra::a dd .\far 
Dana J>omt ( '.i 9 2629 
/'hone (9-IYJ 2-10-0282 

'·' 
Karl ,','chwmg, Coastal Program Analyst 
Califhrnia ( 'oastal Comnussiun CC'. . .~:. .. .: ·~~~ "\lv'.: S ..:,,;_::;,~,~ 
200 Oceangate, 1201/z Floor 
Long Beach, ('A 90802 

Dear ,"vir. Schwmg, 

I am wr~ting in regard,· to the proposed developmenl in Dana Point, 
commonly referred tu as the "Headlands". The Headland,· has long heen 
the landmark to represent Dana Poml and I am deeply concerned ahout 
changing the appearance of this area. 

I am not opposed to development. However I strongly disagree with the 
lmi/ding ofa lighthouse. What hus tlus to do with /)ana Poin(l It sen,.es no 
(Jlll/?ose nrjimctum and would alter the natural heauty we have come to 
l'f1j0\. 

!urge ynutn !In/ urprni'L' tills plun us 11 lzus heen suhnu11 .. :J I (lu hei!L'I'C 

thutthe UI'<.'U 'huu!d he II{Jl'IIL'd u11d d .. ·,'t·lur)cd It ;s rrn·ufL• f)/'ujh't'll' u!hl 
n'.t'!led hy u dcTelnper u·;,,hmg to j7ru/it!i·umlus 117\'<.'sl!lll'lll. ( (/11 't /uult 
thl'lll/111'//iut .. \f\· 11/1/IIIS/ Llllllc'/'1/ I.\ /II {JI'c'\l'/'\'(' tf7._• /1(///11'11/ hL'U/1/\' 11/ 11'11.\ 

l,!'fJ/Idl'i'/111 (//'L'LI/111'/lifli/'L' gl'ilL'/'(//!111/.\ . 

. fgu111. fllc'use du /Ill/ Uf)j71'u\'c' u !tg!uhuu'L' 111 tills .\lit'. 

!hunk _1 uu for your a/h'll/11117. 

s, fin' re /_1 · . 
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November 23, 2002 

Sara Wan, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
C/0 Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate 10th Floor 

Alan & Alannah Rosenberg 
33181 Ocean Hill Drive 
Dana Point, CA 92629 

~~~~IVED 
. _,,,---:~.,;~:Region 

i •. '7 1002 

.. - . ' '. \ 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

'Or•- .. ·
There are so many reasons not to permit development of the Dana Point 
Headlands area it is difficult to know where to begin. 

... __ SION 

I can say, without exaggeration, that the Dana Point Headlands is one of the 
most beautifully situated pieces of land on the American Pacific coast. Three 
items come together concerning the development of this land that just scream no 
residential or commercial development please. These are the combination of: 

o the uniqueness of its views 
o the multiple rare environments, plants, and animals present on it 
o the massive amount of land modification that is against the spirit of the 

Coastal Act and is required to make it buildable for a few people 

To get a sense of the emotional appeal of this piece of land, one only has to hike 
the short distance to its peak on a clear day and look to the north or south. 
Because the Headlands is thrust out from the coast, one has a sense of being on a 
tall stable tower at sea. Looking south one can see the hills down towards San 
Diego. Looking north one can see the scalloped coast of Laguna, Newport, and 
even Long Beach and Palos Verdes. Looking out to sea, there is Catalina and the 
other islands. And perhaps, most interesting, looking down, one can see the 
unique habitats that make up the Headlands, the waves crashing into its base, 
and imagine early coastal traders flinging their dried cowhides off the bluffs to 
their waiting shipmates below. 

However, I realize that it is not the emotional appeal of this piece of land that 
will save it from development. It is the fact that the development goes against 
the law and spirit of the Coastal Act that you are sworn to enforce. l would like 

to cite just two examples. 

•:• The developer is proposing radical recontouring of the earth in many areas of 
the headlands. Not surprisingly, this recontouring is being done so that the 
developer will have more lots to sell. Unfortunately, the cost to the natural 
environment of the headlands is huge. This recontouring would 
-, destroy significant amounts (28 acres) of rare coastal sage-scrub habitat; 



, remove 15 acres of clay soils that are habitat to ten rare plant species; 
, remove four acres of soils that are suitable habitat for the endangered 

pocket mouse that are not currentli in the preserve area; 
"' be inconsistent with Coastal Act policies 

• requiring environmentally sensitive areas to be protected against 
any insignificant disruption of habitat values and 

• allowing only uses, in those areas, that are dependent on such 
habitat. 

•!• In order to secure additional areas for building, the developer is proposing 
rebuilding, enlarging, and hardening the existing revetment. Unfortunately 
this will be done at a significant and to a certain degree unknown cost to the 
natural environment. The enlarging and hardening of the revetment would 
-, likely change the way that sand is deposited on the public beach, perhaps 

causing it to narrow. There is already no sand showing on Strand beach 
when the water is at high tide. 

~ be inconsistent with Coastal Act policies 
• against significant engineering-based solutions 
• against significant landform alteration 
• against dependence on protective devices 

The Headlands would make a perfect continuation of the public areas that 
already make up much of the Dana Point coast. Its location would make it a 
marvelous adjunct to the recently rebuilt Ocean Institute. Its geologic and 
historic significance must be preserved for the public to enjoy to its utmost. I 
urge you to reject not only the current proposal offered by Headlands Reserve 
LLC, but all plans offered by them or any other developer. This land is too 
unique and too valuable to the public to allow any portion of it to be ruined b~· 
residential and commercial development. 

We would be glad to accompany any Co~stal Commission member to the top of 
the Headlands. We think the view from there on a clear dav will convince \'OU of - -
our viewpoint. Thank you for taking the time to read this letter and consider our 

opinions. 

I 

'-- --< -__,.. "~ ::_y- ,.___A. .c I'-\ r·( .. · - , /.,~f.:\ /_~:-" ·'( 1; . /. 
Alar\nah Rosenberg · ..,_ · ' 

/ 
"--/ 



Karl Schwing 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

I biscyclist@aol. com 
Tuesday, November 26, 2002 8:36AM 
kschwing@coastal.ca.gov 
Plan 

<PRE>Greedy is the key word for you. What's so wrong with leaving things the way 
they are? Wake up and save the Headlands. It's ALL THAT'S LEFT. 
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'\o\ ember 12. 2002 

Dear Headlands Today !\:!ember, 

The Elections 
Congratulations and thank you! As a result of-~fforts. Jim 
Lacy, Wayne Rayfield and Russ Chilton were elected last Tuesday 
to the Dana Point City Council. The outcome of the election was 
overwhelming! Jim, Wayne and Russ received nearly 50 percent 
of the votes. Lacy finished on top with 4,171 votes, Rayfield 
received 4,032 votes, and Chilton finished third with 3, 786 votes. 
Because of you, and many other voting citizens of Dana Point, 
we'll have a strong City Council that promises to put the interest of 
the community first. We thank everyone who volunteered. Once 
again, you made a difference. 

The Coastal Commission 
Our meeting is fast approaching. As we discussed at our last 
Headlands Today meeting, we'll organize a bus trip for those who 
desire to attend the public hearing. At this time, the best thing to 
do is to write letters urging the Commission to approve the plan: 

California Coastal Commission 
cio Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, I 0111 Floor 
Long Beach. CA 90802-4302 

ksch\\ ingr(L coastal.ca.go\ 

\\-c ha\ e enclosed a t'e\\ Ltct sheets that outline' arious proJect 
t'caturcs. \1ake sure that you stress the coastal access.'' atcr 
quality. and low density ofde,·elopment. Pcrsonalil'c yl•ur k·ttLT 
hy l1!gh!ighting the public amenities. such J' the rar~::c. '!Slt•.•r 

t'actlitics. trails. etc. that you look forward to using. Relllclllhcr. 
ClliTe!ltly 86°o of the property is fenced. After the plan is hutlt. 
mer sou" of the 121 acres become permanent public lands. 

Send a copy of your letter to the City Council and the Dana Point 
News. The letters can be as shot1 or as long as you desire. For 
your convenience, we have included an addressed, stamped 
em·clope. Please call if you have any questions. Thank you for 
your continued support. 

Sincere!\·. 
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Karl Schwing 

From: Monica Dunham [dunhamstudio@earthlink.net] 

Sent: Wednesday, November 20, 2002 1:00AM 

To: Karl Schwing 

Subject: headlandsdevelopmentandconservationplan 

Dear Mr. Schwing, 
I would like to express my opinion regarding the development of the 

proposed Dana Point site. I am a resident of Dana Point, and a business owner for 
over ten years. Since the early 60's I have walked and ridden my bike to this 
location, even before the harbor was developed. I have always loved the quite 
serenity of the point. Just the thought of taking away the last of this 
majestic piece of land gives me a feeling of sadness, what do we have left? I do 
not know what land, if any, that might be left in Southern Calif., but for the future 
of generations to come, if those that have the vision to preserve any of the natural 
coastal beauty that may exist I would think it to be a great feeling of satisfaction 
to leave such a special site intact. Not money, or p! ower should ever damage or 
destroy the few locations that have become so magnificently unique still existing 
on their own untouched, a legacy that becomes more important as it continues to 
live. 

I would appreciate your consideration in this most important decision. I 
am writing you this with the respect of anonymity. 

Thank you, 
Respectfully 

Miss Dunham 

Dunham 

--- Monica Dunham 
--- cl11t1bl:lmstud_i<2~iearthli nk. net 
--- EarthLink: The # 1 provider of the Real Internet. 

Ill 2112002 



27003 Del Gado Rd. 
Capistrano Beach, CA 92624 

Nov. II, 2002 

Sara Wan, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Ocean gate, I oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Subject: Dana Point Headlands I Strands Beach 

Dear Chairwomen Wan, 

Rf.~c'Y-~~-" 
-..'. ('.; :- I , • ~ 

.• ---..I 
'• . 

I frequently visit Strands Beach because of its isolation, beauty, and excellent surfing 
waves. I wish to comment on the proposed development in this area, and specifically, on 
the proposed rebuilding and enlargement of the existing rock revetment. 

The existing rock -revetment is only approximately 12 feet high; and for most of its 
length, it is only 4 to 6 feet high. In many places it has been covered with sand from the 
slope landward of the beach as part of the natural erosion process common to coastal 
sand dunes. (See attached photo) This has allowed a natural means of sand 
replenishment and subsequently a beach with ample sand for beachgoers. Nature has 
transformed this revetment, originally a stabilization device, into a pile of rocks along the 
beach. 

The developer·s plans call for thts revetment to be rebuilt and enlarged. so that he can 
increase the amount of home sites along the beach. I do not expect that the public will 
benefit at all. and fully expect the qual1ty of the beach to decline. if the revetment 1s built. 

The proposed revetment. 20 feet high. 30 feet wide at the base. and 2200 feet long. \viii 
stop the natural sand replenishment from the slope, as the slope will be removed as part 
of the grading. The revetment will also mcrease the rate of loss of beach due to wave 
reflection and storm surf zone narrowing. Over time. we will watch the beach disappear 
and be left with a massive rock structure. Instead of sand dunes. native plants. and beach. 

Please cons1der the loss. both physically and aesthetically. to the beachgoers. if this 
re\etment is built. I hope that the Commission requires the developer·s plan to conform 
to the Coastal Act. 

Sincerelv. 

( 

Ed Schlegel 

Attachment: Photo of Strands Beach, November 7, 2002 





Monday, November 04, 2002 

In regards to: Headlands Development and Conservation Plan 

Sara Wan, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Dear Ms. Wan, 

·, . ..._,.' 

co As fAC cc'y. , .. ~s:oN 

We are residents of Dana Point and live in the community of Niguel Shores, Y2 mile and within a short walk from the Dana Point 
Headlands. As avid hikers and boaters, we have intimate experience with and a personal love of the Headlands from the perspective of 
both the land and the water and are very concerned with the prospect of development on this beautiful seaside bluff that helps to define 
Dana Point It is the place we live in and where people come to visit because of its striking natural beauty. This will be destroyed by the 
plan set forth by Headla11ds Reserve, LLC. 

Our family and tens of hundreds of other families and individuals have a special, almost sacred relationship with the Dana Point 
Headlands, some simply because it is the place we take our morning walk with our dogs, where young boys ride their BMX's, 
couples young and old stroll to watch the sunset over Catalina; where we go just to have some peace and quiet and think, to 
listen to sea lions, to watch lobster trappers, or fisherman returning from Catalina. The sage-brush covered Headlands frames a 
half-moon sandy beach below where runners and walkers, board and body surfers, children and families are as attracted to the 
natural, unspoiled scenic beauty of the towering, unspoiled bluff as much as they are to the water and sand. It is a place that has 
a different meaning to each person and conveys a different feeling during different times of the day. It is a place which is perfect 
just the way it is and naturally, completely utilitarian. We want to keep it the way it is, as natural as possible, so that we and those 
that visit Dana Point are able to enjoy its unique atmosphere and natural beauty. 

Just driving by the Strands and Headlands area it is almost impossible to understand what ma1'es it the remarkable landmark it is. It is, 
perhaps, only when you view it from the perspective of the water-from a kayak, surfboard, the Catalina Cruiser, a fishing boa~ or any 
other water craft-that you are truly able to appreciate the awe-inspiring beauty of this bluff jutting into the Pacific, barely changed after 
thousands of years. It is only from this perspective that you can objectively observe the aesthetic devastation caused by the development 
of every other coastal bluff along the Southern California shoreline. The once magnificent coastline of Southern California is all but a 
distant memory after years of residential and retail development has eradicated the natural look and topography of the land. North of 
Dana Poin~ along Pacific Coast Highway, we've witnessed the once picturesque auburn, coastal-sage scrub hillside of Crystal Cove 
become the unsightly development of multimillion dollar homes and upscale shops that have destroyed the once scenic mountainside 
and stripped this area of South Orange County of its charm and beauty. The destruction of the hillside is even more visually devastating 
form the water where the whitewash of homes completely obscures any scenic beauty that once existed. It is an eyesore that cannot be 
remedied. 

There is so little lett of undeveloped coastai bluffs 1n Southern California, this piece of land is a revered reminder of what this area 
used to look like and one it behooves all of us to protect. In its current unspoiled state the Dana Point Headlands is home to many 
species of animals and rodents (I've seen mice, coyotes and lizards here) as well as home to a rich marine ecosystem at its 
base. The Dana Point Headlands is not just a tract of land waiting to be made into something. It is, right now, a natural area that 
thousands of local residents and visitors alike want preserved and protected. 

The Coastal Act was created in an effort to protect the scenic beauty and delicate ecosystems from destructive development and 
irreparable harm to the coastal environment. We are concerned with the proposed 1=-;ans of the property owner, Headlands 
Reserve LLC, and urge the Coastal Commission to require The Headlands Development and Conservation Plan to conform to 
the Cali~ Coastal Act. We urge the Coastal Commission to protect the Dana Point Headlands from any unnecessary and 
destru,9t~ve development. 

R; ktfully yoursj / ( 
:e ~~<- ~.__ L IL'<._ ~._ A'_~ 

Dee Anna S. and Curt D. Behle 
33691 Marlinspike Drive 
Dana Point, CA 92629 



• Page 2 November 4, 2002 

Cc: Sara Wan, Chair, California Coastal Commission; Cynthia P. Coad, Orange County Supervisor; Senator Bill Morrow; 
Assemblywoman Patricia Bates; Letters@latimes.com; Councilman Wayne Rayfield; Councilman Harold Kaufman; Councilman 
William L. Ossenmacher 



t\ovember 18. :200 I 

KENT WELTON 
24361 Caracas St. 

Dana Point, CA. 92629 
(949) 240-6864 

To: Ed !\.night. Dana Point City Council. 
DP Planning Commission & Coastal Commission 

Re: Headlands Project DEIR comments 

Several improvements/changes should be made to plan - to reserve views. ma:xmHze 

open space. improve traffic flows, prevent both congestion and useless commercial blight: 
1. Planning area PA4 (PCH Visitor/Recreation/Commercial) at corner of PCH and 

Blue lantern should be eliminated from plan or, at very least, moved onto Blue 
Lantern next to residential across from Cannon's restaurant - thus behind hill and 
out of PCH view. This would save the entrance open space on PCH, preserve vie\\ 
and. in lieu. provide good area for elegant Dana Point City monument sign '' ith 
gardens. etc. Otherwise, more ocean view is ruined for visitors and residents for 
what is clearly throwaway commercial space too small to be of any real value. 

2. Planning Areas SA & 88 - Maritime Historical Visitor center and Cultural An" 
Visitor center should either be eliminated or moved/integrated into the sam~' 
building as Nature Interpretive Visitor Center. (see attached) Why destroy ,·ic\\ ~ 
with these unneccessary buildings which can be combined and placed where t1'.·~.:·:.v 
views are not destroyed~ No throwaway buildings and adjacent parkin):! ltlls 1)!1 til': 

last of Headlands! \"eteran's memorial should also be deleted. 
~. Planning Area 9 - Resort Seaside Inn. Remove from plan or. at 'ery least. llW\ c 

back tO\\ ard slope. move road in. and gain more view & open space. 
-+. Planning Area 6 - L:pper Headlands. Eliminate street exit onto PCH Flilill::~;\ _ 

bottle-necking street and any signal here. (see attached map) Take road behtnd \1\:,r 

.5 hill and connect to Blue lantern. connect other end to Sel\·a. Bet1er and k ,. 
intrusi' e traftlc tlow. and also more privacy feel for tract . 

.; Planning Areas 1&2- l\.eep north end tract entrance open- the ()Jle ne:\t ,,, p1d1!·, 
beach access steps. Allow better entrance/egress from this end of trnct. 

The abo\e changes \vould clearly result in a less intrusive and em lrP:llil\.'11! 

destroying plan. I strongly urge the planning bodies and coastal commission w impler:lr::'H 

these changes. 
Very Truly Yours. 

r(Y/_E (/'/~ 
l\.ent ~~It on 
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655 California Street 

Mountain View. CA 94041 

September I 0, 2002 

Mr. Carl Schwing 

California Coastal Commission 

South Coast Office 

200 Oceangate 

lOth Roor 

Long Beach, CA 90802 

Dear Mr. Schwing, 

RECEIVED 
South Coast Region 

SEP I 3 2002 

CALIFORt'-J' t\ 
COASTAL COM/v\ISSION 

I have followed the plans for development of the Dana Point Headlands for several years, 

first as a Dana Point resident concerned about the environment, then as a member of the 

Dana Point Planning Commission. Although I no longer reside in Dana Point, I still 

follow the issue closely because I believe the Dana Point Headlands are unique natural 

treasure of statewide significance. Therefore, any development in the Headlands must be 

done with great care and responsibility. 

While the draft EIR for the current Headlands plan was circulating, I submitted the 

following comment letter that retlects my belief that the plan has many significant tlaws 

with respect to the Coastal Act. Because it is a long letter and I am sure you are a very 

busy person. I have highlighted what I believe are the essential points of the comment 

letter. 

Please keep me informed about the progress of the Headlands development at the Coastal 

Commission. including hearing dates. Thank you for your consideration. 

Regards, 

-Jeff Segall 

-e 



655 California Street 
Mountain View, CA 94041 
November 18, 200 I 

Mr. Edward K. Knight 
City of Dana Point 
33282 Golden Lantern 
Dana Point, CA 92629 

Dear Mr. Knight, 

RECEIVE I;> 
South Coast Region 

SEP 1 3 2002 

CALifORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Norman Powell, chairman of the Headlands Conservancy, a 501(c)(3) organization ofwhich I am 
a supporter and which has 180 known supporters, asked me to review the analysis of the 
proposed Headlands development contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Report, dated 
October 2001 (2001 DEIR), and submit a comment letter on behalf of the Conservancy .. 

4.1 Aesthetics 

A) Project Site Conditions and Visual Impacts 

The 2001 DEIR refers to a "Hilltop Area" 288 ft above msl, "located in the northeast portion of 
the project site. near PCH." (4.1-3). This description, while not totally inaccurate, is quite 
incomplete. The hilltop area referred to is part of a visually prominent natural landform 
described in a previous EIR prepared for this site (State Clearinghouse Number 98051062, 
referenced in the above mentiOned DEIR as EIP Associates. 1999 Final Environmental Impact 
Report for the Dona Point Headlands General Plan Amendmelll and Local Coastal Plan 
Amendment. ,\;larch, and hereafter referred to as the 1999 FElR) as Lpper and Lower Headlands 
Ridge. The prominence of the ridge line and its interrelationship with the hilltop is \\ell captured 
in the topograph1c map sho\\n Figure 3-4 of the 1999 FEIR, which I have attached as Figure I. 

Interestingly, reference to this existing natural landform docs appear in the Geology and Sods 
section of the 200 I DEIR under 4.5.1.1, Existing Emironmental Setting, Geologic Setting and 
Topography, in paragraph 4: '"The adJoining highland extends to the south and 11 cstfi·om tlus 
peak (the Hilltop). This highland tlpicalh rangesj/·om ~30 to 260fcct ahm·c mean sea ln'C!." 
As an indication of the signi ficancc and \·isual prominence of the ridge, the nearby tree fam1 area 
is at an elevation of approximately 160 feet abo\ e msl. 

Upper and Lower Headlands Ridge is an existing conspicuous landform that is prominent to the 
eye from several public-right-of-ways that include PCH, Scenic Drive and Dana Strands Road. 
Furthern1ore, the ocean views and outdoor experience from Lower Headlands Ridge are far 
superior to those from Upper Headlands Ridge ("The Hilltop") for the following reasons: 



worth noting that a member of the Specific Plan Advisory Committee was Dan Daniels ofthe 
M.H. Shern1an Company. who co-owned the Headlands property with the Chandler family of 
from the 1950's until recently. Mr. Daniels served as point man for development efforts for the 
Headlands for both ownership interests. 

Exhibits 10 and 14 show this area primarily designated as 5.4/: Conservation. On Page IV -18, 
the Conservation land use designation is defined: 

"The "Conservation" (5.41) designation is a subcategory and indicates those portions of 
the "other open space" lands ~vhich require preservation in a natural state (emphasis in 
original document) on behalf of the public interest. The only lands to be designated as 5.41 
include coastal bluffs and tidepool areas in the Dana Point Headlands sector. One aim of 
this designation is to preclude any alteration or development of this visually significant 
landform feature (emphasis added). 

Therefore, even an early planning effort for the Headlands that was not noted for its 
environmental sensitivity and that included the active participation of the longtime landowner of 
the property recognized the existence of a coastal bluff in this area and the importance of 
preserving it. 

The California Coastal Program certified the Dana Point Local Coastal Program in 1985. This 
LCP was consistent with the 1980 Dana Point Specific Plan, as explained in the 2001 DEIR on 
Page 4.9-3. 

The 1999 FEIR also recognized this area as a natural coastal bluffthat under the California 
Coastal Act and the City of Dana Point's General Plan must be protected from the impacts of 
development. The area of the Headlands property designated as a coastal bluff can he seen in 
Figure 3.4 of the 1999 FEIR. This figure is reproduced as Figure I in this comment letter. The 
text portions of the I ()99 FEIR most relevant to the coastal hluff in the Dana Strand area can be 
found in Sect1on 4.1 and Section 4.2a of \'olume I and Pages 2-25 to 2-28 of Volume 3. 

The definition of a coastal bluff under Coastal Commission Regulations 14 CCR 13577 (h) 
(1998) is gi,en on P~:ge 2-2(J ofYolumc 2. which says. in part: 

Coaswl h/uf(.~ shall mean: 

(I) Those hlu(/5. the toe o_(H hich is no11 or\\ as historicaflr rgencrulh· 11 /thin the last .:!00 
rears} suh,cct to marine erosion. 

This page also contains a citation for the City of Dana Point's definition, which is substantially 
identical to that of the Coastal Commission Regulations. 

The California Coastal Act, Section 30253 states: 



remam at the heights shown in the simulation. From the simulation, the trees appear to be 
roughly the same height as the houses, which according to the text (Page 4.1-25) have a 
maximum height of 18 feet. Since most trees grow to<> height greater than 18 feet, there \Viii be 
a viewshed impact over time. Unless the CC&Rs for the development mandate trees that have a 
maximum height of roughly 20 feet, over time the views available in this location will be 
reduced. These impacts require further analysis. 

Of more concern, however, is the impact of the proposed project on views from this location to 
the southwest, towards the Headlands promontory and to the south. Currently, there is an 
unobstructed view of natural open space leading to the Point and to the ocean beyond. Of 
concern also, is that the proposed residences and VC/R to the south and southwest will diminish 
these views of the open space, the Point and the ocean beyond. These impacts also need further 
analysis. 

Figure 4.1.1 0 shows existing conditions near the Cove Road/Green Lantern/Scenic Drive 
intersection, along with a simulation showing a proposed faux historical lighthouse and 
hotel/restaurant establishment. The discussion ofthis simulation on page 4.1-27 refers to the 
existing view as one of"degraded vegetation" that "detracts from the scenic quality ofthe 
project site." While the immediate foreground in the photograph is of non-native grasses, the 
predominant view is of coastal scrub and maritime succulent scrub, and is identified as such in 
Figure 4.3.1 of this DEIR. Since the scrub in this area has not been affected by off-road vehicles, 
as has the scrub in other locations on the site, it is in quite good condition. One's aesthetics may 
certainly be considered subjective, but it is quite a stretch of the imagination to characterize 
native vegetation as an aesthetic detraction and its replacement with a faux historical lighthouse 
and large commercial establishment as aesthetic enhancement. 

-+.3 Terrestrial Biological Resources 

A) Orange County Central Coastal :\CCP HCP 

The 2001 DEIR repeatedly states that the landowner dc\cloper's participation in the County's 
Central!Coastal :\CCP HCP ('\CCP HCPl fully mitigates the "litkc" of up to 30 acres of coastal 
scrub. along\\ ith the plant and animal species that inhabit that coastal scrub. 

This is not correct. \\'hilc the LS Fish and \\'ildlife Sen ice and the California Department of 
Fish and Game accept participation in the :\CCP HCP as fully mitigating the "take" of 30 acres 
of coastal scrub, this docs not mean that additional mitigation measures cannot be taken by the 
lead agency or responsible agencies. As of 2000. the City of Dana Point was not a signatory to 
the NCCP1HCP, and if that is sti II the case, the City is free to take additional mitigating measures 
to protect its last significant area of natural coastal scrub habitat. 

Similarly, the California Coastal Commission takes the position that the NCCP/HCP does not 
diminish its powers under the California Coastal Act, Section 30240, which covers 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA). 

5 



C) Cumulative Impacts 

The 200 I DEIR refers to an approved development for 3 houses on the former Bade property. 
This appears to be based on out-of-date information. It is my understanding that the development 
permits for that project lapsed some time ago. 

Additional comments applicable to Terrestrial Biological Resources are made below in reference 
to the Alternatives analysis of the 2001 DEIR. 

4.5 Geology and Soils 

A) Landslide Hazards 

The 2001 DEIR neither mentions nor analyzes the 1981 slope failure underneath Cannon's 
Restaurant. This landslide slope failure is significant for the proposed project. It was a large 
slope failure immediately adjacent to the Headlands property that resulted in a disabling closure 
of Cove Road for many months, reopening only after considerable investment of public funds 
and the construction of the present unsightly retaining wall. Cove Road would be a key access 
route to all of the proposed public amenities in the proposed project. 

Part of the Street of the Green Lantern, the only other access to this region of the proposed 
project, as well as existing residential housing and VC/R uses, runs right along the bluff edge 
above Cove Road, close to the Cannon's bluff failure. A slope failure in this area could close 
both Green Lantern and Cove Road. completely isolating from traffic and emergency services the 
proposed VC R hoteL'restaurant. cultural arts center and other proposed public amenities, as well 
as existing residential and commercial uses dependent on those streets. This would have a 
crucial. significant impact. The bluff failed in this area before and such a recurrence is 
reasonably foreseeable. 

The 2001 DEIR recommends a 50-foot setback in the Harbor Point Area unless "srec~(ic design" 
measures are taken (Page 4.5-18 ). Presumably. this \Votild include the proposed Cultural; Arts 
Center. which appears to be very close to the California Coastal Commission's mandated 25-foot 
setback. The plan also calls for the realignment of Scenic Drive much closer to the bluff edge 
than the current alignment of this public-right-of-way. It appears that this realignment of Scenic 
Drive \vould mo\·e it right up to the 50-foot setback recommended here. 

The \999 FEIR recommended a 200~foot structural setback in this area as seen in Figure I ofthis 
letter. Among the pieces of evidence cited to support this larger setback include: 

a) the over 100 feet of lateral sea cliff/bluff retreat along the south-, southwest- and west
facing bluffs during two major storm events in 1938 and 1941 (Zeiser Geotechnical, 
\990). 

b) the near \ ertical bluff faces near the Harbor breakwall with active \Vave scour at the toe of 
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The DEIR goes on to state: 

"Consistency A.tza~rsis: The HDCP includes \'isitor sc1Ting commercia/uses. As explained 
ahon? in Section 4. 9. 6. there is no intrusion into WI existing neighborhood. The proposed 
l'isitor setTing uses are sited in close proximity to similar existing uses. The proposed 
project is consistent with this policy . .. 

The reference to Section 4.9.6 is a typo or some other form of error. Section 4.9.6, which is on 
Page 4.9.6, consists of two sentences, and says nothing about the siting of the visitor serving 
commercial uses or its proximity to existing or proposed residential uses. 

Referring to Figure 4.11.3 a 200 foot circle around the proposed hotel near the comer of Street of 
the Green Lantern and Cove Road encompasses parts of two existing residential neighborhoods, 
located along Green Lantern and Scenic Drive, and part of a proposed neighborhood along the 
proposed "A" Street. This circle encompasses exactly one existing visitor serving commercial 
facility, The Chart House. As a restaurant, the Chart House has limited hours of operation, 
unlike a hotel, which must be open 24 hours a day, 365 days a year. Nevertheless, The Chart 
House has negatively impacted the surrounding residential neighborhood because ofthe 
undercapacity of the roadways, as discussed below in my comments on traffic. 

The 200 foot circle was chosen arbitrarily, but an approximately 800 foot circle would be 
required before the second existing visitor serving commercial establishment would be reached, 
Cannon's Restaurant, and an even larger circle is necessary to encompass the first overnight 
facility, the Blue Lantern Inn. It is worth noting that both Cannon's Restaurant and the Blue 
Lantern Inn are quite close to PCH and take access from streets other than Green Lantern, which 
are wider and better able to handle traffic. Hence. it is clear that the consistency analysis quoted 
above is at best misleading and inaccurate. Therefore. the .200 I DEIR is incomplete and 
inaccurate. 

B) Owrcrowding and on~ruse 

The proposed plan places virtually all of the plan's public amenity structures within a few 
hundred feet of each other. in the Green Lantern Cove Road/Scenic Drive area. These include 
the proposed VC!R Seaside Inn. the Maritime Historical Center. The Cultural Arts Visitor 
Center. and the Nature Interpreti\·e Center. This appears to be contrary to the City of Dana 
Point's General Plan and the Coastal Act: 

Land Use Element- Directing Growth to Maintain and ImprO\e Quality of Life- Policy 
3.5: 

"Public Facilities including parking areas or facilities shall, whenever 
appropriate and feasible. he distributed throughout the coastal zone area to 
mitigate the impacts. social and othenvise. of overcrowding and overuse of the 
puhlic o(am· single area. (Coastal Act 30] 15.5)" 
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1994 Speci fie Plan, as noted in the minutes of the March 15, 1994 Dana Point City Council 
Public Hearing, included buffer provisions for the single family enclave on Scenic Drive that: 

• Included an 80-foot structural setback. 
• Allowed existing mature trees and shrubs within 40 feet of the property line shall be 

maintained. 
• Bicycle/pedestrian trail adjacent to the existing residences shall be located a minimum 

of 40 feet from the property line. 
• No overlooks adjacent to the property. 
• Balconies, patios and other public gathering spaces shall be minimized where they face 

the existing residences. 
• Pools, tennis courts and other recreational facilities shall be oriented away from the 

existing residences. 

4.13 Transportation/Traffic 

As is described in the DEIR, the project site is accessed by car in one of two ways. One way is 
via Selva Road a four-lane secondary arterial with parallel parking on both sides, which adjoins a 
500+ space county parking lot. Both Selva Road and the parking lot are very underutilized. 

The other way to access the site is via Street of the Green Lantern or Cove Road, which joins 
Green Lantern within the project site. Green Lantern is a substandard narrow one- and two- lane 
road that frequently experiences traffic problems as a result of a restaurant, The Chart House, 
which exists on what is primarily a residential street. Cove Road, which joins Green Lantern 
near the Chart House, is correctly described in the 2001 DEIR as "a narrow, winding two-lane 
road". It becomes crowded on summer weekends or when events are held at the Dana Point 
Harbor (e.g. Tall Ships FestivaL Whale Festival, etc.). As noted in my letter above, (see 4.5, 
Geology and Soils) a bluff failure in 1981 resulted in the closure of Cove Road for several 
months and similar hazards threaten Green Lantern. 

From a traffic planning or safety perspective, it \vould make much more sense to provide access 
for the proposed VR C hotel/restaurant and public amenities such as the Cultural Art Center, 
\tlaritime Historical Center and Nature Interpretive Center either from the existing 4 lane arterial 
with a large underutilized public parking lot, or from the proposed new connection with PCH. 
Instead, the developers have chosen to provide access to these facilities from the narrow and 
substandard Green Lantern/Cove roadways. 

Though it makes little sense from a traffic planning and safety perspectives, there does appear to 
be a solid financial motive for this choice. By loading the traffic impacts and the associated 
noise on the existing residential areas along Green Lantern and Scenic Drive while keeping its 
proposed new residential areas well shielded, the developers can maximize the value of their 
development. 

It is \Vorth noting that public hearings that were held during the Headlands planning effort 
process lead by the city in 1998 that lead to the 1999 FEIR identified that using Green Lantern as 
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Figure 1. Existing topology of the Headlands, highlighting the ridgeline along the southern 
portion of the property, denoted as Upper and Lower Headlands ridge, coastal bluffs, and 
the recommended structural setbacks. Taken from Figure 3.4 of the 1999 FEIR for the 
Dana Point Headlands, referenced in the body of this comment letter. 
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August -:; 2002 5:15PM 

Date: 

To: 

Company: 

Fax Number: 

From: 

Subject: 

From: C. Kelly Fax Number: (949) 715-3576 

RECEIVED 
South Co~~st Region 

AUG 5 2002 

CAL\fORNlA 
COASTAL COiv\N\\SS\ON 

Thursday I August 1 I 2002 

Anyone 

California Coastal Commission 

41 5-904 .. 5400 

Carrie Kelly 

Dana Point Headlands 

Page 1 of3 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Time: 5:15PM 

Total Number of Pages (including cover): 3 

Memo: Please see the attached. I spoke with one of your representatives a 
couple weeks back and I am hoping I am not too late to have my 
viewpoints heard. 

Thank you. 

------------~--------~~------------------,---------------------
If all pages were not received, please call back immediately: 

(949) 715-3575 



~IJQU~( 1, 2002 5:15PM ~rom: C. Kelly 

July 31, 2002 

California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street Suite 2000 
San Francisco. CA 94105 

To whom it may concern: 

~ax Number: (949) 715w3576 Page 2 of3 

I am writing to you today to express my concern over the final approval for the s~Jealled 
'Headlands' project involving Dana Point areas called Dana Strands and the physical 
point itself. I hope I am not too late in corresponding. 

I have looked at the Headlands plans many times, cmc! have been impressed with t;he 
effort that the developer· has gone through to create. what they must feel is a 
thoughtful proposal. And certainly if it must be developed. they have done a better than 
average job. 

Sadly, that is just not enough. This is one of the last open spaces on the coastline 
between Newport Beach and Camp Pendleton (recently Treasure Island, laguna 
Beach and Irvine Coast Crystal Cove, Newport/Irvine have all fallen to bulldozers]. The 
area surrounding Dana Point and the old Dana Strands mobile home parkland provides 
a haven for birds. small mammals, and native plants, as well as shows off what Oi.lr 
coastline looked like thirty years ago. 

ANY development will adversely impact Dana Strands beach and the adjacent Marine 
life refuge. This is a FACT and cannot be prevented. Run-off WILL disrupt the bottom 
of the shoreline and change the wave patterns of a wonderful sur-fing beach. The 
mar1ne life refuge. which is already struggling t·vill not fare well either. Except for surfers 
[and the1r groupies], joggers and fishermen, the nor-th shor·e of Oan2 Point IS a lc.rgely 
unv1s1ted, due to its current inaccessibility. This is a spec1al place, wh1ch deserveE:. to be 
left as natural as poss1ble. The v1ew (alone] from the Headlands over the fielcJs IS a 
State and National treasure. 

The Dana Po1nt Headlands and adjOining lands should be a showcase for our natural 
environment, a place to go for 1nterpretNe walks, solitude and the sounds of the 
coastl1ne. Th1s 1s truly a van1sh1ng coastal Eccrsystem. 

Please cons1der OR re-consider the destruction of this land. Thank you for your 
attention. 

Respectfully, 

Carrie H. Kelly 
114 Cala1s 
Laguna Niguel, CA 92677 
949-715-3575 
949-71 5-3576 (fax] 



August1, 2002 5:15PM From: C. Kelly Fu Number: (949) 715-3576 Page 3of3 

P.S. As an aside. mare care needs to be tai(en to preserve this entire shoreline area, 
encompassing Monarch Bay Beach, Salt Cree!( Beach, Shares Beach, Strands Beach 
and the Marine Life ~efuge. This should include proper signage, patrols and 
enfarcerT)ent of fishing laws and 'n~rtake' policies, regular beach cleanup. mare trash 
cans with proper lids and a 'pack: your trash' campaign. 



April 9, 2002 

Mr. Karl Schwing 
California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area Office 
200 Oceangate 
I Oth floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Dear Mr. Schwing, 

RECEIVE~ 
South Coast Regton 

APR 1 2 200'2 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Enclosed with this letter is a letter sent in December voicing our concerns about the development at the 
Headlands in Dana Point-project number GPAO 1-02/ZT AO l-02PDDO 1-0 1/LCPAO 1-02/daO 1-0 I. 

It is our understanding that your commission will be reviewing the development proposal for approval of 
the residences, park land, and commercial use of this property. 

While we recognize the right of the developer to build on private land, it must be done with care to the 
environment. 

The plan sounds reasonable but questions as to elevations, light and sound pollution are still not available 
to the neighboring properties and the public in generaL 

After having seen the enormous removal and rebuilding of land along the Newport Coast, we are very 
concerned that the reworking of land for residential pads will be at such new levels and heights that there 
will be a disruption to the natural landscape This will intrude and impact the habitat of coastal and marine 
life 

We are especiallv \vorried that lighting and noise pollution be kept to a minimum so as not to disturb the 
nesting and homes of the manv wild creatures-especiallv the wonderful night O\\ls that have lived in that 
area for vears. We ha\e seen and heard screech owls, great horned and even a barn owl The beaches are 
tilled with ocean birds and creatures that could be disturbed bv unnatural run-otT and pesticides used bv 
gardeners and homeO\vners 

Please use great care in approving the project with balance between the needs ofthe de\ eloper and the 
needs of nature The balance of residential and coastal wildlife can live in harmonv if we all work together 

Sincerelv, 

Wendy Albin 
33981 :--.iauticus Isle 
Dana Point, CA 92629 

- . -



December 3, 2001 

City of Dana Point 
Planning Commissioners 

Dear Sirs, 

At the public hearing held December 5, 2001, I would like to submit the following concerns my neighbors 
and I have over the proposed project at the Headlands. 

The three immediate concerns we have are the following. 

I. Regarding the proposed public restroom that is located at the public stairwell just above beach level: 
a. What are the plans to minimize the view of a public bathroom from the Niguel Shores properties 

that now overlook the beach area? 
b. What measures will be taken to provide for cleaning to ensure the restroom odors do not pollute 

the air, and that it is a sanitary facility? 
c. How will it be secured from vandalism and crime without destroying the serenity of Niguel Shores 

residents with flood lit lighting that will be intrusive to the night sky and to darkened homes 
during the night hours? 

2. What are the lighting plans for the residential development adjacent to the public stairs and the Niguel 
Shores homes? Will the development ensure that the lighting will preserve the quality of the 
night ambience that is so carefully monitored in surrounding communities such as Three Arch Bay, 
Monarch Bay, and Emerald Bay? Light pollution can be destructive to Marine life and also intrusive on 
human appreciation of the night-time enjoyment of view and landscape. 

3 What will the land form alterations be·J What elevations will the altered pads/lots for building be? The 
earth alterations in some ofthe surrounding developments have reworked the land to much higher 
elevations than the neighboring homes expected resulting in view loss Will there be privacv berms 
created that might destroy views from existing surrounding homes·J 

Finallv \\ill the Citv and Developer work to preserve the vie\\S and sereni·tv of the existing homes 
surrounding this new development'1 Lighting, soundmoise and view obstruction are obviouslv the 
paramount concerns of neighboring homes 

Preservation of \larille Life and beach genlogv are even ones concerns 

Sincerelv. 

Wendy Albin 
33981 ;-.;auticus Isle 
Dana Point, CA 92629 



\ 
' ( / ·-

/I 

L 

-/) 
I ' ,_,.-

Jj 

I ./ " 7 
I 

..._....) \ 

('--\ '-'-< 
- - ,, . --.!_, ' 

I ~ Hv.1 I "\ • ~ 
- . I 

} 

; ~ 

..., 
I 

}...r \ ... i 'v\ 

.J-\ 'J - \ 

__;_... '"' .(_ ' . .. " 

\ 
CERTIFIED LCP I PROPOSED HDCP 

COMPARISION \.:./
1 

Certified ! 
Local Coastal I 

Proposed 
HDCP 

Program 
Residential 501 Max. Units 1 125 Max. Units 

Upper Headlands 318 Max. Units 50 Max. Units 
Strand 183 Max. Units2 75 Max. Units 

Commercial 27.0 ac. 4.4 ac. 

Hotel Two 400-rm. 65-rm. 

Public 
45.3 ac. (w/ roads) 62 ac. (no roads)3 

Open Space ! 

Public Parks 2 ' 5 

Public Trails .7 miles 3 miles 

Public Visitor 
0 5 

Facilities 
Vertical Beach 

I 3 
Access 

I 

' 

I 
I 

i 

I 
I 

' 

I 

1 Based nn the Certified LCP "mid-pomt"llm!l of 12.25 un1ts per ~1cre (6 5 \o !S1 :·or 
:·e~:dcnt:al area.-; designated ; .-l. 1-·ligh Dc:ns1ty Residential. 

) 

----: 

: 2 : : c >iclc:11 1~ll un 1 b ~1rc cerut!eJ 1 n the Strand areJ. the 162 un 1 t b;:llance corresponds to 
:!1e unecrt1t!cd Laguna :\Jgucl LCP Land lJse designation. usmg the "mid-pomt" 
e;lleulatHm Js noted Jbo\·e. 

' The total open space. roads. and slope calculation. comparable to the existmg certltied 
LCP. equals 87.0 acres. 
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ENDANGERED HABITATS LEAGUE 
Oedrmted to Ei-OSI(Sft'lll P1otedt01t <lltd :;ustanr,thle I~urd U<e 

Dan Sil\'er • E\.ecuii\'e Director 
842-t-A Santa \.tonica Bh·d., ;:592 
Los Angeles, CA. 90069--+267 
TEL 323-65-t-14-56 • FAX 323-65-t-1931 
dsilverla@eart hlink. net 

The Honorable Mike Reilly. Chair 
A TIN: Karl Schwing. Coastal Program Analyst 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Ocean gate. 1Oth Aoor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

March 8, 2003 ·'9.;; \. 
·., ) .. , ! 

·I 

~--\. \.' -

RE: Headlands DevelopnEnt and Consenration Plan (.IIDCP)/Headlands LCP ADEndment 

Dear Chairman Reilly and Members of the Commission: 

This letter is sent on behalf of the Endangered Habitats League (EHL) and Sea and Sage 
Audubon Society. EHL is a Southern California organization dedicated to ecosystem protection, 
sustainable land use, and collaborative conflict resolution. Sea and Sage Audubon Society, based 
in southern Orange County, is dedicated to habitat conservation and public education. Our groups 
have been involved in conservation efforts on the Dana Point Headlands for many years. Based 
upon this experience. \Ve wish to provide policy-level recommendations for the proposed HDCP as 
Coastal Act compliance is reviewed. 

As background. in the mid-I C){Xf s. EHL and the Audubon Society served on the Working 
Group for the Orange Count:- CentraltCoastal \'CCP. We strongly opposed that portion of the 
NCCP pertaining to the Dana Pont Headlands and its treatment of the pocket mouse. In 199-+. the 
City of Dana Po1nt approved a development plan for the Headlands. hut a \Oter referendum 
overturned the apprmal. Subsequently. in 199- and 1998. the City conducted a public planning 
process. in\\ hich our groups intensively participated. Along with other conservation and 
community groups.\\ e submitted a land use proposal \\·hose centerpiece was a "Headlands Nature 
Park." A preferred alternati\e. Alternati\'e A. eventually emerged. which we supported. 
However. foliO\\ ing legal action by the current applicant. processing of this alternative was 
prohibited h) the courts. I ,ater. \'-'e provided input to the City and the applicant during the process 
leading up to adoption uf the current HDCP. 

While general!: supportive of the HDCP. \\ e also maintain that additional habitat-related 
improvements. particularly to the Conservation Park. are both feasible and desirable. Now. as 
your review assures Coastal Act compliance. there is a unique opportunity to reach an outcome that 
is strongly in the public interest. Specifically. we wish to call to your attention the merits of the 
overall trade-off embodied in Alternative A and carried forward into the HDCP. This conceptual 
design allows development in the Dana Strands and Headlands bowl coupled with highly 
significant conservation and passive recreational opportunities on the Headlands point and ridge 
areas. Thus. \\e urge that all aspects of the project be viewed together, as an integrated whole. 

It is also important to note that the uncertainties presented by the appro\'ed NCCP. as well 
as those inherent in a "no project .. scenario. render both these options untf6difeltMMfS~foN 

EXHIBIT# r::2_0 
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pocket mouse. '"hose precarious population must ha\·e the type of ongoing protection and 
management that the proposed HDCP would provide. Indeed. if a solution is not reached that 
builds upon the positive local planning to date. we are concerned that adverse "facts on the ground" 
- the recorded legal lots. the certified Local Coastal Program. and the approved NCCP- could 
work against as favorable an outcome. Information supporting our positions is provided below. 

Due to EHL's biological orientation. Dana Strands has not been an area of pressing 
concern. The land use concept that others and we submitted to the City showed residential 
development in part of this area. The City's Alternative A. which we supported, showed 
residential and commercial development in most of Dana Strands. 

It is not our intent to pass judgement on how provisions of the Coastal Act apply to 
potential development in Dana Strands. as we are not competent in such legal interpretation. 
However. our observation is that previous grading and development have substantially altered 
Dana Strands. Also. due to surrounding urban and residential development, and current site 
conditions, it is not an important visual resource. 

Restoration of the abandoned mobile home park to natural, public open space would not, 
from our perspective, justify the likely acquisition cost or compete favorably with other projects. 
A scenario that requires this entire area as a project set aside. at least within the current density of 
the proposed project, may not be economically feasible if other, more important areas on the site 
are to be protected. According to information provided by the applicant, several other Coastal Act 
mandates-coastal access, recreation. ocean views, storm water management and water quality, 
and geologic stability-would be well served through implementing the HDCP. 

Regarding the revetment. according to Commission staff. new development that relies upon 
this structure is not consistent with provisions of the Coastal Act. However. scientific studies 
provided by the applicant shov,: a role for the revetment in maintaining an established shoreline 
equilibrium that supports important otTshore kelp beds. Thus. the re\·etment may need to <:ray Ill 

place. in any C\ent. 

Our impressions re~arding Dana Strands are that. first. any development must be balanced 
b) Coastal Act benefits in the Strands area it<.elf and b) preservation benetits on the important 
Headlands portion of the pmject. Second.\\ e \\ ould not perceive that an ad\ erse precedent for 
other sections of the California coast \\Ould be set b: development in the compromised Dana 
Strands area. 

The fleudlund' 

The Headlands is a l:.mdform of 2.reat historiL· and comrnunitv value. It contains an :unazing 
microcosm of cnastal biodiversity -the 1Jacific pocket mouse. Californi:1 gnatcatchers. and rare ~ 
plants-of ~reat local significance. We also belie\ e the site to he an essential feature of a regional 
recover: strategy for the endangered Pacific pocket mouse. It is also imperative that its 
outstanding\ isual and passive recreational potential is realized as a public benetit. 

The Conservation Park. as proposed. is vastly superior to the adopted NCCP. through 
permanent dedication of habitat \Vithout acquisition. elimination of Margarite Road. and a state-of
the-art management endowment that is vital to the exceptionally fragile resources. As noted above. 
we also maintain that signiticant expansion of the Conservation Park. consistent with protection 
and restoration of biological resources. should be a result of your Commission's revie\v. We are 
aware of recommendations from the Orange County Chapter of the California Native Plant Society. 
and \vould be happy to prmide our own specific recommendations for imOOMf-At COMMISSION 
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We have been infom1ed bv Commission staff that vour Commission can revisit the certified 
LCP based upon current surveys.'and also has some discn;tion over the recorded lots. 
Nevertheless. \" e do nor recommend deconstructing the fundamentally positive direction of 
Alternative A and the HDCP. Rather. there is an opportunity for an LCP amendment to build upon 
years of community and environmental activism and thereby realize major public and natural 
resource benefits on the Headlands portion of the property. Thus, without entering legal debates 
over provisions of the Coastal Act. and without endorsing specific land uses or development 
footprints on Dana Strands, a broad policy recommendation emerges: in the balancing of Coastal 
Act goals to achieve compliance. the focus should be placed on expanding and otherwise 
strengthening the Headlands Conservation Park. This is an overarching goal, to which carefully 
planned development on Dana Strands can contribute. 

Thank you for considering our views. Please contact me if additional infom1ation would 
be helpful. 

Sincerely. 

~ ' ~ 
..-<_;:;:;;_ z :"'- --~ c:<·<...-<, ~/!/ 

Dan Silver, MD 
Executive Director 

Enclosures 

Citv of Dana Point .-\ltemati\e .-\ 
( 'ornmunit\ 'Erl\ imnmental :-\ltemati\ e 

cc: Peter Douglas. Executive Director 
California Native Plant Society. Orange County Chapter 
Sierra Club Angeles Chapter. Sierra Sage Group 
Orange County Coastkeeper 
Headlands Resen e. LLC 
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ENDANGERED HABITATS LEAGUE 
DEc:JiCATED ''' Ec~.>sYSTE\1 PROTECTIO:-.: A:-.;o Sl_STAi.'-ABLE LA~D UsE 

RECEIVED 

JUN 0 9 2003 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

The Honorable Mike Reilly, Chair 
A TIN: Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate, lOth Aoor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

June 5, 2003 

RE: Headlavh Development and Conservadon Plan (HDCP)/Headlavh I.CP Amendment 

Dear Chairman Reilly and Members of the Commission: 

This letter will clarify aspects of our letter of March 8, 2003. In that letter, we urged that 
the entire project be looked at as a whole, with prioritization of the outstanding visual and 
biological resources on the Headlands point. We took no definitive position on the revetment, 
which is an area of concern. 

We would like to reinforce and clarify these points. Given our lack of expertise in 
revetments and coastal erosion, as well as in the proper legal interpretation of the relevant Coastal 
Act provisions, we continue to have no position on the revetment aJ this time. However, we urge 
careful review by the Commission of all studies submitted regarding erosion, beach maintenance, 
and offshore kelp resources, with additional studies performed as needed. 

We remain committed to work with the Commission. City of Dana Point. applicant. and 
other stakeholders on solutions consistent with the Coastal Act and the public interest. 

cc: Peter Douglas, Executive Director 

Dan Silver. MD 
Executive Director 

California Native Plant Society, Orange County Chapter 
Sierra Club Angeles Chapter, Sierra Sage Group 
Orange County Coastkeeper 
Surfrider Foundation 
Headlands Reserve, LLC 
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ORANGE COUNTY COASTKEEPER 
-+41 Old Newport Blvd. Suite 103 Newport Beach, California 92663 

Office: (949) 713-5424 Fax: (949) 675-7091 Email: coastkeeperl@earthlink.net 
http://www.coastkeeper.org 

June 6, 2003 

The Honorable Mike Reilly, Chairman 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate, lOth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
Atten: Karl Schwing, Coastal Program Analyst 

RE: Headlands Development 

Dear Chairman Reilly and Commission Members 

; ,·.)•J ! ;) /003 ' ' . 

The Orange County Coastk.eeper is a non-profit grass roots organization with a 
mission to preserve and protect the marine habitats of Orange County and Its watershed 
through education, restoration, and enforcement Our primary focus is water quality. 

Coastkeeper has worked with Orange County developers with coastal 
development projects to ensure these projects have state-of-the-art water quality 
management plans and wm not pollute our beaches and ocean. We have successfully 
worked with projects such as the Montage, The Irvine Company's Crystal Cove, 
Marblehead, and numerous others, all with the result of raising standards in water 
quality management planning. Recent Orange County coastal developments have the 
most sophisticated water quality management plans in the State. 

The Headlands project is no exception. The developers of the Headlands 
projects are proposing a state-of-the-art water quality plan as well. The Orange County 
Coastkeeper made early recommendations in the planning process of the project and 
the developers have agreed to incorporate them. Coastkeeper will be supporting the 
water quality plan of the project when it goes before the Coastal Commission in August. 

Another issue relating to the Headlands project is the issue of building a new 
revetment wall on the beach to protect the adjacent new residential development on the 
strand. The purpose of this letter is to clarify Coast'Keeper's position on this revetment 
wall, as there currently appears to be some misunderstanding. 

In light of the Coastal Commission's policy not allowing seawalls for new 
development and the State Resource Agency's new policy on coastal erosion, 
Coast'Keeper does not support armoring the coast to support new development. 
However, rather than immediately oppose this proposed new revetment wall, we asked 
to see more scientific studies to ascertain if there is a connection between the proposed 
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wall and the last remaining natural giant kelp forest in Orange County, located at the 
adjacent area where Salt Creek discharges into the ocean. This request is based on the 
fact that there is an existing revetment wall in very close proximity to the proposed wall. 
Coastkeeper asked if there is scientific evidence connecting the existing wall to the 
longe--J\ty of the Salt Creek kelp forest. 

Coastkeeper has been actively reforesting kelp along our coastline by growing it 
in laboratories and planting tiny plants of reefs. Currently we have canopies on the 
water's surface at Crystal Cove and Little Corona. Kelp is the natural habitat for 
hundreds of species of fish. Orange County has lost most all of the kelp forests, and as 
a result, a staggering Joss of fish population since the 1970's. 

In the past months, we have sought opinions from experts on sediment transfer to 
determine the validity of the study by the developer's consultant, which says without the 
proposed revetment wan there is the possibility reefs can be buried with sediment from 
the eroding bluffs. Our experts have not concurred with the developer's consultant. 
Further, they point out that in the consultant's model, there would have to be a 
catastrophic bluff failure event to impact the kelp forest. Additionally, they cite arbitrary 
assumptlons the de'letoper's consultant ma.{(es ln order to draw the conclusion there extts 
a potential negative impact to the kelp forest without the proposed revetment wall. 

Coastkeeper has never supported the proposed revetment wall. We only 
requested further study. Now that we have had the benefit of expert's advice, Orange 
County Coastkeeper opposes the proposed construction of the proposed new revetment 
wall at the Headlands development. There is strong statewide policy against 
constructing seawalls to protect new development. We recommend the developer look 
at alternative design plans that would accommodate the proposed project without a new 
re'letment wall. 

~t,~~<V'n 
Garry Brow 
Executive irector 

cc: Headlands Reserve, LLC 
Toni Iseman 
Surfr'1der Foundation 
Endangered Habitats League 
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To: Honorable Commissioners 
California Coastal Commission 

From: Dana Point Headlands Conservancy 
P.O. Box 3514. Dana Point Ca. 92629 

Subject: Headlands Development, Dana Point 

August 5. 2003 

This document will address only three specific areas of concern: 1. Strands Beach (on 
the northwest), 2. Green Lantern/Harbor Point (on the east) and 3.Coastal Bluffs. 

These are in addition to significant concerns with the current development plan for the 
Headlands, such as preserving endangered species, ESHA, and natural landforms; saving 
the ridgelines and open space; as well as the traffic and safety ofthe Green Lantern and 
Cove Road area. 

Information provided is from a City ofDana Point Agenda Report dated September 18, 
1997 to the City's Planning Commission. It addresses: Dana Point Headlands Specific 
Plan- Landforms, Bluffs and Geology. Excerpts from the Report are listed below: 

Exhibit A.l. List of issues/concerns identified by the City Council on Aug. 14, 1997. 
Exhibit A.2. Geologic Hazard Issues 
Exhibit A.3. Bluff Stability Issues 
Exhibit.A.4. Dana Strands & Coastal Bluff Hazards 

The technical background information included is from l) Zeizer GeotechnicaL Inc. 
entitled City ofD~ma Point Coastal Erosion Technical Report and 2) the Geotechnical 
Assessment of the Headlands for the Headland's Specific Plan EIR by Leighton & 
Associates. Inc. :\ letter trom Leighton and Associates. Inc. is attached as Exhibit B. 

Excerpts From Zeiser Geotechnical Report: 

Page 12 Coastal Act and Local Coastal Programs. See Exhibit C. 

Page 25 
Cannons/Cove Road Area (This is the Green Lantern/CoYe Rd/Harbor Park Area) 
The commercial district extending from Cannons Restaurant to the houndary ofthe Dana 
Point Headlands subunit. including Cove Road and adjacent bluff face. has been given a 
high (pink) severity rating (Plate 4) due to l) the presence of historic slope failures within 
highly fractured bedrock (Figure 3B). 2) bedrock (San Onofre Breccia) with oblique out
of-slope dip components; 3) thick erodible terrace deposits at bluff top and 4) seepage 
along the improperly-graded artificial fill slope along Cove Road (Figure 3C). The 1980 
failure ofthe bluff face within highly sheared. weak bedrock along the fault zone beneath 
Cannons Restaurant followed heavy rainfall and building of abnormal pore pressures: a 
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much larger deep-seated landslide occurred on the same sight during the early 201
h 

century. probahly during the 1916 storms. 

Page 3 
Coastal erosion and coastal bluff failure has been highly episodic, and temporarily 
linked to large storms. particularly the storm periods of 1884. to 1893. 1916. 1938 to 
I 94 L 1958. I 968. I 978.1980 and I 983. 
Marine erosion has been locally severe .... at Niguel Shores (Dana Strands beach) ....... . 
Between 90 and 100 feet ofretreat has been documented for the western and 
southwestern faces of the Dana Point Headlands area, produced during the 1884-1891 
storm period and I 916 storm. Up to 150 feet of sub aerial erosion and retreat of bluff-top 
terrace sands occurred along Niguel Shores during the 1938 to I 941 storm period, . 

Page 5 
Sea Walls are self-cannibalizing by nature, and tend to produce dangerous increases in 
wave run-up elevations 

Page 34 
Historic Landslides occur along the western face of the Headland (Plate 1 ); the closely
spaced faults and joints in this zone coupled with moderately-well-developed, continuous 
bedding planes within the sandy facies of the San Onofre Breccia, have promoted slope 
failure. The larger slides occurred predominantly during the 1884-1891, 1916, and 1938-
1941 storm periods. although smaller block falls have occurred subsequently. 

Page 4 
Existing 25-foot bluff-top structural setbacks mandated by the Coastal Act are 
inadequate and should he increased in several areas (See Plates I. 2 and J ). up to as 
much as I 00 feet from .. state-defined" existing bluff edges. 

Your time and consideration is appreciated. Thank you for the caring 
roll you play in protecting our precious coastline (and access thereto) by 
upholding the Coastal Act and its Policies. 

Copy: Karl Schvting 
Coastal Program Analyst 
Coastal Commission 

Page 2 
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Planning Commission Agenda Report 
GPA97-01/SPA97-01 Headlands Community Meeting 
Landforms, Bluffs, and Geology 
September 18, 1997 
Page 2 

~XH / B 1 T-A-l 

Review the Coastal Erosion Technical Report prepared by Zeiser Geotechnical Inc., and other 
sources to detennine potential geotechnical hazJuds on the Headlands. 

Detennine how close to the bluff edges of the Huullonds should development occur. 

Evaluate the safety of residents and visitors, and potenlfalliability risks to the ('ity, in regards 
to geotechnical hQ.ZJI.l'ds on the Headlands. 

The bluff areas on the Headlands have a hist;ory of intermittent erosion and slope failure. The 
Coastal Erosion Report by Zeiser identifies blufftop setback recommendations for land uses 
proposed near bluff areas. The City Council is concerned that any land uses proposed near bluff 
areas be compatible with these recommendations. The City Council is concerned about the public 
safety of residents and visitors, as well as the liability risks to the City, if these 
recommendations are not implemented. 

Detennine the landfonn implications associated with the development of the Dana Strands 
area. 

The Dana Strands area is characterized by a number of geologic constraints. The City Council 
is concerned about the geologic stability of area and its ability to support development, and how 
much remedial grading would have to occur to correct existing geologic hazards. 

Detennine how development on the Headlands should be handled in areas tluu are subject to 
seismic risks. 

An inactive earthquake fault, the Dana Cove fault is located on the northeast portion of the 
project site. The City Council is concerned about potential seismic impacts that may be 
associated with the Dana Cove Fault. 

Prepare a grading concept that minimizes the amount of landfonn alteration on the 
Headlands. 

Prepare a grading plan for the Headlands that compliments the natural contours of the 
property. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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Planning Commission Agenda Report 
GPA97-0lJSPA97-01 Headlands Community Meeting 
Landfonns, Bluffs, and Grology 
September 18, 1997 
Page 6 
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----------- ----------

Geologic Hazard Issues 

A large 23-acre bedrock landslide complex occupies most of the Dana Strand area. The landslide 
complex includes numerous individual masses, which ~ve been active repeatedly within recent 
geologic time. The landslide dq>osits are composed of blocks of Monterey Formation bedrock, 
and overlying marine tenace deposits. The Monterey Formation is bigbly susceptible to slide 
movement, as evidenced by the number of landslides already present. According to the Leighton 
Geotechnical Report, the Jandslides are likely to be margiDally stable in their existing condition 
and cotdd be susceptible to reactivation, by erosion caused by wave action and seismic shaking. 
Additionally, the Dana Strand area contains shallow ground water cooditions, that could cause 
further erosion and contribute to reactivation of the Jandslides. This effect could be compounded 
further, depending on future irrigation practices in the area. Additionally, because of the 
presence of shallow groundwater conditions, the potential for liquefaction also exists, in the 
event of strong seismic ground motion. 

A 
- . . . . t I :" E 2 - - :a, indicates that 

correspondence from Le1gbton Associates, BCSM -' • ..... I . . . 
to correct the landslides in the Dana Strand area, it is almost certam that an e~eDSIVe am~t 
of remedial grading would be ~ and because of the deepness of tbe landslides, excavatl~n 
may be required well beyood the limits of the f~ of any proposed developmenL It IS 

Leighton's professional opinion that at least a majOnty of the Dana Strands area would be 
disturbed by stabilizatioo measures, even if only a limited amount of development was proposed. 

Because the bluff areas in the Dana Strand and along the Headlands are ~nsi~ ~ be 
moderate to very high safety hazallls, the community is C()llCf".lDf'1 that ~e grading m the 
Dana Strand area could result in geologic stab~- impacts to surrounding ~luff-~-~ to 
existing residential uses~ __ 
"--~ -~ -~- -· - ~- - ---·--·-
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Planning Commission Agenda Report 
GPA97-01/SPA97-0l Headlands Community Meeting 
Landforms, Bluffs, and Geology 
September 18, 1997 
Page 7 ~ ~ 

Bluff Stability Issues 
--- =--=---'7""-::---:;:--;-~;---;:-----.--:-----::------""-

The Zeiser Report considers the bluff areas on the Headlands Subunit a moderate to severe 
hazard. This determination is based on the following findings: (1) active marine erosion due to 
the lack of a protective beach; {2) adversely-oriented tectonic and tension joint patterns exposed 
within the bluff face; (3) locally thick deposits of highly erodible terrace sands along the 
blufftop; (4) faulted and fractured bedrock exposed along the west-facing promontory of the 
Headlands. To mitigate tbe bluff area bazanls in the Headlands Su~ the Zeiser Report 
recommends a series of bmfftop setbaclts and improvements. 1be report recommends a 25-foot 
setback from tbe western property line to the existing Single family enclave. From the existing 
siDgle family enclave to tbe westem-faciog point of tbe BeadJa»ds, a sett.ck to tbe aligmneot 
of Scenic Drive is recomnaeoded. From the western facing point of the Headlands to the existing 
multifamily enclave, a 100-foot setback is recommended. 

In the Niguel Shores Subunit, the bluff areas are ooosidered to be a moderate to very high 
hazard. 1bese findings are based on: (1) the p.mtooee of large deep-sealed bedrock landslides; 
(2) design storm wave-up elevations locally exceeding existing beach grade; (3) the presence of 
small pocket beaches with sediment yields restricted to erosion of adjacent urbanized blufftops 
and watersheds; (4) thick deposits of emdible 1en'ace sand deposits prone to excessive erosion 
and retmlt and the presmce of eogineeml fills. To mitiga1e tbe bluff' area hazards in the Niguel 
Shores Subunit, the Zeiser RepOrt identifies a series of blufftop setbacks, and beach 
improvements. The report does not recommend any bluff top setbacks from the northern 
property line of the Headlands to approximately the terminus of the existing alignment of Dana 

The General Plan designates the bluffs on the headlands and a portion of the bluffs in the Dana 
Strand area Recreation/Open Space. The General Plan does not distinguish graphically or by 
policy what is a coastal bluff. However, the City's Zoning Map considers a portion of the Dana 
Strand area as a bluff area and requires a minimum 60-foot bluff top setback. Additionally, the 
adopted Dana Point Local Coastal Plan designates a portion of the bluffs in the Dana Strand area 
Conservation, which provides for the conservation of these landform features. The Planning 
Commission may wish to study and recognize what areas within the Dana Strand area are coastal 
bluffs and should the setback requirements from the Zeiser Report and appropriate policies from 
the General Plan be implemented. 

Grading Concepts 

To ensure the conservation of bluff areas, and to reduce the amount of landform alteration on 
the Headlands, the Planning CommissioD may wisb 10 coosider tbe prepuation of a grading 
concept that limits the amount of grading. A grading concept for the Headlands should be 
sensitive to existing landfoiJD, and should define the location and type of grading proposed. An 
effective manner to aa:ompJisb tbis, is by esablisbiDg permittM types of grading activity. -
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Planning Commission Agenda Report 
GPA97-01JSPA97-0l Headlands Community Meetin~ 
Landfonns, Bluffs, and Geology 
September 18, 1.997 
Page 9; I 0., ft 

Dana Strand Geotechnir.al Hazards 

EXH I BlT- Att-

Require a geoteclmical analysis be prepared in tbe Dana Strands area, as part of tbe planning 
process, prior to preparation of any environmeotal documentltion, to detennine ~the requ~ 
amount of remedial grading to correct landslide areas would bave any associated geologtc 
stability impacts on surrounding bluff areas. 

The above analysis would be instrumental part of the planning process for the Headlands. The 
analysis would determine how best to plan land uses tbt the Dana Strand area. No other 
alternative is proposed. 

-----· However, the~ is concern reg3rding the qUantity or 
grading required and associated geologic stability impacts that may occur to surrounding bluff 
areas. 

Coastal Bluff Hazards 

The bluff areas on the Headlands and the Dana Strand area have a history of intermittent erosion 
and slope failure. This failure is episodic in nature, with a significant amount of bluff retreat 
occurring during a single occurrence. There is concern regarding the proximity of development 
proposed near the bluff areas and the public safety of residents and visitors, and liability risks 
to the City. The Coastal Erosion Report by Zeiser identifies a series of blufftop setback 
recommendations for development proposed near the bluff areas. By requiring the 
implementation of the blufftop setback requirements recOmmended in the Zeiser Coastal Erosion 
Technical Report, development would be adequately setback from bluff area hazards and the 
City's risk of liability would be reduced. Additionally, the establishment of grading restrictions 
on areas near the bluff faces, would further limit development near the bluff areas. The 
restricted and transitional grading requirements would be applied to bluff top area to facilitate 
the preservation of the bluff areas on Headlands and Dana Strand area. 
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Preliminary planning options, coastal protection measures and eristing local coastal plan 
policies are discussed below for each of these six subunits. Technical data is discussed for 
each subunit separately, as well in Section Ill, where appropriate. 

B. Coastal Act and Local Coastal Programs 

The California Coastal Plan (1976, and revisions in 19TT; 1980; Appendix A) was prepared 
by the State Coastal Commissio~ and defines general guidelines and 162 policies for land 
use planning and environmental. protection as specified by the 1972 Coastal Initiative and 
1976 Coastal Act (Division 20 of State Public Resources Code). The Coastal Act 
established the Coastal Resources Management Zone to include shoreline areas extending 
inland to the nearest prominent coastal drainage divide, or five miles from mean high tide 
line, whichever is less. 

The Coast Act additionally establishes the following hierarchy or ranking of permitted uses 
for limited coastal lands, from highest-to-lowest land use priority: 1) environmentally
sensitive natural resource areas and biologic habitats, 2) agrirultural developmen~ 3) 
"coastal- dependent• development, 4) public recreation usag~ 5) visitor-serving commercial 
6) private residentiaL and 7) general commercial or industriaL 

The policies established by the Coastal Act focus on the protection of coastal resources and 
the regulation of development in the Coastal Zone.. The emphasis of the Coastal Act 
development policies is on encouraging well-planned and orderly development which is 
companble with resource protection and conservation. 

Coastal Act policies which should be considered and implemented during design and 
selection of coastal protection measures and p1anning alternatives within the Dana Point 
General Plan Land Use, Conservation/Open Space and Public Safety Elements include the 
following: 1) Sections 30230 and 30231 (maintenance/enhancement/restoration of marine 
wate~ resources biologic habitats); 2) Section 30236 (protection of coastal watersheds and 
stream channels); 3) Section 30251 (protection of scenic and visual resources, and~ 
natural landforms) 4) Section: 30253 (assurance of stability and minimizing risks relative to 
geologic and erosional factors, specifically natural landforms along seadiffs and coastal 
bluffs); 5) Sections 30210 through 30213 and 30500 (provision and maintenance of public 
access to beaches and coastal recreational areas, compliant with Article X if the State 
Constitution)~ 6) Section 30250 (location and stabilization of new residential developments) 
and 7) Section 30106 (requirements for coastal blufftop se~cks). Specific details of these 
policies with respect to planning options should be discussed within the General Plan Land 
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Re: Dana Point Headlands Coastal Development Permit and LCP Amendment 
(Applications by Dana Point Headland LLC) 

Dear Mr. Schwing, 

On behalf of the Sierra Club and its membership I want to thank you for meeting 
with us this morning. I especially want to thank you for arranging a time when 
the full staff involved in analyzing this project was available. The information 
that follows this letter details our concerns and provides the basis for belief that 
the proposed CDP and LCP amendment are not consistent with Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act, the controlling standard of review for this project. 

Our largest concerns include: 

• 

• 

• 

Substantial landform alteration. particularly in the strands slope and bmvl 
ar~as. this is in additional to th~ ov~rall h~avy grading required for the 
prOJ~Ct. These impacts are inconsistent \vith Section 30252 of the Coastal 
.-\ct which requires that development be sited appropriately to limit such 
landform alterations to a minimum level 

LCP amendments to Policies 2.8, 3.1. 3.7. and 2.1-+. which creat~ sp~cial 
exemptions from LCP protection but only apply to the headlands project. 
The obvious problem is that no rationale or basis for such exemptions has 
been established by the applicant, furthermore by creating loopholes in 
landform alteration restrictions. the evaluation of biological impacts. and 
slope stability, these amendments conflict with Coast Act Sections 30253 
and 302-+0. 

Actual and perceived impacts to public access through the creation of 
private gated communities. It appears that the proposed development will 
prevent public access of planning area 6. As Section 30120, 30211 and 
30212 require the expansion of public access through development. the 
restrictions proposed do not seem appropriate. 
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Thank you again for taking the time to meet with us. We hope you find the 
attached information helpful. If you have any questions or if there is any 
additional information we can provide, please do not hesitate to contact us. 
Christopher Koontz, our lead staff contact for this project, can be reached directly 
at 714.606.()453. 

Christopher Koontz 
Conservation Coordinator 

cklck 
attachments: Coastal Act Consistency Analysis of Dana Point Headlands 
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Act Consistency Analysis of Dana Point Headlands 
Prepared by Christopher Koontz. Conservation Coordinator. Sierra Club 

Public Access: 

Section 30210: Herein the proposed project is in contlict with providing "maximum 
access," and ''recreational opportunities" for all. This is manifest in several forms: a lack of 
public access through planning area 6 (the Coastal Act recognizes the need for public access to 
the Coastal Zone not just the sand,) and the use of private gated communities to create the 

. impression of a private beach. 

Section 30211: ''Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the 
sea," in addition to the above concerns it should be noted that alterations to the beach are being 
made which inflict harm upon what the public can access and the applicant proposes to cut-off 
access to public right-of-ways during the construction phase; without mitigation these 
construction phase restrictions are in direct conflict with the Coastal Act. 

Section 30212: New development shall provide public access within its nexus of impact, 
but does this project do so? The applicant has failed to either prove or disprove that the 
appropriate amount of access is being provided. Until this is studied, modeled and quantified, it 
is inappropriate to entitle the project. 

Section 30213: This provision encourages lower-cost visitor facilities, it is worth noting 
that the proposed development does not fit within this category. 

Recreation: 

Section 30220: The proposed project is not w:Her-dependent. in f::.tct it \viii cause 
::.tlter::.ttions to the beach. impacting water dependent recreation there. 

Section 30221: Oceanfront land is to be protected for recre::.ttional uses unles-., demand for 
those uses is both IO\v and expected to remain so. Orange County beaches are heavily used. 
including those in Dana Point. Population growth both within Orange County and the larger 
region ::.tre expected to dramatically increase this demand for waterfront recre::.ttion. Therefore. 
preservation of this property Js open--.,pace must be strongly considered and is the priority under 
the CoJstal Act. 

Section 30222: Visitor-serving :1nd recreational uses have priority over privJte residential 
developments. but the applicant has chosen to ignore this provision. This project is a low
priority private residential development. 

Section 30223: Here the act explicitly sets forth the importance of protecting upland areas 
(for example the bluffs in this project) within the coastal zone. This project will prevent the 
preservation and public use of upland areas. 
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:Vlarinc Environment 

Section 30230: \:Iarine resources. especially those of special biological significance are to 
be maintained. enhanced and restored. :\ quick glance at the EIR for this project indicates that 
this simply is not proposed. The use of the :\CCP/HCP for mitigation is not appropriate because 
it is offsite and the Coastal Act simply requires greater protections. The most critical impacts are 
to 28 acres of Coastal Sage Scrub. Of particular concern is the documented fact California 
Gnatcatcher and Blockmann 's Dudleya are found within this habitat area. Over half of the 
territories for both these species are proposed to be destroyed. 

Of incredible concern is impacts to the Pacific Pocket Mouse. This site is one of four 
remaining populations of this species. Certainly this condition alone triggers the special 
biological significance provision of 30230. Habitat is greatly impacted by edges and 
surrounding development and small mammal populations can greatly be impacted by 
construction activities. Therefore a temporary preserve with a small fence around it is not an 
adequate mitigation provision. A voidance is the only acceptable mitigation for the incredibly 
rare pocket mouse. Nevertheless the project proposes to grade a minimum of four acreas of 
sandy soils suitable for pocket mouse habitat but outside the temporary "reserve." Furthermore, 
$850,000 in cash mitigation simply does not mitigate the biological impacts of this project; the 
applicant seems to be remiss of the fact the Coastal Act prioritizes avoidance of impacts over 
mitigation of them. 

Section 30231: The Coastal Act recognizes the importance of water quality not only for 
human health and safety but for biological sustainability. This is critical because of the project's 
location in relationship to the Niguel Marine Life Refuges. The Coastal Act protections have 
been ignored by the applicant, once again choosing inadequate mitigation over avoidance. The 
project proposes massive grading and steep artificial slopes. Water quality risks from such an 
approach \viii clearly include an increase in turbidity and runoff volume and likely result in 
nutrient and pesticide loading of runoff waters. Also note\vorthy, the current LCP lacks a 
complete and up-to-date water LJUaiity -,ection. but this LCP amendment fails to address that 
point. 

There are -.,erious question" ttl he ~hi-;ed Llf k~l\ Ing a homeowners a":-.nciation with the 
responsibility for maintaining and mnnitoring \\~Iter LJUaiity as is proposed by the applicant. Will 
the HOA have the financial resources to do -..o) The expertise·) The inclination? If the HOA 
fails to maintain the water-quality treatment train. what is the recourse·) Could an HOA be 
subject to a mandamus adion and if -..tl '' ho '' tluld bnng -.,uch an action 1 \litigation can only be 
accepted if it '-·an he -..hcmn tu II!-;ely he etfecti\e. but \\ith this dewlopment there is no -.,hm\ing 
that mitig~tt!Lln ''Ill e\ en "-'clntinue thrnugh the life Llf the proJeL't. 

Sectinn 30:_,): Re\etmenh. "u"-·h a-., the llt1e propo..,ed fur thi-.. project are allO\\ed to 
protect coastal dependent uses nr to protect existing structures. Thi" prl)Ject does neither, the 
revetment supports the private residential dewlopment. and thus only an alternative that avoids 
such landform alteration as the revetment would be consistent with 30235. within the context of 
this provision the proposed project tlies in the face of the coastal act. 
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Land Resources: 

Section 30240: This section i_s adamant on the protection' Qf.ESHA, the impacts to coastal 
sage scrub and the pocket mouse directly contradict this provision. 

Development: 

Section 30251: One of the most significant impacts of this project is the permanent visual 
and scenic degradation upon Dana Point Headlands and bluffs. This provision of the Coastal Act 
recognizes visual resources as being of public importance and directs that development shall 
avoid such impacts; once again the concept of avoidance is lost upon the applicant. 

Section 30253: This project involves significant geological risk and basically proposes 
development in a steep landslide area. The Coastal Act does not allow such risky development 
and once again a siting decision has been made where impacts could have been avoided (i.e. the 
Strands bluff) but they were not. 
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INTRODUCTION TO 
THE LAND USE ELEMENT 

The Land Use Element is a guide to the allocation of land use in the City and has major 
impacts on key issues and subject areas examined in the other Elements of the Plan. For 
example, all future land use within the City described in this Element will affect the 
transportation system discussed in the Circulation Element, residential development 
affects housing policies and programs contained in the Housing Element, and identified 
recreational or open space lands represent the application of Conservation/Open Space 
Element policy planning. Land use policy will also affect numerous issues in the 
remaining Plan Elements, including those concerned with Economic Development, Urban 
Design, Public Facilities and Growth Management, Public Safety, and Noise. 

The Land Use Policy Diagram which describes future planned land uses within the City is 
a primary feature of the Element. The Land Use Policy Diagram is included in this 
Element and a larger version is included in the pocket of the General Plan document 
binder. The land use designations depicted on the Diagram are described in the narrative 
portion of the Land Use Element. 

PURPOSE OF THE LAND USE ELEMENT 

The City of Dana Point represents the unification of three distinct 
pre-incorporation communities - Dana Point, Monarch Beach and 
Capistrano Beach. These coastal communities developed together, before 
incorporation, through the efforts of local community planning groups with 
guidance provided by the County of Orange. That history of strong local 
involvement in the planning process, and the existence of common goals 
and aspirations led to the incorporation of the City of Dana Point in 1989. 
To maintain and improve the quality of Dana Point, the City will strive to 
achieve Land Use desires through the implementation of the policies 
contained in this Element. The goals include: 

o Establishment of a balanced, functional mixture of different types of Land 
Use that are consistent with the City's long-range goals and values; 

o Quality new development or revitalization of existing development within 
the City and removal of constraints that prevent these desirable changes; 

o Preservation of developed and undeveloped portions of the City which 
have cultural, social and natural resource value to the City and its 
citizens; 
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o Financially sound investment of public and private funds that effectively 
supports both desirable change and preservation within the City; and 

o Reduction of loss of life, injury and property damage that might occur as 
a result of natural hazards, such as flooding, seismic activity, soils 
erosion and storm waves, and man-made hazards, such as unsound 
construction, poor traffic patterns and roadway conditions, and 
incompatibility among different land uses. 

The Land Use Element promotes the achievement of these goals by 
establishing clear, logical patterns and standards for future land use. The 
Element does so through the use of narrative text, tables, diagrams and 
mapping, and its single most important feature is the Land Use Policy 
Diagram. This diagram, a copy of which is contained in the Element and in 
the pocket of the General Plan document binder, indicates the location, 
density and intensity of future development for all land uses city-wide. 
Finally, the goals and policies contained in this Element establish a 
constitutional framework for future land use planning and decision making 
in the City. 

SCOPE AND CONTENT OF THE ELEMENT 

This Element presents the City's goals and policies regarding land use for 
the long-term growth, development and revitalization of the City. The Land 
Use Element contains text describing land use goals and policies, land use 
descriptions, a Policy Diagram and a statistical summary of the land use 
distribution illustrated on the Policy Diagram. 

The Land Use/Local Coastal Element Technical Report, prepared prior to 
preparation of the Land Use Element, is a supporting background 
document which contains quantitative information about the distribution of 
land use in Dana Point. This technical report may be updated periodically 
as a means of maintaining a database of current land use conditions in the 
City. 

LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM 

As discussed in the Introduction, the General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, 
Zoning Map, and other implementing actions constitute the Local Coastal 
Program (LCP) for that portion of the coastal zone within the City's 
jurisdiction. The LCP includes several required components and issue 
areas which relate to the subjects of several different General Plan 
Elements; therefore, specific components of the LCP are distributed among 
various elements of the General Plan and are individually discussed within 
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their applicable Plan Element. To fully identify all components of the LCP, a 
matrix is provided which cross-references LCP components/issue areas 
with the supporting information included in the elements of the General Plan 
and Zoning Ordinance. The portion of the Local Coastal Program 
Reference Matrix that applies to the Land Use Element is provided in Table 
LU-1 , located at the end of the section of this Element entitled "Land Use 
Element - Local Coastal Program Reference Matrix". 

The Land Use Element is a major component of the LCP and consists of 
"relevant portions of a local government's General Plan ... which are 
sufficiently detailed to indicate the kinds, location, and intensity of land 
uses, the applicable resource protection and development policies and, 
where necessary, a listing of implementing actions" (Section 30108.5, 
Coastal Act). The City's LCP requires certification by the Coastal 
Commission. After certification the City assumes responsibility for 
administering coastal development permits in those areas of its coastal 
zone that are not on submerged lands, tide lands, public trust lands, or state 
universities or colleges. Development within the City's coastal zone would 
then be approved only if found to be in conformity with the certified LCP. 

Approximately 2,158 of the City's total 4,148 acres lie within the coastal 
zone. The City's coastal zone is identified in Figure LU-1. 

Identification of those portions of the Land Use Element, and other General 
Plan elements which constitute components of the City's Local Coastal 
Program, is provided by the inclusion of parenthetical references to the 
applicable sections of the California Coastal Act. For example, a policy 
statement relating to coastal visual resources will be followed by the 
parenthetical reference (Coastal Act/30251) to indicate that the policy 
relates to or addresses scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas as 
required by that section of the California Coastal Act. 

RELATED PLANS AND PROGRAMS 

The scope and content of the Land Use Element is primarily governed by 
the General Plan Law and Guidelines and the Planning, Zoning and 
Development Laws for the state (California Government Code Sections 
65000-66009). In addition, there are a number of other plans and programs 
that are considered in the formulation, adoption and implementation of land 
use policy. Relevant plans and programs are described in this section. 

County Of Orange Zoning Ordinance and City of Dana Point Zoning 
Ordinance 

Following incorporation and prior to adoption of a City Zoning Ordinance, 
the City elected to use the County of Orange Zoning Ordinance as an 
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interim means of regulating land use. The County Zoning Ordinance was 
supplemented directly by City-adopted ordinances which tailored its 
application to the City of Dana Point. The City adopted its own Zoning 
Code in 1993 as the primary implementation tool for the Land Use Element, 
and its goals and policies. The City Zoning Ordinance and Zoning Map will 
be consistent with the City's General Plan and Land Use Policy Diagram. 
Together, the Zoning Ordinance and Zoning Map will identify specific types 
of land use, intensity of use, and development and performance standards 
applicable to specific areas and parcels of land within the City. 
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Regional/Local Plans 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is responsible 
for the regional planning in Southern California. SCAG has been preparing 
long-range growth and development plans for the Southern California 
region since the early 1970s as part of the ongoing Development Guide 
Program. This program provides a framework for coordinating local and 
regional decisions regarding future growth and development. An important 
component of this process is the preparation of growth forecast policies at 
intervals ranging from three to five years. 

The adopted growth forecast policies become the basis for SCAG's 
functional plans (transportation, housing, air and water) for the region. The 
population totals and growth distribution are used in planning the future 
capacity of highways and transit systems, quantity and location of housing, 
water supply systems, and siting and sizing of sewage treatment systems. 

Orange County governmental agencies have developed regional and local 
facilities and service plans which affect land use policy in the City. For 
example, land use policy and circulation decisions of the City are affected 
by the planning and anticipated development of the San Joaquin Corridor, a 
major freeway serving the southwest coastal Orange County area. In 
addition to County agencies, local water and sewer service districts provide 
key development supporting services; school districts offer educational 
services and facilities that are essential to City families; and the local park 
district provides recreational opportunities for visitors and residents alike. 

Descriptions of relevant State, County and Local Agency planning are found 
in the applicable General Plan Element. 

vSpecific Plans/Planned Communities 

Much of the City's development has been shaped by the three 
pre-incorporation Specific Plans for Dana Point, Capistrano Beach, and 
South Laguna, and the Planned Communities of Laguna Niguel, Dana Point 
Harbor and Bear Brand. The Specific Plan and Planned Community 
documents provided policy guidance and regulatory control of development 
before incorporation and during the preparation of the City's General Plan 
and Zoning Ordinance. The three Specific Plan documents included Local 
Coastal Programs required by the California Coastal Act. 

Specific Plans may also be used as a method for implementing the City's 
General Plan in the future. Specific Plans are authorized by Section 65451 
of the Government Code and are used by many cities and counties to 
implement general plan policy for identified geographic subareas or 
properties within their jurisdictions. Specific Plans implement general plan 
policy by establishing regulations, conditions, and programs concerning the 
following: 
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o Development standards and precise location for land use and facilities; 

o Standards and locations for streets, roadways, and other transportation 
facilities; 

o Standards indicating population density and building intensity, and 
provisions for supporting services and infrastructure; 

o Specific standards designed to address the use, development and 
conservation of natural resources; and 

o Other provisions for the implementation of the General Plan. 
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LAND USE ELEMENT GOALS AND POLICIES 

The goals and policies contained in this element provide guidance for development of 
vacant land, revitalization of existing development, and preservation of the many stable 
and desirable areas within the City. The goals and policies of this element are aimed at: 

o Achieving a balanced mixture of residential, commercial, industrial, and other land 
uses; 

o Achieving compatibility and enhancement among the various land use types; 

o Directing growth to maintain and improve the quality of life; 

o Preserving natural environmental resources; 

o Providing for suitable development of the Headlands; 

o Achieving enhanced development of the Town Center as a primary business district; 

o Achieving revitalization of the Doheny Village as a primary business district; 

o Providing for suitable development of Monarch Beach; 

o Protecting resident-serving land uses; and 

o Implementing state coastal resources planning and management policies. 

As described earlier in this element, identification of those coastal resources planning and 
management policies within the Land Use Element, which are part of the City's Local 
Coastal Program, is provided by parenthetical references to the applicable sections of the 
California Coastal Act. 
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BALANCED DEVELOPMENT IN DANA POINT 

Balancing development within the City requires the inclusion of a mixture of 
different types of land use - residential, commercial, industrial, community 
facilities, recreation and open space, and others. A well-balanced 
community offers a broad range of land uses organized in a desirable 
pattern and intensity which enhances the overall living environment. By 
providing for a balanced mixture of land uses, the City can achieve a 
suitable inventory of housing to meet the needs of all income groups, a 
stable commercial and employment base, recreational opportunities for 
inhabitants and visitors, and acceptable public facilities and services. An 
appropriate pattern and balance of land use is the key to the fiscal and 
social health of the City. 

The existing mix of development within the City has been shaped by 
pre-incorporation planning efforts. These previous planning efforts 
generally provided an adequate balance of land uses within the City. 
However, greater and more appropriate balance is achieved by increasing 
the overall proportion of non-residential development, particularly in the 
Town Center and Doheny Village areas. Future employment opportunities 
within the City are expanded by increasing the percentage of lands 
designated for industrial, office, and business use and the long-term fiscal 
condition of the City is strengthened. Community facilities consist primarily 
of land owned by school, water, sewer, and park and recreation districts. 
Expansion of the land area designated for community facilities is necessary 
to accommodate additional City facilities. 

GOAL 1: Achieve a desirable mixture of land uses to meet the 
residential, commercial, industrial, recreational, open space, cultural 
and public service needs of the City residents. 

Policy 1.1 : Develop standards for building intensity, including standards for 
ground coverage, setbacks, open space/landscaping, maximum dwellings 
per acre, floor area ratios, size and height restrictions. 

Policy 1.2: Establish maximum intensities of development for each of the 
various land use categories. 

Policy 1.3: Assure that land use intensities are consistent with capacities 
of existing and planned public service facilities. Where existing or planned 
public works facilities can accommodate only a limited amount of new 
development, services to coastal dependent land use, essential public 
services and basic industries vital to the economic health of the region, 
state, or nation, public recreation, commercial recreation, and visitor-serving 
land uses shall not be precluded by other development. (Coastal Act/30250, 
30254) 
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Policy 1.4: Assure that adequate recreational areas and open space are 
provided as a part of new residential development to assure that the 
recreational needs of new residents will not overload nearby coastal 
recreation areas. (Coastal Act/30252) 

Policy 1.5: Work closely with Orange County to plan for the future 
development within the Harbor Area and to assure that additional 
development is compatible with existing uses and enhances the scenic, 
recreational and visitor opportunities for the area. (Coastal Act/30220-224, 
30233,30234,30250,30252,30255) 

Policy 1.6: The development of unified or clustered commercial centers 
and neighborhood commercial centers rather than continued development 
of strip commercial shall be encouraged to minimize significant adverse 
individual or cumulative impacts on public access. (Coastal Act/30250, 
30252) 

Policy 1. 7: Require comprehensive analysis and mitigation for any 
proposed General Plan Amendment to ensure that the amendment will 
result in a desirable mixture of land uses meeting the social and fiscal 
needs of the City and its residents. 

Policy 1.8: The location and amount of new development should maintain 
and enhance public access to the coast by facilitating the provision or 
extension of transit service, providing non-automobile circulation within the 
development, providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute 
means of serving the development with public transportation, and assuring 
the potential for public transit for high intensity uses. (Coastal Act/30252) 

Policy 1.9: New or expanded public works facilities shall be designed and 
limited to accommodate needs generated by development or uses 
permitted consistent with the certified local coastal program. Special 
districts which include the coastal zone shall not be formed or expanded 
except where assessment for, and provision of, the service would not 
induce new development inconsistent with the City of Dana Point certified 
local coastal program. (Coastal Act/30254) 

COMPATIBILITY AND ENHANCEMENT AMONG LAND USES 

As the City develops, new land uses replace existing ones and the 
characteristics of individual land uses which distinguish them from one 
another can also be described as differences which cause them to be 
incompatible when they occur close together. For example, the traffic, night 
lighting, noise, and odors associated with an otherwise successful 
commercial area may be perceived as nuisances for nearby residents. An 
understanding of impacts which occur when different types of land use 
develop close to one another leads to proper planning and positive impacts 
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on surrounding land uses. The use of horizontal separation, vertical 
separation of buildings and uses, landscaping, walls, and proper orientation 
of buildings, lighting, and street access can avoid or minimize land conflicts 
and impacts, and enhance the overall living environment. 

GOAL 2: Achieve compatibility and enhance relationships among land 
uses in the community. 

Policy 2.1: Consider the impacts on surrounding land uses and 
infrastructure when reviewing proposals for new development. (Coastal 
Act/30250) 

Policy 2.2: Visitor serving commercial areas shall not intrude into existing 
residential communities. (Coastal Act/30250) 

Policy 2.3: Develop regulatory mechanisms to mitigate land use conflicts. 
The portions of the General Plan effectively certified by the Coastal 
Commission as the Land Use Plan shall take precedence over all other 
General Plan elements in the area of the City within the Coastal Zone. 

Policy 2.4: Encol,Jrage the use of shared parking facilities, such as through 
parking districts or other mechanisms, in a manner that maintains and, 
where feasible, improves public access to the coast. (Coastal 
Act/30212.5/30252) 

Policy 2.5: Facilities serving the commercial fishing and recreational 
boating industries shall be protected and, where feasible, upgraded. 
Proposed recreational boating facilities shall, where feasible, be designed 
and located in such a fashion as not to interfere with the needs of the 
commercial fishing industry. (Coastal Act/30234) 

Policy 2.6: Increased recreational boating use of coastal waters shall be 
encouraged, consistent with other provisions of the certified local coastal 
program. (Coastal Act/30224) 

Policy 2.7: Coastal-dependent developments, as defined in Chapter 9.75 
of the Zoning Code, shall have priority over other developments on or near 
the shoreline. Except as provided for in Conservation and Open Space 
Element Policy 3.6, coastal-dependent developments shall not be sited in a 
wetland. Coastal-related developments should be accommodated within 
the closest feasible proximity to the coastal-dependent uses they support. 
(Coastal Act/30255) 

Policy 2.8: Coastal water areas suited for water-oriented recreation 
activities shall be protected for such uses. (Coastal Act/30220) 

Policy 2.9: Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected 
for recreational use and development unless present and foreseeable 
future demand for public or commercial recreational activities that could be 
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accommodated on the property is already adequately provided for in the 
area. (Coastal Act/30221) 

Policy 2.10: The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving 
commercial recreational facilities designed to enhance public opportunities 
for coastal recreation shall have priority over private residential, general 
industrial, or general commercial development, but not over agriculture or 
coastal-dependent industry. (Coastal Act/30222) 

Policy 2.11: The location and amount of new development should 
maintain and enhance public access to the coast by assuring that the 
recreational needs of new residents will not overload nearby coastal 
recreation areas through the correlation of the amount of development with 
local park acquisition and development plans with the provision of onsite 
recreational facilities to serve the new development. (Coastal Act/30252(6)) 

Policy 2.12: Oceanfront land that is suitable for coastal dependent 
aquaculture shall be protected for that use, and proposals for aquaculture 
facilities located on those sites shall be given priority, except over other 
coastal dependent developments or uses. (Coastal Act/30222.5) 

DIRECTING GROWTH TO MAINTAIN AND IMPROVE QUALITY OF LIFE 

As the City matures, additional demands will be placed on public services 
and infrastructure (e.g., police, fire and recreation, and streets, water lines, 
sewer lines, power lines, and others). The infrastructure system serving 
Dana Point includes major components or "back bone systems" which can 
provide the capacity to accommodate projected growth. The secondary 
components, connecting development with the major components of the 
infrastructure system, must- be extended to support new development and 
replacement of aging portions of the system needs to occur in the future to 
maintain the present quality of services provided. Continued demand for 
these public services and facilities requires adequate planning for the 
financing of future improvements to ensure that the quality of City life is 
maintained or improved in the future. 

GOAL 3: Direct growth of the community so as to maintain and 
improve the quality of life. 

Policy 3.1: Require new development to contribute its share of the cost of 
providing necessary public services and facilities through equitable 
development fees and exactions. (Coastal Act/30250) 

Policy 3.2: Coordinate Dana Point's land use and growth policies with the 
County and other communities in the region to strengthen and promote 
interjurisdictional communication and cooperation. 
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Policy 3.3: Priority should be given to those projects that provide for 
coastal recreational opportunities for the public. Lower cost visitor and 
recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, 
provided. Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses 
shall be reserved for such uses, where feasible. (Coastal Act/30213, 
30222,30223) 

Policy 3.4: Examine the short term and long term fiscal effects of 
development and revitalization decisions. 

Policy 3.5: Public facilities including parking areas or facilities shall, 
wherever appropriate and feasible, be distributed throughout the coastal 
zone area to mitigate against the impacts, social and otherwise, of 
overcrowding and overuse by the public of any single area. (Coastal 
Act/30212) 

Policy 3.6: Encourage patterns of development necessary to minimize air 
pollution and vehicle miles traveled. (Coastal Act/30250) 

Policy 3.7: Encourage safe and convenient bicycle and pedestrian access 
throughout the community. (Coastal Act/30210-212.5, 30250, 30252) 

Policy 3.8: Allow increases in intensity up to the maximum floor area ratio 
identified in the Land Use Element only where development projects 
demonstrate exceptional design quality, important public amenities or public 
benefits, or other factors that promote important goals and policies of the 
General Plan. 

Policy 3.9: Designate the right-of-way for Alipaz Street for Open Space 
use if Alipaz Street is removed from the Master Plan of Arterial Highways in 
the future. 

Policy 3.10: Consider designating vacated street rights-of-way for 
Recreation/Open Space use. Any public rights-of-way which lead to 
navigable waters shall not be vacated, and may be used for public 
recreational/open space or public pedestrian purposes if not needed for 
vehicular traffic. (Coastal Act/30210-212, 30213) 

Policy 3.11 : Development shall not interfere with the public's right of 
access to the sea where acquired through use or legislative authorization, 
including, but not limited to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches 
to the first line of terrestrial vegetation. (Coastal Act/30211) 

Policy 3.12: Public access from the nearest public roadway to the 
shoreline and along the coast shall be provided in new development 
projects except where it is inconsistent with public safety, military security 
needs, or the protection of fragile coastal resources, or where adequate 
access exists nearby, including access as identified on Figures UD-2 and 
COS-4. (Coastal Act/30212) 
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PRESERVATION OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

Portions of the City consist of fragile coastal beaches and bluffs, hillsides, 
and canyons which are sensitive to changes associated with land 
development. These fragile areas provide an important sense of place and 
openness. Preservation of such areas provides a physical buffer protecting 
persons and improvements from natural and man-made safety hazards. 
These areas also present opportunities for passive recreation, such as trails 
for bicycling and hiking, which result in only minimal disruption to sensitive 
lands. 

In the General Plan, bluff demarcation is drawn based on a mean 
estimation projected across all parcels impacted by coastal bluff areas. The 
specific location of the bluff line, as it is applied to an individual parcel, will 
be established consistent with existing policies and criteria in effect when 
building plans are submitted. 

GOAL 4: Encourage the preservation of the natural environmental 
resources of the City of Dana Point. 

Policy 4.1 : Exclude areas designated as Open Space and areas 
containing wetlands, beaches, and bluffs from the calculation of net 
acreage available for determining development intensity or density 
potential. 

Policy 4.2: Consider the constraints of natural and man-made hazards in 
determining the location, type and intensities of new development. (Coastal 
Act/30240,30253) 

Policy 4.3: Public access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and public 
recreational opportunities, shall be provided to the maximum extent feasible 
for all the people to the coastal zone area and shoreline consistent with 
public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private 
property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse. (Coastal 
Act/30210) 

Policy 4.4: Preserve, maintain and, where feasible, enhance and restore 
marine resource areas and coastal waters. Special protection shall be 
given to areas and species of special biological or economic significance. 
(Coastal Act/30230) 

Policy 4.5: Consider the environmental impacts of development decisions. 
(CoastaiAct/30240,30241,30242,30243,30244) 

Policy 4.6: Ensure land uses within designated and proposed scenic 
corridors are compatible with scenic enhancement and preservation. 
(Coastal Act/30251) 
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Policy 4.7: Coordinate with appropriate Park, Recreation and Harbor 
Agencies to enhance Open Space trails and bike paths. (Coastal 
Act/3021 0-212.5) 

Policy 4.8: Encourage the reasonable regulation of signs to preserve the 
character of the community. (Coastal Act/30251) 

Policy 4.9: Encourage the preservation of significant natural areas as 
cohesive open space. 

Policy 4.1 0: Regulate the construction of non-recreational uses on coastal 
stretches with high predicted storm wave run-up to minimize risk of life and 
property damage. (Coastal Act/30253) 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE HEADLANDS 

The Headlands is one of the most significant land forms and undeveloped 
properties in the City. The Headlands offers important opportunities for 
future development and, at the same time, includes sensitive coastal bluffs 
which represent substantial constraints to development. The property 
provides spectacular views of the Dana Point Harbor and the coastline to its 
north and south. Thus the Headlands offers a distinct opportunity to 
provide a continuous open space corridor along the coast with views and 
public access to the ocean, coastline and harbor. The property is large 
enough to accommodate a mixture of land uses that include visitor-serving 
commercial, residential, recreation, open space, and community facilities. 

GOAL 5: Provide for the development of the Headlands area in a 
manner that enhances the character of the City and encourages the 
protection of the natural resources of the site. 

Policy 5.1: Preserve the opportunity of public views from the Headlands 
site to the coastal areas and the harbor areas. (Coastal Act/30251) 

Policy 5.2: Require geotechnical studies to ensure geological stability in 
the areas where development is to be permitted and require adequate 
setbacks from the blufftop areas in accordance with those engineering 
studies and adopted City regulations. (Coastal Act/30250, 30253) 

Policy 5.3: Preserve natural open space in the Headlands area, especially 
along the coastal bluffs, and provide open areas integrated throughout the 
development. (Coastal Act/30210-212.5, 30250, 30253) 

Policy 5.4: Assure that the height and scale of the development in the 
Headlands are compatible with the development in the community and that 
the visual impact of the development from coastal areas below the project 
be minimized. (Coastal Act130251) 
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Policy 5.5: Promote the development of a mixture of land uses which may 
include residential, visitor-serving commercial, recreational, open space, 
and community facilities. (Coastal Act/30213, 30250) 

Policy 5.6: Require that a scenic walkway be extended throughout the 
Headlands and connect to other existing or proposed walkways. (Coastal 
Act/30210-212) 

Policy 5.7: Provide vehicular access that does not adversely impact 
adjoining neighborhoods or create congestion on Pacific Coast Highway. 

Policy 5.8: Provide patterns of land use and circulation in the Headlands 
that enhance public and private pedestrian access and circulation within the 
area. (Coastal Act/30250) 

Policy 5.9: Provide extensive public trails within the Headlands area. The 
system shall include access to the existing sandy beach areas and to the 
visitor-serving and public places within the Headlands. 

Policy 5.10: Encourage visitor-serving resort facilities and land uses of a 
world-class stature. 

Policy 5.11: Assure· the Specific Plan for the Headlands provides buffers to 
achieve a compatible and enhanced relationship to existing surrounding 
land uses. 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE TOWN CENTER 

The Town Center area is one of the primary business districts in the City, 
and is the focus of activity for visitors traveling along Pacific Coast Highway 
(PCH). Although the area is segmented by the PCH couplet street system 
and impacted by its vehicular traffic, the mixture of commercial retail and 
service, office, and residential uses coupled with a pedestrian character and 
scale can be enhanced through proper planning and the use of physical 
design techniques. The Town Center also has a strong, physical 
connection with the blufftop viewpoints overlooking the Harbor at the south 
ends of Amber Lantern, Violet Lantern, and Golden Lantern. Although the 
Town Center is very accessible to visitors and travelers on PCH, it has a 
strong connection with surrounding residential areas. In fact, the La Plaza 
area is a center of neighborhood shops and services oriented toward local 
needs. 
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GOAL 6: Achieve development in the Town Center area that enhances 
the area as a primary business district in the City. 

Policy 6.1 : Provide a diversity of retail office and residential land uses that 
establish the Town Center as a major center of social and economic activity 
in the community. 

Policy 6.2: Encourage retail businesses and mixtures of land uses that 
help to generate positive pedestrian activity in the area. 

Policy 6.3: Establish patterns of land use and circulation that promote the 
desired pedestrian character of the area. 

Policy 6.4: Through effective design guidelines encourage building 
designs, intensity and setbacks to be compatible with the desired scale and 
character of the area. (Coastal Act/30251) 

Policy 6.5: Develop land use and parking regulations to assure that 
adequate and reasonable standards are provided. 

Policy 6.6: Provide opportunities for shared parking facilities in the Town 
Center, such as through the establishment of an off-street parking district. 

DEVELOPMENT OF DOHENY VILLAGE 

The Doheny Village represents an important gateway to the City from the 
Interstate 5 Freeway. The Village needs improvements to infrastructure 
and general upgrading of development within the area. Planned land uses 
are expected to include a mix of new commercial, office, multi-family 
residential, community facilities, and industrial/business development. 
Revitalization efforts could include pedestrian-oriented streetscape and 
landscaping improvements designed to unify and connect the Village's 
various areas. These improvements may also provide a means of 
establishing greater connection between the Village the beach and San 
Juan Creek. 

GOAL 7: Achieve the revitalization of the Doheny Village area as a 
primary business district in the City. 

Policy 7.1 : Promote the Doheny Village area as a major shopping and 
business center in the community. 

Policy 7.2: Improve the appearance of the area through revitalization 
activities such as landscape design and pedestrian amenities. 

Policy 7.3: Develop design guidelines that assure that development will be 
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consistent in terms of scale and character. (Coastal Act/30251) 

Policy 7.4: Promote the development of land uses in the Doheny Village 
area that provide employment opportunities for the community including 
offices, marine-oriented industrial uses, and other commercial or light 
industrial business activities or community facilities. 

Policy 7.5: Encourage the development of a diversity of housing 
opportunities including medium density housing in the areas adjacent to the 
retail areas and also as a part of mixed residential and retail or office uses. 

Policy 7.6: Provide for adequate and convenient parking areas. Encourage 
the provision of shared parking facilities, such as through the establishment 
of a parking district. 

Policy 7.7: Prepare a Specific Plan for revitalization of the Doheny Village 
Area. The Specific Plan should involve extensive public input. 

DEVELOPMENT OF MONARCH BEACH 

The Monarch Beach area is indicative of development based on master 
planning efforts and high quality development standards. The Ritz Carlton 
Resort Hotel and an additional resort hotel site north of Pacific Coast 
Highway provide focal uses in a community, which includes extensive 
outdoor activities such as golf (The Links at Monarch Beach) and coastal 
recreation (Salt Creek Beach Park and Dana Strand Beach). Monarch 
Beach has dramatic public view corridors within the coastal Salt Creek 
Basin. 

GOAL 8: Provide for the development of the Monarch Beach area in a 
manner that enhances the character of the City and encourages the 
protection of the natural resources of that area. 

Policy 8.1 : Preserve the opportunity of public view corridors from Monarch 
Beach area to the coast. (Coastal Act/30251) 

Policy 8.2: Assure that adequate public recreational areas and public open 
space are provided and maintained by the developer as part of a new 
development. (Coastal Act/3021 0, 30213, 30240, 30251) 

Policy 8.3: Assure that the height and scale of new development is 
compatible with the existing areas. 

Policy 8.4: Promote the development of a mixture of residential, visitor
serving, and open space land uses; with an ultimate residential density cap 
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of 238 dwellings, which shall not be exceeded. 

Policy 8.5: Require that the pedestrian and bike trail systems be extended 
throughout Monarch Beach and connected with the existing and proposed 
Citywide trail system. 

Policy 8.6: Maximize the provision of public trail and transit loop systems 
within the Monarch Beach area. The systems shall include access to and 
along the shoreline and to the visitor-serving and public places within 
Monarch Beach. (Coastal Act/30210) 

Policy 8.7: Encourage public access, visitor-serving and residential land 
uses with a strong public component which allows the public to enjoy such 
visitor-serving commercial facilities. 

Policy 8.8: Salt Creek Beach Park shall be a public park primarily oriented 
to passive recreational use, with limited active recreational and educational 
uses which are temporary and non-commercial in nature. (Coastal 
Act/30210, 30214). 

Policy 8.9: Avoid expansion of the golf course or any other land use that 
occurs at the expense of environmentally sensitive habitat, public park or 
public areas. (Coastal Act/3021 0, 30213, 30240) 

Policy 8.10: Encourage the immediate development of visitor serving 
resort facilities and land uses of a world class stature to be achieved within 
five years from the date of adoption of the General Plan. The resort facility 
shall include a 400 or so key five star resort hotel. If public open space and 
Visitor/Recreation Commercial land uses are not physically developed and 
established within five years, it is the policy of the City of Dana Point to 
revisit other land uses within this area and to assure the provision of open 
space and Visitor/Recreation Commercial activities. 

Policy 8.11 : Provide for the temporary landscaping of existing graded pads 
with perennial wild flowers and other vegetation to assure aesthetic 
enhancement of the area, reduce soil erosion, and reinforce the ultimate 
open space and landscaped resort character of the area. 

Policy 8.12: Within the Monarch Beach Resort Specific Plan, establish a 
development phasing plan to achieve first, the primary objective of the 
development of the public open space, public parks, public trails, and public 
roads; secondly, the visitor serving resort complex; and lastly, the residential 
dwellings. Concurrent development may be permitted only if the primary 
objective is being satisfied. (Coastal Act/30213, 30222) 

Policy 8.13: The existing public trails and public recreational facilities within 
the Monarch Beach Resort Specific Plan area shall be preserved and 
maintained. Signs shall be posted at conspicuous locations within the 
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Specific Plan area, and a manned information center established in the 
Monarch Beach Resort hotel, to inform the general public of the public 
access and public recreation opportunities available within the Specific Plan 
area. (Coastal Act/30210-30213, 30220-222, 30223) 

Policy 8.14: Visitor-serving facilities within the Monarch Beach Resort 
Specific Plan area, including but not limited to the recreational time slots of 
the golf course and the parking lots of the hotel and golf course, shall be 
open to the public. (Coastal Act/30210, 30212.5, 30213) 

Policy 8.15: Preserve, maintain, and where feasible enhance and restore, 
the riparian habitat, coastal sage scrub habitat, and other environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas along Salt Creek. 

PROTECTION OF RESIDENT -SERVING LAND USES 

Dana Point citizens have a strong sense of community even though Dana 
Point is an attraction to many visitors. This sense of community or sharing 
of common goals and interests includes the desire to protect and maintain 
those land uses which serve the residents of the area. This involves the 
encouragement of resident-serving commercial activity which meets local 
demands for goods and services, as well as locations for offices and 
business uses which employ City residents. 

GOAL 9: Protect the resident-serving land uses throughout the City. 

Policy 9.1: Develop regulations to protect and encourage local serving 
retail and office use adjacent to residential designated areas. Promote the 
overlap between visitor and resident serving retail uses by encouraging 
retail goods and services which serve both market segments in transition 
areas, such as those designated "Community Commercial", located 
between primary visitor serving areas and areas designated for residential 
use as shown on the Land Use Diagram. (Coastal Act/30222) 

Policy 9.2: Encourage a full range of resident-serving land uses 
throughout the City to meet the resident demand for goods and services. 

Policy 9.3: Encourage resident-serving uses within walking distance of 
areas designated on the Land Use Diagram for residential use, where 
possible, to minimize the encroachment of resident serving uses into visitor
serving areas, to minimize the use of primary coastal access roads for non
recreational trips, and to minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles 
traveled by encouraging the use of public transportation. (Coastal 
Act/30222, 30252, 30253). 
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RELATED GOALS AND POLICIES 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Goals and policies and the Land Use Policy Diagram identified in this 
element serve as the framework for other General Plan elements. A 
number of policies included in the Land Use Element constitute coastal 
resources planning and management policies that are part of the City's 
Local Coastal Program (LCP). Table LU-1 identifies the required 
components or issue areas of the LCP included in the Land Use Element. 

TABLE LU-1 
LAND USE ELEMENT 

LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM REFERENCE MATRIX 

Required Component/Issue Area {Coastal Act Se<:tion) 
Shoreline Access (30210-212.5) * Agriculture (30241-242) 

Visitor Serving and Recreational Facilities * Soil Resources (30243) 
(30213) 

Water-Oriented Recreation (30220-224) * Archaeological/Paleontological Resources 
(30244) 

Water and Marine Resources (30230-232) * Locating and Planning New Development 
(30250, 252, 255) 

Diking, Filling and Dredging (30233) * Coastal Visual Resources (30251) 

Commercial Fishing and Recreational * Hazard Areas (30253) 
Boating (30234) 

Shoreline Structures/Flood Control (30235- * Public Works (30254) 
236) 

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (30240) * Industrial Development and Energy Facilities 
(30260-264) 

* Indicates that the Coastal Act issue areas described in this table are included in the Land Use Element. 

A number of goals and policies included in these other elements support the goals and 
policies of the Land Use Element, either directly or indirectly. The supporting goals and 
policies are identified in the Table LU-2. 
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Land Use Issue 
Area 

Balance of Land 

Uses 

Compatibility/ 

Monarch Beach 

TABLE LU-2 
LAND USE RELATED 

GOALS AND POLICIES BY ELEMENT 

Housing 
Circulatio 

Noise 
Public 

n Safety 

3.3 

All All All All 

1.7, 1.8, 

1.13, 

1.10 

2.6,2.7 

1.15, 
1.21-
1.24, 

22 

Public 
Facilities Economic 

Conservation/ 
And Growth Developmen 

Open Space 
Managemen t 

5.2, 5.3, 6.5, 1.4, 2.7, 3.3, 

6.6, 6.7, 7.4 4.1, 5.3, 6.2, 

3.1, 3.4, 5.2, 2.6, 9.1 
5.3, 6.1, 6.6, 

All All All 

6.8 2.7 

2.4, 2.6-2.9, 6.2, 5.1 

3.4, 7.5, 8.3 

1.1 3.4, 6.1-6.4, 

1.1, 2.9, 3.4, 5.2 
4.2, 5.4, 5.5-5.7, 

6.1' 6.3, 8.4 

5.3, 7.5 1.4, 4.1, 4.3, 
7.3 
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THE LAND USE PLAN 

The Land Use Plan and Policy Map describe the approach to be used in implementing 
the Land Use Element goals and policies. The locations of future land use are presented 
on the Land Use Policy Diagram which is a part of this Element and is included in the 
pocket of the General Plan document binder. In guiding future land use, the Element 
focuses on three basic land use characteristics of the City: 

1) Undeveloped parcels of land which will be the subject of most proposals for new 
development; 

2) Existing consistent land use and development which, over time, will increasingly 
require maintenance and preservation; and 

3) Revitalization of some land use and development where rehabilitation is necessary or 
conversion to other uses is desired to achieve economic or social goals of the General 
Plan. 

LAND USE POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 

A wide range of natural and man-made environmental factors are 
considered in the formulation of land use policy. Areas of special 
environmental significance, potential safety hazards, limitations of existing 
infrastructure, and the nature and character of existing development all 
have influence on land use policy. 

Land Use Constraints and Resources 

The Public Safety Element identifies areas of Dana Point subject to such 
environmental constraints as flooding, landsliding, and seismic conditions. 
In turn, the Conservation/Open Space Element identifies areas containing 
important ecological or natural resources. The Circulation and Noise 
Elements describe roadway/transportation system capacities and areas of 
the City impacted by noise levels. These constraints, consisting of both 
natural and man-made factors, influence long-range land use planning and 
are discussed in detail in the Master Environmental Assessment for the 
General Plan. 
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LAND USE DESIGNATIONS 

Land use designations indicate the type and nature of development that is 
allowed in a given location. While terms like "residential," "commercial" and 
"industrial" are generally understood, State General Plan law requires a 
clear and concise description of the land use categories shown on the Land 
Use Policy Diagram. 

The Land Use Element provides for land use categories or designations 
listed in Table LU-3. Five of these designations are established for 
residential development, ranging from low-density single family to high
density multiple family development. Three commercial designations, one 
office, one industrial and a community facility category are included. One 
category of mixed use is established to offer some flexibility in providing 
complimentary commercial, office, and residential uses. Parkland and open 
space areas are combined under the recreation/open space designation. 
Major transportation facilities are included in a single transportation corridor 
category. 

Land Use Intensity/Density 

State General Plan law requires that the Land Use Element indicate the 
maximum intensities/densities permitted within the City. The land use 
designations contained in this element and shown on the Land Use Policy 
Diagram are described in this way. Table LU-3 lists each of the land use 
designations for the City and provides a corresponding indication of 
maximum intensity/density of development on that parcel. Maximum 
allowable development on individual parcels of land is to be governed by 
these measures of intensity or density. The table also includes the 
standard or expected overall levels of development within each land use 
category on a Citywide basis. These standard levels of development 
represent an anticipated intensity/density and are, therefore, less than the 
maximum allowed. For various reasons, not every parcel in the City has in 
the past nor will it in the future develop to the maximum allowed. 
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TABLE LU-3 
DEVELOPMENT INTENSITY/DENSITY STANDARDS 

LAND USE MAXIMUM STANDARD 
DESIGNATION DEVELOPMENT INTENSITY/DENSITY 

INTENSITY/DENSITY (a) (b) 

RESIDENTIAL DWELLING UNITS/ACRE DWELLING 
UNITS/ACRE 

Residential 0-3.5 3.5 du/net ac 3 du/net ac 
Residential3.5-7 7 du/net ac 6 du/net ac 
Residentia17-14 14 du/net ac 10 du/net ac 
Residential 14-22 22 du/net ac 18 du/net ac 
Residential 22-30 30 du/net ac 26 du/net ac 

COMMERCIAL FLOOR AREA RATIO FLOOR AREA RATIO 

Neighborhood Commercial 1.75:1 .35:1 
Community Commercial 1.75:1 .4:1 
Visitor/Recreation 1.75:1 .5:1 
Commercial 

MIXED-USE 

Commercial/Residential (c) 1.5:1 and 10 du/net ac .5:1 and 10 du/net ac 

OFFICE 

Professional/ Administrative 1.0:1 .7:1 

INDUSTRIAL 

Industrial/Business Park .75:1 .5:1 

COMMUNITY AND OTHER FLOOR AREA RATIO FLOOR AREA RATIO 

Community Facility 1.0:1 .4:1 
Open Space .2:1 .1:1 
Transportation Corridor .2:1 .1:1 
Harbor Marine Land .4:1 .2:1 
Harbor Marine Water 2,500 Boat Slips 2,500 Boat Slips 

(a) Maximum allowable level of development for individual parcels of land. 
(b) Assumed overall level of development Citywide. Since the development which has occurred to date 

has not reached the maximum allowed level of density or intensity, future development is expected 
to be less than the maximum on a City-wide basis. Therefore, a "standard" level of density/intensity 
is used in projecting total future development (see text). 

(c) See description of allowable mixes of residential and non-residential development under the Mixed 
Use Designation section of this element. 
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Figure LU-2 
Floor Area Ratio Defmed 

Possible Building Configurations for 0.50:1 FAR 
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Future development is expected to occur at the standard level of 
intensity/density stated in Table LU-3. Development at an intensity or 
density between the standard and maximum levels can occur only where 
projects offer exceptional design quality or important public amenities or 
benefits above the standards required by the City's discussed in detail in 
the Master Environmental Assessment for the General Plan. Urban Design 
Guidelines and other regulatory documents. For the residential land use 
designations, projects are expected to build to a density at least as high as 
the lowest density allowed by their respective designations. 

A number of terms are used to define the land use designations or 
categories described in this element. The term "intensity" refers to the 
degree of development based on building characteristics such as height, 
bulk, floor area ratio and/or percent of lot coverage. 

Intensity is most often used to describe non-residential development levels, 
but, in a broader sense, is used to express overall levels of all development 
types. The overall intensity of development within the City of Dana Point is 
lower than the more urbanized areas of Orange County, such as Anaheim, 
Santa Ana, Irvine and Newport Beach. 

For most non-residential development categories (commercial, industrial, 
office, community facility, and recreation facilities), the measure of intensity 
known as "floor area ratio" (FAR) provides the most convenient method of 
describing development levels. Simply stated, the floor area ratio is the 
relationship of total gross floor area of all buildings on a lot to the total land 
area of that lot expressed as a ratio. For example, a 21,780 square foot 
building on a 43,560 square foot lot (one acre) yields an FAR of .50:1 as 
illustrated in Figure LU-2. The FAR describes use intensity on a lot but not 
the actual building height, bulk or coverage. As Figure LU-2 shows, the 
.50:1 FAR can yield a building of one story in height covering one half of the 
lot area, or a taller building which covers less of the lot and provides more 
open space. 

For purposes of this explanation, both residential density and non
residential intensity are based on the concept of net acreage. Net acreage 
is assumed to be 80 percent of gross acreage on a Citywide basis and a 
net acre of land is assumed to equal 35,000 square feet for purposes of 
calculating density or intensity of land use. 

The term "density", in a land use context, is a measure of the population or 
residential development capacity of the land. Density is described in terms 
of dwelling units per net acre (du/net ac); thus, the density of a residential 
development of 100 dwelling units occupying 20 net acres of land is 5.0 
du/net ac. A dwelling unit is a building or a portion of a building used for 
human habitation and may vary considerably in size (square footage) from 
small apartments at 400-500 square feet to large single-family homes 
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exceeding 5,000 square feet. Along with this difference in size is a 
corresponding difference in the number of persons occupying a given unit 
(i.e., larger units usually house more persons that smaller units). For 
purposes of calculating population, an average number of persons per 
dwelling unit for all dwelling unit types and sizes is assumed as described in 
the notes beneath Table LU-4. Within land use designations density is 
often described as a range (i.e., 3.5-7 du/net ac). 

Descriptions of each of the land use designations shown on the Land Use 
Policy Diagram are provided to delineate the general types of uses allowed 
and their corresponding intensities or densities. These use descriptions, 
types and limitations are further defined as specific uses within the Zoning 
Ordinance. The specific uses and development standards contained within 
the Zoning Ordinance and shown on the accompanying Zoning Map are 
consistent with the land use designations and standards contained in this 
Element or shown on the Land Use Policy Diagram. 

Residential Designations 

Residential 0-3.5: The Residential 0-3.5 and use category provides for the 
development of low density detached and attached single-family dwellings. 
This designation allows for the construction of a maximum of 3.5 single 
family detached units per net acre of land. Community facilities which are 
determined to be compatible with, and oriented toward serving the needs of 
low density detached and attached single family neighborhoods may also 
be allowed. 

Residential 3.5-7: The Residential 3.5-7 land use designation provides for 
the development of low to medium density detached and attached single 
family dwellings which may include duplexes, condominiums, and town 
homes. This designation allows the construction of a maximum of 7 
dwelling units per net acre of land. Community facilities which are 
determined to be compatible with and oriented toward serving the needs of 
low to medium density detached and attached single-family neighborhoods 
may also be allowed. 

Residential 7-14: The Residential 7-14 land use designation provides for 
the development of medium and higher density detached and attached 
single family dwellings, as well as multi-family dwellings or apartments. This 
designation allows the construction of a maximum of 14 dwelling units per 
net acre of land. Community facilities which are determined to be 
compatible with and oriented toward serving the needs of medium and 
higher density detached and attached single family and multi-family 
neighborhoods may also be allowed. 

Residential 14-22: The Residential 14-22 land use designation provides 
for the development of medium and higher density attached single-family 
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dwellings as well as multi-family dwellings or apartments. This designation 
allows the construction of a maximum of 22 dwelling units per net acre of 
land. Community facilities which are determined to be compatible with and 
oriented toward serving the needs of medium and higher density attached 
single family and multi-family neighborhoods may also be allowed. 

Residential 22-30: The Residential 22-30 land use designation provides 
for the development of higher density attached single-family dwellings, 
multi-family dwellings and apartments. This designation allows the 
construction of a maximum of 30 dwelling units per net acre of land. 
Community facilities which are determined to be compatible with and 
oriented toward serving the needs of higher density attached single family 
and multi-family neighborhoods may also be allowed. 

Commercial Designations 

Neighborhood Commercial: The Neighborhood Commercial designation 
includes smaller-scale business activities which generally provide a retailing 
or service-oriented function to the surrounding neighborhood. 
Neighborhood commercial uses serve the needs of local residents who live 
near the activities. Typical business uses include small food and drug 
stores, clothing stores, professional and business offices, restaurants and 
hardware stores, child care, specialty retail, and community facilities. 
Neighborhood commercial projects typically occur on less than 10 acres of 
land and include 25,000 to 75,000 square feet or less of building floor area. 
The standard intensity of development is a floor area ratio of .35:1 and the 
maximum intensity of development is a floor area ratio of .5:1. 

Community Commercial: The Community Commercial designation 
includes retail, professional office, and service-oriented business activities 
which serve a community-wide area and population. Community 
Commercial uses include some neighborhood commercial uses, such as 
professional and business offices, retail and commercial services, appliance 
stores, sporting goods, child care, restaurants, and community facilities, 
along with larger scale indoor uses such as department stores, furniture and 
appliance outlets, theaters and entertainment uses. Community 
Commercial development usually occurs on 10 to 30 acres of land and 
includes 100,000 to 300,000 square feet of building area. The standard 
intensity of development is a floor area ratio of .4:1 and the maximum 
intensity of development is a floor area ratio of . 75:1. 

Visitor/Recreation Commercial: The Visitor/Recreation Commercial 
designation includes primarily visitor-serving uses, such as restaurants, 
resort hotels and motels uses, commercial, recreation specialty and 
convenience retail goods and services, auto service businesses, open 
space/recreational uses, and community facilities. Other supporting uses 
include conference facilities and cultural uses, such as museums and 
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theaters. The average intensity of development for hotels is a floor area 
ratio of .75:1 and the maximum intensity of development for hotels is a floor 
area ratio of 1.5:1. The standard intensity of development for other uses is 
a floor area ratio of .5:1 and the maximum intensity of development for 
other uses is a floor area ratio of 1.0:1. 

Mixed Use Designation 

Commercial/Residential: The Commercial/Residential designation 
includes mixtures of commercial, office and residential uses in the same 
building, on the same parcel, or within the same area. The primary uses 
within this designation are commercial; residential is only allowable when 
developed in conjunction with commercial development. Allowable 
activities include those identified in the Community and Neighborhood 
Commercial designations, the Professional/Administrative designation and, 
when developed in conjunction with commercial uses, the Residential 7-14, 
Residential 14-22, and Residential 22-30 designation. When mixtures of 
uses occur in the same building, retail uses or offices are usually located on 
the ground floor with residential or office uses above. The mixed uses are 
usually located in areas where multiple activities and pedestrian orientation 
are considered to be desirable objectives. All existing residential uses are 
allowable activities within this designation; however, the residential density 
cannot be increased, and any changes of use shall include commercial use 
as the primary use. The standard intensity of non-residential development 
is a floor area ratio of .5:1 and the maximum intensity of development is a 
floor area ratio of 1.5: 1. The standard of 10 dwelling units per net acre of 
land (equivalent to an FAR of .25:1) is allowed when residential 
development is combined in the same building or on the same parcel as 
commercial retail or office uses. 

Office and Industrial Designations 

Professional/Administrative: The Professional/Administrative designation 
includes primarily single tenant or multi-tenant offices and other supporting 
uses. These uses include legal and medical services, financial institutions, 
corporate and government offices, cultural and community facilities and 
similar uses which together constitute concentrations of office employment 
or community activity. Also included are small convenience or service 
commercial activities intended to meet the needs of the on-site employee 
population. The standard intensity of development is a floor area ratio of 
.7:1 and the maximum intensity of development is a floor area ratio of 1.0:1. 

Industrial/Business Park: The Industrial/Business Park designation 
includes parcels of land with mixtures of industrial and commercial uses that 
may include marine/auto supplies and service, home furnishings and 
appliances, wholesale businesses, light manufacturing, distribution and 
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sales, storage, research and development laboratories and service 
commercial business and community facilities. Single room occupancy 
(SRO) uses as well as other affordable housing may be permitted with a 
conditional use permit. The standard intensity of development is a floor 
area ratio of .5:1 and the maximum intensity of development is a floor area 
ratio of .75:1. 

Community and Other Designations 

Community Facilities: The Community Facilities designation includes a 
wide range of public and private uses, distributed throughout the community 
such as schools, churches, child care centers, transportation facilities, 
government offices and facilities, public utilities, libraries, museums, art 
galleries, community theaters, hospitals and cultural and recreational 
activities. The standard intensity of development is a floor area ratio of .4:1 
and the maximum intensity of development is a floor area ratio of 1.0:1. 

Recreation/Open Space: The Recreation/Open Space designation 
includes both public and private recreational uses necessary to meet the 
active and passive recreational needs of area residents and visitors as well 
as open space uses necessary to preserve public views, scenic natural land 
forms such as bluffs, and environmentally sensitive habitat areas. 
Recreational activities include golf course driving ranges, community 
recreational facilities, public parklands and indoor and outdoor 
sports/athletic facilities. Recreation uses include museums, galleries, 
outdoor theater, and other similar uses. Open Space uses include public 
view preservation, habitat restoration projects and other similar uses. The 
standard intensity of development is only an assumed average City-wide 
and does not apply to each parcel of land. 

Transportation Corridor: The Transportation Corridor designation applies 
to the land within the corridors for the Interstate 5 Freeway, the Atchison, 
Topeka and Santa Fe railway, and Circulation Element roadways. Lands 
within these corridors are reserved for transportation purposes as the 
primary use. Secondary uses, such as open space linkages and 
landscaped areas, public and private parking areas, and other 
transportation-related activities and facilities are allowed. The standard 
intensity of development is a floor area ratio of .1 :1 and the maximum 
intensity of development floor area ratio is .2: 1. 

Harbor Marine Land: The Harbor Marine Land designation includes land
based harbor uses such as marinas, marine-oriented commercial and 
industrial services, marine-oriented governmental facilities and services, 
visitor-serving commercial uses, recreation/open space uses and 
community facilities. The standard intensity of development is .2:1 and the 
maximum intensity of development is .4:1. 

31 

LAND USE ELEMENT 
AUGUST 26, 1997 

(GPA97-02/LCPA97-02) 





Harbor Marine Water: The Harbor Marine water designation includes 
harbor-based water uses such as the boat slips and causeways. The 
standard and maximum intensities of development are 2,500 boat slips. 

LAND USE POLICY DIAGRAM 

The Land Use Policy Diagram for the City of Dana Point is described in 
Figures LU-3, LU-4 and LU-5. The Land Use designations depicted on the 
diagrams are those described in the previous section and are represented 
by patterns which identify future planned land uses for the City. 

DISTRIBUTION OF LAND USES 

The statistical distribution of planned land uses citywide is described in 
Table LU-4. Table LU-5 graphically describes the percentage distribution of 
planned land uses Citywide. This table identifies each land use 
designation, its associated land acreage, and the total land acreage for all 
planned land uses in the City. The table also provides estimated ranges of 
the total number of residential dwelling units planned and the resulting 
population. For non-residential land uses, such as commercial, office, 
industrial, and community facility, estimates of building square footage are 
depicted. 

Net acreage represents the average remaining after street rights-of-way 
and other public lands are excluded. To establish the net acreage 
associated with densities for residential designations and intensities for non
residential designations, 20 percent of the gross acreage is assumed to be 
used for streets or other public lands. Therefore, the net acreage equals 80 
percent of gross acreage, and represents acreage capable of 
accommodating residential dwelling units and non-residential building 
square footage. For each gross acre of land(43,560 square feet), a net 
acre of 35,000 square feet is assumed to accommodate development. 
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Table LU-4 
Future Land Use and Population Estimates in the City 

Land Use Designation Gross Dwelling Population Square 
Acres Units Footage 

(a) (b) (c) (OOO)(d) 

Residential 
Residential 0- 3.5 65 156 
Residential 3.5 - 7 1,694 8,129 
Residential 7 - 14 513 3,956 
Residential 14 - 22 203 2,920 
Residential 22 - 30 13 271 

Commercial 

Neighborhood Com'l 7 85 
Community Com'l 109 1,519 
Visitor/Rae. Com'l 142 2,474 
Com'I/Residential 63 487 1,098 

Office Prof./Administrative 
6 146 

Industrial 
lnd./Business Park 18 314 

Community and Other 
Comm. Facility 163 2,272 
Open Space 770 2,683 
Harbor Marine Land 38 265 
Transport. Corridor 345 

Total 4,149 15,684- 32,623- 10,856 
16,495 39,258 

(a) For purposes of establishing density/intensity by land use category, the gross acreage for residential and non
residential land uses is converted to net acreage by 20% to account for the land area devoted to roadways. 

(b) Estimated dwelling units are expressed as a range. Dwelling units for residential categories are based on the 
standard density described in Table LU-3, (dwelling unit per net acre) for each category of residential use and 
the cumulative total for this column is 15,919. The bottom end of the range is based on estimated development 
of 252 (or 5 dulac) dwelling units in the Residential/Commercial category. The top end of the range is based on 
minor upward adjustments to the standard densities for Residential 3.5-7 and Residential 7-14. 

(c) Population is based on Orange County Analysis Center OCP-88 2010 projections of 2.08 persons per dwelling 
unit for the bottom of the range and 2.38 persons per dwelling unit for the top of the range. 

(d) Square footage for non-residential categories is based on the standard intensity (FAR) for uses represented. 
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Table LU-5 
Planned Land Use Distribution by Percentage 

AIIG-15 IIM1$-7 AII'J.t4 All~22 AIIU.Jl NwocfC.f CnWCanf ~ llroi'MdN\ a.PIIt: cawA1s '-Ike Qlln Hubrt.W ""-OirT 

% Of Total Land Area In 111e City 
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SPECIFIC PLAN AREAS 

The estimated numbers of residential dwelling units and population are 
expressed as ranges to coincide with the structure of the residential land 
use designations which are also Residential 7-14, and so forth. The 
population range expressed in Table LU-4 is based on the recognition that 
population per dwelling unit varies depending on unit type and size, as 
well as the social or cultural mixture within the City. 

Five areas within the City are identified as Specific Plan areas for future 
development, or revitalization. These areas include the Headlands, the 
Town Center, Doheny Village, Monarch Beach and the Dana Point 
Harbor. The characteristics of planned land use for each focal area are 
described in the following sections. 

Headlands 

The Dana Point Headlands represents a significant land resource that has 
the capacity to accommodate a mixture of compatible land uses, including 
visitor/recreation commercial, residential, recreation/open space, and 
community facilities. The Headlands area is identified as a Specific Plan 
area on the Land Use Policy Map. The Specific Plan for the Headlands 
will be prepared before development occurs and that plan will implement 
General Plan policy by establishing development standards, precise 
locations for land uses and facilities, locations for streets, standards for 
residential density and non-residential intensity, and standards for the use 
and conservation of natural resources. 

Identification of the percentage mixture of planned land use is designed to 
provide both the City and property owner with the flexibility needed to 
allow consideration of alternative development designs. Any alternative 
designs must generally meet the basic land use percentage descriptions 
contained in this element and noted on the Land Use Policy Map. Any 
development design for the Headlands must include open space linkages 
connecting on- and off-site open space areas, and any land area 
designated specifically as Community Facility will result in a 
corresponding reduction of land area designated as either 
Visitor/Recreation Commercial or Residential 3.5-14, or both. The Land 
Use Element can be amended when a Specific Plan is prepared for the 
property. 

The Headlands also includes two small areas of existing residential 
development. The westerly area consists of multi-family units in buildings 
on adjacent, but separate lots. Although the actual density of 
development for this westerly area varies from lot to lot, the overall 
designation is Residential 22-30. The southerly residential area consists 
of single family detached houses on separate lots with a designation of 
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Residential 7-14. The level of development for each of these areas is 
based on their respective Land Use Element designations, but where the 
existing level of development exceeds the designation, the existing level 
of development can be maintained or reconstructed in the event of loss 
due to natural hazards or accident. 
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Figure LU-6 
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Site specific studies shall be conducted as part of individual 
coastal development permit applications to confirm the extent to 
whiCh, if at all, the coastal resources depicted in this Figure exist 
on a particular site. 

VISITOR/RECREATION COMMERCIAL 
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Table LU-6 describes the general percentages of the land use types for the 
Headlands property as 45.3 for percent Open Space, 26.8 percent for 
Residential 3.5-7, 17.3 percent for Residential 7-14, and 10.6 percent for 
Visitor/Recreation Commercial. 

LAND USE 
DESIGNATION 

Residential 
Residential 3.5-7 
Residential 7-14 

Commercial 
Visitor/Recreation 

Community and 
Other 
Open Space 

TOTAL 

Table LU-6 
Headlands - Land Use Composition 

GROSS 
ACRES 
(a),(b) 

32.5 
21.0 

12.8 

55.0 

121.3 

(45.3%) .......,., 
ep.ns..,. 

~ian (10.6%) 
c::arm.a.. 

(a) For purposes of establishing intensity by land use category, the gross acreage for non-residential land 
uses is converted to net acreage through a reduction of the gross acreage by 20% to account for land 
area devoted to roadways. 

(b) The Dana Point Headlands Specific Plan Area is calculated at net acreage, which may change given 
the true amount of net acreage. The Residential 3.5-7 and Residential 7-14 areas may be adjusted 
upward, but will still fall within the top end of the range indicated. 
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Town Center 

The Dana Point Town Center is a primary business district within the City 
which serves both visitors and residents. Revitalization and economic 
development of the Town Center are intended to create a compact 
pedestrian-oriented, "small town" atmosphere within Dana Point's central 
business district. The Urban Design Element of the General Plan 
describes design concepts useful in creating this desired atmosphere. 
The Land Use Policy Diagram for the Town Center is depicted in Figure 
LU-7 below and includes Community Commercial, Visitor/Recreation 
Commercial, Commercial/Residential, and Neighborhood Commercial 
designations. 

This Figure has been effectively certified by the Coastal 
Commission as part of the Certified Land Use Plan. For 
purposes of development within the coastal zone, use of 
certified figures shall be in a manner which, on balance, is the 
mosl protective of significant coastal resources. This Figure is 
only a general representation of the coastal resources depicted 
herein. Site specific studies shall be conducted as part of 
individual coastal development permit applications to confirm 
the extent to which, if at all, the coastal resources depicted in 
this Figure exist on a particular site. 

Figure LU-7 
Town Center 

0 1000 

1' North scale in teet 

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 

COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL 

VISITOR/RECREATION COMMERCIAL 

C 0Miv1E RC IALIRESIDENTIAL 

RECREAT!ON/OPEN SPACE 

TRANSPORT AT ION CORRIDOR 
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LAND USE 

The Town Center is heavily impacted by vehicular traffic traveling along the 
Pacific Coast Highway/Del Prado couplet roadway system. The Circulation 
Element includes discussion of the dual goals of desired pedestrian 
orientation for the Town Center and acceptable levels of service for 
vehicular traffic on Pacific Coast Highway. 

Table LU-7 below lists the acreages and percentages of land planned for 
each of the commercial land use designations mentioned above. The 
percentage distribution of those land uses is described below in Table LU-7. 

Table LU-7 
Town Center· Land Use Composition 

GROSS 
DESIGNATION ACRES (a) 

Commercial 
Neighborhood 
Commercial 
Community Commercial 
Visitor/Recreation/Comm'l 
Commercial/Residential 

Community and Other 
Open Space 
Transport. Corridor 

TOTAL 

5.3 
33.3 
1.8 
8.7 

1.4 
18.5 

69.0 

(2.5%) 
*JWiolf\u:a111411iua;~ 

(a) For purposes of establishing density/intensity by land use category, the gross acreage for residential 
and non-residential land uses is converted to net acreage through a reduction of the gross acreage by 
20% to account for land area devoted to roadways. 
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Doheny Village 

The Doheny Village is a significant entrance or "gateway" to the City 
which requires physical and economic revitalization to realize its potential 
as one of the City's two primary business districts. The good visibility and 
access of Doheny Village to the Interstate 5 Freeway are assets which 
support the investment of public and private funds to install infrastructure 
improvements and generally upgrade development in the area. 

Planned land use for Doheny Village includes Community Commercial, 
Visitor/Recreation Commercial, Commercial/ Residential, 
Industrial/Business Park, Residential 22-30, Community Facility, and 
Open Space. Figure LU-8 identifies the locations of these land uses, 
while the Urban Design Element provides an urban design plan which will 
unify the diverse land uses of the Village. 
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This Figure has been effectively certified by the Coastal 
Commission as part of the Certified Land Use Plan. For 
purposes of development within the coastal zone, use of 
certified figures shalt be in a manner which, on balance, is the 
most protective of significant coastal resources. This Figure is 
only a general representation of the coastal resources depicted 
herein. Site specific studies shalt be conducted as part of 
individual coastal development permit applications to confirm 
the extent to which, if at all, the coastal resources depicted in 
this Figure exist on a particular site. 

Figure LU-8 
Doheny Village 
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scale In feet 

COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL 

VISITOR/RECREATION COMMERCIAL 

COMMERCIAL/RESIDENTIAL 

B.%@ INDUSTRIAL/BUSINESS PARK 

'fi!f/!f/!f/!f!f:] COMMUNITY FACILITY 

~ RECREATION/OPEN SPACE 

I I TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR 
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Of the five Specific Plan areas, Doheny Village offers the greatest variety of 
land uses. This variety suggests a self-contained or independent nature for 
the Village. That self-contained character is strengthened by the balance of 
residential, non-residential and community land uses. This variety and 
balance offers potential for creative private and public revitalization efforts, 
including the creation of open space linkages to and along the east banks 
of San Juan Creek. The mixture of land uses is listed in Table LU-8 below. 

LAND USE 
DESIGNATION 

Residential 
Residential 22-30 

Commercial 
Community 
Commercial 
Visitor/Recreation/ 
Commercial 
Commerciai/Residen 
tial 

Industrial 
Industrial/Business 
Park 

Community and 
Other 
Community Facility 
Open Space 
Transport. Corridor 

TOTAL 

Table LU-8 
Doheny Village - Land Use Composition 

GROSS 
ACRES 

(a) 

1.9 

29.1 
2.1 

29.7 

19.7 

8.3 
24.1 
34.6 

149.5 

~ 

~Spaot 

(17.3".4) 

Rlaidwllial22·30 

(1.4%) 
Conmriy 
Cornnln:1al 

(20.~) 
V~lon 

c:o.m.a.l 

•' (1.5%) 

(14.1%) lndullriiV BI.U.a Pari< 

(a) For purposes of establishing density/intensity by land use category, the gross acreage for residential 
and non-residential land uses is converted to net acreage through a reduction of the gross acreage by 
20% to account for land area devoted to roadways. 
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Monarch Beach 

The Monarch Beach Specific Plan area is defined geographically by the 
Salt Creek Basin, a major drainage course lying between Crown Valley 
Parkway and Niguel Road. Relatively recent master planning and recent 
high quality construction established Monarch Beach as a planned 
recreation-oriented resort and residential area. Monarch Beach includes 
land planned for a mixture of Visitor/Recreation Commercial, Community 
Commercial, Open Space and Residential development. The locations of 
these uses within the focus area are depicted in Figure LU-9. 
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Figure LU-9 
Monarch Beach 
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This Figure has been effectively certified by the Coastal 0 1 OQO 
Commission as part of the Certified Land Use Plan. For 
purposes of development within the coastal zone, use of certified 1' North scale in teet 
figures shall be in a manner which, on balance, is the most 
protective of significant coastal resources. This Figure is only a 
general representation of the coastal resources depicted herein. 
Site specific studies shall be conducted as part of individual 
coastal development permit applications to confirm the extent to 
which, if at all, lhe coastal resources depicted in this Figure exist 
on a particular site. 
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The Monarch Beach Specific Plan area includes opportunities that are 
similar to the Headlands property in terms of the potential to support a 
major world-class resort development. The existence of the golf course 
(The Links at Monarch Beach) and suitable sites for resort development on 
its east and west sides, with views and access to the coastline represent 
important additions to resort activity presently provided by the Ritz Carlton 
Resort. Within the Monarch Beach focus area, these sites for resort 
development are designated as a Specific Plan area on the Land Use 
Policy Diagram. The mix of land uses within this subarea is listed below in 
Table LU-9. 

Table LU-9 
Monarch Beach - Land Use Composition 

LAND USE DESIGNATION 

Residential 
Residential 0-3.5 
Residential3.5-7 
Residential 7-14 
Residential14-22 

Commercial 
Community Commercial 
Visitor/Recreation/Comm'l 

Office 
Professional/ Administration 

Community and Other 
Community Facility 
Open Space 
Transport. Corridor 

TOTAL 

GROSS 
ACRES 

(a) 

17.9 
112.9 
53.8 
76.5 

21.9 
38.9 

1.3 

18.2 
203.5 
21.0 

565.9 

TJaiSPOIIMion Corridor Re&idential o • 3.5 

(3.?%) (3.2Dio) 

~7·14 
(9.5%) 

(a) For purposes of establishing density/intensity by land use category, the gross acreage for residential 
and non-residential land uses is converted to net acreage through a reduction of the gross acreage by 
20% to account for land area devoted to roadways. 
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The Harbor 

The City wishes to actively participate in the planning for the future of the 
Dana Point Harbor. Even though the County of Orange leases the Harbor 
from the State of California, the County controls Harbor design and 
development. The Harbor provides a unique blend of the natural and 
man-made waterfront setting which includes Visitor/Recreation 
Commercial, Community Facility, Open Space, and Harbor Marine Land 
and Water uses. These are depicted in Figure LU-10 below. 

1'· North scale in teet 

Figure LU-1 0 
The Harbor 

.. VISITOR/RECREATION COMMERCIAL 
This Figure has been effectively certified by the Coastal 

F;;J;;J;;J;;f;;1 COMMUNITY F AGILITY Commsslon as part of the Certified Land Use Plan. For 
_;, .. ;,,,,,,,,,,,_ purposes of development within the coastal zone, use of certified 
@00@ RECREATION/OPEN SPAC figures shall be in a manner which, on balance, is the most 1000002 E protecUve of significant coastal resources. This Figure is only a 

I I 
general representation of the coastal resources depicted herein. 

TRANSPORT AT ION CORRIDOR Site spedfic studies shall be conducted as part of individual 
coastal development permt applicaUons to confirm the extent to 

~ HARBOR MARINE WATER which, if at all, the coastal resources depicted in this Figure exist 
- on a particular site. 
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The positive integration of Dana Point Harbor with adjacent areas is 
described in the Urban Design Element. These integration efforts should 
be conducted in concert with County of Orange harbor development efforts. 
The general acreages and percentages of planned land uses for the 
Harbor area are listed in Table LU-10 below. 

Table LU-10 
Harbor • Land Use Composition 

LAND USE GROSS 
DESIGNATION ACRES 

(a) 

Commercial 
Visitor/Recreation 26.3 

Community and 
Other 7.1 
Community Facility 16.6 
Open Space 17.6 
Transportation 38.1 
Corridor 174.9 
Harbor Marine Land 
Harbor Marine 
Water 

TOTAL 280.6 

(a) For purposes of establishing intensity by land use category, the gross acreage for non-residential land 
uses is converted to net acreage through a reduction of the gross acreage by 20% to account for land 
area devoted to roadways. 
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The Harbor shares a symbiotic economic and social relationship with the 
Town Center and the Headlands, which suggests that the physical 
linkages between these areas should be strengthened. These physical 
linkages include pedestrian and vehicular access between the areas, 
visual connections from overlooks of the Harbor, and strong entry points 
which distinguish the edges of the three related areas. 

HEADLANDS 

TOWN 
CENTER 
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INTRODUCTION TO THE URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

Urban Design is a process that builds on the foundation of the land use element. Urban 
Design focuses more precisely on the form and character of the natural and built 
environment; what we experience and how we feel about it. At its best, the process of 
Urban Design should persuade the City, private enterprise and the public to work together 
to create a community whose quality and living potential take full advantage of Dana 
Point's spectacular coastal setting, landscape, climate and cultural assets. 

PURPOSE OF THE URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

The Urban Design Element provides proposals and policies to improve the 
image, character and quality of life of the City. Although this element is not 
mandatory, urban design is important to the City because it relates directly 
to the physical form and character of development resulting from 
implementations of the Land Use, Circulation and Conservation/Open 
Space Elements. 

SCOPE AND CONTENT OF THE ELEMENT 

The Urban Design Element provides policies and design concepts for the 
preservation of the natural setting, public improvements, form and character 
of new private development, and focused plans for areas of the City in need 
of special design attention. 

ELEMENT ORGANIZATION 

The Element first presents Dana Point's important Urban Design issues, 
followed by broad Goals and definitive City Policies related to each issue. 
These are cross-referenced with relevant goals and policies of other 
General Plan Elements in Table UD-2. 

The Urban Design Plan provides concepts to illustrate how the goals and 
policies may be implemented. The Plan is divided into two sections, the 
first containing citywide Urban Design concepts. This is followed by design 
concepts for three specific areas of the City. Appendix A of the Urban 
Design Element provides standards for landscape corridors in Dana Point. 
Appendix B provides the selected tree species for the landscape corridors. 
Both Urban Design Element appendices are included in the General Plan 
Appendix. 
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DESIGN GUIDELINES 

In addition to the Urban Design Element, Design Guidelines for the City 
contain specific design standards for public and private projects subject to 
discretionary design review. The Design Guidelines are adopted as a 
separate document from the General Plan. The Design Guidelines are to 
be used by property owners, developers, architects, landscape architects 
and designers in the planning of new projects and major renovations in the 
City. The Guidelines communicate the qualities and characteristics 
expected of development in the City. They are intended to promote higher 
quality design that is sensitive to Dana Point's natural setting, surrounding 
environment and community design goals. The Guidelines are used by City 
Council, Commissions, and City Staff as adopted criteria for the review of 
development proposals subject to discretionary design review. 
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URBAN DESIGN GOALS AND POLICIES 

The goals and supporting policies relating to Urban Design establish the overall 
framework for the concepts discussed in the Urban Design Plan. These goals and 
policies address specific issues and opportunities that will enable the community to 
develop in accordance with highest design quality possible. 

CITYWIDE VISUAL LINKAGES 

Dana Point's public beaches, parks, coastal lookouts and scenic attractions 
form one of the most spectacular collections of public open space in 
Southern California. Most of the City's residential neighborhoods are of 
similar quality and character. 

Dana Point's overall image needs to be brought up to the quality of its best 
parts. Clearer positive visual and circulation linkages between the City's 
resources are needed, especially along primary streets. This can be 
accomplished by focused landscape, graphic, lighting and public art 
improvements in high-visibility places. 

GOAL 1: Create Citywide visual linkages and symbols to strengthen 
Dana Point's identity as a city. 

Policy 1.1: Develop citywide linkages through landscaping and lighting 
along major street corridors. (Coastal Act/30251) 

Policy 1.2: Improve the visual character of major street corridors. 

Policy 1.3: Make focused improvements at major City entrance points 
such as landscaped open space and signage. 

Policy 1.4: Preserve public views from streets and public places. (Coastal 
Act/30251) 

Policy 1.5: Develop the Blufftop Trail from Monarch Beach to Doheny 
State Park. Final designation of the trail alignment through the Headlands 
shall be determined through the Specific Plan for the Headlands. (Coastal 
Act/30210,30212) 

Policy 1.6: Develop a citywide public signage system with identity and 
directional graphics to mark public places, recreational opportunities and 
principal attractions. 

Policy 1.7: Initiate a program for public art. 
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THE COMMUNITIES OF THE CITY 

The City's residential neighborhoods are, with few exceptions, stable and 
well-maintained. They offer a variety of dwelling types from modest, older 
single family dwellings and apartments to newer luxury custom homes and 
condominiums. Since the City developed as an incremental series of land 
subdivisions built over the years without an overall comprehensive plan, 
most residential neighborhoods are self-contained, with access to a major 
arterial street but without linkages to adjacent neighborhoods. This pattern 
reduces through traffic and provides quiet residential streets, but also 
lessens the sense of community felt Citywide. 

In older neighborhoods of Capistrano Beach and "The Lanterns" residential 
area, the proper size, bulk and height of new infill development is an issue. 
Escalating land values have encouraged oversized houses and additions. 
The demolition of older, modest houses, and their replacement with large 
scale homes has, in some areas, created a discontinuous urban design. 
This is an issue in most older southern California residential areas, 
especially along the coastline. 

GOAL 2: Preserve the individual positive character and identity of the 
City's communities. 

Policy 2.1: Consider the distinct architectural and landscape character of 
each community. To the maximum extent feasible, protect special 
communities and neighborhoods which, because of their unique 
characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses. 
(Coastal Act/30251) 

Policy 2.2: Adopt development standards and design guidelines for 
commercial areas that reflect the individual character of each community. 

Policy 2.3: Improve public places and recreational facilities as focus points 
for each community. (Coastal Act/30213) 

Policy 2.4: Establish a program to preserve buildings and sites of historical 
and architectural significance. 

Policy 2.5: Encourage neighborhood street landscaping programs to 
improve the quality of public spaces in residential areas. 

THE DANA POINT TOWN CENTER 

At the present time, the Town Center does not have an environment or 
image that draws residents or visitors, nor does the Town Center work well 
as a "shopping district" where businesses benefit each other from an 
overall collective strength. Instead, the Town Center functions and feels 
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like a roadside or "strip commercial" environment with many small separate 
commercial buildings and shopping centers that are poorly linked. The 
Pacific Coast Highway - Del Prado couplet, accompanied by high traffic 
speeds, has contributed to this problem. The small parcel sizes, lack of 
consistent site design patterns, diversity of building types and setbacks, and 
barren quality of the streetscapes are intensifying the problems. There are 
some examples, however, that provide potential ideas for the future. The 
Plaza works well as a focus and pleasant pedestrian space -more 
environments like this can be created in the Town Center. San Juan 
Avenue presents a significant opportunity to create this additional 
pedestrian focus. 

The future of the traffic system will be fundamental to developing site 
planning and building design guidelines that integrate the area. A major 
investment in public amenities (street trees, wider sidewalks, parking and 
side street improvements) will be necessary to transform the area's image 
and create stronger linkages between the blocks. 

Improve the Town Center as one of the City's primary GOAL 3: 
shopping 
atmosphere. 

districts with a small town "village" 

Policy 3.1: Increase the Town Center's economic vitality and its 
contribution to the City's economic development goals. 

Policy 3.2: Reduce the disruptive and negative impact of traffic 
movements and high traffic speeds in the Town Center. 

Policy 3.3: Improve pedestrian opportunities and create an attractive 
pedestrian environment within the Town Center. (Coastal Act/30250) 

Policy 3.4: Encourage mixed-use development in selected areas of the 
Town Center. 

Policy 3.5: Develop a parking concept that emphasizes shared parking 
facilities. 

Policy 3.6: Create safety buffers of street trees, planters and street 
furniture between pedestrian walks and the street along both Pacific Coast 
Highway and Del Prado. Provide widened sidewalks with a special Town 
Center streetscape design. 

Policy 3.7: Develop pedestrian courtyards and other outdoor spaces with 
planting and street furniture. 

Policy 3.8: Encourage pedestrian-oriented building frontages with shops 
opening to the public sidewalk, and encourage a minimum amount of retail 
uses on the first floor. 
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PUBLIC SPACES 

A wide variety of recreational and scenic opportunities are available to the 
public along the City's 6-1/2-mile coastline. Except for a few key locations, 
public access to the water's edge is excellent. Public places on the coast 
include Doheny State Beach, Capistrano Beach Park, Dana Point Harbor, 
Dana Strand Beach and Salt Creek Beach Park. 

A unique sequence of parks and lookouts on the coastal terrace above the 
water offer spectacular views of the ocean and Dana Point Headlands. 
Pines Park, Gazebo Park, Leyton Park, Lantern Bay Park, Heritage Park, 
Blue Lantern Overlook and Salt Creek Beach Park are an extraordinary 
collection of public viewing and recreational settings. The "Biufftop Trail" 
from the Headlands to Doheny State Beach is an excellent concept which 
appears to be successfully taking shape. Future development of remaining 
coastal sites, especially the Headlands, raises many issues of public access 
and presents opportunities for additional public open space. 

GOAL 4: Maintain and enhance the City•s public spaces and 
resources. 

Policy 4.1: Create a new Civic Center as a focus point of the City. 

Policy 4.2: Realize the opportunity for public open space throughout the 
City. 

Policy 4.3: Develop stronger pedestrian, bicycle and visual linkages 
between public spaces and to and along the shoreline and bluffs. (Coastal 
Act/30210,30212) 

Policy 4.4: Encourage development of community cultural and recreational 
facilities. (Coastal Act/30213) 

Policy 4.5: Protect and enhance existing public views to the ocean through 
open space designations and innovative design techniques. (Coastal 
Act/30251) 

Policy 4.6: Preserve and maintain existing public accessways, and existing 
areas open to the public, located within visitor-serving developments in the 
coastal zone. (Coastal Act/30210, 30212) 

Policy 4.7: Prohibit the conversion to exclusively private use of existing 
visitor-serving developments open to the public within the coastal zone. 
( Coasta I Act/3021 0, 30213) 
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DESIGN QUALITY 

Dana Point's commercial districts need stronger design coordination, 
improved circulation linkages, enhanced outdoor pedestrian spaces and 
higher-quality architecture that creates more attractive settings for shopping, 
entertainment and public gathering. 

GOAL 5: Achieve design excellence in site planning, architecture, 
landscape architecture and signage in new development and 
modifications to existing development. 

Policy 5.1: Adopt comprehensive Design Guidelines for the review of all 
new non-residential and multi-family development in the City. 

Policy 5.2: Encourage site and building design that takes advantage of the 
City's excellent climate to maximize indoor-outdoor spatial relationships. 
(Coastal Actl30250) 

Policy 5.3: Encourage buildings and exterior spaces that are carefully
scaled to human size and pedestrian activity. 

Policy 5.4: Encourage outdoor pedestrian spaces, sidewalks and usable 
open space in all new development. 

Policy 5.5: Promote extensive landscaping in all new projects while 
emphasizing the use of drought-tolerant plant materials. 

Policy 5.6: Encourage aesthetic roof treatment as an important 
architectural design feature. 

Policy 5.7: Consolidate adjacent parking lots, without reducing the number 
of parking stalls, in order to decrease the number of ingress and egress 
points onto arterials. (Coastal Actl30210, 30252) 
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DOHENY VILLAGE 

Doheny Village has an excellent strategic location at the Interstate 5 
entrance to Dana Point. Opportunities for commercial, office and light 
industrial businesses can help the City work toward its economic 
development goals. The self-contained mixed-use nature of the village, 
combining multi-family housing with small businesses, is also a unique 
quality that can attract future investment and improvements. 

GOAL 6: Develop Doheny Village as a unified and improved 
neighborhood of retail shopping, light industrial, offices and multi
family components. 

Policy 6.1: Improve Pacific Coast Highway and Doheny Park Road as 
aesthetic entrance boulevards to the City. 

Policy 6.2: Unify new commercial development through design concepts 
for consistent building setbacks, landscaping architecture and signage. 

Policy 6.3: Increase Doheny Village's economic vitality and its contribution 
to the City's economic development goals. 

Policy 6.4: Reduce the disruptive and negative impact of traffic 
movements and high traffic speeds in the Doheny Village area. 

Policy 6.5: Improve pedestrian opportunities and create an attractive 
pedestrian environment within Doheny Village. Reserve as an open space 
corridor for public recreational improvements the top of the east bank of the 
San Juan Creek Channel. (Coastal Act/3021 0, 30213) 

Policy 6.6: Encourage mixed-use development in selected areas of 
Doheny Village. 

Policy 6.7: Develop a parking concept that emphasizes shared parking 
facilities. 

MARINE RESOURCES 

GOAL 7: Enhance the City's relationship to marine resources. 

Policy 7.1: Develop design concepts to address marine and light industrial 
activities. (Coastal Act/30260) 

Policy 7.2: Develop urban design guidelines for open space areas to 
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ensure the protection and display of natural resources. 

Policy 7.3: Encourage design concepts to incorporate the City's coastal 
influence into site and building design. 

RELATED GOALS AND POLICIES 

* 

* 

A number of policies included in the Urban Design Element represent 
coastal resources planning and management policies that are part of the 
City's Local Coastal Program (LCP). Table UD-1 identifies required 
components or issue areas of the LCP included in the Urban Design 
Element. 

Visitor Serving and Recreational Facilities 
(30213) 

Water-Oriented Recreation (30220-224) 

Water and Marine Resources (30230-232) 

Diking, Filling and Dredging (30233) 

Commercial Fishing and Recreational 
Boating (30234) 

Shoreline Structures/Flood Control (30235-
236) 

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (30240) 

* 

* 

* 

Agriculture (30241-242) 

Soil Resources (30243) 

Archaeological/Paleontological Resources 
(30244) 

Locating and Planning New Development 
(30250, 252, 255) 

Coastal Visual Resources (30251) 

Hazard Areas (30253) 

Public Works (30254} 

Industrial Development and Energy Facilities 
(30260-264) 

* Indicates that the Coastal Act issue areas described in this table are included in the Urban 
Design Element. 

A number of goals and policies included in the elements support the goals and policies of 
the Urban Design Element. The supporting goals and policies are identified in 
Table UD-2. 
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Urban Design 

Issue Area 

Citywide 

Visual Linkage 

Communities 

Town Center 

Public Spaces 

Design 

Doheny 

Village 

Marine 

TABLE UD-2 
URBAN DESIGN RELATED 

GOALS AND POLICIES BY ELEMENT 

Housing Circulation Noise 
Public 

Safety 

1.6, 1.7, 

1.9, 1.10 

2.1, 4.1 

1.12-1.16, 
2.1, 2.2, 

4.7, 5.1-5.3, 
2.4, 2.5 

1.5, 1.6, 

l.ll-1.16, 2.1, 2.2, 

4.7, 5.1-5.3, 2.4, 2.5 

1.16, 
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Public 

Conservation/ Facilities Economic 

Open Space and Growth Development 

8.3 5.10 7.3, 7.4 

5.4-5.7, 5.9-
7.1-7.4 

5.9, 5.1 I 7.1, 7.4 

5.4-5.7, 5.9-

5.12, 7.1, 
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THE URBAN DESIGN PLAN 

The Urban Design Plan consists of two major sections. The first section addresses 
Citywide Urban Design concepts. This includes the primary elements that contribute to 
the design character of the City as a whole. The second section focuses on community 
design concepts for the Capistrano Beach, Dana Point, and Monarch Beach portions of 
the City. The Urban Design Plan concepts illustrate how the goals and policies can be 
applied to specific areas of the City. The figures and illustrations are indicative of 
concepts only, and are not intended (or interpreted) to establish a specific standard or 
requirement. 

CITYWIDE URBAN DESIGN CONCEPTS 

The Natural Setting 

Dana Point's spectacular natural setting forms one of the most memorable 
arrangements of sea and landform in Southern California. Its geographical 
location is marked by the "Headlands" and coastal bluffs. The Headlands 
is one of the most prominent features of the Southern California coastline 
between Point Lama and the Palos Verdes Peninsula. The City's favorable 
southwestern aspect orients toward Capistrano Bight, a subtle bend in the 
coastline which defines a shallow bay between Dana Point and San Mateo 
Point to the south. Santa Catalina Island is prominent as a scenic landmark 
visible on the open ocean to the west. 

Dana Point and its southern neighbor of San Clemente both derive their 
community identities from their coastal locations, although each City's 
development history has interpreted the coastal setting in different ways. 
Dana Point, from its early history as the harbor for Mission San Juan 
Capistrano and visit by Richard Henry Dana, has emphasized its maritime 
identity as a place to engage the sea. 
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I"AC.IFIC OCEAN 

Dana Point Natural Setting 

Elements of the Natural Setting: 

The Dana Point Headlands and Bluffs 
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The landforms of the Headlands and coastal bluffs are the most prominent 
natural features of the City. They are visible from the region's coastline and 
coastal hillsides from a distance of up to 30 miles. Public views and 
pedestrian access to the bluffs are significant urban design and public 
resources of the City. 

Urban Design policies and concepts guiding development of the Headlands 
are: 

o Minimize alteration of existing topography of the Headlands to measures 
necessary for public safety and to accommodate a development 
program consistent with the General Plan and Headlands Specific Plan. 

o Require setbacks of buildings and site improvements from the bluff faces 
which will assure public and structural safety, consistent with detailed 
geotechnical report recommendations. 

o Encourage building forms that maintain a low profile and are visually 
integrated with the landforms. 

o The significance of and treatment of existing ridges, knolls, canyons and 
vegetation on the Headlands and bluffs should be determined in the 
Headlands Specific Plan, EIR, and Resource Management Plan 
documents. 

0 Require all private development and public improvement proposals 
which have potential to impact public views of the Headlands and bluffs 
to submit detailed studies of view impacts. All development along the 
City's coastline, as well as several locations in the Dana Point Town 
Center and Monarch Beach areas, have potential to affect public views 
of the Headlands and bluffs. 
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The Beaches 

·:·:. ·.~·=-

~·. -· 
Salt Creek Beach 

Dana Point's coastline is unique in the diversity of its beaches. Capistrano 
Beach, Doheny State Beach, Dana Strand Beach and Salt Creek Beach 
each have a distinct character formed by surf conditions, orientation, views, 
landform background and access pattern. Capistrano Beach, Doheny State 
Beach and Salt Creek Beach are all publicly owned facilities operated by 
State or County agencies. Dana Strand Beach is a privately owned 
property. Most of the beaches enjoy wide strands that provide excellent 
public access along the water's edge. Urban design policies and concepts 
guiding development along the beachfront are: 

o Require future built improvements adjacent to the beaches to consider 
the natural topography of the coastal terraces, embankments and bluffs 
as an integral part of the beachfront natural and visual setting. 
Development should protect existing natural features and be carefully 
integrated with landforms, emphasizing low profile building forms, 
retaining walls and other improvements that do not detract from the 
natural setting of the beach. 

o Some older insensitive beachfront development has marred the natural 
setting and blocked public views to the ocean. Future improvements or 
modification of previously-developed sites should strive to restore the 
appearance of the natural setting and open additional public views to the 
water. Opportunities to restore the appearance include: 

Sensitive development of the old Mobile Home Park above Dana 
Strand Beach according to a Specific Plan for the Dana Point 
Headlands. 
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Encourage opening selective views to the ocean from the Pacific 
Coast Highway. 

San Juan Creek and Salt Creek Basins 

San Juan Creek and Salt Creek divide Dana Point's land mass into three 
components which nearly concur with the communities of Capistrano 
Beach, Dana Point and Monarch Beach. The creek basins and intervening 
ridgelines give physical definition to the communities. The creek basins 
form visual corridors to and from the inland landscape of hillsides and 
ridges. 

San Juan Creek's history is closely linked to Mission San Juan Capistrano. 
Historically, the creek provided irrigation for the farmland around the 
Mission and a trail to the small harbor. Although the flood control channel 
destroyed the natural appearance of the creekbed, the hiking/biking path to 
San Juan Capistrano is an important recreational resource. Urban design 
policies and concepts guiding development near the creek basins are: 

o Future development of the land between the San Juan Creek channel 
and Santa Fe tracks shall provide an open space corridor for hiking and 
biking along the east channel edge. The corridor should be landscaped 
primarily with native riparian vegetation. 

o Salt Creek and its surrounding basin has retained its open space 
character by location of The Links at Monarch Beach and adjacent Salt 
Creek regional open space, hiking and biking trail. Site planning, 
architecture and landscaping for the proposed Monarch Beach Resort 
development should contribute to the open, spacious feel of the valley. 

The Capistrano Beach Palisades 

Most of Capistrano Beach lies on a coastal terrace rising to approximately 
200 feet above sea level at the Interstate 5 Freeway. The bold line of cliffs 
(Palisades) along Pacific Coast Highway define the character of the 
beachfront and create exceptional views of the water from the residential 
neighborhoods on the terrace. Major issues in the area are erosion and 
stability of the bluffs, preservation of views of the bluffs from Pacific Coast 
Highway through the new developments on the inland side of the highway, 
and public views from the bluff top to the coast. Urban design policies and 
concepts guiding development along the Capistrano Beach Palisades are: 

o New developments on the inland side of Pacific Coast Highway should 
preserve occasional open spaces to view the bluffs, avoiding a solid 
building line against the bluffs. 

o There is potential for selective revegetation with native species on some 
of the bluffs and in the finger canyons along the Palisades. However, no 
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further development or alteration of landforms should occur in the 
canyons. 

Visual Linkages and Identity 

Strengthen Dana Point's identity as a City by creating strong visual 
linkages with unifying design elements on major street corridors. 

Potential visual linkage. Planting on The Pacific 
Coast Highway, Monarch Beach 

Dana Point's image, character and identity are highly dependent upon the 
design quality of its streets. The City's streets are the most visible part of 
the public environment, experienced daily by all residents and visitors who 
move about the City. The street system provides public spaces for walking 
and biking, scenic opportunities, and visual-symbolic linkages between 
open spaces, public facilities, neighborhoods and shopping districts. 

Many of Dana Point's streets offer spectacular panoramic views toward the 
ocean. These view opportunities form an important part of the City's 
coastal identity, and are important scenic resources to be preserved. 

Improvement of the City's street character requires the implementation of 
several design related elements including: 

o Street trees and landscape "focus areas" along important 
thoroughfares. 

o Improved pedestrian and bicycle opportunities connecting public parks, 
recreational facilities, scenic attractions, schools, residential 
neighborhoods and commercial districts. 

o City identity graphics with directional signage marking public places. 
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o City entrance markers. 

o Pedestrian-oriented lighting in special locations and districts. 

o Preservation of public view corridors. 

o Design guidelines for private property development to promote a 
coherent design character while allowing flexibility to encourage creative 
efforts. 

Landscape Corridors 

ram of street tree planting. 

Crown Valley Parkway 

The importance of a comprehensive street landscape program to Dana 
Point's image increases with the City's build-out and resulting loss of natural 
open spaces to development. Street trees can play an important role in 
defining three-dimensional space in the City. The value of boulevard 
plantings, and groves of trees in parks and open spaces, is both psychologi
cal and physical. A high-quality landscape is usually associated with higher 
value communities and is seen as an indication of the quality of life and the 
value of real estate. 

An ambitious street tree program, phased over a ten-year period, can 
provide visual structure and design continuity along the City's most visible 
public thoroughfares. Fortunately, Dana Point has examples of recently
planted streets that provide a model for the future. Recent improvements to 
the Street of the Golden Lantern, Crown Valley Parkway and Pacific Coast 
Highway northwest of the Street of the Blue Lantern, illustrate what can be 
accomplished citywide. 
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Appendix "A," "Dana Point Landscape Corridors," gives an Inventory of the 
City's major street corridors with Recommended Improvements. The 
Recommended Improvements are categorized according to the different 
arrangements of street, sidewalk and landscape edges in the City. 

Appendix "8", developed in conjunction with the Design Guidelines, 
provides selected tree species for the City's designated Landscape 
Corridors, and general recommendations for other streets in the City. Both 
appendices to this Element are contained in the General Plan Appendix. 

Implementation of the street tree program will require site specific surveys 
of existing right-of-way conditions, utility locations and preparation of 
detailed planting plans for each street segment to be completed. 
Recommended improvements on Pacific Coast Highway will require 
cooperation and approval of CAL TRANS. 
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PACIFIC OCEAN 

This Figure has been effectively certified by the Coastal 
Commission as part of the Certified Land Use Plan. For 
purposes of development within the coastal zone, use of 
certified figures shall be In a manner which, on balance, is the 
most protective of significant coastal resources. This Figure is 
only a general representation of the coastal resources depicted 
herein. Site specific studies shall be conducted as part of 
individual coastal development penni! applicalions to confirm 
the extent to which, if at all, the coastal resources depicted in 
this Figure exist on a particular site. 

Figure UD-1 
Landscape Corridor 

July 9, 1991 





Landscape Focus Areas 

East Couplet Entrance Landscape Focus 

Additional planting in small, highly-visible focus areas throughout the City 
can strengthen the landscape character of the City and street system. 
Clustered planting in these areas present an opportunity for flowering 
shrubs and trees. Opportunities for such plantings include: 

o Business district gateway landscaping at the east and west entrances to 
the couplet at the Dana Point Town Center and the north and south 
entrances to Doheny Village along Doheny Park Road (at Camino 
Capistrano and the Route 1 Freeway interchange). 

o The northwest corner of Doheny Park Road and Pacific Coast Highway. 
o Viewpoints and gateways or other locations on the Headlands site along 

Pacific Coast Highway. 
o Harbor Gateway landscaping at all four corners of the intersection of 

Pacific Coast Highway/Del Obispo-Harbor Drive, as properties are 
renovated. 

o Selected locations on the scarred hillside edges along the north side of 
Pacific Coast Highway, between the Street of the Crystal Lantern and 
the Street of the Copper Lantern. 

Neighborhood Street Tree Planting 

Local neighborhood street tree planting organized by property owners and 
homeowners' associations is encouraged throughout the City as a means of 
improving the quality of residential neighborhoods. The City will work with 
organized groups to assist with technical advice and the issuance of permits 
for right-of-way planting. The funding of improvements and maintenance is 
the responsibility of homeowners or the homeowners' groups. 
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Las Palmas Neighborhood 

Walking and Biking Linkages 

Improve walking and biking opportunities between public parks, 
community facilities and scenic attractions throughout the City. 

Heritage Park. Pedestrian and Biking Linkage to Doheny State Beach 
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Dana Point's parks, open spaces, beaches and scenic lookouts are among 
the finest in Southern California. They need to be more clearly linked, 
physically and perceptually, to encourage pedestrian and biking circulation, 
and less use of the automobile. 

The Blufftop Trail, which will eventually connect the Dana Point Headlands 
to Doheny State Beach, is an excellent example of the desired concept. 

In addition to completion of the City's bikeway system, more pedestrian 
walks and trails need to be developed, and the pedestrian environment 
improved in key locations. Opportunities for pedestrian improvements 
include: 

o Complete the trail from the Dana Point Headlands to Doheny State 
Beach, and extend the trail northward along Dana Strand Beach to Salt 
Creek Beach Park and the regional trail system along the Salt Creek 
Basin. 

o Develop an open space corridor with landscape and recreational 
improvements along the east edge of the San Juan Creek Channel. 

o Develop a special graphic signage system to locate and increase 
awareness of pedestrian and biking paths, including "scenic walks" and 
"scenic bike rides" throughout the City. 

o Improve pedestrian opportunities throughout the City, by completing the 
"Landscape Corridors" program and adding special streetscape 
improvements to the Dana Point Town Center and Doheny Village 
districts. 

Street trees, wide sidewalks, street furniture, pedestrian lighting, buildings 
and signage oriented to the sidewalk, and opportunities to stop at a park or 
other public place, are all essential to improve the City's pedestrian 
environment. Landscaping should be provided between the sidewalk and 
the roadway to protect pedestrians and buildings from traffic. 
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City Identity Graphics 

Develop a citywide identity graphics system to announce and mark the 
location of public buildings, parks, recreational opportunities, 
schools, scenic attractions, coastal access points, walking and biking 
paths, commercial districts, cultural facilities, artistic and historic 
enhancements, and public parking areas. 

Identity Graphics 

City HaJJ .. 
Beaches t 
Business • 
District 

Entry Monuments 

Entry Monuments 

Place entry monuments at principal entrances to the City. Emphasize 
the City's coastal identity, bluffs and visual prominence of the bluffs in 
the design. 
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Pedestrian Lighting 

Develop pedestrian-oriented lighting in special areas where 
pedestrian activity is to be focused. 

o Use the historic Lanterns unit as the designated lighting fixture 
throughout the Town Center. 

Historic Lantern Fixture 
Dana Point Town Center 

o Develop pedestrian-oriented lighting on Doheny Park Road, between the 
Route 1 overpass and Camino Capistrano. 

o Emphasize pedestrian-oriented site lighting in private development as a 
means to highlight pedestrian spaces and circulation patterns. Reduce 
high-masted site and parking lot lighting that contribute to excessive 
ambient light in the City's nighttime sky. 

o Develop pedestrian-oriented lighting adjacent to schools, community 
facilities and other public places with regular or occasional evening use. 

25 
URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

JULY9, 1991 





Public View Preservation 

Preserve public views from streets and public spaces throughout the 
City, and open new views where opportunities exist. 

Street of the Golden Lantern 
View Corridor 

The policy of the City is to protect public views when reviewing new 
development proposals and public improvement plans. However, the City 
does not accept responsibility for preserving private views that may be 
affected by private development or landscaping. 

Salt Creek Beach Park 
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Design Guidelines for Private Development 

Adopt Design Guidelines for private development that emphasize 
creating a high-quality street character, pedestrian orientation and 
continuity of design among adjacent developments. 

Future development in Dana Point should place primary emphasis on the 
contribution it makes to the public environment of the City's streets and 
pedestrian environment. While internally-oriented site and building groups 
may be developed, this should not be at the expense of public street 
character. 

Key design principles to improve the contribution of developments to public 
street character are: 

o Orientation of principal building elevations toward public streets. 
Avoidance of blank walls, large parking lots and other elements void of 
pedestrian and visual interest along the street edge. 

o Careful design of building forms as viewed from the street, with particular 
emphasis on creating building components scaled to human size. 

o Design of coordinated visual and circulation linkages between adjacent 
developments to create design continuity along public streets. 
Relationships can be drawn from similar building forms, heights, 
materials, landscape patterns and signage; connected walkways and 
driveways; and similar site plan arrangements. 

o Emphasis on pedestrian orientation and pedestrian opportunities, 
through widened sidewalks and street-facing plazas, courtyards visible 
from the street, and richly-planted landscape focus points oriented to the 
street. 

o Provide appropriate landscape buffer between street and pedestrians 
and building site. 

o Provision of landscape buffers between streets and new developments. 
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Dana Point enjoys an architectural diversity which reflects the stylistic 
preferences and predominant building types which have evolved over its 
75-year built history. The City's earliest buildings were simple vernacular 
fishing shacks and shelters built along the coastline. The earliest 
permanent buildings were residences designed in a variety of styles, 
including the Spanish Colonial Revival, which became popular in California 
during the 1920's. 

The City's communities each share common design elements that provide a 
subtle continuity to their architecture and landscape: 

Capistrano Beach has no single architectural style, but the dense plantings 
and residential scale of the neighborhood present an informal character that 
emphasizes buildings carefully set in the landscape. The area's most 
successfully designed commercial buildings, such as the Edgewater Inn on 
the Pacific Coast Highway, continue this residential, informal feel. 

The Dana Point Town Center's recent effort to establish an architectural 
theme has brought some continuity to the area, but architectural style in 
itself is not enough to accomplish the desired pedestrian orientation and 
"village" character. Design principles for the orientation of buildings to 
public sidewalks, provision of landscaped courtyards and other outdoor 
pedestrian spaces, removal of private parking lots from public view, and the 
scaling of building elements to human size are needed to build a more 
unified Town Center that attracts residents and visitors. 

Monarch Beach has a more Mediterranean character of architecture and 
landscape. The area's spacious character and lack of mature vegetation 
make single building forms more prominent in the landscape. As the area's 
planting matures, the image will be increasingly dominated by vegetation. 

Architecture in Dana Point should emphasize the following basic principles, 
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regardless of location or building function: 

o The integration of buildings and outdoor spaces for pedestrian activity is 
encouraged. The use of courtyards, patios, terraces, balconies, 
verandas, covered walkways and other defined outdoor spaces for 
human activity can help provide a rich architectural character that takes 
advantage of the region's climate, is energy efficient, and is designed for 
maximum human use. 

o Architecture, landscape design and site planning should contribute to the 
quality and character of the City's streets and public spaces. Each 
development should be carefully designed to benefit the character of the 
surrounding neighborhood and form a complementary relationship to 
neighboring buildings. 

o Buildings, planting and site design should promote pedestrian activity 
and pedestrian emphasis whenever an opportunity exists. Building 
frontages at the public sidewalk should be designed to maximize 
pedestrian emphasis and de-emphasize automobile orientation. 

o Larger buildings should be designed to reduce their perceived height and 
bulk by dividing their mass into smaller parts carefully scaled to human 
size. 

o Building forms and elevations should create interesting roof silhouettes, 
strong patterns of shade and shadow, and integral architectural detail. 

o Building signage should be carefully integrated with the site design, 
architecture, and plantings. 
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Historic Preservation 

Historic Residence in Santa Clara Neighborhood 

Development of specific policies and programs to preserve historically and 
architecturally-significant sites is needed. The City's Historic Preservation 
program should contain the following procedural steps and elements: 

o Adopt a City Historic Preservation Ordinance which establishes City 
programs for designation, preservation, review of proposed alterations or 
demolition on designated historic sites, and potential preservation 
incentives. The City may consider offering zoning and parking variances 
to make preservation feasible when other alternatives for the 
revitalization or improvement of a property do not exist. 

o Prepare a citywide Survey of Historic Resources to identify potentially
significant historic sites and districts. The Survey should prepare a 
listing of locally-significant historic resources for official designation by 
the City. Sites and districts with potential for State or National Register 
of Historic Places designation should also be identified, and nominations 
prepared where applicable. 
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Capistrano Beach Residence 

The neighborhoods of Capistrano Beach are among Dana Point's oldest 
and most distinguished residential areas. Several houses with potential for 
historic designation, such as the Dolph Mansion in Dana Point and Doheny 
House, are located here. The mature vegetation and distinct street 
landscape throughout the area create a strong identity. Pines Park, as well 
as the smaller lookouts at Camino Estrella, Gazebo Park and Louise Leyton 
Park, provide exceptional ocean views and limited recreational 
opportunities. Palisades Drive, the neighborhood's only street connecting 
directly to Pacific Coast Highway, is one of the City's most dramatic visual 
sequences as it winds down the bluff edge to the beach below. 

Urban Design Concepts: 

o Preserve the scale and character of the existing residential 
neighborhoods. 

o Maintain existing residential development standards for yard setbacks, 
minimum lot size and building height. Institute Discretionary Design 
Review for all multi-family residential development. 

o Provide public street tree improvements along Camino Capistrano and 
Camino Estrella, and encourage neighborhood-organized landscape 
improvements on other streets. 

o Encourage a new scenic lookout along Camino Capistrano, between 
Camino Estrella and the southern City limit at DelGado Road. 

o Provide additional landscape improvements on Palisade Drive between 
Gazebo Park and Pacific Coast Highway. 

o Promote applicable portions of Calle Hermosa as a pedestrian-oriented 
mixed use district of small shops, professional services and upper level 
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dwellings. 

o Encourage property owners to consider funding pedestrian street light 
and street landscape improvements. 

o Buildings in the district should emphasize pedestrian scale and sidewalk 
orientation in their street frontages. 

Pacific Coast Highway in Capistrano Beach 

The design character of Pacific Coast Highway is dominated by the 
continuous wide beachfront and line of coastal bluffs. Existing residences 
line the beachfront between Camino Capistrano and Palisade Drive. Most 
commercial development, primarily visitor-serving lodging, restaurants and 
small shops, is clustered between Palisade Drive and Doheny Park Road. 
Important Urban Design issues are the scale and character of new 
commercial development in the area, and completion of pedestrian and 
bike paths along and across Pacific Coast Highway. Urban design policies 
for improvements along Pacific Coast Highway are: 

o Complete pedestrian and bikeway improvements between Camino 
Capistrano and Doheny Park Road. 

Provide walking paths on both sides of the highway and a bikeway on 
the west side. 

o Provide landscape improvements on both sides of the highway. 

East side: Street trees 

West side: Color shrubs in groupings, between the walking path and 
Santa Fe tracks. 
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o For all commercial and multi-family development on Pacific Coast 
Highway, adopt strong design guidelines that reflect Capistrano Beach's 
architectural traditions and community character. 

Fully-landscaped building setbacks of 20 feet from the front property line. 

Larger building masses divided into smaller-scale components. Gabled 
and pitched roof forms with varying heights and ridgelines. 

Signage integrated with architecture, with wall signs preferred over 
freestanding signs. 

--..:-::::--:-= -=--====-·=--·-===- n - -=-=-:2-d._:::.:_ 
---....;;::;------·--==-...:;.· .. - -- --- _:_-~-~---

Edgewater Inn-Capistrano Beach 

o Maintain and improve open views of the ocean from Pacific Coast 
Highway through Doheny State Beach and Capistrano Beach Park. 

Parking lots, landscaping and other improvements should be designed 
and maintained to maximize coastal view opportunities. 

Future improvements on the public beach sites should not block ocean 
views from Pacific Coast Highway. 

Doheny Village 

Doheny Village lies at the edge of the gateway to the City from the 
Interstate 5 Freeway. The district's assets are its close physical proximity to 
the beach, good freeway access and high visibility. 

The mixed-use nature of Doheny Village is unique in the City. However, 
Doheny Village needs to develop a more unified character through 
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streetscape improvements and more consistent architectural and landscape 
design. Opportunities exist to develop stronger pedestrian connections to 
the beach and the planned hiking/biking path along the edges of the San 
Juan Creek Channel. Urban design policies for development in Doheny 
Village are: 

o Complete sidewalks and street trees on both sides of all streets 
throughout the Village. 

-~· .. : 

Development Character Doheny Park Road 
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1. Doheny pari( Road Landecaped . y . . 
2. At 1 Freeway Improved Edge and Interchange Planting. 
3. Community Pari( and Building on School District Site. 
4. San Juan Creek Hicking/Biklng Trail and Parkway. 
5. Doheny Village Community Commercial Area. 

Pedestrian orientation of buildings, etreetscape 
improvements, architectural and landscape continuity. 

6. Mixed-use Commercial and Residential. 
7. Business Pm development sites. 
8. Camino Capistrano improved pedestrian and landscape 

linkages to Palisade neighborhood. 
9. Community Facility development site. 
10. Residential14-22 OU/AC 
11. VISitor/Recreation Commercial 

DANA POINT 
GENERAL PLAN 
.North 

This Figure has been effectively certified by the Coastal 
Commission as part of the Certified Land Use Plan. For 
purposes of development within the coastal zone, use of 
cert1fied figures shall be in a manner which, on balance, is the 
most protective of significant coastal resources. This Figure is 
only a general representation of the coastal resources depicted 
herem. Site specific studies shall be conducted as part of 
tnd!VIdual coastal development permit applications to confirm 
the extent to which, if at all, the coastal resources depicted in 
this Figure exist on a particular site . 

Figure UD-3 
Doheny Village Urban Design Framework 

July 9, 1991 
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Doheny Park Road Commercial Area 

o Improve Doheny Park Road as a major entrance "parkway'' to the City 
and the visual focus of the Doheny Village commercial district. 

Planned public improvements include street reconstruction, a planted 
median, sidewalks and street trees, street furniture, and pedestrian
oriented lighting . 

. .... ~ 

t:::: 
::;:,;::-~ 

~ _ .... .. :., 
; .. ~ ~ 
;:~ 
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Regular tree planting is recommended with a single dominant tree species 
to help unify the district's character along public streets and in parking 
areas. This can be complemented with a variety of ornamental and canopy 
trees in yards and courtyards. Consider trees common in riparian areas to 
reflect the creekside setting of Doheny Village. 

,. ,. ,. ,.-
/ 

.-: 

\ \ . 
\ 

\ 
\ \ 
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The San Juan Creek Industrial-Business Area 

o Develop the properties between San Juan Creek and the Atchison, 
Topeka and Santa Fe tracks as a landscaped business park for marine 
oriented commercial services, light industry, and research and 
development uses. 

New development should provide landscaped open space with dense 
canopy trees for visual screening of building roofs, parking and service 
areas. 

The parkway adjacent to San Juan Creek shall incorporate the 
hiking/biking path, native riparian vegetation and trees. 

Channel 

Potential 
New Street 

Parkway 
Hiking/Biking Path 

Planted 
Building setback 

San Juan Creek Channel Hiking/Biking Path at Doheny Village 

Emphasize Victoria Boulevard as the primary pedestrian linkage between 
Doheny Village and San Juan Creek. Study alternatives for pedestrian 
crossing at the Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe tracks (surface, subgrade 
and elevated). 
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East of Sepulveda 

o Improve Doheny Village, east of Sepulveda, as a mixed-use 
neighborhood of multi-family housing, small professional offices, small 
commercial businesses and studios. 

Consider the School District-owned site for public use as a neighborhood 
park and community building. 

Develop additional dense tree plantings along the Route 1 Freeway to 
improve the buffer between the Freeway and Doheny Village and create 
a more dramatic entrance sequence to the City. Add more plantings to 
all Freeway edges and interchange areas. 
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Dana Point 

Pacific Coast Highway Corridor 

Pacific Coast Highway 

Pacific Coast Highway Corridor forms the eastern gateway to the Dana 
Point Town Center. The long uphill grade of Pacific Coast Highway is a 
dramatic entry to the Town Center, but the absence of a consistent street 
landscape and lack of design continuity among private developments 
communicate the image of a highway-oriented commercial strip. The 
objective for the area is to unify the public streetscape and private 
developments. 

Urban Design Concepts for Pacific Coast Highway: 

o Provide widened sidewalks and consistent street tree planting along the 
highway edges to unify the area's image and develop an improved 
environment for pedestrians. 
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o The Del Obispo Road-Pacific Coast Highway intersection is a visual 
focus of the area and entry to Dana Point Harbor. Future revitalization of 
the four corner properties should dedicate public easements at each 
corner for public landscape features that distinguish the intersection. 

o Site planning of private properties should minimize driveway entrances 
on the highway. Adjacent developments are encouraged to use shared 
driveway entrances and develop internal circulation linkages when 
feasible. Surface parking areas should be located to the rear or sides of 
buildings. 

o General architectural, landscape and signage design principles defined 
for the City will help create stronger design continuity among new private 
developments. 

•. · . 
. 

]:> 

r ..... pv-ove.d pe.de.sfri.,..., 
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The Dana Point Town Center 

Pacific Coast Highway looking Northwest 

Revitalization of the Dana Point Town Center is a high priority design and 
economic development goal of the City. The Town Center's future is 
closely linked to the need to manage traffic on Pacific Coast Highway and 
Del Prado, a program that will require the cooperation of CAL TRANS. The 
primary goal of the area is to create a compact pedestrian-oriented village 
with a ''small town" atmosphere and a mix of uses serving both residents 
and visitors. The Town Center should become one of Dana Point's central 
business districts and a public gathering place for entertainment, 
restaurants and shopping. 

Urban Design Concepts for the Dana Point Town Center: 

Public Spaces and Streetscape: 

o Improve pedestrian opportunities throughout the Town Center with 
widened sidewalks, regular street tree planting, street furniture, 
pedestrian-oriented lighting, and building frontages oriented to the 
sidewalk. 

o Develop landscape entrance features at each end of the Town Center. 
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~·-

West Town Center Entrance 

o Develop stronger pedestrian and visual linkages from the Town Center 
to the Blufftop Trail public lookouts and Heritage Park. Emphasize 
regular tree planting on all connecting streets and directional graphics to 
guide pedestrians to the trail and public open spaces. 
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- EXISTING DEVELOPMENT 

~:I POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES 

c::;::::r;. PROPOSED LANDSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS 
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Improve pedestrian 
quality or Town Center 
with widened sidewalks, 
regular street tree 
plantings, street furniture 
pedestrian lighting and 
buildings oriented to the 
sidewalk. 

2. Develop landstllped entrance 
features at each end of the 
couplet. 

3. Develop stronger linkages 
to Biurrtop trail. 
Emphasize tree planting 
on all connecting streets. 

~~ DANA POINT 
- ~~~~~RAL · PLAN 

This Figure has been effectively certified by the Coastal 
Comrrission as part of the Certified Land Use Plan. For 
purposes of development within the coastal zone. use of 
certified figures shall be in a manner which, on balance. is the 
most protective of significant coastal resources. This Figure is 
only a general representation of the coastal resources depicted 
herein. Site specific studies shall be conducted as part of 
individual coastal development permit applications to confirm 
the extent to which, if at all, the coastal resources depicted in 
this Figure exist on a particular site. 

4. Create a new pedestrian 
shopping focus on San Juan 
Street. New lnftll build
ings, widened sidewalks, 
lighting. street furniture 
and public art. 

Figure UD-4 
Dana Point Town Center 
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This Figure has been effectively certified by the Coastal 
Commisslon as part of the Certified Land Use Plan. For 
purposes of development within the coastal zone, use of 
certified figures shall be in a manner which, on balance, is the 
most protective of Significant coastal resources. This Figure is 
only a general representation of the coastal resources depicted 
herein. Site specific studies shall be conducted as part of 
individual coastal development pemit applications to confirm 
the extent to which, if at all, the coastal resources depicted in 
this Figure exist on a particular Site. 

Figure UD-5 
View of Dana Point Town Center ·and 



o Create a new pedestrian-oriented shopping focus on San Juan Avenue. 
Promote new infill buildings on existing parking lots. Develop widened 

sidewalks, pedestrian-oriented lighting, street furniture and public art, 
with small shops, restaurants and commercial services oriented to the 
sidewalk. 

SAN .JLJAN AVENUE PEDESTRIAN FOCUS 

1. Pedestrian passage from Pacific Coast Highway to San Juan Avenue. 
2. Pedestrian improvements to San Juan Avenue: 

Widened sidewalks 
Regular street tree planting 
Street furniture 
Pedestrian scaled lighting 
New buildings oriented to sidewalk and pedestrian spaces. 

3. New development opportunities on properties flanking entrance to La Plaza. 
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The most important principles for future architecture in the own Center is 
to emphasize creating a strong pedestrian orientation and carefully scaling 
building elements into small parts that relate to human size. 

o Provide pedestrian-oriented building frontages with ground-level shops 
and other active uses at the sidewalk. Outdoor pedestrian spaces such 
as courtyards, patios, covered walkways, porches and balconies are 
encouraged in all new private developments. 

o Divide large building masses into smaller elements that reflect a village 
feel and scale. Informal proportions and composition are encouraged. 

o Permit building heights up to 3 stories, provided the third story is stepped 
back along the primary street frontage. 

o Pitched and gabled roof forms are encouraged. 

o Wood siding painted in earth tone colors is encouraged as a primary wall 
material but other materials and colors may be acceptable if the building 
is carefully-scaled to the pedestrian, is compatible with neighboring 
buildings, and is sensitive to the informal village character desired for 
architecture in the Town Center. 

Design policy in the Town Center has encouraged an architectural 
character derived from seacoast villages. While this vocabulary is 
encouraged in new development, other design approaches may be 
acceptable if they achieve sensitively-scaled buildings that contribute to an 
improved pedestrian environment and village atmosphere. 
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La Plaza 

o Strengthen the Plaza area as a center of neighborhood shops and 
services. Potential redevelopment of the west side of La Plaza present 
an opportunity to define the public space with a two story building of 
ground level shops and upper level offices or dwellings. 

o Promote revitalization of the northwest (Chevron) and northeast (old 
Post Office) corners of La Plaza and Pacific Coast Highway. 

Parking in the Town Center 

Create a parking district for public parking and study potential locations for 
additional public parking including structures and lots. Consider reduced 
on-site parking requirements and institute an in-lieu fee program to finance 
public parking facilities when minimum standard on-site parking 
requirements are not met. 

o Strengthen the Plaza area as a center of neighborhood shops and 
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The Santa Clara Avenue Neighborhood and Blufftop Trail 

Amber Lantern Lookout 

The Santa Clara Avenue neighborhood is a small unique residential 
enclave between the- Harbor and Town Center. The neighborhood is noted 
for its well maintained and historic houses, public lookouts and spectacular 
views to the ocean. Several newer multi-family projects have been 
developed in the neighborhood to diversify and compliment the area's older 
single family character. The recent development of a portion of the Blufftop 
Trail has successfully pioneered one of southern California's most unique 
and significant open space resources. 

o Where possible, complete the missing links of the Blufftop Trail between 
the Headlands and Doheny State Beach. Since existing single family 
homes prohibit a continuous bluff edge easement between The Streets 
of the Blue and Amber Lanterns and between Streets of the Violet and 
Old Golden Lantern, develop pedestrian improvements (street trees, 
benches, bike lanes, and graphic markers) along Santa Clara Avenue to 
continue the trail. 
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The Dana Point Harbor 

The City of Dana Point is the local agency responsible for general planning 
and zoning of the Dana Point Harbor. The County of Orange has 
management responsibility for the Harbor. However, as a part of the City of 
Dana Point, the City and the General Plan have an active role in shaping 
the Harbor's future improvement and development. 

Dana Point Harbor Drive, with its plantings, recreational spaces and views 
of the bluffs, provides a dramatic open space corridor along the Harbor 
edge. The following pedestrian connections in the Harbor area need to be 
strengthened: 

o Improve the pedestrian linkage between the Harbor and Dana Point 
Headlands along Cove Road. 

o Create a stronger pedestrian linkage and design orientation between the 
Harbor and Doheny State Beach. Improve the pedestrian and bike 
paths. 

The design of buildings and parking areas in the Harbor district needs to 
give greater attention to the unique waterfront setting. 

o Future buildings and building additions should form compact clusters 
located along the water's edge, in the same manner as historic dockside 
and marine development. Freestanding buildings surrounded by parking 
lots should be avoided. 

o The visual impact of parking lots and trailer storage areas needs to be 
reduced. Visitors to the Harbor should view landscape and buildings, 
with parking and boat storage areas screened by vegetation, low walls 
and buildings. 
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The Dana Point Headlands 

The Dana Point Headlands form the City's most precious land resource. 
Urban Design objectives for development on the Headlands are: 

o Preserve a continuous open space corridor along the coastline, providing 
full public access to the bluff edge and coastal views. 

o Connect the Blufftop Trail to the Headlands, and extend the trail to Dana 
Strand Beach and Salt Creek Beach Park. 

o Preserve the relative height and visual prominence of the ridge top near 
Pacific Coast Highway as permanent open space, and consider the ridge 
top for location of a public park. 

o Develop a landscaped open space corridor along Pacific Coast Highway, 
preserving the perception of the Headlands as being predominantly open 
land. 

o Future buildings on the Headlands should be carefully integrated with 
existing landforms, maintaining a visual profile that causes minimum 
disruption of public ridgeline views. 

The Lantern Residential District 

The Lantern District is a relatively high-density neighborhood of single 
family, duplex and multi-family dwellings north and inland of the Dana Point 
Town Center. The area's close walking distance to the Town Center, view 
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corridors to the ocean along streets, and strong neighborhood identity are 
assets. Needed urban design improvements are: 

o Upgrading of infrastructure. Many streets and alleys need reconstruc
tion, and several missing sidewalk segments need to be completed. 

o The entire area would benefit from a neighborhood-organized street 
landscape effort, provided that view corridors to the ocean are not 
obstructed. Public street tree improvements on La Cresta Drive and 
Selva Road are especially needed. 

o Stronger code enforcement to correct dilapidated and poorly-maintained 
properties which degrade positive neighborhood identity. 
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Monarch Beach 

The Ritz Carlton at Monarch Beach 

Monarch Beach has a dramatic setting focused on the Pacific Ocean and 
Salt Creek Basin. The area has benefited by master planning and more 
current development standards. Salt Creek Beach Park, Dana Strand 
Beach and The Links at Monarch Beach give the community an outdoor 
recreation emphasis. The most prominent landmark is the Ritz Carlton 
Resort Hotel, soon to be accompanied by the Monarch Beach Resort. 

Monarch Beach has few Urban Design issues due to its newness and 
quality of recent planning efforts. Planned Urban Design improvements 
are: 

o Completion of the Salt Creek regional trail from Laguna Niguel to Salt 
Creek Beach. Construction of a public beach building at Salt Creek 
Beach. 

o Stronger development standards that provide carefully-sited and 
designed projects that fit the existing topography, minimizing mass
grading and large engineered flat pads. 

o Completion of roadside landscaping, walkways and bike paths along 
Pacific Coast Highway. 

o Provide public improvements to Sea Terrace Park. 
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APPENDIX A. DANA POINT LANDSCAPE CORRIDORS 

Appendix A lists the City's major street corridors where public landscape improvements 
are to be focused. 

Existing sidewalk and street tree planting and conditions are noted. Designed sidewalk 
and street tree standards are categorized according to the various configurations that 
exist or are proposed. Drawings of the standards (A through I) are given on the 
following pages. 



Pacific Coast Highway. 
San Clemente City Limit to 
Palisade Drive. 

(CAL TRANS} 

Pacific Coast Highway. 
Palisade Drive to Doheny 
Park Road. 

(CAL TRANS} 

Pacific Coast Highway. 
Doheny Park Road to Del 
Obispo Street. 

(CAL TRANS) 

Pacific Coast Highway. Del 
Obispo Street to Street of 
the Copper Lantern. 

Pacific Coast Highway. 
Street of the Copper 
Lantern to Street of the Blue 
Lantern. 
jCALTRANS} 

Pacific Coast Highway. 
Street of the Blue Lantern to 
Selva Road. 

(CAL TRANS) 

APPENDIX A 
DANA POINT LANDSCAPE CORRIDORS 

None existing or 
planned. 

None existing or 
planned. 

None existing. 
- Potential for plaated 

•ediaa. 

None existing. 
- Poteatlal for plaated 

•ediaa. 

None existing or 
planned. 

Existing striped 
median. 
- Poteatial for plaated 

•ediaa 

No sidewalks or street trees. 

Coast side: Condition E. 
Inland side: No sidewalks or 
street trees. 

Condition E. Missing 
sidewalk links. No street 
trees. 

Condition E. 

Condition E. 

Condition G. 

A-1 

. ... .. .... . ..... - --.,·--,·--.- -.---

Coast side: Condition H. 
Inland side: Condition B. 

Coast side: Condition B. 
Inland side: Condition B. 

Conditions A, B. 

Conditions A, B. 

Condition C. 

Condition G. 

- New sidewalks/walklnl 
paths both sides. 

- Street trees, both sides. 

- Complete sidewalks aad 
street trees, both sides. 

- Complete sidewalks. 
- Selective opportuaitles for 

street tree piaatla1 Ia 
sidewalk space. 

- Selective opportuaitles for 
street tree piaat1a1 Ia 
sidewalk space. 

- Opportunity ror street tree 
plaatla1 Ia sidewalk space 
as laterl• •easure. 

- Couplet area lmprove•eats, 
Condltioa C. 

- No improvements needed, 
except to assure conformity 
of landscape. 
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Pacific Coast Highway. 
Selva Road to Nigel Road. 

(CAL TRANS) 

Pacific Coast Highway. 
Nigel Road to Crown Valley 
Parkway. 

Pacific Coast Highway. 
Crown Valley Parkway to 
Laguna Beach City Limit. 

Street of the Golden 
Lantern. Dana Point Harbor 
Drive to Del Prado. 

Street of the Golden 
Lantern. Del Prado to 
Pacific Coast 

Street of the Golden 
Lantern. Pacific Coast 

to La Paz. 

Street of the Golden 
Lantern. La Paz to 
Stone hill. 

Existing striped 
median. 
- Poteatlal for planted 

median. 

Existing striped 
median. 
- Poteatlal for plaated 

medlaa. 

Existing striped 
median. 
- Potential for planted 

median. 

Existing planted 
median. 

I Existing median. 

APPENDIX A 

DANA POINT LANDSCAPE CORRIDORS 

(Continued) 

No existing sidewalks or I Condition B. 
street trees. Planted 
embankments both sides. 

West side: Condition E. West side: Condition B. 
East side: Conditions F, G. East side: Condition G. 
Improvements incomplete. 

No existing sidewalks or Condition B. 
street trees. 

East side: East side: Condition F. 
Existing Condition F. West side: Condition B. 

West side: 
Existin2 Condition H. 

I East side: Conditions F, E. Condition C (both sides). 
West side: Condition E. 

Existing planted median I Conditions E, F. I Conditions A, B. 
(Intermittent). 

Existing planted median Conditions E, F, H. Conditions F, H. 
(Intermittent). (Varies with location). (Varies with location). 

A-2 

I -Develop sidewalks both 
aides. (Condition B). 

East aide: Dnelop aew 
sidewalks aad street trees. 
(Coadltloa G). 
West side: Condition B. 

- Develop aew sidewalks botla 
sides or highway. 
(Condition B). 

No improvements needed. 

- Selective opportunities for 
street tree planting, both 
aides. 
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Camino Capistrano. 
Palisade Drive to Camino 
Estrella. 

Del Obispo Street. Pacific 
Coast Highway to Stoaehill 
Drive. 

Del Obispo Street. Stonehill 
Drive to Camino del Avion. 

None. 

- Poteatlal for planted 
medlaa Ia selective 
locations. 

- Poteatlal for plaated 
medlaa Ia selective 
locatio as. 

Selva Road. Pacific Coast I None existing or 
Hi~thway to La Crcsta Drive. planned. 

Selva Road. La Cresta 
Drive to Street of the Blue 
Lantern. 

Selva Road. Street of the 
Blue Lantern to Street of the 
Golden Lantern. 

Selva Road. Street of the 
Golden Lantern to Stonehill 
Drive. 

None existing or 
planned. 

None existing or 
plaaned. 

None existing or 
planned. 

APPENDIX A 

DANA POINT LANDSCAPE CORRIDORS 

(Continued) 

Condition F. 

Partial sidewalks, primarily 
on cast side. Condition E. 

Partial sidewalks, primarily 
on cast side. Condition E. 

Condition H. 

Condition H. 

North side: Condition E 
(partial sidewalks). 
South side: Condition E. 

Conditions E, H. 

A-3 

Condition F. 

Conditions A, B. 

Conditions A, B, H. 
Varies with location. 

Condition H. 

Condition H. 

Conditions A, B. 

Conditions A, B, H. 
Varies with location. 

- Opportualtles for addltloaal 
street plantlag. 

- Complete sidewalks and 
street trees. 

- Complete sidewalks aad 
street trees. 

No improvements needed. 

- Plaatlag opportualtles. 
South side: Street trees. 
North side: Street trees 
except at new locatloas. 

- Complete sidewalks on 
aorth side. 

- Opportualtles for addltloaal 
street tree plaatlaR. 

- Complete mlsslag sidewalk 
segmeats. 

- Opportualtles for addltloaal 
street tree plaatlag. 
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Street of the Golden No existing median. 
Lantern. Stonehill to - Potential for planted 
Aca ulco. median. 

Street of the Golden Improve existing 
Lantern. Acapulco to planted median. 
Camino del Avion. 

Del Prado. Street of the None. 
Copper Lantern to Old 
Golden Lantern. 

TRANS) 

Del Prado. Old Golden None. 
Lantern to Street of the Blue 
Lantern. 

(CAL TRANS) 

Doheny Park Road. Pacific Partial planted median 
Coast Highway to Camino exists. 
Capistrano. - Potential for planted 

median exists. 

Camino Capistrano. Doheny None. 
Park Road to Via Canon. 

Camino Capistrano. Via None. 
Canon to Palisade Drive. 

APPENDIX A 

DANA POINT LANDSCAPE CORRIDORS 

(Continued) 

East side: Condition I. I East side: Condition I. 
West side: Condition E. West side: Condition B. 

~- Opportunity for street tree 
planting, east side. 

East side: Conditions F, G. East side: Conditions F, G I - Improve planted median. 
West side: Condition H. (Varies with location). 

West side: Condition H. 

Condition B. Condition C. 

Condition E. I Condition C. 

Partial sidewalks. No street I Condition D. 
trees. 

Partial sidewalks. No street Condition F. 
trees. 

Partial sidewalks. No street Condition F. 
trees. 

A-4 

- Couplet area streetscape 
Improvements. (Condition 
C) 

~- Couplet area streetscape 
Improvements. 

~- Doheny Park Road 
streetscape bnprovemeots. 

- Develop oew sidewalks and 
street trees. 

- Complete sidewalks where 
conditions permit. 

- Opportunities for street tree 
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La Cresta Drive. Chula None existing or 
Vista to Street of the Amber planned. 
Lantern. 

La Cresta Drive. Street of None existing or 
the Amber Lantern to Street planned. 
of the Copper Lantern. 

Niguel Road. Pacific Coast I Existing planted 
Highway to Camino del median. 
Avion. 

Crown Valley Parkway. Existing planted 
Pacific Coast Highway to median. 
Camino del A vion. 

Camino del Avion. Crown Partial planted median. 
Valley Parkway to Nigel 
Road. 

Camino del Avion. Nigel Partial planted median. 
Road to Shipside. - Complete missing 

ts. 

Camino del Avion. Shipside ~- Potential for planted 
to Del Obispo Street. median. 

APPENDIX A 

DANA POINT LANDSCAPE CORRIDORS 

(Continued) 

Condition E. Missing I Conditions A, B. 
sidewalk links. 

Condition F. Missing Condition F. 
sidewalks at east end. 

Conditions G, H. Conditions G, H. 

I Condition H. I Condition H. 

' 

Condition H. Condition H. 

I Condition H. I Condition H. 

No sidewalks or street trees. I Condition H. 

A-5 

- Complete missing sidewalk 
links. 

- Opportunities for additional 
street tree 

- Complete missing sidewalk 
links. 

- Opportunities for additional 
street 

- U nlly planting design. 

I - U nlly planting design. 

I - U nlfy planting design. 

I - Unify planting design. 

~- Complete sidewalks and 
parkway trees. 
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Stonehill Drive. Del Obispo None. 
Street to Street of the 
Golden Lantern. 

Stonehill Drive. Street of - Opportunity to plant 
the Golden Lantern to medlaa. 
Monarch Beach Drive. 

Stonehill Drive. Monarch Existing planted 
Beach Drive to Ni2el Road. median. 

APPENDIX A 

DANA POINT LANDSCAPE CORRIDORS 

(Continued) 

Conditions E, H. Missing Conditions A, B, H. 
sidewalk links. Varies with location. 

Conditions E, H. Conditions A, B, H. 
Varies with locatioa. 

Condition H. Condition H. 

A-6 

I -Complete missing sidewalk 
links. 

~- OpportooiUes fer plaatlaa 
Ia exlstlag medlaa and 
sidewalk soace. 

I No improvements needed. 
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Appendix A Dana Point landscape Corridors 
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Appendix A rridors 
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Appendix A Dana Point Landscape Corridors 
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INTRODUCTION TO THE CONSERVATION AND 
OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

The Conservation and Open Space Element addresses the preservation and use of the 
City's important natural resources and open space areas. The goals and policies in this 
Element build upon those in the other elements of the General Plan, especially the Land 
Use Element and Urban Design Element. The City's Master Environmental Assessment 
and the Conservation and Open Space Technical Report provide necessary background 
information and are supporting documents for this Element. 

The Conservation and Open Space Element also addresses the City's park system. 
However, detailed planning and operation of parks and recreation facilities is the 
responsibility of the Capistrano Bay Park and Recreation District. The City has both 
public and private parks and facilities at the community and neighborhood level. 
Opportunities exist to expand and enhance the recreational components of the City. As a 
regional center for tourist activities, the City also has a strong interest in providing open 
space, cultural, and recreational opportunities for visitors to the area. By providing 
expanded open space, cultural, and recreational opportunities, the City will balance the 
long-term economic viability of the visitor-serving segment of its economy with the 
livability of the City for its residents. 

PURPOSE OF THE CONSERVATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

This Element meets State requirements concerning the Conservation and 
Open Space Elements as defined in Sections 65302d and 65302e of the 
Government Code. According to these requirements, the Conservation 
Element must contain goals and policies that further the protection and 
maintenance of the State's natural resources such as water, soils, wildlife, 
minerals, and other natural resources, and prevents their wasteful exploita
tion, degradation, and destruction. 

The Open Space Element must contain goals and policies concerned with 
managing all open space areas, including undeveloped lands and outdoor 
recreation areas. Specifically, the Open Space Element includes open 
space that is used for the preservation of natural resources, for the 
managed production of resources, for outdoor recreation, and that which is 
left undeveloped for public health and safety reasons. 

CONSERVATION/OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 
JUNE 27, 1995 

(GPA95-02(c)/LCPA95-08) 



RELATED PLANS AND PROGRAMS 

There are a number of existing plans and programs which are directly 
applicable to the aims and objectives of this Element. These plans and 
programs were enacted through Federal, State, and local legislation and 
are administered by agencies or special districts that have been delegated 
with powers to enforce Federal, State and local laws. Federal laws that are 
concerned with the protection of significant cultural and natural resources 
include the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (as amended in 1978), the 
Antiquities Act and the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and the 
National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA). 

California Environmental Quality Act Law and Guidelines 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was adopted by the State 
legislature in response to a public mandate that called for a thorough 
environmental analysis of those projects that might adversely affect the 
environment. The provisions of the law, review procedure, and any 
subsequent analysis are described in the CEQA Law and Guidelines as 
amended in 1986. CEQA will continue to be instrumental in ensuring that 
the impacts of all potentially significant projects are assessed by City 
officials (both appointed and elected) and the general public. 

California Fish and Game Regulations 

The California Fish and Game Code was adopted by the State legislature to 
protect the fish and wildlife resources of the State. Special permits are 
required for any lake or stream alterations, dredging or other activities that 
may affect fish and game habitat. 

California Coastal Act 

The 1976 California Coastal Act is intended to protect the natural and 
scenic qualities of the California coast. The City's General Plan, Zoning 
Ordinance and other implementing action will comprise the City's Local 
Coastal Program. The goals and policies of the Conservation/Open Space 
Plan implement many of the objectives and requirements of the California 
Coastal Act. 

City of Dana Point Land Use Element 

The City's Land Use Element contains two land use designations that 
encompass open space land uses: Recreation/Open Space and 
Community Facility. The Recreation/Open Space land use designation 
encompasses most of the open space that exists in the City including active 
and passive parkland and natural open space. Distinctions between the 
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active recreation/open spaces and the passive recreation/open areas 
including natural open space areas will be made in the Zoning Ordinance 
and the Zoning Map in implementing the General Plan. The Community 
Facility land use designation contains more intensive recreational and/or 
cultural facilities such as community or cultural facilities, museums, and art 
galleries. 

Plans and programs that have contributed to the planning in Dana Point 
related to conservation and open space include the following documents: 

The Master Plan of Parks and Recreation 

This Plan was completed in 1990 by the Capistrano Bay Park and 
Recreation District and is the official Master Plan of the District. The parks 
and recreation facilities in Dana Point are operated and maintained by the 
District. An update to the Master Plan will be completed in 1991. This Plan, 
when completed, will describe the master plan of public parkland for the 
City including specific locations, standards, and design guidelines. The 
Plan should be consistent with the goals and policies contained in this 
Conservation and Open Space Element relating to the provision of 
parkland. 

County of Orange Master Plan of Local Parks 

The County's Master Parks Plan provides goals, objectives and policies and 
provides implementation programs for a comprehensive countywide park 
plan. In conjunction with the County's Local Park Code, specific criteria are 
intended to provide an adequate supply of usable county parkland. This 
Plan provides a regional park planning context for the Dana Point 
Conservation/Open Space Element. 

County of Orange Master Plan of Regional Riding and Hiking Trails 

The County's trails plan provides policies and programs to implement the 
future development and operation of the County-wide trails system. The 
Plan includes an inventory of existing and proposed trails and standards 
and criteria for new trails. The City has incorporated the County's trails 
criteria into the Conservation and Open Space Element. 

County of Orange Recreation Element 

The Recreation Element of the County of Orange General Plan provides an 
inventory of existing and proposed parks and open space and includes the 
Master Plan of Local Parks and Trails component. 
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County of Orange Resources Element 

The County's Resources Element includes an inventory of the County-wide 
resources such as agricultural, mineral, and wildlife resources, energy, 
water, air, open space, and cultural-historic resources. The element also 
includes goals, policies and programs for the development, management, 
preservation, and conservation of the county's resources. This Element 
provides sources of regional information affecting the Dana Point area. 

County of Orange Master Plan of Regional Recreation Facilities 

The Orange County Harbors, Beaches and Parks Department (HBPD) 
develops and manages six coastal recreational facilities in the City. The 
Master Plan of Regional Recreation Facilities component of the Orange 
County Recreation Element establishes policies for developing and 
maintaining these facilities. 

State Park Recreation Plan 

The State of California Parks and Recreation Department oversees the plan 
for Doheny Beach State Park which extends from Del Obispo Street 
southeast to Capistrano Beach County Park. The plan includes 
recreational facilities and allowances for overnight camping with tents and 
trailers. 

SCOPE AND CONTENT OF THE ELEMENT 

In addition to the Introduction, the Conservation and Open Space Element 
includes two sections: Conservation Goals and Policies and Conservation 
and Open Space Plan. Conservation and Open Space Goals and Policies 
identify goals and supporting policies addressing open space resources in 
the City. The Conservation and Open Space Plan is concerned with 
protecting and enhancing natural and open space resources. The Plan is 
divided into two sections: Conservation and Open Space. The 
Conservation Section contains policies for the preservation and utilization of 
Dana Point's natural resources. The Open Space section focuses on the 
City's existing and future parkland and the policies for the enhancement and 
maintenance of its parkland and recreational facilities. 
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CONSERVATION AND OPEN SPACE 
GOALS AND POLICIES 

A substantial portion of the City's natural open space and biological habitat has been 
replaced with urban development. However, there are significant portions of the 
community that remain in a natural state. These areas include the Headlands, portions of 
Monarch Beach, and the Salt Creek and San Juan Creek Basins. Although portions of 
these areas are planned to be developed in the future, the conservation of open space 
and the natural landforms can help to preserve the character of the area. The future 
development of the areas should respect these natural features of the community. 

The goals and supporting policies included in this Element address specific issues and 
opportunities to conserve the City's remaining sensitive lands and to enhance the open 
space within the City. 

CONSERVATION AND PROTECTION OF WATER RESOURCES 

Although the City of Dana Point has a high percentage of land that has 
been developed, areas for future revitalization may have a significant effect 
on the water resources of the community. Therefore, it is essential to 
protect the existing drainage courses in as natural condition as possible. 
The depletion or pollution of groundwater resources is a concern. Water 
conservation measures should be adopted by the City to effectively reclaim 
water and encourage water conservation throughout the development 
process. 

GOAL 1: Conserve and protect surface water, groundwater and 
imported water resources. 

Policy 1.1: Retain, protect, and enhance local drainage courses, channels, 
and creeks in their natural condition, where feasible and desirable, in order 
to maximize their natural hydrologic functioning so as to minimize adverse 
impacts from polluted storm water run-off. (Coastal Act/30231) 

Policy 1.2: Protect groundwater resources from depletion and sources of 
pollution. 

Policy 1.3: Conserve imported water by providing water conservation 
techniques, and using reclaimed water, water conserving appliances, and 
drought-resistant landscaping when feasible. 

Policy 1.4: Protect water quality by seeking strict quality standards and 
enforcement with regard to water imported into the County, and the 
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preservation of the quality of water in the groundwater basin, streams, 
estuaries, and the ocean. (Coastal Act/30231) 

Policy 1.5: Retain, maintain, protect, and enhance existing riparian habitat 
adjacent to drainage courses, channels, and creeks through methods such 
as, but not limited to, the establishment of buffer areas adjacent to such 
habitats. (Coastal Act/30231) 

Policy 1.6: Channelizations, dams, or other substantial alterations of rivers 
and streams shall incorporate the best mitigation measures feasible to 
mitigate the loss of any riparian habitat and any downstream impacts, and 
shall be limited to (1) necessary water supply projects, (2) flood control 
projects where no other method for protecting existing structures in the 
floodplain is feasible and where such protection is necessary for public 
safety or to protect existing development, or (3) developments where the 
primary function is the improvement of fish and wildlife habitat. (Coastal 
Act/30236) 

Policy 1.7: Maintain and, where feasible, restore the biological productivity 
and the quality of coastal waters, creeks, and groundwater, appropriate to 
maintain optimum populations of marine organisms and to protect human 
health. Measures including, but not limited to, minimizing the adverse 
effects of waste water discharges, controlling runoff, preventing the 
depletion of groundwater supplies, preventing substantial interference with 
surface water flow, maintaining vegetation buffer areas protecting riparian 
habitats, minimizing alteration of natural streams, and street sweeping, shall 
be encouraged. (Coastal Act/30231) 

Policy 1.8: Coordinate with the appropriate Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, the County of Orange and other agencies and organizations in the 
implementation of the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
Permits (NPDES) regulations to minimize adverse impacts on the quality of 
coastal waters. (Coastal Act/30231) 

CONSERVATION OF SIGNIFICANT NATURAL FEATURES 

The natural features in the Dana Point area have helped to create the 
desirable character of the area. Topographical features such as the 
Headlands, Salt Creek and the San Juan Creek watershed, the bluffs, the 
inland hills, and the beachfront should be protected from insensitive 
development. Public views should be conserved and the natural vegetation 
retained as much as possible. The beach areas and bluff area have 
potential for excessive erosion if not protected. 

GOAL 2: Conserve significant topographical features, important 
watershed areas, resources, soils and beaches. 
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Policy 2.1: Place restrictions on the development of floodplain areas, 
beaches, sea cliffs, ecologically sensitive areas and potentially hazardous 
areas. (Coastal Act/30235, 30236, 30240, 30253) 

Policy 2.2: Site and architectural design shall respond to the natural 
landform whenever possible to minimize grading and visual impact. 
(Coastal Act/30250) 

Policy 2.3: Control erosion during and following construction through 
proper grading techniques, vegetation replanting, and the installation of 
proper drainage, and erosion control improvements. (Coastal Act/30243) 

Policy 2.4: Require the practice of proper soil management techniques to 
reduce erosion, sedimentation, and other soil-related problems. (Coastal 
Act/30243) 

Policy 2.5: Lessen beach erosion by minimizing any natural changes or 
man-caused activities which would reduce the replenishment of sand to the 
beaches. (Coastal Act/30235) 

Policy 2.6: Encourage public acquisition of significant land resources for 
open space when funds or opportunities are available. (Coastal Act/30240) 

Policy 2.7: Require geotechnical studies for developments that are 
proposed for steep slopes (4:1 or steeper) on or adjacent to coastal or 
inland blufftops, and where geological instability may be suspected. 
(Coastal Act/30253) 

Policy 2.8: Minimize risks to life and property, and preserve the natural 
environment, by siting and clustering new development away from areas 
which have physical constraints associated with steep topography and 
unstable slopes; and where such areas are designated as Recreation/Open 
Space or include bluffs, beaches, or wetlands, exclude such areas from the 
calculation of net acreage available for determining development intensity 
or density potential. (Coastal Act/30233, 30253) 

Policy 2.9: Preserve significant natural features as part of new 
development. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to 
minimize the alteration of natural landforms. Improvements adjacent to 
beaches shall protect existing natural features and be carefully integrated 
with landforms. (Coastal Act/30240, 30250, 30251, 30253) 

Policy 2.10: Adopt setback standards which include, at a minimum, a 25 
foot setback from the bluff edge or which take into consideration fifty years 
of bluff erosion, whichever is most restrictive for a particular blufftop site . 

. When necessary, require additional setbacks of buildings and site 
improvements from bluff faces which will maximize public and structural 
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safety, consistent with detailed site-specific geotechnical report 
recommendations. (Coastal Act/30253) 

Policy 2.11: Preserve Dana Point's bluffs as a natural and scenic resource 
and avoid risk to life and property through responsible and sensitive bluff 
top development including, but not limited to, the provision of drainage 
which directs runoff away from the bluff edge and towards the street, where 
feasible, and restricting irrigation and use of water-intensive landscaping 
within the setback area to prevent bluff erosion. (Coastal Act/30251, 
30253) 

Policy 2.12: New bluff top development shall minimize risks to life and 
property in geologically sensitive areas and be designed and located so as 
to ensure geological stability and structural integrity. Such development 
shall have no detrimental affect, either on-site or off-site, on erosion or 
geologic stability, and shall be designed so as not to require the 
construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural land 
forms along bluffs and cliffs. (Coastal Act/30253) 

Policy 2.13: Bluff repair and erosion control measures such as retaining 
walls and other similar devices shall be limited to those necessary to protect 
existing structures in danger from erosion to minimize risks to life and 
property and shall avoid causing significant alteration to the natural 
character of the bluffs. (Coastal Act/30251, 30253) 

Policy 2.14: Shoreline or ocean protective devices such as revetments, 
breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff retaining walls, and 
other such construction that alters shoreline processes shall be permitted 
when required to serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing 
structures or public beaches in danger from erosion, and when designed to 
eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply and 
minimize adverse impacts on public use of sandy beach areas. (Coastal 
Act/3021 0-12, 30235) 

Policy 2.15: Assure that public safety is provided for in all new seaward 
construction or seaward additions to existing beachfront single-family 
structures in a manner that does not interfere, to the maximum extent 
feasible, with public access along the beach. (Coastal Act/30210-212, 
30214,30253) 

Policy 2.16: Identify flood hazard areas and provide appropriate land use 
regulations, such as but not limited to the requirement that new 
development shall have the lowest floor, including basement, elevated to or 
above the base flood elevation, for areas subject to flooding in order to 
minimize risks to life and property. (Coastal Act/30235, 30253) 

Policy 2.17: Establish building code, setback, site design and landscaping 
requirements that assure adequate fire protection to minimize risks to life 
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and property. (Coastal Act/30253) 

Policy 2.18: Dredging and spoils disposal shall be planned and carried out 
to avoid significant disruption to marine and wildlife habitats and water 
circulation. Dredge spoils suitable for beach replenishment should be 
transported for such purposes to appropriate beaches or into suitable long 
shore current systems. (Coastal Act/30233) 

Policy 2.19: Whenever feasible, the material removed from erosion control 
and flood control facilities may be placed at appropriate points on the 
shoreline in accordance with other applicable provisions of the Local 
Coastal Program, and where feasible mitigation measures have been 
provided to minimize adverse environmental effects. Aspects that shall be 
considered before issuing a coastal development permit for such purposes 
are the method of placement, time of year of placement, and sensitivity of 
the placement area. (Coastal Act/30233) 

CONSERVATION OF BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The existing development and urbanization of Dana Point has nearly 
eliminated sizable expanses of undisturbed native vegetation. The 
remaining vegetation includes small isolated pockets of chaparral and 
coastal sage scrub. The shoreline areas from north of Dana Point Harbor 
and extending along Doheny State Beach provide a habitat for a wide 
variety of marine animals and plants. These areas have been designated 
by the State of California as Marine Life Refuges. Although there are 
limited quantities of undisturbed vegetation several sensitive species have 
been observed with the City including the California Black Tailed 
Gnatcatcher, the Monarch Butterfly, and the Turkish Ruggish (plant). 

GOAL 3: Conserve significant natural plant and animal communities. 

Policy 3.1: Environmentally sensitive habitat areas, including important 
plant communities, wildlife habitats, marine refuge areas, riparian areas, 
wildlife movement corridors, wetlands, and significant tree stands, such as 
those generally depicted on Figure COS-1 shall be preserved. 
Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas 
shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly 
degrade those areas through such methods as, the practice of creative site 
planning, revegetation, and open space easement/dedications, and shall be 
compatible with the continuance of those habitat areas. A definitive 
determination of the existence of environmentally sensitive habitat areas on 
a specific site shall be made through the coastal development permitting 
process. (Coastal Act/30230, 30240) 
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Policy 3.2: Require development proposals in areas expected or known to 
contain important plant and animal communities and environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas, such as but not limited to marine refuge areas, 
riparian areas, wildlife movement corridors, wetlands, and significant tree 
stands, to include biological assessments and identify affected habitats. 
(Coastal Act/30230, 30240) 

Policy 3.3: Encourage retention of natural vegetation and require 
revegetation of graded areas. 

Policy 3.4: Ensure urban use of open space lands that have conservation 
or open space easements is limited to only those uses expressly allowed by 
the easements. Document those easements to increase knowledge of their 
existence. (Coastal Act'30240) 

Policy 3.5: Ensure that public access to the shore of the marine life refuge 
is not detrimental to the resources of the refuge. (Coastal Act'30230) 

Policy 3.6: The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, 
estuaries, and lakes shall only be permitted in accordance with Section 
30233 of the Coastal Act. (Coastal Act'30233) 

Policy 3.7: Environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA) shall be 
protected against any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses 
dependent on those resources shall be allowed within those areas. 
(Coastal Act'30240) 

Policy 3.8: Development in areas adjacent to parks and recreation areas 
shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly 
degrade those areas through, among other methods, creative site planning 
and minimizing visual impacts, and shall be compatible with the 
continuance of those parks and recreation areas. (Coastal Act'30240) 

Policy 3.9: Uses of the marine environment shall be carried out in a 
manner that will sustain the biological productivity of coastal waters and that 
will maintain healthy populations of all species of marine organisms 
adequate for long-term commercial, recreational, scientific, and educational 
purposes. (Coastal Act'30230) 

Policy 3.10: Existing marine structures causing water stagnation 
contributing to pollution problems and fish kills should be phased out or 
upgraded where feasible. 
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CONSERVATION OF ENERGY RESOURCES 

As with many other communities, Dana Point is facing increased energy 
costs, both economically and environmentally. These increased costs 
require expansion into renewable energy sources to meet a portion of the 
City's needs. These renewable sources include solar, wind, and thermal 
resources. The City should consider requirements to include solar energy 
systems in new developments and retrofit systems to offset increasing 
energy demands. Development standards can also provide for efficient 
solar use by the siting and the design of buildings. 

GOAL 4: Conserve energy resources through use of available 
technology and conservation practices. 

Policy 4.1: Encourage innovative site and building designs, and orientation 
techniques which minimize energy use by taking advantage of sun/shade 
patterns, prevailing winds, landscaping, and building materials. 

Policy 4.2: Maintain local legislation to establish, update and implement 
energy performance building code requirements established under State 
Title 24 Energy Regulations. (Coastal Act/30250) 

REDUCTION OF AIR POLLUTION 

Air Pollution is a major problem in the rapidly growing areas of Orange 
County. Regional efforts to control air pollution should be supported by the 
City. Through effective land use and circulation planning, air pollution can 
be reduced. The City can also reduce vehicular travel by encouraging 
alternative modes of circulation by providing pedestrian, bicycle and transit 
routes serving the entire City. 

GOAL 5: Reduce air pollution through land use, transportation and 
energy use planning. 

Policy 5.1 : Design safe and efficient vehicular access to streets to ensure 
efficient vehicular ingress and egress. (Coastal Act/30252) 

Policy 5.2: Locate multiple family developments close to commercial areas 
to encourage pedestrian rather than vehicular travel. 

Policy 5.3: Encourage neighborhood parks close to concentrations of 
residents to encourage pedestrian travel to public recreation facilities. 

Policy 5.4: Provide commercial areas that are conducive to pedestrian and 
bicycle circulation. 
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Policy 5.5: Actively participate in regional discussions regarding new 
regional airport facilities and analyze and evaluate potential impacts on the 
City. 

Policy 5.6: Encourage bicycle/trail systems to reduce air pollution. 

Policy 5.7: Consider the development of shuttle systems, train or transit 
facilities, to help reduce vehicular trips and air pollution. 

PRESERVATION OF NATURAL RESOURCES AS OPEN SPACE AREAS 

The City of Dana Point recognizes the importance of conserving natural 
resources by preserving open space throughout the community. The City 
will encourage sensitive planning of its remaining open space lands to 
provide an appropriate transition between urban uses and open space. By 
designating open space in key locations significant views and public access 
to the ocean and harbor can be provided. 

GOAL 6: Encourage open space areas to preserve natural resources. 

Policy 6.1: Mitigate the impacts of development on sensitive lands such 
as, but not limited to, steep slopes, wetlands, cultural resources, and 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas through the development review 
process. (Coastal Act/30233, 30240, 30244, 30253) 

Policy 6.2: Protect and preserve the public views of the Dana Point 
Harbor. (Coastal Visual Resources/30251) 

Policy 6.3: Maintain an inventory of existing natural resources in the City 
through periodic updates of the City's Master Environmental Assessment. 

Policy 6.4: Preserve and protect the scenic and visual quality of the 
coastal areas as a resource of public importance as depicted in Figure 
COS-5, "Scenic Overlooks from Public Lands", of this Element. Permitted 
development shall be sited and designed to protect public views from 
identified scenic overlooks on public lands 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. 
(Coastal Act/30251) 

Policy 6.5: Preserve and protect open space, steep slopes, cultural 
resources, and environmentally sensitive habitat areas through open space 
deed restrictions, dedication, or other similar means as a part of the 
development and subdivision review process. (Coastal Act/30250) 
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Policy 6.6: Concentrate higher intensity uses in areas containing less 
sensitive landforms and preserve the most sensitive landforms and natural 
resources as open space. 

Policy 6.7: Evaluate non-developable or constrained areas for possible 
use as open space or recreational use. (Coastal Act/30240) 

Policy 6.8: Preserve public access to the coastal areas through easement 
dedications thereby providing marine-oriented recreational uses so that 
transportation corridors may augment the City's open space system. 
(Coastal Act/3021 0, 30211, 30212) 

COORDINATION WITH THE PARK AND RECREATION DISTRICT 

Local parks and recreation services are provided to the City of Dana Point 
through the Capistrano Bay Park and Recreation District. Detail planning of 
specific parks and recreation areas is the responsibility of the District. 
However, the plans of the Park District must be consistent with the General 
Plan. In order to assure this consistency the City should work closely with 
the District to review and provide input into the District's master planning 
efforts. 

GOAL 7: Encourage the development and maintenance of a balanced 
system of public and private park and recreation facilities in 
cooperation with the Capistrano Bay Park and Recreation District. 

Policy 7.1 : Encourage the provision of a range of recreational facilities and 
programs to meet the needs of City residents and visitors. 

Policy 7.2: Utilize utility easements as open space linkages where feasible. 

Policy 7.3: Preserve public and private open space lands for active and 
passive recreational opportunities. (Coastal Act/30213) 

Policy 7.4: Encourage priority acquisition and development of parkland in 
neighborhoods deficient in park facilities. 

Policy 7.5: Coordinate park and open space planning with the appropriate 
State and County agencies. 

Policy 7.6: Encourage the development of parks and acquisition of open 
space areas to serve the needs of visitors as well as local residents. 
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PRESERVATION OF HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Although the City of Dana Point is relatively new as an incorporated City, 
the area has an established heritage that should be preserved and 
protected. The historical and cultural assets of the community should be 
inventoried and preserved as much as possible. 

GOAL 8: Encourage the preservation of significant historical or 
culturally significant buildings, sites or features within the community. 

Policy 8.1: Require reasonable mitigation measures where development 
may affect historical, archaeological or paleontological resources. (Coastal 
Act/30244,30250) 

Policy 8.2: Retain and protect resources of significant historical, 
archaeological, or paleontological value for education, visitor-serving, and 
scientific purposes. (Coastal Act/30213, 30244, 30250, 30253) 

Policy 8.3: Development adjacent to a place, structure or object found to 
be of historic significance should be designed so that the uses permitted 
and the architectural design will protect the visual setting of the historical 
site. (Coastal Act/30250) 

Policy 8.4: Develop and maintain a cultural resource inventory. 

RELATED GOALS AND POLICIES 

Certain goals and policies included in the Conservation/Open Space 
Element constitute coastal resources planning and management policies 
that are part of the City's Local Coastal Program (LCP). Table COS-1 
identifies the regional components or issue areas of the LCP included in the 
Conservation/Open Space Element. 
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* 

* 

* 

* 

* 
* 

* 

* 

* 

TABLE COS-1 
CONSERVATION/OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM REFERENCE MATRIX 

Required Component/Issue Area (Coastal Act Section) 
Shoreline Access (3021 0-212.5) • Agriculture (30241-242) 

Visitor Serving and Recreational Facilities * Soil Resources (30243) 
(30213) 
Water-Oriented Recreation (30220-224) * Archaeological/Paleontological Resources 

(30244) 
Water and Marine Resources (30230-232) * Locating and Planning New Development 

(30250 252 255) 
Dikina. Fillina and Dredaina (30233) * Coastal Visual Resources (30251 ) 
Commercial Fishing and Recreational * Hazard Areas (30253) 
Boatina (30234) 
Shoreline Structures/Flood Control (30235- ~Public WorKs (30254) 
236) 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (30240) Industrial Development and Energy Facilities 

(30260-264) 
Indicates that the Coastal Act issue areas described in this table are included in the 

Conservation/Ooen Soace Element. 

A number of goals and policies included in the other elements of the City's 
General Plan will also support, either directly or indirectly, the goals and 
policies that correspond with the major issue areas considered in the Con
servation and Open Space Element. Table COS-2 illustrates the 
consistency between these General Plan Elements by describing related 
policies. 
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Conservation/ 
Open Space 
Issue Area 

Conservation 
And Protection 
Of Water 

Reduction of Air 
Pollution 

Preservation of 
Natural 
Resources as 
Open Space 
Areas 

Coordination with 
the Park and 
Recreation 
District 

Preservation of 
Historic and 
Cultural 

TABLE COS-2 
CONSERVATION AND OPEN SPACE RELATED GOALS AND 

POLICIES BY ELEMENT 

Land Urban 
Housing 

Use Design 

1.1, 2.1, 4.4, 5.5, 7.2 
4.9 

4.5, 7.2 

5.2 4.4 

1.4, 1.6, 3.6, 1.4,2.1, 
3.7, 5.5-5.9, 4.5 
6.2, 6.2, 7.2, 
7.5, 8.5, 8.6, 

1.4, 2.1, 
4.5 

1.4, 3.1, 3.3, 2.3, 2.5, 4.3, 4.6 
3.5, 3.9, 4.2, 4.4, 
3.10, 4.2, 5.4, 5.5 
4.3, 4.7, 4.9, 
5.3, 5.5, 5.9, 
5.10, 8.2, 

2.4 2.5 

Circulation Noise 

1.14, 1.15, 
7.3 

1.14 

5.4, 5.6, 
5.7 

5.4, 5.6, 
5.7 

5.4, 5.6, 
5.9, 5.12 
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Public 
Public Facilities Economic 
Safety and Growth Development 

3.3, 3.5-3.9, 
3.11, 3.12 

1.1' 1.3- 2.7 
1.19 

2.7 

2.7, 7.5 

2.7, 7.5 

2.7 
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THE CONSERVATION PLAN 

The Conservation Plan describes the approach to be used in implementing the 
Conservation/Open Space Element goals and policies. The Conservation Plan identifies 
those undeveloped lands that contain open space for the preservation of natural 
resources, open space for the managed production of resources, and open space for 
public health and safety. The undeveloped portions of Dana Point include primarily the 
Headlands area, parcels in the Monarch Beach area and areas near the San Juan Creek 
Channel. Several exiting canyon areas have been developed and/or designated as 
private recreation areas. The Conservation Element's goals and policies were formulated 
in order to effectively preserve portions of these remaining areas as open space 
opportunities for the City. 

CONSERVATION/OPEN SPACE FOR THE PRESERVATION OF NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

The most significant natural resources in Dana Point include the Pacific 
Ocean, land with open space potential, lands with significant biological 
resources, water resources, significant landforms, and those sites or 
structures which have historical, archaeological or paleontological 
significance. The Headlands is the largest remaining undeveloped area 
within the City. This area contains a coastal sage scrub vegetation which 
supports a variety of animal species. The Pacific Ocean and shoreline 
provides important marine habitats for many species. Certain sections of 
the City's coast have been designated by the California Department of Fish 
and Game as three separate but contiguous marine life refuges. The other 
area of natural resource open space includes San Juan Creek and Salt 
Creek and the beaches and bluff areas along the coast. 

These important natural resource areas are shown on Figure COS-1. Other 
areas of natural resource open space include San Juan Creek and Salt 
Creek and the beaches and bluff areas along the coast. 
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CONSERVATION/OPEN SPACE USED FOR THE MANAGED PRODUCTION OF 
RESOURCES 

Open Space areas for the managed production of resources with regard to 
this section include agricultural lands, areas of economic importance for the 
production of food or fiber, and areas containing major mineral deposits. 

The City of Dana Point is a predominantly residential community and 
contains limited undeveloped land. None of this undeveloped land is 
currently used for commercial agriculture, and it is unlikely that any will be 
used in the future. 

No mineral resources have been identified within the City of Dana Point. 
However, sand and gravel resources are located in San Juan Creek north 
of the City. The extraction of these resources may affect the preservation 
of the City's and region's beaches. Offshore oil drilling could have a signifi
cant effect on the water resources and beaches in the City. 

The conservation of open space areas for the managed production of 
resources does not directly affect lands within the City of Dana Point. 
However, activities relating to mineral extractions and offshore drilling in 
areas outside the City limits could have a substantial effect on the open 
space resources within the City. 

CONSERVATION AND OPEN SPACE FOR PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 

Dana Point must protect the public health and safety of the community. 
This involves the identification of areas that pose a potential threat to health 
and safety; along with the implementation of proper planning techniques to 
minimize potential threats to health and safety. Figure COS-2 depicts the 
areas in the community which require special planning considerations to 
avoid potential hazards. These areas include the floodplain zones along 
the San Juan Creek and Salt Creek as well as along the coastal areas. In 
addition, areas along the coast that may have potential for coastal erosion 
are also identified. Specific public safety recommendations and emergency 
preparedness procedures are addressed in the Public Safety Element of 
the General Plan. 
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CONSERVATION MEASURES 

To protect and conserve sensitive lands that occur within the City, the 
following measures will be utilized: 

o Excavation or grading shall not be permitted unless site specific 
geologic/soils study indicates no safety problems will result from such 
grading. 

o Archaeological and biological surveys shall be required for any 
development projects on lands identified in this Element as potentially 
paleontologically, historically or biologically sensitive. Mitigation 
measures shall be developed and implemented to mitigate any 
significant impacts. 

The following techniques may be used to acquire or dedicate land for open 
space purposes: 

Open Space Easements - pursuant to the Open Space Easement Act of 
1974 (Government Code Section 51070 et seq.). 

Conservation Easements - pursuant to the Conservation Easement Act 
(Civil Code Sections 815-816). 
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THE OPEN SPACE PLAN 

The Open Space Plan describes the approach to be used in implementing the 
Conservation/Open Space Element goals and policies. The open space in Dana Point 
plays an important part in the lives of Dana Point residents. Dana Point has been 
developed with several open space amenities including local, County and State parks, 
public and private recreational facilities, pedestrian and bicycle trails, equestrian trails and 
other public open spaces. Opportunities exist to provide strong linkages between these 
open space resources to form a contiguous system of open space. 

RELATION TO LAND USE ELEMENT 

The City's Land Use Plan places open space, parkland and recreational 
facilities into the two designations of Recreation/Open Space and 
Community Facility. The following is a description of each of these land use 
designations. 

Recreation/Open Space 

The Recreation/Open Space designation includes both public and private 
recreational uses necessary to meet the active and passive recreational 
needs of area residents and visitors. Recreational activities include golf 
courses/driving ranges, community recreational facilities, public parklands 
and indoor and outdoor sports/athletic facilities. Recreation uses include 
museums, galleries, outdoor theater, designated open space and similar 
uses. 

Community Facility 

The Community Facility designation includes a wide range of public and 
private uses distributed throughout the community such as schools, 
churches, child care centers, transportation facilities, government offices 
and facilities, public utilities, libraries, museums, art galleries, community 
theaters, hospitals and cultural and recreational activities. In addition, open 
space and recreation uses can be accommodated in the other land use 
designation including the Harbor Marine and Transportation Corridor 
Designations. 
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PARK CLASSIFICATIONS AND STANDARDS 

The Open Space Plan establishes a classification system that applies to all 
existing and future park and recreation facilities in the City. The existing 
parks and recreational facilities are listed on Table COS-3. Specific 
standards, based upon existing parkland, have been developed for each 
category of park or recreation area. Proposed park and recreation facilities 
are listed on Table COS-4. 

The following is a breakdown of the parkland classification system in Dana 
Point. Parkland is categorized into mini-parks, neighborhood parks, 
community parks, open space linkages, County and State parks and school 
playgrounds. 

Mini-Parks 

Mini-parks are small, passive local parks, generally less than one acre in 
size. Many of the small parks overlooking Dana Point Harbor can be 
classified as mini-parks. Most mini-parks are established in higher density 
areas as a substitute for backyards. Size and location are usually 
determined by the availability of vacant land. These parks may serve any 
age group, depending on the characteristics of the neighborhood. They 
usually feature play apparatus, a paved area for wheeled toys, benches, 
and landscape treatment. They may also feature children's play areas, 
quiet game areas, and some sports activities such as multi-purpose courts, 
if space allows. Some mini-parks are natural areas with minimal 
improvements (e.g., benches) which safeguard identified 
archaeological/paleontological sites or other natural resources, or serve as 
viewpoints. As the City approaches build-out, it becomes more important to 
take advantage of opportunities available to the City for the establishment 
of park space. Mini-parks could be established in areas that lack 
conveniently accessible parkland. 
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TABLE COS-3 
EXISTING PARKS AND RECREATIONAL FACILITIES IN DANA POINT 

O!str!d parks· 

1. Del Obispo Del Obispo north of 
Community Park Pacific Coast Highway 

(PCH) 

2. Heritage Park Del Obispo/Old Golden 
Lantern 

3. Sea Canyon Park SantiagofT rinidad 

4. Thunderbird Park Ocean Hiii/Stonehill 

5. Pines park Camino 
Capistrano/Doheny 

6. Dana Woods Park Dana Woods Dr. 

7. Dana Crest Josiah/Leah 
Development Park Site 

8. Sunset Park Calle Portola/Galle 
Juanita 

9. Harry Otsubo Golden 
Community Gardens Lantern/Stonehill 

10. Louise Leyden Via Verde/Dana Bluffs 
Park 

11. Plaza Park PCH west of Golden 
Lantern 

12. Palisades Gazebo Palisades 
Park 

13. Shipwreck Park La Cresta/Golden 
Lantern 

14. Crystal Cove Park Via Elevado 

15. Park at The Village Calle La 
Primavera/Manzanita 

16. Camino de Estrella Camino de Estrella 
Overlook 

TOTAL EXISTING 
DISTRICT PARKS 

9.0 

7.0 

7.0 

4.5 

4.0 

3.5 

3.1 

3.0 

2.0 

1.2 

1.0 

1.0 

0.25 

1.5 

0.5 

0.02 

48.57 
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Community center w/gym, all-purpose rooms, 
kitchen, District office; fields (3), two w/lights & 
bleachers; courts- tennis (2), handball (2), 
basketball; bike trail; restrooms; parking; tot lot 

Open play area; benches 

Amphitheater; tot & elementary play areas; picnic 
shelters w/tables; BBQs; restrooms 

Multipurpose field; elementary play area; 
basketball court; picnic tables; parking 

Open & tot play areas; picnic areas; benches 

Picnic area 

Multipurpose field; elementary play area; tot lot; 
basketball court; picnic areas; BBQs 

Tot & elementary play areas; open play area; 
picnic area; restrooms 

Public garden plots; demonstration area; parking 

Arbor; tables; benches 

Gazebo; stage; picnic tables; benches 

Gazebo overtook; rose garden; slope planting; 
benches 

Tot & elementary play areas; benches; picnic area; 
game tables 

Ocean view; greenbelt with path; benches 

Greenbelt with path; tot play area 

Ocean view 
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COIINTY PARKS· 

17. Salt Creek Beach 
Park 

18. Dana Point Harbor 

19. Lantern Bay Park 

20. Bluff Top Park 

21. Capistrano Beach 
County Park 

22. Street of the Blue 
Lantern Overlook 

23. Dana Point Youth 
& Group Facility 

TOTAL EXISTING 
COUNTY PARKS 
(EXCLUDING 
HARBOR) 

SIAIE BECBEAIICiil 
AREAS· 

24. Doheny Beach 
State Park 

TOTAL EXISTING 
STATE RECREATION 
AREAS 

SCHQO! 
PI AYGBQIIIiiDS· 

25. Dana Hills High 
School 

26. Palisades 
Elementary School 

27. Richard Henry 
Dana School 

TOTAL EXISTING 
SCHOOL 
PLAYGROUNDS 

Pacific Ocean/Salt 
Creek/Headlands 

Dana Point Harbor 

Del Obispo south of 
PCH 

Ritz Carlton Drive 

PCH south of Doheny 
Beach State Park 

Blue Lantern (south 
end) 

Dana Point Harbor 

PCH/Del Obispo 

Golden 
Lantern/Acapulco 

Camino CapistranoNia 
Sacramento 

Chula Vista/La Cresta 

34.0 

16.0 

9.0 

7.9 

0.15 

67.05 

62.02 

62.02 

16.4 

6.8 

3.9 

27.1 
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Concession stand; restrooms; parking 

Picnic shelters; tables; BBQs; restrooms 

Par course; amphitheater; tot & elementary play 
areas; basketball courts; picnic tables 

Basketball court; picnic shelters w/tables; BBQs 

Basketball court; fire rings; restrooms; parking 

Gazebo; telescope; benches 

Sailing; boating; recreational programs; 
multipurpose room 

Day & overnight camping (tent & trailer); 
concession stand; volleyball; picnic tables; fire 
rings; restrooms 

Football stadium; track; softball fields (3); 
multipurpose fields (2); gym; community pool; 
courts- basketball/volleyball (9/8), tennis (6), 
handball (6); stage 

Multipurpose field; tot & elementary play areas; 
basketball courts (4) 

Multipurpose field; tot & elementary play areas; 
basketball courts 

CONSERVATION/OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 
JULY 9, 1991 



PRIVATE EACII !TIES 
AVAil ABI E TO 
GENERA! p!!BI !C· 

28. The Links at 
Monarch Beach 

29. Dana Hills Tennis 
Center 

30. Marine Studies 
Institute 

TOTAL EXISTING 
PRIVATE FACILITIES 
AVAILABLE TO 
GENERAL PUBLIC 
(EXCLUDING 
HARBOR) 

SIIMMARY· 

District Parks 

County Parks 

State Recreation Areas 

Private Facilities 
Available to General 
Public 

School Playgrounds 

TOTAL EXISTING 
PARKS, 
PLAYGROUNDS, & 
RECREATIONAL 
AREAS (EXCLUDING 
HARBOR) 

Niguei/PCH/Camino 
DeiAvion 

Calle de Tenis 

Dana Point Harbor 

157.3 

157.3 

48.57 

67.05 

62.02 

157.3 

27.1 

362.04 

Semi-public golf course, 18 holes 

Tennis courts (8) 

Sailing 

Source: Capistrano Bay Park and Recreation District; California State Polytechnic University General Plan Project; The Links at 
Monarch Beach; Dana Point Youth & Group Facility; Dana Hills Tennis Center, Orange County Recreation Element; Capistrano Unified 
School District, September 1990. 
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DISTRICT PARKS· 

Existing 

Del Obispo Community 
Park 

Heritage Park 

Sea Canyon park 

Thunderbird Park 

Pines Park 

Sunset Park 

Proposed 

Proposed Park at Serra 
School 

Proposed Park Site in the 
Lantern Area 

Proposed Park at Salt 
Creek 

Open Space parcel A 

TABLE COS-4 

PARKS AND RECREATIONAL FACILITIES 

Upgrade of existing 
park; no net new 
acreage 

Upgrade of existing 
park; no net new 
acreage 

Upgrade of existing 
park; no net new 
acreage 

Upgrade of existing 
park; no net new 
acreage 

Upgrade of existing 
park; no net new 
acreage 

Upgrade of existing 
park; no net new 
acreage 

To be determined 

To be determined 

To be determined 

12.0 

Del Obispo Street north Group picnic area; elementary play area; 
of Pacific Coast community center bleachers; field 
Highway bleachers; basketball hoops 

Del Obispo street Picnic tables; telescope 

Santiago Drive and Offsite hiking; multi-purpose utility field 
Trinidad Drive 

Ocean Hill Drive and Volleyball/multi-use courts; picnic area; 
Stonehill Drive tot play area; nature preserve area 

Camino Capistrano and New playground equipment; coastal 
Doheny Place access 

Calle Portola and Calle Multi-purpose utility field; par course; 
Juanita BBQs 

Victoria Blvd. And Senior center; shuffleboard; horseshoes; 
Sepulveda lawn bowling; to lot; tennis 

North of PCH and west Basketball court; tot lot 
of Street of the Copper 
Lantern (to be 
determined) 

Salt Creek and Camino To be determined 
del Avion 

South of Camino del To be determined 
Avion and west of 
Rachel Circle 
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Open Space Parcel B 

Open Space Parcel C 

Sea Terrace park 

Canyon Trail 

Bike and Pedestrian 

Dedicated Park 

TOTAL PROPOSED 
DISTRICT PARKS 

OTHER RECREATION 

SPACES· 

Camino del Estrella 
Overlook 

17.0 

15.0 

26.0 

To be determined 

To be determined 

(est. 2 acres) 

72.0 

Upgrade of existing 
facility; no net new 
acreage 

Dana Hills Tennis Center Upgrade of existing 
facility; no net new 
acreage 

Headlands park To be determined 

Open Space Areas A-E 5.22 

SCHOO! ACREAGE· 

Palisades Elementary 
School 

Richard Henry Dana 
School 

TOTAL SCHOOL 
ACREAGE 

To be determined 

To be determined 

To be determined 

West of Dana Hills H.S. 
and south of Sea 
Canyon Park 

Canyon west of Sea 
Bright Drive 

PCH at Niguel Road 
and Salt Creek 

Canyons west of Sea 
Bright Drive 

San Juan Creek 
Channel 

Between Cove Drive 
and Coral Reach Street 

Camino de Estrella 

To be determined 

To be determined 

Picnic area; tot lots (2); par course; 
maintenance facility; gazebo; benches; 
bike and pedestrian trails 

Day camping; hiking 

To be determined 

Picnic tables; play equipment 

Telescope; benches 

Calle de Tenis Tennis Courts 

Dana Strand Road To be determined 

Monarch Beach Resort To be determined 

Camino Capistrano and Refurbish basketball courts; tennis court 
Via Sacramento 

Vista Avenue and La Refurbish basketball courts 
Cresta Drive 

1The Park and Recreation areas and features are based upon preliminary surveys and studies. Final determinations will be 
made by the City and/or the Capistrano Bay park and Recreation District. 
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Neighborhood Parks 

A neighborhood park is any general use local park developed to serve the 
active recreation needs of a particular neighborhood within the City. The 
size of a neighborhood park depends on the population within its service 
area and the extent of desired amenities. Typically, neighborhood parks 
have a maximum service radius of one-half mile to be within walking or 
cycling distance of park patrons. The neighborhood parks in Dana Point 
feature such amenities as landscaping, children's play areas, active ball 
fields, multi-purpose play fields, game courts, open turf areas and lighting 
for night use. In some cases, the neighborhood parks provide off-street 
parking and rest rooms. Most of the parks in Dana Point are categorized as 
neighborhood parks serving individual neighborhoods. Preferably, a 
neighborhood park should be located adjoining an elementary school and 
near the center of a defined neighborhood so that it can best serve the local 
pedestrian user. 

Community Parks 

The community park is typically designed to meet the active recreational 
needs of several neighborhoods. These parks are intended to serve 
pedestrian and motorists within a radius of up to three miles. They contain 
facilities which require more space than neighborhood parks and which may 
include: extensive landscaping; nature areas; multi-purpose playfields for 
softball, baseball, soccer and football; court sport facilities for basketball, 
racquetball/handball and tennis; swimming pools; and community centers 
with adequate off-street parking. Community parks provide the greatest 
economy of scale in terms of active and passive recreation benefit versus 
cost of maintenance and operation. 

Open Space Linkages 

Open space linkages are usually linear strips of open space along lands 
such as easements, floodplains, and canyons. These linkages form trails 
and open space systems that connect parkland or neighborhoods. 
Pedestrian, bicycle, and equestrian trails are usually located along the open 
space linkages. Natural open space along hilltops, within canyons, or along 
riparian corridors form excellent linkages to other open space. Continuation 
of the blufftop trail represents an Open Space Linkage that can provide 
access to scenic vistas and provide pedestrian connections between 
lookouts and park areas. 

County Parks and Facilities 

The County of Orange owns and maintains several regional recreational 
facilities in the City of Dana Point. Policy for the development, maintenance 
and improvement of these parks is provided by the Orange County 
Recreation Element, which includes a Master Plan for regional recreational 
facilities in the County. 
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County parks and recreational areas in the City include two beach areas, 
Salt Creek Beach Park and Capistrano Beach County Park. Dana Point 
Harbor, created in the late 1960s and early 1970s, is also managed by the 
County, as are the nine-acre Bluff Top Park, near the Ritz-Carlton Resort, 
and the 16-acre Lantern Bay Park overlooking Dana Point Harbor. 

State Recreation Areas 

Doheny Beach State Park (62 acres) extends along the beach from Del 
Obispo Street southeast to Capistrano Beach County park. Doheny Beach 
is the only park in Dana Point that permits overnight camping with tents and 
trailers. 

School Playgrounds 

Three school playgrounds under the jurisdiction of the Capistrano Unified 
School District are within the City of Dana Point and open to the public after 
school hours. Organized sports leagues such as those for baseball, soccer 
and football utilize ball fields through a permit process with the School 
District. The playgrounds are: Dana Hills High School (16.4 acres), 
Palisades Elementary School (6.8 acres) and Richard Henry Dana School 
(3.9 acres). The high school offers the most facilities including handball 
courts, a community pool, volleyball courts and three softball fields. 

Other Parks and Facilities 

The City of Dana Point includes a variety of other recreational facilities open 
to the general public. These include: the Marine Studies Institute, which 
offers sailing from Dana Point Harbor; the Dana Hills Tennis Center with six 
courts; and the Links at Monarch Beach 18-hole golf course. Several 
residential developments also include their own tennis courts and swimming 
pools, which are available only to residents and guests. 

Biking/Hiking Trails 

The Capistrano Bay Park and Recreation District operates a coordinated 
system of trails, including bikeways, equestrian trails and hiking trails. The 
District's trails system is described in the District Master Plan which is 
updated annually and constitutes the most current source of trail 
information. Figure COS-3 shows the location of these trails. The one 
existing hiking trail in Dana Point extends approximately one mile through 
Salt Creek Beach Park. 

Bikeways comprise the most extensive part of the District's trail network. 
There are three categories of bikeways: 

o Class 1: a paved path that is separate from any motor vehicle travel 
lane; 
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o Class II: a restricted lane within the right of way of a paved roadway for 
the exclusive or semi-exclusive use of bicycles; and 

o Class Ill: a bikeway that shares the street with motor vehicles or the 
sidewalk with pedestrians. 

The biking network in Dana Point connects with other trails and paths in 
adjacent communities and throughout Orange County. Several new bike 
trails and paths have been proposed. 

Other Recreational Facilities 

In addition to its beaches, parks, and trails, Dana Point includes many 
private recreational facilities, such as those identified in Figure COS-3 and 
Table COS-3. While some private facilities (e.g., private parks, tennis 
courts, swimming pools) are available only to the residents of the general 
particular complex in which they are located, others are available to the 
public for a fee (e.g., The Links at Monarch Beach). 

In addition, the City offers resort accommodations for tourists. Therefore, 
the City's open space and recreational opportunities must be planned not 
only for Dana Point residents, but also for regional and even international 
visitors and tourists. 
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FUTURE PARK SITE SELECTION STANDARDS 

The State of California Planning and Zoning Law and the Subdivision Map 
Act Code Section 664 77 (The Quimby Act) indicate that the legislative body 
of a City or County, may, by Ordinance, require the dedication of land, the 
payment of fees in lieu thereof, or a combination of both, for park and recre
ational purposes as a condition to the approval for a final tract map or 
parcel map. In cases where such dedication/fees have not been obtained 
for particular lots through a map, they may be imposed at the time that 
building permits are issued. Among other requirements, the following 
conditions must be met: 

o The Ordinance must include definite standards for determining the 
proportion of a subdivision to be dedicated and the amount of any fee to 
be paid in lieu thereof; and 

o The legislative body has adopted a General Plan containing a Recreation 
Element, and any proposed park and recreational facilities are in 
accordance with definite principles and standards contained therein. 

In conformance with this statute, the City of Dana Point Conservation and 
Open Space Element includes standards determining land requirements for 
future park sites. The standards identified in Table COS-5 and in the 
following text should be utilized in selecting sites for parks and should serve 
as guidelines governing the acceptance of land dedicated to the City. 
Future acquisition should focus on acquiring land for neighborhood and 
community parks as well as obtaining easements and property for trails. 

Figure COS-4 illustrates the open space opportunities that exist within Dana 
Point. These opportunities, combined with the City's existing recreational 
setting, define the City's overall Open Space Plan. The opportunities for 
additional open space and recreation in the City relate to the linkage of 
existing parkland to establish an open space system. The Dana Point 
Open Space Diagram is shown in Figure COS-6. The completion of the 
City's Open Space Plan may involve the acquisition and development of 
new parkland based on the objectives discussed below. 
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TABLE COS-5 
EXISTING AND FUTURE PARK ACREAGE NEEDS 

Available Acreage 
Acreage Required from Existing and Surplus/ 

Proposed Parkland Shortfall 

City 2.5 acres/1 000 1.5 acres/1 000 District School District School 
Population District School Parks Play- Parks Playground 

Parks Playground ground 

31,100 77.7 46.65 47.05 27.1 -36.6 -19.6 

(1990) 

32,533- 81.3-97.87 48.8-58.72 113.55 27.1 (+15.68)- (-21.7)-
39,148 (+32.25) (-31.62) 

(2010) 

Source: Standards: Master Plan of Parks and Recreation, Capistrano Bay Park and Recreation District, 
March, 1990. 

Population Data: Cotton/Beland/Associates and Orange County Forecast Analysis Center (OCP-88) 
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Neighborhood Parks 

Many of the facilities located within neighborhood parks are associated with 
active recreation. All neighborhood parks should contain some area for 
active recreation depending on the size of the park. 

Neighborhood park size criteria should conform to the District's Master 
Parks Plan. The park site should contain consolidated parcels with 
appropriate area devoted to active recreation such as ball fields, court 
sports, tot lots, picnic facilities, swimming pools, community buildings, and 
on-site parking. 

Neighborhood parks should be located near the center of a neighborhood 
unit and, if possible, adjoining an elementary school. Easy access should 
be provided to pedestrians, bicyclists, and maintenance and public safety 
vehicles. The neighborhood park should serve an area approximately 
within a 1/2 mile radius. A neighborhood park should not be separated from 
its user population by major highways, railroads, or untraversable obstacles. 
A neighborhood park should be situated adjacent to or near greenbelts, 
open space linkages, or other community open space/recreation facilities to 
facilitate an open space system throughout the City. 

Community Parks 

Community parks are intended to serve an approximate radius of one (1) to 
three (3) miles. Individual community parks should meet the size criteria 
butlined in the District's Master Parks Plan. No specific shape is required 
for community parks as they are intended to incorporate both active recre
ational facilities and passive open space in the form of unique physical 
features such as a ridgeline. Community parks should encompass 
pedestrian and bicycle paths and natural open space and may be partially 
linear in shape. 

Community parks should contribute to the City's open space system by 
connecting to neighborhood parks through open space linkages or 
connecting to other recreational facilities. They should be located at or near 
the intersection of an arterial near the center of their service area. 
Community parks should contain space for active recreational facilities such 
as ball fields, court sports, and play areas as well as on-site parking, 
restrooms, and picnic areas. Proposed parks and recreation facilities are 
shown in the Open Space Diagram, Figure COS-6. 

Open Space Linkages 

The City recognizes the following as future open space linkages on its Open 
Space and Walkways/Bike/Trail Opportunities Map as shown on Figure 
COS-4. 
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Future Joint School/Recreation Agreements 

Opportunities exist to establish future school/recreation joint use 
agreements with the school districts serving the City. The City should 
consider agreements with these schools whenever feasible to enter into a 
joint school/recreation use and maintenance program. 

Trail System 

A number of policies included in this Element are concerned with the 
expansion of the City-wide system of hiking and biking trails. Precise 
development standards for the various types of trails are difficult to establish 
since trail width and gradient will depend on topography, surface features, 
and availability of an easement. The City's trail system includes pedestrian 
and bike trails within open space corridors and along regional trails which 
link to local and regional parkland. The bikeways located along the City's 
street system are addressed in the City's Circulation Element. 

The Coastal Bluff Trail 

The Coastal Bluff Trail is intended to provide a linkage from the Monarch 
Beach Area through the Headlands and the Lantern Bay area to the 
Doheny State Park Area. This walkway and trail system will link the various 
lookout points and parks. While in certain areas the existing residential and 
commercial development precludes a continuous bluff edge easement, the 
trail system could continue on local streets around those existing develop
ments. In the future as areas are redeveloped, reservations should be 
considered for the Blufftop Trail. 

Where possible, the missing links of the Coastal Bluff Trail between the 
Headlands and Doheny State Beach should be completed. Since existing 
single-family homes prohibit a continuous bluff edge easement between 
The Streets of the Blue and Amber Lanterns and between Streets of the 
Violet and Golden Lantern, pedestrian improvements (street trees, 
benches, bike lanes, and graphic markers) should be developed along 
Santa Clara Avenue. 

Scenic Resources 

The scenic resources in Dana Point are a major asset of the community. In 
the western portion of the City, including Monarch Beach, high points 
provide sweeping views of the southern California coast and Catalina Island 
while the lower elevations provide whitewater views of the shoreline. In the 
central portion of the City, including the "Headlands", there are views and 
panoramas of the Pacific Ocean, the Dana Point harbor, distant views as 
far as the Palos Verdes Peninsula to the north, La Jolla to the south and 
Catalina Island to the west, and inland views to the foothills and valleys. In 
the Capistrano Beach area of the City the blufftops offer panoramic views of 
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the coastline. 

A unique sequence of parks and lookouts on the coastal terrace offer 
outstanding views of the ocean. These include the Pine Bluffs Park, 
Gazebo Park, Layton Park, Lantern Bay Park, Heritage Park, Blue Lantern 
Lookout Point, and Salt Creek Beach Park. 

As new development is considered public views should be preserved as 
much as possible. Consideration should be given to protecting public views 
along the ridgelines, views toward the inland mountains and along scenic 
transportation corridors. Figure COS-5 conceptually identifies significant 
public scenic view resources in Dana Point. Because of the unique charac
ter and the environmental setting of the City consideration of scenic 
resource opportunities should be a key factor in development and 
revitalization decisions. 

GENERAL PLAN POLICIES AND FUTURE RECREATION FACILITIES 

The Land Use Element describes a land use designation that is applicable 
for identifying areas of the City where existing and future parks, trails, and 
other recreational facilities are or may be located. Other sites adjacent to 
these designated areas may be purchased or acquired as development 
exactions for more intensive recreational uses when land is made available. 
Figure COS-6 includes those areas designated on the Land Use Plan Map 

for recreation and open space purposes which are to be preserved. 

By comparing projected build-out for the City with the standards and criteria 
of this Element, it is possible to identify those areas which will be 
adequately served by existing park facilities and those for which new parks 
will be needed. As part of its implementation program for this Element, the 
Capistrano Bay Park and Recreation District will develop a Master Parks 
Plan showing the approximate number and location of additional park 
facilities, by category, according to the specific criteria outlined in the Master 
Parks Plan and this Element. This information will be used as a reference 
tool, along with the above criteria, for planning the acquisition and siting of 
park facilities. 
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INTRODUCTION I EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Headlands Development and Conservation Plan (HDCP) synthesizes over twenty
five years of planning, design, technical analysis, agency review, and public participation 
associated with the project site. The property consists of 121.3 acres, located in the City 
of Dana Point in south Orange County. The site derives its name-the Headlands-from 
the thirty-five acre portion of the property that rises dramatically above the Pacific 
Ocean. The visible coastal bluffs and undeveloped mesa stand in stark contrast to the 
surrounding urban development located adjacent to the property. The entire site includes 
two miles of coastal frontage, a private sandy beach known as Strand Beach, an 
abandoned mobile home park, and areas that directly front Pacific Coast Highway 1. 

A. Past Planning and Agency Approvals 

The project site has been subject to numerous planning efforts and agency approvals. In 
1924/25, approximately sixty percent of the property was subdivided and Final Maps No. 
697 and 771 were recorded in the County of Orange, creating 293 lots. Over twenty of 
these lots were sold to separate parties prior to the current ownership, and subsequently 
developed as residential units. Development permits and activities associated with these 
lots remain ongoing, the most recent construction occurred in 1988. These units are 
referred to in the HDCP as the "residential enclaves." 

In 1974, the Orange County Board of Supervisors approved an amendment to the Orange 
County General Plan that designated land use and zoning on the site for over 800 
residential units, two 400-room hotels, and 27 acres of commercial development. 

In 1981, the County of Orange approved the Dana Point Specific Plan/Local Coastal Plan 
for the majority of the Headlands property. A portion ofthe property-part of the Strand 
area-was included in the County's Laguna Niguel Local Coastal Program. In 
conjunction with these approvals, the County certified a Final Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR). These land use approvals totaled 295 to 811 residential units, and two 400-
room hotels, with 27 acres of commercial development, and 45.3 acres of open space 
(including roads). 

In 1985, the California Coastal Commission certified the Dana Point Local Coastal 
Program consistent with the 1981 County approved Dana Point Specific Plan and 
certified EIR. The portion of the property within the Laguna Niguel Local Coastal 
Program, which designated 117 to 324 residential units, did not receive certification. 

In 1989, the City ofDana Point incorporated and adopted the certified Dana Point Local 
Coastal Program for the Headlands. In 1991, in conjunction with the adoption ofthe 
General Plan, the City approved a Land Use designation of261 to 522 residential units, 
one 400-room hotel, with approximately 13 acres of commercial development and 55 
acres of open space (including roads). 

In 1994, the City approved a Specific Plan, Development Agreement, and certified a 
Final EIR for a 370 residential unit, one 400-room hotel, and 12.7 acre commercial 
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project, with 55 acres of open space (including roads). The Specific Plan and 
Development Agreement were subsequently overturned by referendum. 

In 1996, a Final EIR/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was certified as part of the 
Orange County Central and Coastal Subregion Natural Community Conservation Plan/ 
Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCPIHCP). The 1996 EIR/EIS analyzed and mitigated 
development impacts for 370 residential units, one 400-room hotel, and 12.7 acres of 
commercial development, with 55 acres of public open space (including roads). The 
NCCPIHCP with its accompanying certified EIR/EIS was approved and implemented by 
the U.S. Department of the Interior, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the California 
Resources Agency, the California Department ofFish and Game, the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, the California Department of Parks and 
Recreation, the County of Orange, and other appropriate agencies. 

B. The 2001 Headlands Development and Conservation Plan 

The 2001 HDCP strives to balance the social, economic, and physical components of the 
property by establishing complementary policies that incorporate a multitude of uses and 
activities. The HDCP significantly reduces the amount of acreage previously designated 
for private development in the City General Plan and the certified Local Coastal Program. 
The density and intensity of development was also lowered. In tum, major portions of 
the 121.3 acre site will accommodate public parks, coastal trails, and open space. 

The HDCP designates 62 acres of public parks, conservation, and open space (64.5 acres 
with roads) which include over three miles of public trails and five public visitor 
recreation facilities. Numerous opportunities for public coastal access and public view 
overlooks are created. A total of 125 residential homes, a 65-room (key) seaside inn, 
with 4.4 acres of visitor recreation commercial uses are also provided for in the HDCP. 

In response to the unique setting, a variety of public educational and recreational facilities 
are integrated into the parks and open space program. The HDCP replaces land uses that 
were formally designated for commercial resort visitor facilities and residential homes 
with a qualitative park experience that appeals to a wide spectrum of regional coastal 
visitors. Visitors will be able to move from park to park via the integrated trails, while 
enjoying a number of different recreational and educational facilities. The conversion to 
parks and open space was accomplished, in part, by designing the HDCP areas 
designated for development to include ocean views, which raises economic value while 
decreasing the necessary density and total developable acreage. Likewise, the public 
parks, trails, open space, and overlooks are designed to maximize coastal access and 
public views. The HDCP creates quality experiences for both public and private land use 
activities. 
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C. Purpose and Content 

The HDCP purpose is three-fold: 1) to amend and implement the City General Plan land 
use designations, locations and intensities specifically identified for the property, as well 
as other General Plan goals and policies through detailed programs that provide direction 
for development; 2) to establish zoning standards and regulations for development of the 
project site; and 3) to amend and establish the Local Coastal Plan and Policies and the 
Local Coastal Implementing Actions Program for the property. 

Towards this end, the HDCP contains the following Sections: 

Section 1.0, City of Dana Point, General Plan Amendment- Amends the City General 
Plan only for those goals, policies, objectives, and land uses that are related to and 
specifically detailed for the Headlands property. 

Section 2.0, Planned Development District- Establishes and amends the requisite City 
ordinance to provide zoning for the property. 

Section 3.0, Headlands Planned Development District- Establishes the permitted land 
use zoning regulations and development standards for the project site. 

Section 4.0, Development Guidelines- Implements the goals, policies, and objectives of 
the General Plan through a number of detailed plans and programs. 

Section 5.0, Coastal Act Consistency- Outlines and evaluates the various components of 
the HDCP for consistency with the California Coastal Act. 

Ill 
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GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 
GPA: 

Local Coastal Program Amendment 
LCPA: 

June 29, 2001 
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INTRODUCTION 

Whenever amendments are made to the existing General Plan, a reference will be 
made to the page number of the General Plan in which the amendment is adding or 
deleting text, figures or tables. New text additions to the General Plan are 
underlined while deleted sections are shown in strike out form. 
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Land Use Element- Pages 617 

Specific Plans/Planned Communities 

Much of the City's development has been shaped by the three pre-: incorporation Specific 
Plans for Dana Point, Capistrano Beach, and South Laguna, and the Planned 
Communities of Laguna Niguel, Dana Point Harbor and Bear Brand. The Specific Plan 
and Planned Community (PC) documents provided policy guidance and regulatory 
control of development before incorporation and during the preparation of the City's 
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. The three Specific Plan documents included 
Local Coastal Programs required by the California Coastal Act. 

Specific Plans may also be used as a method for implementing the City's General Plan in 
the future. Specific Plans are authorized by Section 95451 65450 of the Government 
Code and are used by many cities and counties to implement general plan policy for 
identified geographic sl:l9a£eassub areas or properties within their jurisdictions. 

Specific Plans and Planned Development Districts (PDD) both implement general plan 
policy by establishing regulations, conditions, and programs concerning the following: 

0 Development standards and precise location for land use and facilities; 
0 Standards and locations for streets, roadways, and other transportation facilities; 
0 Standards indicating population density and building intensity, and provisions for 

supporting services and infrastructure; 
0 Specific standards designed to address the use, development and conservation of 

natural resources; and 
0 Other provisions for the implementation of the General Plan. 

As an alternative to a Specific Plan, the use of a PDD may be used for the 
Headlands. A PDD establishes regulations, conditions and programs concerning the 
following: 

1. Developments that provide a mix of land uses. 

2. Creative approaches in the development of land. 

3. More accessible and desirable use of open space area. 

4. Variety in the physical development pattern of the city. 

5. Utilization of advances in technologies and programs that are innovative to 
land development. 
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Specific Plan/Planned Development District Cost Recovery 

In adoptin2 regulations for the preparation of a Specific Plan or PDD. the State of 
California recognized that these documents could be complex and costly to prepare. 
The State permits local agencies that prepare a Specific Plan or PDD to recover the 
costs associated with that effort. This includes offsetting the costs of evaluating a 
Specific Plan and/or a PDD, including costs for consultants, staff time, consultant 
preparation of planning documents, and legal fees associated with document 
preparation. At the time a Specific Plan and/or PDD is prepared the method and 
procedures for cost recovery shall be specified. 
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Land Use Element - Page 13 
Policy 2.11:2.10: The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial 
recreational facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall 
have priority over private residential, general industrial, or general commercial 
development, but not over agriculture or coastal-dependent industry. In the Headlands, 
the private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities are 
the portions of the site that adioin Pacific Coast Highway and Street of the Green 
Lantern in the vicinity of existing visitor-serving commercial recreational uses. 
(Coastal Act/30222) 
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Land Use Element- Paee 17 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE HEADLANDS 

The Headlands is one of the most significant lane feRBslandforms and undeveloped 
properties in the City. The Headlands derives its name from that portion of the site 
that includes approximately 35 acres and rises some 215 feet above the Pacific 
Ocean. The Headlands is approximately 121 acres and offers important opportunities 
for future development and; at the same time, includes sensitive coastal bluffs, which 
represent substantial constraints to development. The property provides spectacular 
views of the Dana Point Harbor and the coastline to its north and south. 

Thus, the Headlands offers important opportunities for future development and a 
distinct opportunity to provide a eeatia1:1e1:1s open space eerrieercorridors along the coast 
with views and public access to the ocean; and coastline ana B:areer. The property is 
large enough to accommodate a mixture <>fland uses that include visitor-serving 
commercial, residential, recreation, open space, and visitor-serving recreational and 
community facilities. 

GOAL 5: Provide for the development of the Headlands-Mea in a manner that 
enhances the character of the City and encourages the protection of the natural 
resources of the site. 

Policy 5.1: Establish and p:P.reserve t'Re eppertl:IH:ity ef public views from the 
Headlands site-to the coastal areas and the harbor areas. (Coastal Act/30251) 

Policy 5.2: Require geotechnical studies to ensure geological stability in the areas 
where development is to be permitted and require adequate setbacks from the 
bl1:1fftepbluff top areas in accordance with those engineering studies and adopted City 
regulations. (Coastal Act/30250, 30253) 

Policy 5.3: Preserve natural open space ffiwithin the Headlands-aFea, especially along 
the coastal bluffs, and provide open space areas integrated throughout the development. 
(Coastal Act/3021 0-212.5, 30250, 30253) 

Policy 5.4: Assure that the height and scale of the development ffiwithin the Headlands 
are compatible with-tfte development in the community and that the visual impact of the 
development from coastal areas below the project beis minimized. (Coastal Act/30251) 

Policy 5.5: Promote the development of a mixture of land uses wffieftthat may include 
residential, visitor-serving commercial, recreational, open space, andVIsitor-servine 
recreational and community facilities. (Coastal Act/30213, 30250) 

Policy 5.6: Require that a scenic wa1kway or trail system be eKteaaeaintegrated 
tkreHgR.el:ltinto the Headlands and eeflfteetthat it provide connection points to et'Refoff
site, existing or proposed walkways. (Coastal Act/]0~10 ~1~30210, 30212) -
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Policy 5.8: Provide patterns of land use and circulation ffiwithin the Headlands that 
enhance public and private pedestrian access and circulation within the area. (Coastal 
AcU~30250,30252) 

Policy 5.9: Provide e~(teasive public trails within the Headlands-afea. The system shall 
include access to the existing sandy beach areas and to the visitor-serving recreational 
and public places developed within the Headlands. 

Policy 5.10: Provide geet:H"age luxury visitor-serving Inn resert facilities and land uses 
ef a ·.verld elass statt:H"escaled appropriately for the property. 

Policy 5.11: Assure ~that either a Specific Plan or a PDD for the Headlands 
provides buffers to adjoining development to achieve a compatible and enhanced 
relationship to existing surrounding land uses. 

Policy 5.12: Establish and preserve as public open space, the most unique and 
significant landforms on the property, which have been incorporated into the 
Headlands Conservation Park, the Harbor Point Park, the Hilltop Park, and the 
Strand Beach Park, all as shown on Figure LU-6. 

Policy 5.13: Create new public view and coastal access opportunities by establishing 
additional public shoreline access, an integrated, on-site public trail system, and 
coastal recreational facilities. (Coastal Act/30212, 30222, 30251) 

Policy 5.14: Develop pedestrian, bicycle and visual linkages between public spaces, 
the shoreline and the bluffs. (CoastaV3021 0,30212) 

Policy 5.15: Provide non-vehicle circulation throughout the Headlands by 
establishing an interconnected network of trails, walkways and bikeways. (Coastal 
Act/30252) 

Policy 5.16: Use open space designations and innovative design techniques to 
provide public views to the ocean. 

Policy 5.17: Incorporate design elements into private development, such as view lot 
premiums, which will lower the amount of gross acreage devoted to development, 
and thus increase the acreage devoted to public recreation, open space, parks and 
visitor facilities. 

Policy 5.18: Provide public recreational opportunities and distribute visitor-serving 
recreation facilities in appropriate areas compatible with adiacent uses and to 
minimize the potential for overuse of any single area by the public. (Coastal Act/ 
30212.5, 30252) 

Policy 5.19: Provide passive visitor/recreational facilities on the Headlands. 
(Coastal Act/ 30001.5, 30213) 
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Policy 5.20: Regulate the time, manner and location of public access to parks and 
open space to maintain and protect sensitive resources and to protect the privacy 
rights of property owners while balancing the public's constitutional right of access 
to navigable waters. (Coastal Act/30001, 30001.5, 30214) 

Policy 5.21: Provide an additional public access from Selva Road, the nearest public 
roadway, to the shoreline. consistent with public safety and the protection of fragile 
coastal resources. (Coastal/30212). 

Policy 5.22: Complete the Blufftop Trail alignment through the Headlands, 
emphasize coastal view opportunities as determined in the Headlands Specific Plan 
or PDD (Coastal/30210. 30212). 

Policy 5.23: Provide parking facilities adequate to meet the needs of the 
development, as measured by the standards set forth in the City regulations, and use 
existing adjacent public parking facilities, where feasible. to serve the needs of the 
public recreation and public open space portions of the property. (Coastal 
Act/30212.5, 30252) 

Policy 5.24: Enhance the visual quality of the Headlands by providing high quality 
development with appropriate landscaping. (Coastal Act/30251) 

Policy 5.25: Comply with the requirements of the Central Coastal Orange County 
Natural Communities Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCPl 
approved by the California Department of Fish and Game for the Headlands and 
avoid duplicative regulatory controls, in particular with respect to wildlife 
management programs such as the NCCP/HCP. (Coastal Act/30401, 30411) 

Policy 5.26: Protect the quality of coastal waters and human health by minimizing 
the potential for harmful impacts from storm water runoff. (Coastal Act/30230, 
30231) 

Policy 5.27: Minimize drainage impacts to the Dana Point Marine Life Refuge and 
Laguna Niguel Marine Life Refuee. (Coastal Act/30230, 30231) 

Land Use Element- Page 35 

Visitor/Recreation Commercial: The Visitor/Recreation Commercial designation 
includes primarily visitor-serving uses, such as restaurants, resort uses, such as hotels 
and motels-ases, commercial, recreation specialty and convenience retail goods and 
services, auto service businesses, open space/recreational uses; and community public 
facilities. Other supporting uses include conference facilities and cultural uses, such as 
museums and theaters. The average intensity of development for hotels is a floor area 
ratio of . 7 5: 1 and the maximum intensity of development .fefof hotels is a floor area ratio 
of 1.5: 1. The standard intensity of development for other uses is a floor area ratio of~ 
0.5:1. 
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Land Use 
Issue Area 

Balance of 
Land Uses 

Compatibility/ 
Enhancement 
Among Land 
Uses 

Maintaining 
and 
Improving 
Quality of Life 

Preservation 
ofNatura1 
Resources 

Development 
of Headlands 

Development 
of Town 
Center 

Development 
of Doheny 
Village 

Development 
of Monarch 
Beach 

Protection of 
Resident-
Serving Land 
Uses 

'LBnd Urban 
·Use .. Design 

3.4, 
4.1, 
4.4, 
6.3, 
6.6 

I. I, 
2.1, 
2.2 
6.2 

All 

1.4, 
4.5 
7.2 

1.5, 4.5 

3.8 

6.7 

1.5, 
2.5, 
4.5, 
5.6, 
7.3 

TABLE LU-2 
LAND USE RELATED 

GOALS AND POLICIES BY ELEMENT 
(Revised , 2001) 

Related Goals and Policies by Element 

Housing Circulation Noise 
Public Conservation/ 
Safety Open Space 

5.2, 5.3 
6.5, 6.6, 6.7 
7.4 

3.3 3.1, 3.4 
5.2, 5.3 
6.1, 6.6 
8.1, 8.3 

All All All All All 

1.7, 6.8 
1.8, 
1.13, 
1.18 

5.13, 5.14 1.10, 2.4, 2.6-2.9, 2.14, 
~. 2.20, .u.. 3.7, 6.2, 
1.25 6.4, 6.6-6.8 

2.6, 2.7 1.1 

1.15, 1.1' 2.9, 3.4, 
1.21- 4.2, 5.4, 5.5-
1.24 5.7, 
2.8 6.1' 6.3, 8.4 

5.3, 7.5 
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Public 
Facilities and Economic 
Growth Development 
Management 

1.4, 2.7, 
3.3, 
4.1, 5.3, 
6.2, 
7.2, 7.3 

2.6 
9.1 

All All 

2.7 

9.1-9.5 5.1 

3.4, 7.5, 
8.3 

3.4, 6.1-6.4, 
8.3 

5.2 

1.4, 4.1, 
4.3, 
7.3 



;· 
Land Use Element - Page 38 

LAND USE POLICY DIAGRAM 

The Land Use Policy Diagram for the City of Dana Point is described in Land Use 
Policy Figures LU-3, LU-41-BBEi-LU-5, and LU-6. The Land Use designations depicted 
on the diagrams are those-described in the previous section and are represented by 
patterns which identify future planned land uses for the City. 
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Land Use Policy Diagram 



Land Use Element- Pa&e 39 

DISTRIBUTION OF LAND USES 

The statistical distribution of planned land uses eity wieeCity wide is eeserieeeshown 
ffion Table LU-4. Table LU-5 graphically describes the percentage distribution of 
planned land uses City wiee. TH:is taeleCity wide, identifies each land use designation, 
its associated land acreage, and the total land acreage for all planned land uses in the 
City. The taele. This Table also provides estimated ranges of the total number of 
residential dwelling units planned and the resulting population. For non-residential land 
uses, such as commercial, pffice, industrial, and community facility, estimates ofbuilding 
square footage are depicted. 

Net acreage represents the Wt'efageacrea&e remaining after street rights-of-way and other 
public lands are excluded. To establish the net acreage associated with densities for 
residential designations and intensities for non-residential designations, except where 
otherwise specifically provided, 20 percent of the gross acreage is assumed to be used 
for streets or other public lands. Therefore; the net acreage equals 80 percent of gross 
acreage, and represents acreage capable of accommodating residential dwelling units and 
non-residential building square footage, except where otherwise specifically provided. 
For each gross acre of land (43,560 square feet), a net acre of 35,000 square feet is 
assumed to accommodate development. · 
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Table LU-4 

Future Land Use and Population Estimates in the City 
(Revised , 2001) 

Land Use Designation Gross Dwelling Population Square 
Acres Units Footage 

(a) (b) (c) (OOO)(d) 

Residential 
&esiaee~al Q 3.5 ~ ~ 

Residential 0.0-3.5 ill ill 
&esiae~al3.~ 7 +,@4 ~ 
Residential 3.5 - 7.0 1,661 7,969 
&esiaee~al + 14 ~ ~ 
Residential 7.0- 14.0 ill 3,793 
&esiae~al 14 22 200- ~ 
Residentiall4.0- 22.0 ~ 2,920 
&esiaee~ial22 3Q H 2-7+ 
Residential 22.0- 30.0 13 271 
Commercial 
Neighborhood Com'l. 7 85 
Community Com'! 109 1,519 
VisitaFIRes. CaRi 'I ~ 2;474 
Visitor!Rec. Com'l .ill 2,375 
Com 'VResidential 63 487 1,098 
Office 
Prof./ Administrative 6 146 
Industrial 
Ind./Business Park 18 314 
Community and Other 
Comm. Facility 163 2,272 
O~ee S~aee :;.:::t..{} 2-;e&J 
Oeen seace lli. 2,714 
Harbor Marine Land 38 265 
Transport. Corridor 345 
Total 

4,149 1 ~.a&4 32,923 ~ 
-14;4% ~ 

15l471- 32ll80- 10l758 
1~495 3~258 

(a) kfExcept where otherwise specificallv provided for purposes of establishing density/mtensity by land use 
category, the gross acreage tor restdenual and non-restdential land uses ts converted to net acreage by 20% to 
account for the land area devoted to roadways. 

(b) Estimated dwelling units are expressed as a range. Dwelling units for residential categories are based on the 
standard density described in Table LU-3, (dwelling unit per net acre) for each category of residential use 
and the cumulative total for this column is ~15,723. The bottom end of the range is based on 
estimated development of 252 (or 5 dulac) dwelling umts m the Residential/Commercial category. The top 
end of the range is based on minor upward adjustments to the standard densities for Residential 3.5-7 and 
Residential 7-14. 

(c) Population is based on Orange County Analysis Center OCP-88 2010 projections of 2.08 persons per 
dwelling unit for the bottom of the range and 2.38 persons per dwelling unit for the top of the range. 

(d) Square footage for non-residential categories is based on the standard intensity (FAR) for uses represented. 
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Land Use Element- Paee 45. Second Paraeraph Through Page 46 

SPECIFIC PLAN AREAS AND PLANNED DEVELOPMENT DISTRICTS 

Five areas within the City are identified as Specific Plan areas~ for future development, or 
revitalization. +fteseThe Specific Plan areas include the Headlands, the Town Center, 
Doheny Village, Monarch Beach and the Dana Point Harbor. The Headlands may also 
be developed as a PDD rather than a Specific Plan, providing a PDD zoning 
ordinance is adopted, consistent with this General Plan. The characteristics of 
planned land use for each Specific Plan or PDD focal area are described in the following 
sections. 

Headlands 

The Daaa Peiat Headlands represents a significant land resource that has the capacity to 
accommodate a mixture of compatible land uses, including visitor/recreation commercial, 
residential, recreation/open space, and eemHH:lHityvisitor-serving and commercial 
facilities. The Headland~ is identified as a Specific Plan area or as a PDD on the 
Land Use Policy Map. +Be 

A Specific Plan or PDD zoning ordinance for the Headlands will be prepared before 
development occurs and that ~ocument will implement General Plan policy by 
establishing development standards, precise locations for land uses and facilities, 
locations for streets, standards for residential density and non-residential intensity, and 
standards for the use and conservation of natural resources. 

Identification of the acreage and percentage mixture of planned land use is designed to 
provide both the City and property owner with the flexibility needed to allow 
consideration of alternative development designs. Any alternative eesignsdesign must 
generally meet the basic land use acreaee and percentage descriptions contained in this 
element and noted on the Land Use Policy Map. Any development design for the 
Headlands must include, to the extent feasible after taking into consideration 
topographic features, publicly accessible open space linkages eeflileetiagthat connect 
to on- and off-site open space areas, aad aRy land area desigRated speeifieally as 
CemmHRity faeility will resHlt iR a eerrespeRdiRg redHetieR ef land area designated as 
eitl:ter Visiter/ReereatieR Cemmereial er Residefltial 3.5 14, er betl:t. Tl:tis Land Use 
ElemeRt eaaexcept that the Headlands shall provide an easement to the City but 
shall not be ameaeed wl:teRreguired to construct a gpeeifie PlaR is prepared fer tl:te 
preperty.connection to Dana Point Harbor. 

The Headlands alse iaelHeessurrounds two small areas of existing residential 
development (the "Enclaves") that are not included in the Specific Plan or PDD 
boundaries. The westerly areaEnclave consists of multi-family units in buildings on 
adjacent, but separate lots. Although the actual density of development for this westerly 
areaEnclave varies from lot to lot, the overall designation is Residential 22-30. The 
southerly residential areaEnclave consists of single family detached houses on separate 
lots with a designation of Residential 7-14. The level of development for each of these 
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aFeaSEnclaves is based on their respective Land Use Element designations, but where the 
existing level of development exceeds the designation, the existing level of development 
can be maintained or reconstructed in the event of loss due to natural hazards or accident. . 
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Land Use Element- Paees 47-48** 

Fieure LU-6 and Table LU-6 describe the total acres and relative percentaee of each 
land use type for the Headlands. Recreation/Open Space constitutes 64.3 ~:ross 
acres of the Headlands, or S3o/o. Residential constitutes 52.6 acres of the Headlands, 
or 43.4%. Visitor/Recreation Commercial will be 4.4 acres or 3.7% of the property. 
Public roads make up approximately 2.3 acres of the site and are accounted for in 
the Recreation/Open Space cateeory. 

As shown on Fieure LU-6 Headlands. three Land Use desienations have been 
established for the Headlands: Recreation/Open Space, Visitor/Recreation 
Commercial, and Residential. Table LU-6, Headlands Land Use Composition, 
describes a percentaee distribution for the three desienations. 

The Headlands Land Use element promotes and implements the eoals of the 
California Coastal Act by maximizine public access and public recreational 
opportunities, consistent with sound resource conservation principles. 

Development of the Headlands will create sienificant conservation areas, public 
open ·space and parks, with multiple public coastal view opportunities and an 
interconnected network of public trails and coastal access. Five parks will be 
strateeically dispersed throuehout the property, located in areas that maximize 
public access and coastal views. The Headlands Conservation Park will create new 
coastal access opportunities and conserve open space in perpetuity, includine 
indieenous habitat. Hilltop Park will include the hiehest elevation on the Headlands 
and afford the opportunity · for establishine public views, an overlook, and a 
network of trails. Overlookine Dana Point Harbor and the Pacific Ocean, Harbor 
Point Park will provide the opportunity for establishine dramatic views, public 
recreation, visitor amenities, and conservation of coastal bluffs. Strand Vista Park, 
which overlooks Strand Beach, will create and link several coastal access ways and 
provide visitor amenity and public recreation opportunities. Strand Beach Park 
will be dedicated to a public aeency and will provide coastal recreational 
opportunities. 

A maximum of five visitor-servine. recreational facilities will be inteerated into the 
parks and open space to attract and serve local and statewide visitors to the 
Headlands coastline. The visitor-servin& recreational facilities shall be built by the 
developer, open to the public, and no less than four shall include educational 
proerams relatine to maritime, historical, cultural, natural resource conservation 
and related topics of reeional and local interest They will be connected by the 
inteerated public trail system to offer visitors a comprehensive experience. 
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Table LU-6 describes the general percentages of the land use types for the Headlands 
pFefleFty as 45.3 feF ~ercent for Recreation/Open Space, 2e.843.2 percent for 
Residential 3.50.0 7, 17.3 peFeeet feF Resiaeati&l 7 14,~ and ~3..6 percent for 
Visitor/Recreation Commercial. 

Table LU-6 
Headlands- Land Use Com 

LAND USE DESIGNATION 

Residential 
ResiEleRtial 3 5 7 
R-esiEieRtial 7 14 

Residential 0.0 - 3.5 
Commercial 
Visitert&eereatiea 

TOTAL 

osition~ 
GROSS 
ACRES 

~ 
~ 

~ 

~ 

4..4 

~ 

** 
121.3 

*In the subsequent Specific Plan or PQD for tbe Headlands gross acreage shall he utilized to calculate development yield and 

~ 

**Calculation includes approximately 2.5 acres for public roads. 

(&) Fer lll:lfiiBSes ef estallliskiRg iRleRsi.,. h~· IBRII use eategefY, the grass aereage fer ReR resilleRlial laRII uses is 
eeR•Jertellte Ret aereage lhreugk a relluslieR ef die grass aereage h~· lQ~' le aeeeuRl fer IBRII area lleYeted te 
reallways. 

(h) The DIIRa PeiRlloleaiiiBRds SJ1esifis PlaR ,'\Fea is saleulalell al Ret asreage, wlliell m~· eii&Rge gi~·eR die true ameuRt ef 
Rel aereage. The ResideRtial J.S 7 IIRd ResideRtial 7 14 BA!BS may he adjuslelluJiward, hut will still fall witlliR !he tell 
eRd ef tile FBAge iRdieated. 

Residential 0.0-3.5 
(43.2%) 

Visitor/Recreation 
Commercial 

(3.6%) 
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Land Use Element- Page 48 (new table) 

TableLU-6A 
Maximum Land Uses Within Headlands 

LAND USES MAXIMUM 

Residential SF 125 dwelling units 
Visitor/Recreation 
Commercial 40,000 sg. ft. 

1103 750 sg. ft. with 65 kevs 
Visitor Recreation 
Facilities 83500 sg. ft 
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Urban Design Element - Page 3 

Policy 1.5: Develop the Blufftop Trail from Monarch Beach to Doheny State Park. Final 
aesigsatien ef the trail The conceptual alignment of the trail through the Headlands 
shall be determined through the Specific Plan or PDD prepared for the Headlands. 
(Coastal Act/30210, 30212) 

Urban Design Element- Page 13 

The Natural Setting 

Dana Point's spectacular natural setting forms one of the most memorable arrangements 
of sea and landform in Southern California. lffiThe Dana "Point" promontory, a 
significant land feature of the Headlands, as well as the coastal bluffs, mark the 
geographical location is l'Harkea b)' of the "H:eaalanas" aRaCity. The Dana "Point" 
promontory with its steep coastal bluffs. The H:eaalanas is one of the most prominent 
features of the Southern California coastline between Point Lorna and the Palos Verdes 
Peninsula. The City's favorable southwestern aspect orients toward Capistrano Bight, a 
subtle bend in the coastline which defines a shallow bay between Dana Point and San 
Mateo Point to the south. Santa Catalina Island is prominent as a scenic landmark visible 
on the open ocean to the west. 

Urban Design Element- Page 15-16 

The landforms of the WeaalanasDana "Point" promontory and coastal bluffs are the 
most prominent natural features of the City. They are visible from the region's coastline 
and coastal hillsides from a distance of up to 30 miles. Public views from and public 
pedestrian access to the bluffs aFeshall be established as they will beCoiiie significant 
urban assign ana public resources ef...and enhance the ~natural setting of Dana 
Point. 

The following Urban Design policies and concepts guiaingwill guide the development 
of the Headlands-are: 

• ~4inifHizeLimit alteration of existing topography of the Headlands to measures 
neeessaryfufPl:!blie safety ana te accommodate a development program consistent 
with the General Plan and Headlands Specific Plan or PDD. 

• Require setbacks of buildings and site improvements from the bluff faces , as set 
forth in the Specific Plan or PDD, which will ass\:IF8ensure public and structural 
safety, consistent with detailed and site specific geotechnical report 
recommendations. 

• Encourage building forms that maintain a low profile and that are visually integrated 
with the landforms. --
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• The significance of and treatment of existing ridges, knolls, canyons,. and vegetation 
on the Headlands and bluffs sl:lealeshall be determined in the Headlands Specific 
Plan, BIR, aae Resel:lfee MaaageHJ:eBtPiaB eeel:lfBeBls or PDD. 

• Require all private development and public improvement proposals which have 
potential to impact public views of the Headlands and bluffs to submit detailed· 
studies of view impacts. All development along the City's coastline, as well as 
several locations in the Dana Point Town Center and Monarch Beach areas, have the 
potential to affect public views of the Headlands and bluffs. -

• Create historical and/or cultural monuments. plaques, and landmarks and 
intea=rate them into the public parks and open space proa=ram. 

• Incorporate desia=n elements into private development. such as view lots, which 
will lower the amount of ~:ross acreaa=e devoted to development, and thus 
increase the acreaa=e devoted to public recreation, open space, parks and visitor 
facilities. 

• Encouraa=e public access to coastal resources by developina= Visitor/Recreation 
Commercial facilities and Recreation/Open Space areas (includina= visitor
servin~: recreational facilities) that provide direct linka~:es to public parks, open 
space, the coastline, and Strand Beach. 
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Urban Design Element- Pages 16-17 

The Beaches 

Dana Point's coastline is unique in the diversity of its beaches. Capistrano Beach, 
Doheny State Beach, Daaa Strand Beach and Salt Creek Beach each have a distinct 
character formed by surf conditions, orientation, views, landform background and access 
pattern. Capistrano Beach, Doheny State Beach and Salt Creek Beach are all publicly 
owned facilities operated by State or County agencies. -Daaa-Strand Beach is-a privately 
owned property. Most of the beaches enjoy wide strands that provide excellent public 
access along the water's edge. Urban design policies and concepts guiding development 
along the beachfront except for Strand Beach, are: 

0 Require future built improvements adjacent to the beaches to consider the natural 
topography of the coastal terraces, embankments and bluffs as an integral part of the 
beachfront natural and visual setting. Development should protect existing natural 
features and be carefully integrated with landforms, emphasizing low profile building 
forms, retaining walls and other improvements that do not detract from the natural 
setting of the beach. 

0 Some older insensitive beachfront development has marred the natural setting and 
blocked public views to the ocean. Future improvements· or modification of 
previously-developed sites should strive to restore the appearance of the natural 
setting and epeacreate additional public views to the water. Opportunities to restore 
the appearance include: 

Where feasible, encourage opening selective views to the ocean from the Pacific 
Coast Highway. 

0 On the Headlands. the following urban design policies will guide development of 
the area adjacent to Strand Beach: 

Development of the former mobile home park site at Strand Beach must be 
subject to thorough geologic analysis. 

To enhance visual quality, tbe abandoned mobile borne park and 
surrounding area above Strand Beach shall be remediated and reconfigured. 
Such reconfiguration may include moving earth from tbe Strand area to tbe 
Upper Headlands area, creating a series of landscaped terraces, a public 
park, a primary coastal access path, and residential lots, all overlooking tbe 
Pacific Ocean. 

The existing revetment on Strand Beach, will be subject to the analysis of a 
registered geotechnical engineer and a registered marine/coastal engineer to 
incorporate design measures that further stabilize the site to ensure public 
safety. Such reconstruction must not encroach seaward of the toe of tbe 
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existing revetment at bedrock. unless improvements are necessary to create 
or enhance new public access and/or public safety. 

To compliment the surrounding urban residential character, the Strand area 
shall limit development to residential land uses. 

SeR:sitive eevele~meR:tDevelopment of the old Mobile Home Park above QaR:Q 

Strand Beach according to a Specific Plan or PDD for the Daaa PeiR:t Headlands 
shall accommodate two Strand Beach vertical public beach access paths. a 
linear park adjacent to the County Strand Beach parking lot, terraced 
landscaped slopes, and residential lots. 
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Urban Design Element- Pages 26-27 

The Blufftop Trail, or other system of trails and open space linkages, which will 
eventually eeflfleetprovide a connection from the Dana PeiRt Headlands to Doheny 
State Beach, is an excellent example of the desired concept. 

In addition to completion of the City's bikeway system, more pedestrian walks and trails 
need to be developed, and the pedestrian environment improved in key locations. 
Opportunities for pedestrian improvements include: 

0 Complete the trail fl:embetween the DaRa PeiRt Headlands and te-Doheny State 
Beach, and extend the trail northward aleRg DaRafrom Strand Beach to Salt Creek 
Beach Park and the regional trail system along the Salt Creek Basin. 

0 Develop a pedestrian trail system on the Headlands that connects the parks. 
open space, and conservation areas planned for the property as detailed in the 
Headlands Specific Plan or PDD. Such trails shall provide opportunities to 
coastal views and access. The trail system shall constitute the Blufftop Trail 
component for the Headlands. 
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Urban Design Element- Page 58 

The Daaa Peiat Headlands 

The Dana _:Point Headlands fefB'l" portion of the ~Headlands is one of the most 
J3reeiel:ls lana resol:lreesignificant landforms in the City. The primary Urban Design 
goal shall be to preserve the Dana "Point" area, including its coastal bluffs, and 
develop a coastal trail system on the plateau that rises approximately 180-215 feet 
above the Pacific to create extraordinary public view opportunities. As stated in the 
Land Use element, it is this area of the property-the Dana "Point," the coastal 
bluffs, and the coastal plateau-that is commonly referred to as the "Headlands." 
Urban Design objectives for development on the Headlands are: 

0 Preserve a continuous open space corridor along the coastline, providing full public 
access to the bluff edge and coastal views. 

° Create safe coastal view opportunities such as the Strand Vista Park adjacent to 
the County Strand Beach parking lot. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

GoooeetCreate public open space amenities, walkways, and a trail system within 
the Headlands that can ultimately be connected to the Blufftop Trail to the 
HeadlaRdssouth, and eKteRcl the trail to DaRa gtraRd Beaeh aRdthe Salt Creek Beach 
Park to thenorth. 

Preserve the relative height and visual prominence of the ridge top and designate the 
hilltop area near Pacific Coast Highway asfor public park, public trail, and 
permanent open space, and eoRsider the ridge to:13 fer loeatioR of a J3l:lblie :13ark uses. 

Develop a landscaped open space corridor consistent with existing corridors along 
Pacific Coast Highway, J3reserYiRg the J3eree}3tioR of the HeadlaRds as beiRg 
J3redomiRaRtly OJ3eR laRd. 

Future buildings on the Headlands should be carefully integrated with eJustmg 
laRdfefB'ls, maiRtaiRiRgsurrounding development and maintain a visual profile that 
eal:lses miRiml:lmlimits disruption of public ridgeline views from Dana Point 
Harbor and pubiiCParks. 

° Create a comprehensive set of development guidelines. unifying the public and 
private components of the Headlands. 

0 Emphasize a creative use of appropriate materials when designing public 
facilities, such as visitor-serving recreational facilities, trails, and walkways. 

0 Drought tolerant and native or naturalized species should be utilized within 
public open spaces and the edges of private development adjoining natural open 
space areas. 
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0 Provide a strong connection with the ocean through the inclusion of coastal 
access and ocean view preservation. I 

0 Design a series of monuments. landmarks and landscape features that designate 
the primary points of entry into the Headlands. I 
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Urban Design Element-Appendix A. Page A-3 

Dana Point Landscape Corridors 

(A new row shall be added to the bottom of Appendix A, Dana Point Landscape 
Corridors, on page A-3, as follows, and the Appendix, as amended, shall supersede 
the Appendix, page A-3 dated July 9, 1991.) 

Street Name Median Existing Sidewalk Sidewalk and Recommended 
or Planting Planting Im(!rovements 

Standard 
Selva Road2 Potential for Condition I or G Condition I or G O(!(!Ortunity for 
Pacific Coast (!lanted median in median 
Highway to the selective locations im(!rovements 
south end of the and (!lantings 
County Strand 
Beach (!arking lot 
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Circulation Element - Page 10 

Policy 5.13: Ensure adequate vehicle access and circulation, while minimizing 
traffic impacts to adjacent residential areas. 

Policy 5.14: Provide trailhead parking areas along Selva Road and Scenic Drive. 
The final configuration of parking areas will be determined at the time detailed 
roadway Improvement plans are prepared. 
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Circulation Element - Page 26 

BIKEWAY PLAN 

The Ca~istFane "B~' PaFIEs aaaPublic Works Department Recreation DistrietServices 
operates a coordinated system of bike trails ana Pigl::H"e C 4 sl:lews tl:le ~lar.aea system. 
At completion, bike lanes will be included on most of the City's arterial streets and the 
following outlines the three categories ofbikeways: 

0 

0 

0 

Class I: A paved path that is separate from any motor vehicle travel lane; 

Class II: A restricted lane within the right-of-way of a paved roadway for the 
exclusive or semi-exclusive use ofbicycles; and 

Class III: A bikeway that shares the street with motor vehicles or the sidewalk with 
pedestrians. 

The biking network in Dana Point connects with other trails and paths in adjacent 
communities and throughout Orange County. Several new bike trails and pedestrian 
paths have been proposed, iael\iaiag a Class I eikew~' tkFe\igl:l. Additional bikeways 
are planned along the open space between Street of the Golden Lantern and Sea Bright 
Drive north of Stonehill Drive and a Class III trail through Doheny State Beach Park. 

The Headlands pedestrian walkways may be a combination of Class I and Class III 
trails. For the Headlands, Class I trails may be paved or improved with other 
surfaces or materials. 
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Public Safety Element- Paees 12-13 

Coastal Erosion 

Policy 1.12: Specifically review and limit development on lands ~presentine 
seismic, slide, liquefaction, fire or topographic seHsH=aiHtsconcerns. 

Policy 1.25: For the Headlands, minimize the potential for coastal slope erosion and 
ensure public safety and coastal access by reconstructine the existine revetment. 
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Public Safety Element- Paee 30 

MITIGATION OF COASTAL BEACH AND BLUFF EROSION HAZARDS 

The Goals and Policies section of this Public Safety Element outlined the major coastal. 
geologic problems identified by the Coastal Erosion Technical Report of Dana Point's 
coastal zone. This study includes a series of maps identifying protective devices and/or 
mitigation measures, which might be appropriate to individual beach and bluff sections of 
the Dana Point shoreline. These generalized recommendations are shown in Figure PS-6. 
It should be emphasized, however, that the recommendations as shown are preliminary. 
Because coastal conditions vary greatly, even from one parcel to another, erosion 
mitigation measures for any development must be designed on a parcel-specific basis by 
a State-licensed engineering geologist. 

The Headlands 

The coastal area of the Headlands falls within two geologic sub-units. The Coastal 
Erosion Technical Report of Dana Point's coastal zone identifies these as: (1) the 
Dana Point Headlands Sub-unit, which contains the property's promontory land 
feature, the "Headlands," includine the Dana "Point" and surrounding coastal 
bluffs; and (2) the Strand portion of the Niguel Shores Sub-unit, which encompasses 
the property's Strand beach area. 
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Conservation and Open Space Element- Page 2 

California Fish and Game Regulations 

The California Fish and Game Code was adopted by the State legislature to. protect the 
fish and wildlife resources of the State. Special permits are required for any lake or 
stream alterations, dredging or other activities that may affect fish and game habitat. 

As identified in Section 30401 and 30411 of the Public Resources Code, the 
California Department of Fish and Game is the principal state agency responsible 
for the establishment and control of wildlife management programs. 

The Headlands 

In conjunction with the Central Coastal Orange County Natural Communities 
Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP) adopted in 1996, the 
Headlands property owners have executed a binding Implementation Agreement 
with the California Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. The property owners have also been issued an Endangered Species Act, 
Section 10(a) permit for the Headlands that deals specifically with anticipated 
impacts to federally listed endangered species and required conditions. 
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Conservation and Open Space Element- Paee 6 

A substantial_portion of the City's natural open space and biological habitat has been 
replaced with urban development. However, there are significant portions of the 
community that remain in a natural state. These areas include a portion of the 
Headlands, portions of Monarch Beach, and the Salt Creek and San Juan Creek Basins. 
Al~eagJ.:i JJBrtiea.s ef tJ.:iese areas are JJhm.Beel te ee eleveleJJeel ia. tJ.:ie flitHfe, tke 
eea.sen'atiea. ef eJJeR SJJaee aH:el tke eatHfal hmelfeRH:s ean J.:ielJJ te JJresen·e tJ.:ie eJ.:iaraeter 
ef ~e area. The Mare eleveleJJFReRt ef tJ.:ie areas sJ.:iealel resJJeet tJ.:iese eataral featares ef 
tJ.:ie S9FRFRHRity. 

Conservation and Open Space Element - Paee 8 

CONSERVATION OF SIGNIFICANT NATURAL FEATURES 

The natural features in the Dana Point area have helped to create the desirable character 
of the area. TeJJegr&f)J.:iiealThe sienificant natural features or natural land forms on 
the Headlands are Strand Beach, the Hilltop, Harbor Point. Dana "Point," and the 
Headlands Promontory. Other Dana Point area topoeraphic features such as ~ 
WeaellaRels, Salt Creek and the San Juan Creek watershed, the bluffs, the inland hills, and 
the beachfront should be protected from insensitive development. Public views should be 
conserved and the natural vegetation retained as much as possible. The beach areas and 
bluff area have potential for excessive erosion if not protected. 

Conservation/Open Space Element- Pages 9-11 

Policy 2.8: Minimize risks to life and property, and preserve the natural environment, by 
siting and clustering new development away from areas which have physical constraints 
associated with steep topography and unstable slopes; and where such areas are 
designated as Recreation/Open Space or include bluffs, beaches, or wetlands, exclude 
such areas from the calculation of net acreage available for determining development 
intensity or density potential. For the Headlands, minimization of risk to life and 
property and preservation of the natural environment is met by a requirement that 
new development be sited and clustered into areas determined by geoloeical 
feasibility studies to be suitable, such as by remediation of unstable slopes impacted 
by such new development. (Coastal Act/30233, 30253) 

Policy 2.14: Shoreline or ocean protective devices such as revetments, breakwaters, 
groins, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff retaining walls, and other such construction that 
alters shoreline processes shall be permitted when required to serve coastal-dependent 
uses or to protect existing structures or public beaches in danger from erosion, and when 
designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply and 
minimize adverse impacts on public use of sandy beach areas. For the Headlands, the 
potential for coastal slope erosion shall be minimized and public safety and coastal 
access protected by reconstruction of the existin& revetment. Such reconstruction 
must not encroach seaward of the toe of the existine revetment at bedrock unless 
improvements are necessary to create or enhance new public access and/or public 
safety. (Coastal Act/30210-12, 30235) 
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Policy 2.20: The biolodcal productivity and quality of coastal waters, streams, 
wetlands, estuaries, and lakes and the restoration of optimum populations of marine 
or~:anisms shall be ensured by minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges. 
Any specific plans and/or planned development district policies and specific 
development proposals, site plans and subdivision maps shall control runoff, 
prevent depletion of ground water supplies and substantial interference with surface 
water flow, encourage waste water reclamation, maintain natural vegetation buffer 
areas that protect riparian habitats, and minimize alteration of natural streams. 
(Coastal Act/ 30231). 

Policy 3.1: Environmentally sensitive habitat areas, including important plant 
communities, wildlife habitats, marine refuge areas, riparian areas, wildlife movement 
corridors, wetlands, and significant tree stands, such as those generally depicted on 
Figure COS-1, shall be preserved. Development in areas adjacent to environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would 
significantly degrade those areas through such methods as, the practice of creative site 
planning, revegetation, and open space easement/dedications, and shall be compatible 
with the continuance of those habitat areas. A definitive determination of the existence 
of environmentally sensitive habitat areas on a specific site shall be made through the 
coastal development permitting process. For the Headlands, the determination of 
native habitats will be based on the findings of the NCCP/HCP and compliance with 
CEQA. (Coastal Act/30230, 30240) 

Conservation/Open Space Element- Page 12: 

Policy 3.7: Environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA) shall be protected against 
any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources 
shall be allowed within those areas. For the Headlands, a combination of on-site 
preservation and compliance with the requirements of the NCCP/HCP shall fulfill 
ESHA requirements. (Coastal Act/30240) 

Conservation/Open Space Element- Pa~:e 15: 

Policy 6.4: Preserve and protect the scenic and visual quality of the coastal areas as a 
resource of public importance as depicted in ~Figure COS~~ "Scenic Overlooks 
from Public Lands",~ of this Element. Permitted development shall be sited and 
designed to protect public views from identified scenic overlooks on public lands to and 
along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural 
landferms,land forms and significant natural features to be visually compatible with 
the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual 
quality in visually degraded areas. (Coastal Act/30251) 

Conservation/Open Space Element- Page 21 
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CONSERVATIONt AND OPEN SPACE FOR THE PRESERVATION OF 
NATURAL RESOURCES 

The most significant natural resources in Dana Point include the Pacific Ocean, land with 
open space potential, lands with significant biological resources, water resources, 
significant landforms, and those sites or structures ~that have historical, 
archaeological or paleontological significance. The Weaellanels ii18e largest FemaiFtiBg 
aFtelevele~eel BFea vlitfiiB tfie City. Tais aFea eeFttaiBs eeastal sage seFRe vegetatieB waiea 
sa~~erts a variety ef aBimal s~eeies. Tae Pacific Ocean and shoreline provides important 
marine habitats for many species. Certain sections of the City's coast have been 
designated by the California Department of Fish and Game as three separate but 
contiguous marine life refuges. The other aFea~ of natural resource open space 
iBelaElesinclude, San Juan Creek and Salt Creek arurthe beaches and bluff areas along 
the coast. 

These important natural resource areas are shown on Figure COS-1. Other areas of 
natural resource open space include San Juan Creek and Salt Creek and the beaches and 
bluff areas along the coast. 

The Headlands 

The Headlands is the largest remaining privately owned, undeveloped area within 
the City. The Headlands contains a number of natural resources, including coastal 
sage scrub vegetation, which support a variety of plant and animal species. 

In 1996, the U.S. Department of Interior, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS), the California Resources Agency. the California Department of Fish and 
Game (CDFG), the California Department of Forestry and Fire, the California 
Department of Parks and Recreation, and the Orange County Environmental 
Management Agency, in conjunction with participating property owners. adopted 
the Central/Coastal Orange County Natural Communities Conservation 
Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP). The NCCP/HCP provides for the 
conservation of sub-regionally significant natural resources and multi-species 
habitat preserve areas. 

The NCCP/HCP was preceded by five years of scientific analysis and public agency 
review. A joint Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIR!EISl were prepared pursuant to the California Environmental 
Quality Act, the California Endangered Species Act, and the federal Endangered 
Species Act by the CDFG and the USFWS. In 1996, the EIR/EIS was certified as a 
Final EIR/EIS. 

The NCCP/HCP program resulted in the creation of the Orange County Habitat 
Reserve System. This 38,738 acre nature reserve has been permanently designated 
for open space and conservation purposes, and was designed to function as a 
multiple habitat system. Portions of the Reserve lie within the Coastal Zone and 
include over 182800 acres of coastal sage scrub, as well as about 72300 acres of 
chaparral. 62100 acres of grasslands, 1,800 acres of riparian, 950 acres of woodland, 
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200 acres of forest habitat and significant portions of six other habitat types now 
existing within the subregion. 

The Headlands' owners were identified in the NCCP/HCP as a "participating 
landowner" for "contributing significant land and/or funding toward 
implementation of the reserve system and adaptive management program." As a 
result, the landowners were issued a Section lO(a) Endangered Species Act Permit 
for the project site. 

For these landowners, development activities and uses addressed by the NCCP/HCP 
would be considered fully mitigated under the NCCP Act and the State and federal 
Endangered Species Acts for impacts to habitat occupied by listed and other species 
"identified" by the NCCP/HCP and Implementation Agreement. 

Through the NCCP/HCP conservation program, as well as the designation of over 
30 acres of the Headlands Conservation Park and other natural open space onsite, 
the Headlands property has provided for the preservation of important natural 
habitats. 

The Headlands Conservation Park 

The Headlands shall provide for a Headlands Conservation Park on a site of 
approximately 24 acres. The Headlands Conservation Park shall be a conservation 
area and generally include the land seaward of existing Marguerita Road lying 
between the two existing residential enclaves. This area includes the most important 
biotic resources, the adjacent coastal bluffs, the rocky beach, and the entire Pacific 
pocket mouse reserve identified in the NCCP/HCP. The Headlands Conservation 
Park shall provide limited public access to the bluff top via a perimeter bluff top 
trail. A greenbelt buffer will be provided between the Headlands Conservation 
Park and the proposed residential development on the Upper Headlands. The 
greenbelt buffer will accommodate recreational opportunities outside of the 
conservation area. Public parking and any other facilities also must be located 
outside of the Headlands Conservation Park conservation area. 
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3.1 INTRODUCTION 

THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 3.0 Headlands Planned Development District 

The Headlands Development and Conservation Plan (HDCP) provides for an orderly and 
balanced development of the site, as well as the conservation of open space and natural 
resources. The HDCP implements the goals, policies, plans and programs of the General Plan 
that are applicable to the property. The HDCP regulates the location, type and density of 
development, while ensuring the provision of adequate public lands, services and facilities. 
Section 3.0 establishes the project zoning and development standards, and incorporates by 
reference the general provisions, the land use plan, and definitions. 

The City's Zoning Code primarily implements the General Plan. In accordance with State law, it 
provides permitted land uses, development standards, and implementation programs for the City. 
The property is zoned Planned Development District (PDD-1 ). The PDD zoning provides for the 
orderly systematic implementation of the General Plan. The HDCP complies with ~nd augments 
the City's Zoning Code. The development standards in the HDCP are the required zoning 
standards for the property. The HDCP is a regulatory document and, as it relates to the property, 
constitutes the City's General Plan, Zoning Code, and the Local Coastal Program. 

A. Purpose 

The HDCP implements the General Objectives, Conservation Objectives, and Development 
Objectives described in Table 3.1.1. As detailed on the following page, the Objectives balance 
the project needs through complementary policies that incorporate a multitude of uses and 
activities. 
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THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 3.0 Headlands Planned Development District 

TABLE 3.1.1 

HEADLANDSDEVELOPMENTAND 
CONSERVATION PLAN OBJECTIVES 

General Objectives 

• To be consistent with the goals, policies, and objectives of the City's General Plan. 
• To implement the plans, policies, and programs of Section 4.0, Development Guidelines. 
• To be consistent with the goals, policies, and objectives of the California Coastal Act through the 

implementation of the Dana Point Local Coastal Program, as amended to include the HDCP. 

Conservation Objectives 

• To establish significant public open space, parks, and trails. 
• To establish, preserve, and protect coastal access and recreation. 
• To conserve significant natural resources consistent with the Natural Community Conservation 

Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan. 
• To mitigate drainage impacts to marine environments adjoining the project site, including Dana 

Point Harbor. 
• To regulate landform alteration to reduce adverse aesthetic impacts. 
• To create and preserve public coastal access and view opportunities. 

Development Objectives 

• To increase public coastal access through an integrated design of parks, open space, trails, and 
visitor facilities. 

• To construct public visitor educational facilities that encourage public access, and recreational 
improvements that enhance the open space and coastal experience. The facilities shall create a 
series of cultural, historical, conservation, and natural interpretive programs. 

• To provide public trails and greenbelts to link and buffer different land uses. 
• To ensure adequate vehicle access and circulation, while minimizing traffic impacts to adjacent 

residential areas. 
• To provide high quality visitor/recreation commercial and residential land uses. 
• To increase the acreage devoted to public open space, parks, and sensitive natural resources by 

designing development areas that incorporate ocean views. 
• To provide for the early delivery and construction of public facilities as provided for in this HDCP 

and the Development Agreement. 
• To create a positive fiscal impact to City revenues. 

B. Application 

The regulations contained herein constitute the applicable Zoning Code Standards for the project. 
The interpretation and application of this section shall be accomplished in accordance with the 
following provisions: 

1. Conflicts 

If there is a conflict between this PDD and the Municipal Code or Zoning Code, the 
provisions ofthe PDD shall prevail. 
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2. Omissions 

THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 3.0 Headlands Planned Development District 

If a provision, standard or procedure is not contained within these regulations or policies, 
the provisions, standards, or procedures contained within the Municipal Code or Zoning 
Code shall be utilized. 

3. Ambiguity 

If ambiguity arises regarding the appropriate classification of a particular use, or with 
respect to matters of height, yard, or area requirements, or other development standards, 
the Director of Community Development shall resolve the issues, conditions, or situation. 
Decisions of the Director of Community Development may be appealed to the Planning 
Commission. Decisions of the Planning Commission are appealable to the City Council. 

4. Invalid/Unconstitutional 

If any section, subdivision, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this document, or the 
application thereof to any person or place, is for any reason held to be invalid or 
unconstitutional by the decision of any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision 
shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this document or its application 
to other persons or places. 
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3.2 

A. 

THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 3.0 Headlands Planned Development DistriCt 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Development Permits 

All development within the HDCP shall comply with the provisions of the Municipal Code 
unless otherwise specified herein. All development permits shall be issued after the Director of 
Community Development or designee has determined that said permit is consistent with the 
following: 

• HDCP (Implementing Actions Program) 

• Coastal Development Permit or Master Coastal Development Permit 

• The PDD and, where applicable, the Municipal Code 

• The Final EIR. 

B. Enforcement 

These regulations shall incorporate by reference any conditions, requirements, or standards 
indicated graphically or in writing, and, as such, shall have the same authority, force and effect. 
Any development not in substantial conformance with such conditions, requirements, or 
standards shall be in violation of the HDCP (Implementing Actions Program). Violation of the 
HDCP will be a misdemeanor as defined in the City's Municipal Code, and procedures to 
enforce the Code may include appropriate civil, administrative or criminal proceedings. 
Penalties and/or fines shall be in accordance with the City Municipal Code, and, where 
appropriate, shall represent the cost to the City to implement the measure, correct any 
deficiencies in implementation, or otherwise ensure compliance with the measure in question. 

lf compliance is not demonstrated within a reasonable period of time, the City may use 
immediate penalties to ensure public safety. These penalties, where appropriate, may include the 
possible issuance of stop-work orders or the suspension of construction permits. 
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C. Amendments 

THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 3.0 Headlands Planned Development District 

Any amendment to Section 3.0, Planned Development District, shall also amend the relevant 
parts of Section 4.0, Development Guidelines, as necessary. An amendment shall follow the 
procedures described in this section. 

D. Variances 

Applications for a variance to the development standards of these regulations shall be processed 
in accordance with the City Zoning Code. 

E. Planning Area Boundaries 

The boundary alignments shown on the Planning Area Plan in Section 4.0 and referenced in this 
Section 3.0 are based on topography, known landmarks, acreage figures, and existing structures 
and roadways. The precise boundaries of each Planning Area shall be determined at tentative 
tract map submittal. The tentative tract map shall not deviate from the boundaries shown in the 
Land Use Plan by more than 5% from the amounts shown in Table 3.2, Land Use Plan Statistical 
Summary. The Director of Community Development may approve adjustments up to 5% of the 
gross acreage of any Planning Area provided the maximum acreage established for the total 
public open space is not diminished. 

F. Submittal Materials 

Except as provided below, the Developer shall follow standardized City submittal requirements 
for all applicable discretionary permit applications unless such materials were previously 
submitted and approved by the City in a prior application. Except for site specific coastal 
development and site development permits for Planning Areas 4 and 9 (Visitor/Recreation 
Commercial), submittals for future discretionary actions (i.e., Coastal Development Permit, Site 
Development Permit, Tentative Map, etc.) shall not be required to conform to Section 
9.61.040(e)(2)(F) and 9.61.040(e)(2)(G), regarding elevations and floor plans. In addition, the 
following submittal requirements shall be required: 

1. A detailed Trail Plan for each Planning Area. The trail plan shall address both private 
and public trails within the Planning Area, if applicable. The plan shall incorporate 
the trail policies and standards in Section 4.0, Development Guidelines. 

2. A view analysis exhibit which illustrates that coastal views from public viewing areas 
and public walkways shall be established, maintained and protected in accordance 
with the policies and standards in Section 4.0, Development Guidelines. 
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G. Noise Attenuation 

Plans for noise attenuation of units located in impacted areas, as described in the City's General 
Plan, shall ensure that interior and exterior noise levels and construction related noise levels do 
not exceed the standards of the Municipal Code Noise Ordinance. Plans shall be submitted at 
tentative tract map application consideration and/or coastal development permit/site development 
permit for residential and non-residential development and approved prior to issuance of building 
permits. 

H. Enclosed Mechanical Equipment 

Views of private commercial mechanical equipment, such as elevator enclosures, cooling towers, 
mechanical ventilators, utility vaults, transformers, meter boxes, air conditioning, heating units 
or other similar mechanical equipment, shall be screened from the public and adjacent property. 
All such equipment and appurtenances shall be contained within an enclosed structure, or within 
a portion of a building having walls or visual screening, and integrated with the building 
architectural design. 

I. Water Quality 

Prior to the approval of any Final Tract Map or building permit, the landowner or developer shall 
submit a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) to the Director of Public Works. The 
WQMP shall identify specific control measures (i.e., Best Management Practices) to reduce the 
discharge of pollutants to storm water facilities during all phases of development, and establish 
permanent maintenance responsibilities. 

J. On-Site/Off-Site Soil Removals 

If applicable, prior to the approval of any Grading Permit, the applicant shall submit an 
import/export plan detailing the haul route and staging areas for the import, removal or collection 
of soil in compliance with the grading code. The plan shall address the control of fugitive dust, 
maintenance of streets and sidewalks, including specific measures that conform to policies and 
standards adopted by the SCAQMD. 

K. Public Art 

The project shall comply with the existing "Art in Public Places" Program, No. 9.05.240 (Dana 
Point Zoning Code 3-97), and shall provide public art according to the terms and provisions 
established therein. 

L. Construction Monitoring Plan 

Prior to the approval of a rough grading permit, a construction-monitoring plan shall be 
submitted to the Director of Community Development or the Director of Public Works. The 
Construction Monitoring Plan shall be prepared in accordance with Section 4.13, Coastal 
Resources Management Program. 
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M. Post Construction Monitoring Plan 

Prior to the approval of Final Map, a Post Construction Monitoring Plan shall be submitted to the 
Director of Community Development or the Director of Public Works. The Post Construction 
Monitoring Plan shall be provided in accordance with Section 4.13, Coastal Resources 
Management Program. 

N. Employee Quarters 

Employee quarters shall be permitted and if provided, qualify for low-income housing credits on 
a per lot basis. Living quarters may be provided within the primary structure, or a detached 
accessory structure for the persons employed on the premises. The following conditions shall 
apply: (1) No Conditional Use Permit shall be required ifthe quarters are limited to one bedroom 
and one bath; (2) Rooms beyond one bedroom and bath (per employee) shall require a 
Conditional Use Permit from the City; (3) The quarters may contain separate kitchen or cooking 
facilities; (4) The quarters shall not be rented to non-employees; and (5) The quarters shall be 
treated as a bedroom for all requisite parking calculations. 
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3.3 LAND USE PLAN 

A. Purpose 
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The Land Use Plan includes a land use map, a statistical summary table, as well as additional 
regulations. Land use designations regulate the type and intensity of development for each 
planning area within the HDCP. The development regulations and standards contained herein 
are intended to satisfy the requirements of the PDD regulations pursuant to the City Zoning 
Code. Section 4.0 of the HDCP supplements the Land Use Plan by providing additional text 
related to the individual planning areas. This Section 3.0 represents the regulatory document for 
implementation of the PDD. 

B. Land Use Plan 

The approved HDCP Land Use Plan is shown in Figure, 3.3.1. The plan contains four basic land 
use categories. Recreation open space, conservation open space, visitor/recreation commercial, 
and residential. The Land Use Plan indicates the type, intensity and location for each use. The 
Land Use Plan Statistical Summary immediately follows in Table 3.3.1. Additional, descriptive 
text is provided for each Planning Area in Section 4.3, Planning Areas. 
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Land Use 
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TABLE 3.3.1 

LAND USE 
STATISTICAL SUMMARY 

Acres Planning Area Maximum 

RECREATION OPEN SPACE 

(REG/OS) 9.9 1 

5.2 3 

12.3 5 

4.3 SA 

SUBTOTAL REG/OS 31.7 

CONSERVATION OPEN SPACE 

(CONS/OS) 24.2 7 

6.1 8B 

SUBTOTAL CONS/OS 30.3 

VISITOR/RECREATION 
COMMERCIAL 

(V/RC) 
1.6 4 40,000 sq. ft. 

2.8 9 110,750 sq. ft. 

4.4 (65 Keys) 

SUBTOTAL V/RC 150,750 sq. ft. 

(65 keys) 

RESIDENTIAL 

(RES) 25.7 2 ?Slots 

26.7 6 50 lots 

SUBTOTAL RES 52.4 125 lots 

PUBLIC R.O.W. 2.5 1,6,8A 

TOTAL ACREAGE 121.3 
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c. Density/Area Transfers 

THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
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A maximum five percent (5%) of the total project residential units may be transferred between. 
Planning Areas 2 and 6. A maximum five percent (5%) of an individual planning area acreage 
may be transferred between Planning Areas 2, 4, 6, and 9. Such transfers shall not require an 
amendment to the Gener~.l Plan, Local Coastal Program and Policy, PDD, or Local Coastal 
Program Implementing Actions Plan and shall be subject to the following: 

1. Any proposed increase, decrease or transfer of residential density between 
Planning Areas 2 and 6, or any adjustment to Planning Area acreage boundaries 
between Planning Areas 2, 4, 6, or 9, shall be submitted as part of a Tentative 
Tract Map application. 

2. The maximum number of residential lots in any given Planning Area shall not 
exceed the maximum permissible density per gross acre, or an overall maximum 
of 125 lots. 

3. The character of the recipient Planning Area shall not be significantly altered, i.e., 
a transfer of a two-story residential unit from Planning Area 2 must result in a 
one-story unit in Planning Area 6. 

4. The amount oftotal public open space within the HDCP shall not be diminished 
through a transfer of planning area density or acreage. 

5. The transfer of acreage from Planning Areas 2 and 6 (Residential) to Planning 
Areas 4 and 9 (V /RC) shall revise the density as follows. Reductions due to 
acreage transfers that eliminate one Residential lot shall allow two additional 
rooms (keys) in Planning Area 9, the Seaside Inn, or, an additional 250 sq. ft. in 
Planning Area 4, PCHNRC. 

D. Public Facilities 

The five proposed visitor recreational facilities are outlined in Table 3.3.2, Visitor Recreational 
Facility Statistical Summary. All proposed facilities shall be built at maximum square footage, 
unless the Director of Community Development, the Planning Commission, or the City Council 
determines it infeasible to do so. 
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Public Facility 

Lighthouse 

Cultural Arts Center 

Nature Interpretive Center 

Conservation Center 

Public Restroom 

TABLE 3.3.2 

VISITOR RECREATIONAL FACILIT 
STATISTICAL SUMMARY 

Planning Area 

8A 

8A 

8A 

5 

y 

Maximum 

2,000 sq. ft. 

2,000 sq. ft. 

2,000 sq. ft. 

2,000 sq. ft. 

500 sq. ft. 

d public drinking All proposed public visitor faCilities shall include public restrooms an 
fountains, open to the public at hours to be determined by the approp 
However, the Conservation Center, due to fuel modification requirem 

riate public agency. 
ents shall only include a 

public drinking fountain. 
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A. 

THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
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DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

Residential Zoning District 

1. Planning Areas 

Maximum density for Planning Area 2 shall be 3.5 dwelling units per gross acre. 
Maximum density for Planning Area 6 shall be 2.5 dwelling units per gross acre. 

2. Permitted Uses, Accessory Uses, Temporary Uses and Conditional Uses 

Uses within Planning Areas 2 and 6 shall be as provided in Chapter 9.09 of the Zoning 
Code subject to and superceded by the standards set forth in Table 3.4.1, Allowable Uses 
for Planning Areas 2 and 6. 

3. Development Standards 

Development standards for Planning Areas 2 and 6 shall be as set forth in Table 3.4.2. 
The maximum allowable density identified for Planning Areas 2 and 6 shall be based on 
the gross acreage of the Planning Area, and the density factor identified for each area. 
The following standards shall supersede the applicable standards outlined in Chapter 9.05 
of the Zoning Code: 

• Balconies: For side elevation projections, the maximum horizontal length of 
all projections shall be amended to a maximum of 60%. 

• Chimneys: A maximum of three chimneys may project into the height limit. 

• Roof Decks: Shall be limited to 50% of the roof area, exterior stairways if 
incorporated architecturally into the structure, shall be permitted, and no 
limitation shall exist relative to total square footage. 

• Detached Accessory Structures: Detached accessory structures including 
Guest Houses shall be limited in Planning Area 2 to 16' in height, and in 
Planning Area 6 to 18' in height. 

• Decks: Decks may be placed on slopes greater than 15% and project up to 1 0' 
for Planning Area 6, provided such decks must be supported by a decorative 
retaining wall that incorporates aesthetic building materials, such as stone, 
brick, river rock, textured concrete, and loffel block. Transitional landscaping 
shall be provided to integrate the deck into the surrounding slope. No exposed 
structural building elements shall be permitted, such as post and beam or deck 
joists. 

The following standards shall supercede the applicable standards outlined in Chapter 
9.35 ofthe Zoning Code: 
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• Driveways: As long as the setback standards and offstreet parking 
requirements are met, there is no minimum driveway length. Driveways for . 
garages below grade may have a maximum slope of 20% beginning 10 feet 
from the property line. Driveways must enter from fronting streets. No 
sideyard access driveways shall be permitted. 

• Tandem Parking: Parking in excess of zoning requirements may be provided 
. in a tandem configuration within an enclosed garage. 

The following definitions and standards shall supercede and replace the applicable 
definitions in Chapter 9.75 ofthe Zoning code: 

• Basements: In Planning Areas 2 and 6, a basement or sub-grade livable space 
shall not be considered a story; basements may daylight to the finish grade 
elevation on three sides without restriction. Retaining walls necessary to 
create freestanding elevations may be constructed, including walls necessary 
to allow below-grade access for vehicles. This PDD basement standard shall 
be limited to 15 homes in Planning Area 6 and 30 homes in Planning Area 2. 
In Planning Area 2, the finished floor of such basements shall be included in 
the height measurement, which shall not exceed 35 feet in height, measured 
from the basement finished floor. In addition, the first and second floors must 
be articulated to eliminate a curtain wall effect from the rear, ocean front 
elevation. Minimum setbacks of 5 feet, or an equivalent percentage, shall be 
established at the Site Development Permit and incorporated into the ocean 
front elevation standards. 

• Accessory Living Quarters: Shall be permitted in Planning Areas 2 and 6. An 
accessory living quarter may not be rented, leased or sold to third party, but 
shall serve as temporary guest quarters only. Notwithstanding the above, a 
detached Employee Quarters shall not be considered an Accessory Living 
Quarter. 

• Detached Accessory Structures: In Planning Area 2 and 6, detached accessory 
structures may include but are not limited to employee quarters, garages, 
workshops, offices, gym or exercise equipment rooms, meeting and 
entertainment facility, cabanas, library, garden and other complementary 
facilities. 

4. Maximum Extension of Architecture Projection and/or Architectural Theme 
Element Above Height Limit 

Notwithstanding the provisions of Sections 9.05 of the Zoning Code, the maximum 
extension of an architectural projection or architectural theme element above the height 
limit for Planning Areas 2 and 6 shall be 3 feet. Architectural Projections are defined as 
chimneys, theme towers, parapets, and other nonstructural elements of the principal 
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building. The total square footage of the architectural projections shall occupy no more 
than 10% ofthe horizontal roof surface area. 

5. Measurement of Building Height 

The measurement of building height for residential structures shall be as provided in 
Section 9.05.110 of the Zoning Code except as provided below. 

• Building Height: All residential building heights shall be measured from 
finished grade and shall not be measured from existing grade or natural grade. 

• Single Pad Lots: A single pad lot shall mean a lot that consists of a single 
finished building pad. 

For a single pad lot, building height is defined as the vertical distance by 
which .the uppermost portion of the roof of a structure extends above the either 
of the following: (1) the finished pad elevation, or (2) the ceiling of a 
maximum twelve feet high basement. In Planning Area 2, the structure may 
not exceed 28' above the finish pad. In Planning Area 6, the structure may 
not exceed 18' above the finish pad. Figure 3.4.1, Residential Building 
Height Measurement, Single Pad Lots, depicts these measurement criteria. 

• Dual-Pad or Sloping Lots (Planning Area 2 only): A dual-pad lot shall be a lot 
with two finished pads that are separated by at least 8 vertical feet. The split 
between pads may occur along a slope or a retaining wall. This condition 
shall occur for a maximum 12 lots within Planning Area 2. 

A sloping lot shall be a lot that has been graded such that the finished grade 
has a slope of at least 8% along that portion of the lot that is perpendicular to 
the street. 

For a dual-pad lot, building height shall be separately calculated for each pad. 
Each finished pad shall conform to a building height defined as the vertical 
distance, by which the uppermost portion of the roof of a structure extends 
above either of the following: (I) the finished pad elevation, or (2) the ceiling 
of a maximum of twelve feet high basement. Building height may not exceed 
28'. Figure 3.4.2, Residential Building Height Measurement, Dual-Pad Lots, 
depicts these measurement criteria. 

For a sloping lot, building height is defined as the vertical distance, from 
which the uppermost portion of the roof of a structure extends above the 
adjoining finished floor on the interior of the structure directly below. 
Building height may not exceed 28'. Figure 3 .4.2, Residential Building 
Height Measurement, Sloping Lots, depicts these measurement criteria. 
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RESIDENTIAL BUILDING HEIGHT MEASUREMENT I 
SINGLE PAD LOTS I 

FIGURE 3.4.1 

PLANNING AREA 2 
SINGLE PAD LOTS 

FINISHED PAD GRADE 

PLANNING AREA 6 
SINGLE PAD LOTS 

FINISHED GRADE 

00 
N 

THE MA.XIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT MAY NOT 
EXCEED 28 FEET MEASURED FROM FINISHED 
PAD GRADE AT THE FRONT YARD SETBACK 
LINE TO THE UPPERMOST PORTION OF THE 
ROOF. 

00 

THE MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT MAY NOT 
EXCEED 18 FEET MEASURED FROM FINISHED 
PAD GRADE AT THE FRONT YARD SETBACK 
LINE TO THE UPPERMOST PORTION OF THE 
ROOF. 
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THE MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT OF THE 
STRUCTURE MAY NOT EXCEED 28 FEET 
MEASURED FROM THE FINISHED FLOOR ON 
THE INTERIOR OF THE STRUCTURE (EXCLUSIVE 
OF ANY BASEMENT I. TO THE UPPERMOST 
PORTION OF THE ROOF. 

THE MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT OF THE 
STRUCTURE MAY NOT EXCEED 28 FEET 
MEASURED FROM THE LOWER FINISHED 
PAD GRADE IMMEDIATELY ADJACENT TO 
THE STRUCTURE. TO THE UPPERMOST 
PORTION OF THE ROOF. 

THE HEADLANDS 

BUILDING HEIGHT MEASUREMENT 
SLOPING LOTS AND DUAL PAD LOTS 

FIGURE 3.4.2 

PLANNING AREA 2 
SLOPING LOTS 

THE MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT OF THE 
PORTION OF THE STRUCTURE FACING THE 
FRONTING STREET MAY NOT EXCEED 28 FEET 
MEASURED FROM THE FINISH GRADE AT THE 
FRONT YARD SETBACK LINE. TO THE UPPERMOST 
PORTION OF THE ROOF. 

PLANNING AREA 2 
DUAL PAD LOTS 

THE MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT OF THE 
PORTION OF THE STRUCTURE FACING THE 
FRONTING SGREET MAY NOT EXCEED 28 FEET 
AT THE FRONT YARD SETBACK LINE. TO THE 
UPPERMOST PORTION OF THE ROOF. 

DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
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TABLE 3.4.1 

ALLOWABLE USES FOR PLANNING AREAS 2 AND 6 

Land Uses 

Accessory Living Quarters 

Dwelling, Single Family 

Employees' Quarters 

Game Courts 

Granny Flat 

Home Occupation 

Model Home Complex 

Open Space 

Park, Public 

Recreational Facilities, Private 

Small Family Home 

Temporary Uses 

Trails, Biking and Hiking 

Security Structure 

Utility Substation 

LEGEND: 

P = Permitted Use 

C = Conditional Use 

T =Temporary Use 

X = Prohibited Use 

Planning Area 6 Planning Area 2 

A A 

p p 

A* A* 

A A 

C* C* 

P* P* 

T* T* 

p p 

p p 

A A 

p p 

T* T* 

p p 

p p 

p p 

P* = Permitted Use subject to special use standards (see 
Chapter 9.07 of the Zoning Code). 

C* = Conditional Use subject to special use standards 
(see Chapter 9.07 of the Zoning Code). 

T* =Temporary Use subject to special use standards (see 
Chapter 9.39 of the Zoning Code). 

A = Accessory Use 

A* = Employees' quarters allowed if notice is given to the 
City and the quarters comply with Section 3.2.N, 
Employees' Quarters 
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TABLE 3.4.2 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS: PLANNING AREAS 2 AND 6 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARD Planning Area 6 

(a) Minimum Lot Size I 0,000-square feet 

(b) Minimum Lot Width 

• Standard Lot 90-feet 

• Cul-De-Sac Lot (at front set-back 40-feet 
line) 

• Non-Standard Comer Lot I 00-feet 

(c) Minimum Lot Depth 

• Standard I 00-feet 

• Non-Standard Comer Lot 100-feet (one side only) 

(d) Maximum Lot Coverage 60% 

(e) Maximum Building Height 

• Flat Lot 18-feet 
I story 

• Dual-Pad/Sloping Lot NA 

(f) Maximum Building Envelope 87.5% of maximum allowed 

(g) Minimum Front Yard Building Set Back 

• From Street Right-of-Way 20-feet, residence 
20-feet, garage facing street 

I 0-feet, side entry garage 

• Flag Lot I 0-feet 

(h) Mimmum S1de Yard Setback 

• Interior Lot I 0-feet one side, 
5-feet opposite 

• Exterior Side I 0-feet on exterior side, 
5-feet opposite 

(i) Minimum Rear Yard Setback 

• All Lots 15-feet 

(j) Minimum Open Space, (Private) 30% 

(k) Minimum Landscape Coverage 25%-

{I) Minimum Building Separation 1 0-feer> 

(m) Density 2.5 per gross ac. 

(n) Maximum Number of Residential Lots 50 

As measured from the top of slope for the bmldmg pad. 

Includes patios pools, fountains, and decorative landscaping. 

Between primary and secondary buildings, if applicable. 

Planning Area 2 

6,000 square feet 

60-feet 

20-feet 

65-feet 

I 00-feet 

100-feet (one side only) 

60% 

28-feet 
2-stories 

2-stories 

90% I' story 
85% 2"d story 

of maximum allowed 

20-feet, residence 
20-feet, garage facing street 

I 0-feet, side entry garage 

I 0-feet 

5-feet 

5-feet to Lot Line, I 0' to Street 

15-feet 

30% 

25%-

I 0-feeto 

3.5 per gross ac. 

75 
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Visitor/Recreation Commercial Zoning District 

The zoning district for Planning Area 4 and Planning Area 9 shall be Visitor/Recreation 
Commercial (V /RC). 

1. Permitted Uses, Accessory Uses, Temporary Uses and Conditional Uses 

Uses for the V /RC zoning district shall be as provided in Chapter 9.11 of the Zoning 
Code subject to and superceded by the standards set forth in Table 3.4.3, Allowable Uses 
in the V/RC District. Fractional Ownership use, in Table 3.4.3, is defined as a recorded 
property interest coupled with a right of occupancy in a segment of real property for a 
stated period of time. 

2. Maximum Extension of Architecture Projection and/or Architectural Theme 
Element Above Height Limit 

Notwithstanding the provisions of Section 9.05.080 of the Zoning Code, the maximum 
extension of an architectural projection or architectural theme element above the height 
limit for the V /RC zoning district, occupying no more than a total of 10% of the 
horizontal roof area of the entire structure, shall be 5 feet. Architectural projections are 
defined as chimneys, cupolas, parapets, decorative architectural elements, and screened 
mechanical or electrical elements, other than the principal building. · 

3. Measurement of Building Height and Maximum Stories 

The measurement and height criteria for V /RC buildings shall be as provided in Chapter 
9.05.110 except as follows. Building height is defined as the vertical distance, measured 
from the interior of the building, by which the uppermost portion of the roof extends 
above either of the following: (i) finished floor, (ii) the finished pad elevation 
immediately adjoining the structure, or (iii) the ceiling of uppermost level of the 
basement or subterranean parking structure, whichever is lower. 

The site on which the structure is located may have a single or multiple finish pad 
elevation. Building height shall not be measured from existing grade or natural grade. 
Figure 3.4.3, Measurement ofV/RC Building Height, depicts these measurement criteria. 

In Planning Area 9 only, three-story structures may be built provided that one of the 
following is included: (i) the provisions of Zoning Code Section 9.05.200(a) and 
9.05.200(b)(l) and 9.05.200(b)(2) are incorporated into the design; or (ii) any structure 
that is proposed to have three stories is set back an additional 10 feet beyond the 
minimum required set-back to the fronting street; or (iii) the building design provides a 
minimum of 5% articulation in building mass between the first and second stories and 
10% articulation in building mass between the second and third stories. 

4. Maximum Intensity of Development 

The City General Plan and Section 9.05.210 of the City zoning code permit a maximum 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 1. 75 for commercial projects, which represents an increase 
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above the standard FAR. Projects receive the higher level FAR by demonstrating 
exceptional design and quality, and by providing public amenities. The HDCP 
establishes the visitor serving commercial in Planning Area 4 at .57 FAR; Planning Area 
9 has a .91 FAR. Both F ARs are slightly above the standard levels but significantly 
below the 1.75 FAR maximum. Provisions contained within this Section 3.0 and Section 
4.0, Development Guidelines, qualify for the increased FAR by providing project-wide 
design standards, architectural guidelines, numerous public recreation facilities, public 
art, and land use controls designed to create an exceptional project. Each V /RC Planning 
Area incorporates courtyards, fountains, landscaping, seating areas, public viewing areas, 
or other amenities that promote a pedestrian environment. The project also includes 
amenities such as bicycle racks or lockers that reduce dependence on the automobile and 
encourage alternate forms oftransportation. 

TABLE 3.4.3 

ALLOWABLE USES IN V!RC DISTRICTS 

- Planning Planning 
LAND USES Area 4 Area 9 

Bed and Breakfast Inn p p 

Caretaker's Residence X pi 

Clinical Services p pi 

Commercial Antennas C* C* 

Commercial Entertainment Uses X ct 

Commercial Recreation Uses X ct 

Cultural Uses p p' 

Day Care Centers c cl 

Drinking Establishments X PIC* 

Educational Uses p c' 

Food Service Uses, Specialty p A 

Fractional Ownership p2 p2 

Furniture Store c X 

Hotel p p 

Live Entertainment Uses X C*' 

Marine Uses p X 

Massage Establishments C* C*' 

Membership Organizations c X 

Open Space p p 

Personal Service Uses p A 

Photographic, Reproduction and Graphic Service Uses p X 

Contmued 
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TABLE 3.4.3 

ALLOWABLE USES IN VIRC DISTRICTS 
(Continued) 

LAND USES Planning Planning 
Area4 Area9 

Professional Office Use 

• On the second floor or above, or below street level p A 

• Street Level 

Recreational Uses 

Restaurant 

Restaurant, Take-Out 

Restaurant, Walkup 

Retail Sales Uses 

Temporary Uses 

Video Arcades or Game Rooms 

LEGEND: 

P =Permitted Use 

C =Conditional Use 

T =Temporary Use 

X= Prohibited Use 

X A 

A A 

p pi 

X X 

X cl 

p A 

T* T* 

X cl 

P* = Permitted Use subject to special use standards 
(see Chapter 9.07 of the Zoning Code). 

C* = Conditional Use subject to special use 
standards (see Chapter 9.07 of the Zoning Code). 

T* = Temporary Use subject to special use standards 
(see Chapter 9.39 of the Zoning Code). 

A= Accessory Use 

1 Allowable uses only if constructed in conjunction with the Seaside Inn 
2 Prior to the sale of the first Fractional Ownership interest, the property owner shall execute an agreement 

with the City to provide on-going compensation from the Fractional Ownership uses equivalent to the 
Transient Occupancy Tax effective for hotel uses. In Planning Area 4, this requirement shall only apply 
to Fractional Ownership uses associated with lodging. 
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BUILDING HEIGHT MEASUREMENT 
FIGURE 3.4.3 

PLANNING AREA 4 

IN PLANNING AREA 4, THE MAXIMUM BULDING HEIGHT OF 
THE STRUCTURE, AS MEASURED FROM THE UPPERMOST 
FINISHED PAD ELEVATION 1M MEDIATELY ADJOINING THE 
STRUCTURE, TO THE UPPERMOST PORTION OF THE ROOF 
CANNOT EXCEED 35 FEET. 

PLANNING AREA 9 

IN PLANNING AREA 9, THE MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT 
OF THE STRUCTURE, AS MEASURED FROM THE UPPERMOST 
FINISHED PAD ELEVATION IMMEDIATELY ADJOINING THE 
STRUCTURE, TO THE UPPERMOST PORTION OF THE ROOF 
CANNOT EXCEED 42 FEET. 

A.,HE HEADLANDS 
I DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
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TABLE 3.4.4 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR V/RC DISTRICTS 

Land Uses Planning Area 4 Planning Area 9 

(a) Minimum Lot Size 15,000 sq. ft 15,000 sq. ft. 

(b) Minimum Lot Width 80-feet 80-feet 

(c) Minimum Lot Depth (measured at 80-feet 80-feet 
building set-back lines). 

(d) Maximum Lot Coverage 60% 60% 

(e) Maximum Height 31-35-feet 42-feet 
2 stories 3 stories 

(f) Maximum allowable gross floor area 40,000 sq. ft. 110,750 sq. ft. 

(h) Setback From Ultimate Public Street 10-feet 10-feet 
R/WLine 

(i) Minimum Side Yard Setback 

Interior Side 10-feet 10-feet 

Street Side 10-feet 10-feet 

(j) Minimum Rear Yard Setback 

Standard 10-feet 1 0-feet 

Adjacent to Alley or Street 10-feet 10-feet 

(k) Minimum Landscape Coverage 20% 20% 

(1) Minimum Building Separation 10-feet 1 0-feet 
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C. Recreation Open Space and Conservation Open Space Zoning District. 

The zoning district for Planning Area 1, Planning Area 3, Planning Area 5 and Planning 
Area SA shall be Recreation Open Space (REC/OS). The zoning district for Planning Area 7 and 
Planning Area 8B shall be Conservation Open Space (CONS/OS). 

1. Location and Description of Uses 

Table 3.4.5, Recreation Open Space and Conservation Open Space Designations, 
describes the location and uses ofthose areas zoned REC/OS and CONS/OS. 

2. Permitted Uses, Accessory Uses, Temporary Uses and Conditional Uses 

Uses for the REC/OS and CONS/OS zoning districts shall be as provided in Table 3.4.6 
Allowable Uses in Recreation Open Space and Conservation Open Space. 

3. Development Standards 

Development standards for REC/OS and CONS/OS zoning districts shall be as provided 
in Table 3.4.7, Recreation Open Space and Conservation Open Space Development 
Standards. 

4. Special Development Standards 

Special development standards for REC/OS and CONS/OS zoning districts shall be as 
provided in Chapter 9.21 of the Zoning Code. 
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TABLE 3.4.5 

RECREATION OPEN SPACE AND 
CONSERVATION OPEN SPACE DESIGNATIONS 

LAND USE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

REC/OS West of the existing Orange County public parking lot on 
Selva Road. Consists of 9.9 acres, uses include Strand 
Vista Park, North Strand Beach Access 1 (Improved), 
Central Strand Beach Access (New), and South Strand 
Beach Access (New), and open space parking. 

• Strand Vista Park REC/OS Located adjacent to and seaward of the existing Orange 
County public parking lot. The park connects to Selva 
Road, and the North, Central and South Beach Access 
paths, overlooking the ocean from an elevation of 160-feet 
above the mean sea level, as more fully described in 
Section 4.4, Parks and Open Space Plan. The park provides 
coastal access, and direct links to the HDCP integrated 
public trail system. Strand Vista Park shall contain a 
variety of public walkways, overlooks, sitting and resting 
areas, picnicking, landscaping and other design elements. It 
provides dramatic views of the beach, ocean, and distant 
coastline. The location complements the public Orange 
County parking lot, currently under-utilized year round. 

• North Strand Beach Access REC/OS 
(Improved) 

• Central Strand Beach Access REC/OS 
(New) 

• South Strand Beach Access REC/OS 
(New) 

Including and adjacent to the existing offsite Orange 
County Strand Beach access. The existing, steep, narrow 
path shall be improved by incorporating additional land to 
widen and provide rest and landing areas and coastal view 
overlooks. The developer shall also construct new restroom 
and shower facilities near Strand Beach. 

Located adjacent to the Strand Residential Neighborhood 
Entry, the Central Strand Beach Access provides public 
access from the Strand Vista Park, through the Strand 
Residential Neighborhood (Planning Area 2), to the Strand 
Beach Park (Planning Area 3). 

Located adjacent to the Selva Road extension, this pathway 
provides direct access to the southern portion of Strand 
Beach. A meandering, switchback trail will provide rest 
and landing areas, overlook and coastal view areas, and 
public safety measures. The contoured graded slope will 
blend into adjoining slopes, and be landscaped with 
appropriate native species. A public safety access ramp 
will allow lifeguards and emergency direct access to South 
Strand Beach. 

1 Planning Area 1 includes only those portions of the North Strand Beach Access that lie within the property. 
However, the proposed project includes the improvement of the existing North Beach Access, which is owned by 
the County of Orange, as an off-site improvement. 
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Planning Area 3 

THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
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TABLE 3.4.5 

RECREATION OPEN SPACE AND 
CONSERVATION OPEN SPACE DESIGNATIONS 

(Continued) 

LAND USE 

REC/OS 

LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

Located in the northwestern portion of the HDCP, Strand 
Beach is privately owned to the mean high tide line and 
shall be dedicated to the County. Consists of 5.2 acres and 
stretches approximately 2,800 linear feet, terminating at the 
"Dana Point." 

• Strand Beach Park REC/OS Strand Beach Park is located seaward of the existing 
revetment. It shall be publicly owned and offered for 
dedication to the County of Orange. If the County does not 
accept the facility, it shall be offered and dedicated to the 
City. Activities shall include those passive recreational 
uses typically associated with the ocean and beach, 
including coastal access, swimming, surfing, sunbathing, 
fishing, jogging, picnicking and hiking, as more fully 
described in Section 4.4, Parks and Open Space Plan. 
Strand Beach connects to the Central, North and South 
Beach Access paths, forming an integrated design that 
maximizes public coastal access and passive recreational 
opportunities, while minimizing potential overcrowding at 
any single public recreation area. 

Planning Area 5 REC/OS At 288 feet above sea level, the 12.3-acre site contains the 
highest elevation within the HDCP. Located near Pacific 
Coast Highway, the park preserves a significant landform, 
establishes recreation opportunities, dramatic public view 
overlooks, and coastal access. 

• Hilltop Park and Greenbelt REC/OS 
Linkages 

Public facilities and uses include an open air educational 
visitor conservation center, trails, overlooks, seating, open 
space parking, signage, buffers, landscaping, protection of 
natural resources, fencing and other passive features, as 
more fully described in Section 4.4, Parks and Open Space 
Plan,. As a focal point for the HDCP integrated trail 
system, it can be accessed from Street of the Green Lantern, 
Pacific Coast Highway, Selva Road, Street "A," and the 
Headlands Conservation Park. 

The Greenbelt Linkages bordering Planning Area 7 
(Headlands Conservation Park) will be a minimum of 100 
feet wide and will serve as an open space buffer. Pursuant 
to the Fuel Modification Plan in Section 4.0, buffer areas 
will be revegetated with appropriate native plant species 
and be appropriately managed. 
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TABLE 3.4.5 

RECREATION OPEN SPACE AND 
CONSERVATION OPEN SPACE DESIGNATIONS 

(Continued) 

LAND USE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

CONS/OS Located seaward of the existing Marguerita Road, it 
includes 24.2 acres and the landform commonly known as 
the "Headlands Promontory." Conservation Open Space is 
the most restrictive land use designation, ensuring the 
preservation of the unique Headlands landform, the coastal 
bluffs and the rocky beaches. Conservation of natural 
resources is of utmost importance with limited disturbance 
along the seaward perimeter for the bluff top trail and 
overlooks. Buildings are prohibited. 

• Headlands Conservation 
Park 

CONS/OS The Headlands Conservation Park includes a bluff top trail, 
spectacular views of the ocean, and limited visitor access to 
the coastline and natural envirorunent. The Headlands 
Conservation Park, as more fully described in Section 4.4, 
Parks and Open Space Plan, will be preserved as 
conservation open space through the establishment of a 
non-profit trust and a perpetual endowment to own and 
manage the property. 

The area will require a long-term management program to 
help facilitate the survival of the sensitive plants and animal 
species. These uses and programs onsite must be 
coordinated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, which 
has issued an Endangered Species, Section IO(a) permit and 
the California Department of Fish and Game, in 
conjunction with the landowners' participation in the 
CentraVCoast Orange County Natural Communities 
Conservation Program and Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Implementation Agreement. 

Improvements in the Headlands Conservation Park will be 
limited to a bluff top trail, overlooks, seating, and public 
safety fencing. Balancing the desire for limited public 
access and views along the perimeter, this planning area 
also is designed to protect a number of sensitive flora and 
fauna, including the Pacific pocket mouse. As a result, and 
to protect this natural resource area from overuse, only 
limited portions of the area will accommodate passive uses, 
such as the bluff top trails, security fencing, overlooks, 
seating, and signage. The receiving agency or non-profit 
entity will establish hours of operation for the bluff top 
trail. Portions of the Hilltop Park and Greenbelt Linkages 
on the landward side of the Headlands Conservation Park 
will serve as a buffer between new development m 
Planning Area 6, the Upper Headlands Residential, and the 
Headlands Conservation Park. 
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TABLE 3.4.5 

RECREATION OPEN SPACE AND 
CONSERVATION OPEN SPACE DESIGNATIONS 

(Continued) 

LAND USE 

REC/OS 

CONS/OS 

LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

Consists of 10.4 acres and includes a recreational park 
overlooking Dana Point Harbor with several proposed 
visitor recreation facilities and open space parking, as well 
as the adjoining coastal bluffs and rocky beach. 

• Harbor Point Park Harbor Point Park overlooks Dana Point Harbor and 
provides dramatic coastal access and public view 
opportunities. Harbor Point Park is comprised of two sub
planning areas. 

SA REC/OS 

8B CONS/OS 

Planning Area 8A is designated as Recreation Open Space 
and includes the bluff-top 4.3-acre Harbor Point 
recreational area. 

Planning Area 8B is designated Conservation Open Space 
and includes the 6.1 acre coastal bluff and rocky beach area. 

Harbor Point Park accommodates several active 
recreational uses as more fully described in Section 4.4, 
Parks and Open Space Plan. The uses include several 
visitor recreation and educational facilities, such as a 
maritime historic center (lighthouse), a cultural arts center, 
and a nature interpretive center. Other amenities include 
bluff top trails, commemorative memorials, picnic areas, 
scenic overlooks, landscaped areas, benches, signage, 
kiosks, and fencing. Harbor Point Park also provides public 
recreational facilities that are distributed throughout the 
project, and thus avoids overcrowding or overuse by the 
public of any single area. 

To preserve the visual landform associated with Harbor 
Point and to protect views, the proposed education visitor 
facility shall not extend beyond the adjacent commercial 
building stringline on Green Lantern as illustrated in Figure 
3.4.4, Development Stringline. Sensitive natural resources 
associated with the coastal bluff and rocky beach areas will 
be preserved and protected by the Conservation Open Space 
designation. 

The Street of the Green Lantern and Cove Road provide 
access to Harbor Point Park. Parking will be provided on 
Scenic Drive and in a public lot at the terminus of Scenic 
Drive. The property owner shall dedicate an easement to 
the City for pedestrian trail access from Planning Area 8 to 
the Dana Point Harbor, but shall not be required to 
construct or fund that trail improvement. 
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TABLE 3.4.6 

ALLOW ABLE USES: REC/OS AND CONS/OS 

Land Uses 

Visitor Recreational Facility 

Cultural Uses 

Commercial Antennas 

Kiosks/Gazebos 

Outdoor Artwork 

Public Land Uses 

Temporary Uses 

Trails, Biking and Hiking 

LEGEND: 

P =Permitted Use 

C =Conditional Use 

T =Temporary Use 

X = Prohibited Use 

1 Hiking Trails only 

REC/OS CONS/OS 

p X 

p X 

C* X 

p X 

p X 

p c 
T* X 

p pi 

P* =Permitted Use subject to special use standards (see Chapter 9.07 of 
the Zoning Code). 

C* = Conditional Use subject to special use standards (see Chapter 9.07 
of the Zoning Code). 

T* = Temporary Use subject to special use standards (see Chapter 9.39 
of the Zoning Code). 

A = Accessory Use 
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TABLE 3.4.7 

RECREATION OPEN SPACE AND CONSERVATION OPEN SPACE 
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

Recreation Open Space 

Development Standards Conservation Open Space Zoning Districts 

REC/OS CONS/OS 

(a) Minimum Lot Size Not Applicable Not Applicable 

(b) Maximum Building Size-Visitor Recreation 
2,000-square feet Not Applicable 

Facility 

(c) Maximum Height-Visitor Recreation Facility 16-feet t. 2 Not Applicable 

(d) Minimum Setback-Visitor Recreation Facility 

--From Ultimate Street RIW Line 10-feet Not Applicable 

--From existing or proposed residential 
structures 

50-feet Not Applicable 

(e) Structural setback from top ofbluff 50 feee Not Applicable 

(f) Lighthouse setback from street 20 feet4 Not Applicable 

If a lighthouse is approved within the Recreation/Open Space, the maximum lighthouse tower height shall 
not exceed an elevation higher than the Hilltop Park or 38 feet, whichever is less. 

If a veteran's memorial is approved within the Recreation/Open Space, the maximum height of the flagpole 
shall not exceed the elevation of the Hilltop Park or 32 feet, whichever is less. 

The minimum structural setback from the top of bluff shall be 50 feet or as recommended by a geotechnical 
engineer with special foundation, subject to City approval. 

The lighthouse shall not extend beyond the commercial building stringline on Green Lantern as shown on 
Figure 3.4.4, Development Stringline. 
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3.5 GENERAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS ALL DISTRICTS 

The following General Development Standards shall apply to all districts or planning areas 
within the HDCP. 

A. Access, Parking and Loading 

Access, parking and loading regulations within this HDCP shall be as provided in Chapter 9.35 
of the Zoning Code except for the following: In Planning Area 9, tandem parking may be utilized 
to achieve the required parking for employees and for guests with valet parking. In Planning 
Areas 2 and 6, parking in excess of zoning requirements may be provided in a tandem 
configuration in an enclosed garage. Parallel on-street parking shall be provided on only one 
side of all single-loaded vehicle restricted local streets. A minimum of 62 public parking spaces 
shall be provided within the Recreation Open Space. 

B. Signs and Advertising Devices 

The signage guidelines provide a framework in which advertising; directions or information can 
be accommodated without detracting from the overall design quality of the HDCP. All signage 
shall be consistent with the Master Signage Program described in Section 4.0 Development 
Guidelines. 

1. Entry Signage 

The HDCP shall establish a unified image through the implementation of a series of 
Entry Signs. Entry Signage will designate the parks, visitor recreation and educational 
facilities, and V IRC facilities within the HDCP. The signage program is detailed in 
Section 4.12, Design Guidelines. Signs may be externally illuminated and lighting shall 
be hidden by vegetation or installed flush with the grade. Entry signage shall be wall 
mounted and shall not exceed 20 square feet. 

2. Interpretive/Directional Signage 

Interpretive/Directional signs are used along trails and roadways to provide educational 
information. These signs shall be constructed of durable and aesthetic materials, such as 
anodized aluminum. Primary signs shall not exceed 60 inches in height, or shall be 
located flush with fences or natural features. Primary signs shall not exceed 10 square 
feet and shall not be illuminated. 

Secondary signs shall not exceed 36 inches in height, shall not be illuminated and shall 
not exceed 4 square feet. 

3. Visitor/Recreation Commercial Signage 

Signs in Planning Area 4 and Planning Area 9 shall comply with the requirements for 
entry signage. Commercial signage shall comply with the requirements of the Master 
Signage Program described in Section 4.12 Design Guidelines. In addition, commercial 
signage shall be externally illuminated and lighting shall be hidden by vegetation or 
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installed flush with the grade. Signage shall be designed to compliment the architecture 
of the building and should emphasize natural materials. 

C. Landscaping Standards and Requirements 

Landscaping standards and requirements shall conform to the requirements in Chapter 9.55 of 
the City's Zoning Code except as provided in Section 4.12, Design Guidelines, and as follows: 

1. Homeowner Installed or Rehabilitated 

The provisions of Chapter 9.55 ofthe Zoning Code shall not apply to landscaping for any 
single-family residence that is installed or maintained by homeowners. 

2. Non-Permanent, Native, or Safety Issues 

The provisions of Section 9.55.060 of the Zoning Code, regarding irrigation system 
design, shall not apply to: 

• Uses where a landscape area does not require permanent irrigation to survive; 
• A landscaped area that is within an area designated for t:tative vegetation and 

conditions; or 
• The installation of an irrigation system that is likely to lead to erosion or other 

conditions that could impair the safe and proper operation of the landscape 
area. 

D. Fences, Walls and Hedges 

In addition to the Design Guidelines provided in Section 4.12, all fences, walls and hedges shall 
comply with the following provisions, which shall replace and supersede the requirements of 
Section 9.05.120 ofthe Dana Point Zoning Code. 

1. Maximum Height within the Required Side and Rear Yards 

The maximum height of any fence, wall or hedge within the required side and rear yard 
which faces an adjacent property shall be six feet as measured from the finished grade at 
the base of the fence, wall, or hedge to the top of the fence, wall or hedge, with the 
exception that pilasters may be 7 feet 6 inches. In a side yard condition, where a 
retaining wall faces the subject property, the maximum height of the combined retaining 
wall and fence shall not exceed 6 feet above the finished grade ofthe adjoining lot. 

For those uses or facilities that are required by the City to be screened, screen 
walls/hedges in excess of 6 feet may be permitted as necessary to provide adequate 
screening subject to a determination by the Director of Community Development. 
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Maximum Height within the Required Front Yards 

Fences, walls and hedges shall not exceed 42" measured from the finished grade to the 
top of the fence, wall or hedge, with exceptions in height subject to the conditions 
provided for below. 

• Arbors, trellises, porticos or other entry features within the required front 
yard, but otherwise not integrated into the architecture of the structure, may 
not exceed 8 feet 6 inches in height. Arbors, trellises, porticos or other entry 
features that are integrated into the architecture of the structure shall be 
governed by the height standards in the applicable Zoning District. 

3. Front Yard Retaining Walls 

The maximum height of front yard retaining walls shall be 30". All front yard retaining 
walls must be faced with stone, river rock, brick, loffel block, or similar decorative 
material and screened with landscaping. The total front yard wall height, including the 
retaining wall, shall not exceed 42". In Planning Area 2, six lots shall be exempt from 
these height limitations. In Planning Area 6, eight lots shall be exempt from these height 
limitations. Exempt lots may not exceed 9 feet 6 inches in total height (i.e., front yard 
retaining and wall height). The front yard wall or fence for any exempt lot shall be 
constructed of different materials from the retaining wall, and shall be transparent or open 
face, such as wrought iron, plexi-glass, or other similar materials. All such exempt lots 
shall be so designated at the Tentative Tract Map. 

4. Other Retaining Walls 

Retaining walls higher than 6 feet shall be permitted provided such walls shall 
incorporate landscape elements that are either integrated into the retaining wall design, 
i.e., loffel block, or planted to visually screen the subject wall. Earth retaining structures 
that integrate landscaping and plantings on the face of the structure are encouraged for 
walls above 6 feet. Landscape elements that provide visual screening shall utilize a plant 
palette that sufficiently matures to screen that portion ofthe wall in excess of6 feet. 

5. Sight Visibility Area 

The sight visibility area requirements in Section 9.05.090 of the Zoning code shall apply 
to the placement and height offences, walls, and hedges. 

6. Temporary Security Fencing 

Reasonable temporary security fencing for vacant lots or construction sites shall be 
exempt from this Section and may be placed in the required front yard to a maximum 
height of 6 feet. 
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E. Affordable Housing Programs 

The HDCP utilizes an in-lieu fee program to satisfy its low and moderate affordable housing 
requirements within the coastal zone. These funds will be used to address the City's needs for 
affordable housing. Fees will be collected prior to the issuance of certificate of occupancy 
permits. Applicant shall pay an in-lieu fee in the amount of $2,500 per residential unit, which 
fee shall be paid on a per unit basis in conjunction with the approval of a building permit. 

3.6 DEFINITIONS 

The City's Zoning Code shall be consulted for zoning definitions unless otherwise stipulated in 
this HDCP. 
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3. 7 DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCESS 

A. Purpose and Intent 

The intent and purpose of this Section is to establish regulations for the effective and efficient 
implementation of the HDCP. It establishes procedures for the consideration of development 
requests for any given Planning Area, the notice and conduct of meetings, and the procedure to 
amend the HDCP or the Dana Point Local Coastal Program, as amended to include the HDCP. 
This Section also details the procedures for processing Coastal Development Permits, Master 
Coastal Development Permits, Site Development Permits, Combined Coastal and Site 
Development Permits, and Subdivision Maps for any given Planning Area(s). 

B. Adoption and Amendment 

1. Planned Development District Adoption 

The HDCP serves as the local entitlement document for the subject area and must be 
adopted in accordance with the Zoning Code (Chapter 9.34). A PDD may be adopted in 
a variety of ways, both by resolution or ordinance. Section 4.0, Development Guidelines, 
must be adopted by resolution. Section 3.0, Planned Development District, must be 
adopted by ordinance and serves as the zoning regulations for development within the 
HDCP area. 

2. Amendment to Local Coastal Program 

The HDCP requires an amendment to the Dana Point Local Coastal Program ("LCP"). 
The LCP Land Use Plan for the HDCP area consists of the City's General Plan (as 
amended) and Section 4.0, Development Guidelines. The LCP Implementation Program 
for the HDCP area consists of Section 3.0, Planned Development District and referenced 
chapters of the City's Zoning Code. 

Portions of the HDCP area are included within the certified Dana Point LCP, including 
portions of Planning Areas 1, 2, and 3 and all of Planning Areas 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9. In 
order to implement the HDCP, the City will need to process an amendment to the Dana 
Point LCP in accordance with the California Coastal Act, Title 14 of the California 
Administrative Code, and the Local Coastal Program Post Certification Guide for Coastal 
Cities and Counties. In the case of major amendments such as the HDCP, they are 
reviewed in essentially the same fashion as original submittals, which are governed by 
Coastal Act Sections 30512 and 30513 and Commission Regulations Sections 13522-
13542. 

Portions of Planning Areas 1, 2, and 3, were "white-holed" and represent an original 
submittal by the City. The City will include portions of Planning Areas 1, 2, and 3 as 
part of the submittal of the amendment to the Dana Point LCP to the California Coastal 
Commission in accordance with the Sections noted above. 
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3. Future Amendments to the Local Coastal Program 

After the adoption of the amendment to the Dana Point LCP to include the HDCP area, · 
amendments to the LCP shall be processed in accordance with the procedures of the 
Coastal Act and Title 14. Amendments may be classified as either a major or minor 
amendment. The. Executive Director of the Coastal Commission will make the 
determination of minor or major in accordance with Section 30514( c) of the Coastal Act. 
The amendment procedures that will be followed will depend on the classification of the 
amendment and will follow the provisions of the Coastal Act and Title 14 Regulations. 

4. Amendments to the HDCP 

After certification of the amendment to the Dana Point LCP to include the HDCP area by 
the Coastal Commission, all proposed amendments to the HDCP that are determined to 
be a LCP Amendment, shall be processed in accordance with the procedures of the 
Coastal Act and Title 14. The Executive Director of the Coastal Commission will 
classify all amendments as minor or major in accordance with Section 30514( c) of the 
Coastal Act. The amendment procedures will depend on the classification of the 
amendment and will follow the provisions of the Coastal Act and Title 14. 

C. Discretionary Approvals and Permits 

This section defines the discretionary approvals and permits, the administration of modifications 
to standards, and allowable temporary uses. Discretionary approvals include Coastal 
Development Permits, including Master Coastal Development Permits, Site Development 
Permits including Master Site Development Permits, Combined Coastal and Site Development 
Permits, and Tentative Tract Maps. The purpose of this section is to provide guidelines for the 
application, review, and approval of all ofthe above discretionary approvals and permits. 

All development shall require both: (i) a Site Development Permit as defined and issued by the 
City under Chapter 9.71 of the Zoning Code, as modified in this HDCP; and (ii) a Coastal 
Development Permit as defined and issued by the City under Chapter 9.71 of the Zoning Code, 
or (iii) a Combined Coastal and Site Development Permit, as defined and issued in this HDCP. 

1. Site Development Permit 

The Site Development Permit is the discretionary process that links the policies and 
guidelines in Section 4.0, Development Guidelines, governing architectural design and 
compatibility, to specific development proposals. The process provides for the efficient 
and effective review of development proposals to ensure compatibility and enhanced site 
and building design. For Planning Areas 2 and 6, individual Site Development Permits 
are not required for each lot. A Master Site Development Permit shall be required which 
will cover the entire Planning Area. The Master Site Development Permits will be 
limited to detailed architectural design guidelines that will augment and expand on the 
Design Guidelines in Section 4.12 and ensure that future development will be designed 
and completed in accordance with those guidelines. In all other Planning Areas, when an 
individual Site Development Permit is required, the City will review each specific 
development project for compatibility and conformance with the Section 4.12, Design 
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Guidelines. In order for the City to clearly implement the policies and regulations of this 
HDCP, a Site Development Permit shall be required to be submitted and approved by the 
City prior to building construction for each of the Planning Areas. At the discretion of the 
Director of Community Development, Site Development Permits for Planning Areas 1, 5 
and 8A, if required, may be combined. 

The Site Development Permits will substantially follow the procedures that are noted 
below. 

• Application for a Site Development Permit. The applicant shall follow the 
format located in Section 9.61.040 of the Zoning Code, except that with 
respect to a Site Development Permit for Planning Area 2 and Planning Area 
6, Section 9.61.040(e)(2)(F) and 9.61.040(e)(2)(G) of the Zoning Code shall 
not apply. Along with this information, the applicant shall also include in the 
application package all of the required information identified in this HDCP. 
In addition, the applicant may elect to apply for a Combined Coastal and Site 
Development Permit in lieu of separate applications for a Site Development 
Permit and Coastal Development Permit. 

• Notice and Public Hearing. Except as noted in this HDCP, notice for a Site 
Development Permit shall be provided in conformance with the requirements 
of Section 9.61.050 ofthe Zoning Code. 

• Basis of Action. The City may approve, conditionally approve, or deny a Site 
Development Permit. The basis of action shall be subject to the findings 
located in Section 9.71.050 of the Zoning Code, as modified by this HDCP. 
The City shall also make a finding that the proposed development is in 
compliance with the HDCP and shall make all other required findings as 
identified in Section 2.0 of the HDCP. 

• Expiration. Any Site Development Permit granted herein shall be effective 
for a period of 24 months, unless otherwise conditioned or agreed upon 
subject to an approved Development Agreement or as otherwise agreed 
between the applicant and the City. Failure to exercise the permit within the 
effective period will cause the permit to automatically expire, unless the 
applicant has requested an extension in conformance with Section 9. 71.130 of 
the Zoning Code. Once construction has been initiated pursuant to the Site 
Development Permit, the Site Development Permit shall be deemed vested 
and shall not expire. 

• Amendments to a Site Development Permit. An approved Site 
Development Permit may be amended in accordance with the following 
procedures. If the Director of Community Development determines that the 
amendment constitutes a minor alteration to the approved Site Development 
Permit, the amendment may be approved administratively. At the discretion 
of the Director of Community Development, a minor alteration may be 
referred to the Planning Commission for review without a formal public 
hearing. If the Director of Community Development determines that the 
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amendment constitutes a major alteration to the approved Site Development 
Permit , public notice will be provided and a public hearing will be held in 
conformance with the notice and hearing provisions of this HDCP. 

• Appeals. A Site Development Permit is subject to appeal in accordance with 
Section 9.61.110 ofthe Zoning Code 

• Fees. The applicant for a Site Development Permit shall pay a processing fee 
in accordance with the latest fee schedule adopted by the City. 

2. Coastal Development Permit (Master and Individual) 

The Coastal Development Permit is the discretionary process that addresses development 
within the City's Coastal Zone. All development within the Coastal Zone must be 
consistent with the Dana Point Local Coastal Program. The HDCP is located within the 
Coastal Zone. The Coastal Development Permit ensures that the policies, programs, and 
regulations contained within this HDCP have been met, and that conditions have been 
incorporated into the Coastal Development Permit Resolution. The applicant may apply 
for individual or master coastal development permits as regulated in the HDCP, and any 
reference herein shall apply for both types of permit. 

The entire project site lies within the Coastal zone and will require Coastal Development 
Permits. Until the City has certified the amendment to the Dana Point Local Coastal 
Program to include the HDCP, portions of Planning Areas 1, 2, and 3 remain uncertified, 
and require Coastal Development Permit approval by the California Coastal Commission. 
If so processed, the Planning Commission shall consider the In Concept Approval as a 
component of the Site Development Permit. If an applicant has received an approved 
Coastal Development Permit from the Coastal Commission for portions of Planning 
Areas 1, 2, and 3 prior to certification from the City, the regulations governing Prior 
Coastal Approval as shown in the Zoning Code Section 9.69.030(3) shall be applied. If 
the City has certified the amendment to the Dana Point Local Coastal Program for 
Planning Areas 1, 2, and 3, but the California Coastal Commission has not approved it, a 
Coastal Development Permit for those portions of Planning Areas 1, 2, and 3 shall be 
obtained from the City prior to the Coastal Commission consideration of a Coastal 
Development Permit. 

In Planning Areas 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9, the City will consider any Coastal Development 
Permit subject to its jurisdiction. The City will utilize the provisions of the HDCP only 
after the Coastal Commission has reviewed and approved the amendment to the Dana 
Point Local Coastal Program. The provisions that require the submittal and approval of a 
Coastal Development Permit are shown in the Zoning Code, as modified by this HDCP. 
Each Coastal Development Permit will substantially follow the procedures noted below: 

• Application for a Coastal Development Permit. The applicant shall follow 
the format located in Section 9.69.050 of the Zoning Code, except that with 
respect to a Coastal Development Permit for Planning Area 2 and Planning 
Area 6 Section 9.61.040(e)(2)(F) and 9.61.040(e)(2)(G) of the Zoning Code 
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shall not apply. Also, the applicant shall incorporate all of the programs and 
include the required information as detailed in this HDCP. 

A Master Coastal Development Permit, issued by the City under Chapters 
9.27 and 9.69 of the Zoning Code, as modified by this HDCP, shall be 
allowed for Planning Area 2 (The Strand Residential) and Planning Area 6 
(Upper Headlands Residential) and other Planning Areas at the discretion of 
the Director of Community Development. The applicant has the discretion to 
apply for a Master Coastal Development Permit in Planning Area 2 and 
Planning Area 6, rather than individual Coastal Development Permits for 
construction on each individual lot. 

In addition, the applicant may elect to apply for a Combined Coastal and Site 
Development Permit, including a Combined Master Coastal and Site 
Development Permit, in lieu of separate applications for a Coastal 
Development Permit and Site Development Permit. 

• Notice and Public Hearing. Except as noted in this HDCP, the applicant 
shall follow the procedure shown in Section 9.69.060 of the Zoning Code. 

• Basis of Action. The City may approve, conditionally approve, or deny a 
Coastal Development Permit. Coastal Development Permits may also be 
issued in any sequence. The basis of action shall be subject to the findings 
located in Section 9.69.070 ofthe Zoning Code, as modified by the HDCP. 

• Di Minimis and Administrative Permits. Projects that qualify as either Di 
Minimis or Administrative Permits may be approved by the City. Application 
procedures for Di Minimis or Administrative Permits will be subject to the 
procedures shown in Sections 9.69.110 and 9.69.160 ofthe Zoning Code. 

• Expiration. Any Coastal Development Permit granted herein shall be 
effective for a period of 24 months, unless otherwise conditioned or agreed 
subject to an approved Development Agreement or otherwise agreed upon 
between the applicant and the City. Failure to exercise the permit within the 
effective period will cause the permit to automatically expire, unless the 
applicant has requested an extension in conformance with Section 9.69.140 of 
the Zoning Code. Once construction has been initiated pursuant to the Coastal 
Development Permit, the Coastal Development Permit shall be deemed vested 
and shall not expire. 

• Amendments to Coastal Development Permits. An approved Coastal 
Development Permit may be amended in accordance with Section 9.69.130 of 
the Zoning Code. 

• Emergency Permits. The Coastal Commission or City may issue emergency 
permits within the HDCP area, subject to the provisions shown in Section 
9.69.150 ofthe Zoning Code. 
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• Appeals. A Coastal Development Permit is subject to appeal in accordance 
with Section 9.69.090 of the Zoning Code. 

• Fees. The applicant for a Coastal Development Permit shall pay a processing 
fee in accordance with the latest fee schedule adopted by the City. 

3. Tentative Tract Maps 

Tentative Tract Map review shall be processed pursuant to Chapter 7.01 of the Municipal 
Code. No application for a Tentative Tract Map for Planning Areas 2 and 6 shall be 
submitted to the City without either combining the application with a Site Development 
Permit(s) or first obtaining approval for a Site Development Permit(s) for Planning Areas 
2 and 6. A Tentative Tract Map application that includes Planning Areas 4 and 9 is not 
required to be combined with an application for a Site Development Permit for those two 
Planning Areas. As provided above, individual Site Development Permits for Planning 
Areas 4 and 9 are required prior to building construction. After the initial approval of the 
Tentative Tact Map and Site Development Permit for the subject site, the approved Site 
Development Permit· may be amended separately, either as a minor or major amendment. 
If a Master Coastal Development Permit and Site Development Permit are approved for a 
Tentative Tract Map for Planning Areas 2 and/or 6, there shall be no need to process 
individual Coastal Development Permits and Site Development Permits for construction 
on individual residential lots within that Subdivision Map, provided the required 
residential building permit application demonstrates compliance with the HDCP and the 
design guidelines in the combined Master Coastal and Site Development Permit. 

4. Temporary Uses 

Temporary uses and structures may be approved in the HDCP subject to Chapter 9.39 of 
the Zoning Code. A temporary real estate sales office may be permitted through the 
approval of a Site Development Permit for the subject Planning Area or portion thereof, 
or through the Temporary Site Development Permit as shown in Chapter 9.39. 

5. Administrative Modification of Standards 

Certain standards in this HDCP may be administratively modified by the Director of 
Community Development to permit development on a property that is constrained due to 
physical constraints. Administrative modifications may be considered in the HDCP area, 
subject to Chapter 9.61, Section 9.61.090 of the Zoning Code. For other modifications to 
certain development standards, a variance shall be required in accordance with Section 
9.67 of the Zoning Code. 
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4.0 LOCATION AND SETTING 

The project site consists of 121.3 acres overlooking the Pacific Ocean, located in the west-central 
portion of the City of Dana Point (City), in the County of Orange (County). Interstate 5 (I-5) to 
the southeast, the San Joaquin Hills Transportation Corridor (State Route 73) to the northeast, 
and the bordering Pacific Coast Highway 1 (PCH) provide regional access to the site. Local 
streets include Selva Road, Street of the Green Lantern, and Cove Road. Figure 4.1.1, Regional 
Location, and Figure 4.1.2, Local Vicinity, graphically illustrate the project location. 

The project site is surrounded by urban development, including residential and commercial land 
uses. The Ritz-Carlton and St. Regis Resort hotels are approximately a quarter mile to the north. 
The southeastern portion of the property overlooks the Dana Point Harbor. The site includes 
nearly two miles of ocean and Harbor frontage. The surrounding setting is depicted in Figure 
4.1.3, Aerial Photograph. 

4.1 EXISTING SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

A. Landforms 

The project site contains four distinct landforms: ( 1) the two geographical points-Dana Point 
and Harbor Point, (2) the coastal bluffs which range up to 215 feet in height and stretch from the 
Harbor Point to the northern enclave of existing homes, (3) the Strand Beach, and (4) the hilltop 
near PCH. 

A gently sloping mesa sits atop the Dana Point and the coastal bluffs to form a landmark from 
which the entire site derives its common name-the Headlands. The bluffs are a visible 
landform for thirty miles up and down the coast. The coastal bluffs are defined as a natural, 
oceanfront landform having a continuous slope of 45 o or greater over a distance of 
approximately 25 vertical feet and 1 00 horizontal feet. 

The site has previously been developed as a mobile home park, with dilapidated infrastructure 
such as roads, pad foundations, sewer, water, storm drains, utility lines, and a 2,1 00' sea 
revetment (the Strand Beach area), and as horticultural greenhouses, commercial and storage 
buildings, and associated parking (the Upper Headlands area). 

B. Geology and Soils 

Three major geologic units and one minor geologic unit underlie the project site. The major 
geologic units are (1) the San Onofre Breccia overlain by (2) Marine Terrace Deposits, and (3) 
the Monterey Formation. A small area of Capistrano Formation occurs in the southeastern 
portion of the property. 
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The project site does not contain active faults. The closest active fault is the offshore trace of the 
Newport-Inglewood fault located approximately two miles to the west. The Strand area contains 
several landslides that require stabilization prior to development. 

C. Biological Resources 

The project site contains diverse wildlife and plant species. The wildlife consists of mammals, 
including the Pacific Pocket Mouse, reptiles, and birds, including the California gnatcatcher and 
the coastal cactus wren. 

The site also contains many vegetation assoc1at10ns that are native to Southern California. 
Southern coastal bluff scrub, mixed chaparral, and coastal sage are found in the southern areas of 
the site. The northern portions of the site consist of heavily disturbed vegetation, non-native 
grassland, disturbed coastal sage and ornamental plantings associated with the vacant mobile 
home development. 

In 1996, the U.S. Department of Interior, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the 
California Resources Agency, the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), the 
California Department of Forestry and Fire, the California Department of Parks and Recreation, 
and the Orange County Environmental Management Agency, in conjunction with participating 
property owners, adopted the Central/Coastal Orange County Natural Communities Conservation 
Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP). The NCCP/HCP provides for the conservation of 
sub-regionally significant natural resources and multi-species habitat preserve areas. 

The 1996 Orange County NCCP/HCP was preceded by five years of scientific analysis and 
public agency review. A joint Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIR/EIS) were prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, the 
California Endangered Species Act, and the federal Endangered Species Act by the CDFG and 
the USFWS. In 1996, the EIR/EIS was certified as a Final EIR/EIS, with appropriate findings 
and mitigation measures. 

The landowners of the project site were identified in the NCCP/HCP as a "participating 
landowner" for "contributing significant land and/or funding toward implementation of the 
reserve system and adaptive management program." As a result, the landowners were issued a 
Section 1 O(a) Endangered Species Act Permit for the project site. 

D. Cultural Resources 

The City's General Plan indicates that cultural resources exist on the site. Due to their 
confidential nature, additional cultural resources information is not provided in this document. 

E. Visual Resources 

Public visual resources include those portions of the property that can be viewed off-site, such as 
the coastal bluffs, the Strand Beach, the hilltop, and the two geographical features-Harbor Point 
and Dana Point. On-site public visual resources are limited because the property is largely 
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Each park seeks to create a variety of public recreational opportunities by embracing different 
design criteria. Many areas previously designated for residential or commercial development in 
the City General Plan and the certified Local Coastal Program have been designated in the 
HDCP as parks and open space. The design program of parks, open space, integrated public 
trails, and proposed visitor recreation facilities encourages coastal visitors, while leaving 
substantial portions of the site effectively undeveloped. The parks, greenbelts and open space 
incorporate a hierarchy of use, ranging from active recreation to passive recreation to permanent 
conservation. The following criteria for each park establish the basic use and design intent. 

1. Headlands Conservation Park (Planning Area 7) 

Conceptual Plan 
See Figure 4.4.2, Headlands Conservation Park Conceptual Plan 

Setting 
The Headlands Conservation Park overlooks the Pacific Ocean from the most dramatic 
location within the project site. The area includes a prominent landform-the Dana 
"Point," and its promontory commonly referred to as the "Headlands", as well as the 
adjacent coastal bluffs which rise approximately 215 feet above the ocean. Scenic Drive 
and Marguerita Road currently provide access to this area. Marguerita Road borders the 
northerly edge of the site and will be removed concurrent with the extension of Selva 
Road. An approximate 3.8-acre portion of the park is occupied by the endangered Pacific 
pocket mouse. 

Design Concept 
Create a conservation open space park designed to permanently preserve the significant 
landform, and conserve, manage, and preserve the existing flora and fauna. The park 
shall consist of natural open space and be dedicated to the conservation and enhancement 
of the existing habitat. Provide long-term management programs for the study and 
maintenance of the natural resources. Define an appropriate level of public access along 
a blufftop trail. 

Program 
Intensity of Use: 

Level of Development: 

Conservation-Very low. No active development 
permitted. Coastal access is restricted to trails and 
overlooks only. 

Extremely low. A trail with a series of overlooks, 
minor drainage improvements if necessary, fencing 
and interpretive signage. 
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Proposed Uses: 

Program Elements: 

Site Features 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

Scientific and educational studies. Professional 
management and maintenance of existing habitat. . 
Interpretive walks. Coastal access and coastal view 
opportunities. Walking/hiking on established trails 
only. 

Native landscape materials. Pedestrian trail/coastal 
access pathway. Multiple scenic overlooks. 
Interpretive Signage. Conservation fencing, safety 
fencing. 

• The existing Marguerita Road adjacent to the park, shall be removed, the area shall be 
graded to natural contours and re-vegetated pursuant to Figure 4.4.6 and Section 4.13, 
Coastal Resources Management Program. 

• Management and maintenance activities shall be coordinated with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Services and the California Department of Fish and Game. 

• A 1 0' wide pedestrian trail of decomposed granite/gravel shall provide controlled 
access to the coastal bluff top. See Figure 4.4.3, Headlands Conservation Park Bluff 
Section. 

• Five enhanced overlooks with seating shall be integrated into the pedestrian trail 
along the coastal bluff. 

• As determined by the appropriate public agency, safety fencing and conservation 
fencing shall be provided for the Pacific pocket mouse habitat, and adjacent to the 
public trail and scenic overlooks. 

• Interpretive signage, informational signage and related amenities shall be included 
within the public trail and the overlooks. 

• A proposed Nature Interpretive Center shall be constructed in the adjacent greenbelt 
(Planning Area 8a) to serve as management and educational headquarters for the 
Headlands Conservation Park. 
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Landscape Design 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

• The Park shall remain native in character with supplemental plantings of native plant 
materials. Exotic, non-native, and invasive plant species shall be removed in 
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services and the California Department 
ofFish and Game. 

• Subject to other restrictions, native shrubs may be selectively planted adjacent to the 
existing residential enclaves to provide a visual transition between the building 
architecture and surrounding landscape. Shrubs shall be located to minimize conflicts 
with the views from surrounding areas. 

• Limited temporary irrigation shall be provided, if necessary, to ensure establishment 
of new plantings. Irrigation will consist of low volume applications such as drip, 
bubbler and/or low volume spray heads. Irrigation shall encourage deep root growth 
instead of surface root development. Design of all such irrigation shall conform to 
Section 4.14, Park and Open Space Management Program. 

Ownership, Construction and Maintenance 
The Headlands Conservation Park shall be owned by a non-profit trust, established in 
conjunction with the NCCP/HCP, the USFWS and the CDFG. The trust shall include a 
Board of Directors, a Protector, a Manager, and the requisite support staff necessary to 
provide for the long-term conservation of the natural resources within the park. 

Construction activities shall be completed by the Landowner/Developer and limited to 
the proposed coastal bluff public access trail, safety and conservation fencing, coastal 
view overlooks, and minor drainage facilities, if necessary. 

An endowment for the park, as budgeted by the Center for Natural Lands Management, 
shall be established to provide for the long-term maintenance, and management 
consistent with Section 4.14, Park and Open Space Management Program. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

2. Hilltop Park and Greenbelt Linkages (Planning Area 5) 

Conceptual Plan 
See Figure 4.4.4, Hilltop Park Conceptual Plan. 

Setting 
The Hilltop Park and Greenbelt Linkages include the highest elevation found within the 
project site. At 288 feet, the "hilltop" provides 360° views, including the surrounding 
city, harbor, and ocean. The park preserves a prominent landform. Access is currently 
provided from PCH, Street of the Green Lantern, and Scenic Drive. 

Design Concept 
Create a park that utilizes the existing topography to establish public view opportunities 
to the ocean, harbor, and city. Provide a series of greenbelt linkages and public trails to 
adjacent parks and open space. Emphasize the use of natural or drought tolerant 
landscape materials. Provide appropriate public visitor facilities. 

Program 
Intensity of Use: 

Level of Development: 

Proposed Uses: 

Program Elements: 

Site Features 

Recreation-Low. Limited development of public 
visitor facilities permitted. Limited recreational 
activities permitted. 

Moderately Low. Multiple public trails, hilltop 
overlook, rest areas, visitor recreation facility, 
parking. 

Walking, bicycling, hiking, jogging, picnicking, 
educational, parking. Coastal access and view 
opportunities, fuel modification, protection of 
natural resources. 

Primarily native landscape materials, drought 
tolerant landscape materials. Pedestrian/bicycle 
access pathways. Scenic overlooks. Visitor 
recreation facility, interpretive/informational 
signage. Fencing as appropriate for public safety, 
view preservation, and protection of resources. 

• Trails shall be either bikeways or pedestrian trails as designated on Figure 4.5.1, 
Public Trail/ Access Plan. Combined bikeway/pedestrian trails shall be 12' wide and 
constructed of concrete. Pedestrian trails shall be 1 0' wide, constructed of 
decomposed granite/gravel. A "switchback" pedestrian trail shall provide access to 
the hilltop overlook. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

• A hilltop overlook shall be provided at the park's highest elevation. The overlook 
shall be constructed of concrete or other durable materials and be designed to blend 
with the natural surroundings. See Figure 4.4.5, Hilltop Park Section. A minimum of 
two benches and one trash receptacle shall be provided. Fencing may be required as 
deemed necessary by the Director of Community Development. 

• Marguerita Road shall be removed, the area graded to natural contours and 
revegetated pursuant to Section 4.13, Coastal Resources Management Program. See 
Figure 4.4.6, Greenbelt Buffer at Headlands Conservation Park. 

• Areas of natural resource value shall be protected through signage and fencing if 
necessary. 

• Access to the Hilltop Park shall be limited to pedestrians. Parking shall be provided at 
the Street of the Green Lantern, Scenic Drive, the County parking lot off Selva Road, 
and the adjacent Nature Interpretive Visitor Center parking lot. 

• Interpretive signage, informational signage, and related amenities shall be included 
within the public trail and the overlooks. 

• The proposed visitor recreation facility, the Conservation Visitor Center, shall be 
located near the terminus of Selva Road. The Conservation Visitor Center shall be a 
maximum of 2,000 square feet and, due to fuel modification requirements, 
constructed as an open-air facility using non-combustible materials. 

• The Conservation Visitor Center shall include an educational program open to the 
public highlighting the various conservation programs that have been established 
along the California Coast. 

• Public access shall be permitted on public trails and overlooks in areas that are not 
determined to be sensitive natural resources. 

Landscape Design 
• Primarily native shrubs, ground covers and grasses selected from the Headlands 

Revegetation Palette. The greenbelt along the Selva Road extension and along the 
border with the Niguel Terrace Condominiums may utilize the Landscape Palette 
identified on Table 4.16.1 

• Subject to other restrictions, native trees shall be selectively planted as necessary to 
screen adjacent uses. Trees shall be located to minimize conflicts with views from 
surrounding areas. See Figure 4.4.7, Greenbelt Linkage. 

• Limited temporary irrigation for native plant establishment and limited permanent 
irrigation as necessary to comply with Fuel Modification Zone requirements or for 
designated drought tolerant landscaping areas. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

Ownership, Construction Maintenance 
The Hilltop Park and Greenbelt Linkages shall be transferred to the City pursuant to the 
terms of the Development Agreement. The property shall be conveyed subject to the 
completion of all improvements, which shall be constructed by the 
Landowner/Developer. Maintenance and management costs shall be borne by the 
Landowner/Developer, as detailed in Section 4.14, Coastal Resources Management 
Program, for a one year period, and thereafter, by the City. 

3. Harbor Point Park (Planning Area 8alb) 

Conceptual Plan 
See Figure 4.4.S, Harbor Point Park Conceptual Plan 

Setting 
The Harbor Point Park, located on the southeastern edge of the project, overlooks Dana 
Point Harbor. The site includes the Harbor "Point" which borders the harbor, the adjacent 
coastal bluffs, and a plateau that provides dramatic views. The Street of the Green 
Lantern, Cove Road and Scenic Drive provide access to the area. 

Design Concept 
Create a public park that preserves a major landform, while establishing and encouraging 
public coastal access. Incorporate coastal view opportunities. Integrate the public trail 
system and the proposed visitor recreation facilities by providing areas that can be 
actively used by the public. Provide a contemplative space within the park. Align the 
trails, overlooks, and public facilities to visually link with the harbor and the ocean. For 
Planning Area Sb, restrict public access from sensitive natural resources. 

Program 
Intensity of Use: 

Level of Development: 

Proposed Uses: 

For Planning Area Sa, recreation-moderately high. 
Multiple recreational activities permitted. For 
Planning Area Sb, conservation-very low, no active 
development permitted. 

For Planning Area Sa, moderately high. Multiple 
public trails, overlooks, rest areas, visitor public 
facilities, public art, veterans' memorial. Planning 
Area Sb, public access to the coastal bluff face is 
prohibited. Limited access to the rocky beaches in 
conjunction with the Ocean Institute. 

For Planning Area Sa, walking, bicycling, hiking, 
jogging, picnicking, educational, historical, artistic, 
parking. Coastal access and view opportunities. 
Public and private ceremonial activities. For 
Planning Area Sb, scientific and educational uses 
only. Permanent conservation through deed 
restrictions. 
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Program Elements: 

Site Features 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

For Planning Area 8a, drought tolerant and native 
landscaping materials. Pedestrian/bicycle access 
pathways. Scenic overlooks. Visitor recreational 
facilities. Veterans' memorial. Public art. 
Interpretive/informational signage. Safety fencing. 
For Planning Area 8b, conservation of natural 
resources. Interpretive/ informational signage. 

• Trails shall be either bikeways or pedestrian trails as designated on Figure 4.5.1, 
Public Trail/ Access Plan. Bikeway trails surrounding the proposed Maritime 
Historical Visitor Center shall be 1 0' wide, constructed of concrete. Other pedestrian 
trails shall be typically 1 0' wide, constructed of decomposed granite/gravel or 
stabilized soil. 

• A series of seven overlooks shall be constructed of decomposed granite/gravel, 
concrete, or enhanced pavement. A minimum of two benches and one trash 
receptacle shall be provided at each overlook. Public art, kiosk, markers or signage 
providing interpretive, historical or other relevant information shall be provided as 
determined by the Director of Community Development. 

• Safety view fence shall separate trails from adjacent coastal bluffs. 

• A proposed Veteran's Memorial, with two components-a monument/public art 
element and a flagpole, shall establish a contemplative area near the proposed 
Maritime Historical Visitor Center. 

• The proposed Maritime Historical Visitor Center shall be a maximum of 2,000 square 
feet. The design shall replicate an early Californian lighthouse, and include historical 
exhibits related to California's maritime and local history. It shall be located inside 
the VR/C building stringline established by the adjacent commercial development on 
Green Lantern. A paved, enhanced patio area, suitable for outdoor receptions and 
picnicking shall be included in the design program. Sidewalks immediately adjacent 
to the Maritime Historical center shall be concrete enhanced pavement. See Figure 
4.4.9, Harbor Point Park Section. 

• The proposed Cultural Arts Visitor Center shall be a maximum of 2,000 square feet. 
It shall be constructed of appropriate materials consistent with Section 4.12, Design 
Guidelines, to complement the surrounding area. It shall be located adjacent to 
Scenic Drive overlooking the Pacific Ocean. The facility shall include multi-purpose 
space suitable for exhibitions, lectures, and educational uses. A paved patio area shall 
adjoin the building. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

• The proposed Nature Interpretive Visitor Center shall be a maximum of 2,000 feet. It 
shall be constructed of appropriate materials consistent with Section 4.12, Design 
Guidelines, to complement the surrounding area. It is located adjacent to the 
Headlands Conservation Park, at the terminus to Scenic Drive. The facility shall 
include educational, management, and operational space designed to serve the 
adjacent Headlands Conservation Park. 

• Vehicular drop-off/turnarounds shall be provided immediately east of the Maritime 
Historical Visitor Center and at the terminus to Scenic Drive adjacent to the proposed 
Nature Interpretive Visitor Center. Vehicular drop-offs shall be paved with enhanced 
pavement and shall have planted islands. A minimum of two benches and one trash 
receptacle shall be provided at each drop-off. 

Landscape Design 
• Harbor Point Park shall be landscaped with native and drought tolerant materials as 

identified in Table 4.14.2 and Table 4.16.1. Accent plantings immediately adjacent to 
the visitor recreation facilities may be planted subject to approval by the Director of 
Community Development. 

• An open meadow appropriate to informal uses shall be established in the area 
overlooking the Dana Point Harbor. It shall be composed of appropriate native 
grasses or groundcovers. 

• Subject to fuel modification and other restrictions, low canopy trees shall be 
selectively planted within 50 feet of the Maritime Historical Visitor Center, Cultural 
Arts Visitor Center and Nature Interpretive Visitor Center. Trees may also be 
selectively planted within and immediately adjacent to parking areas. Trees shall be 
located to minimize conflicts with views from surrounding areas. 

• Irrigation shall be temporary in those areas adjacent to the coastal bluffs. Permanent 
irrigation shall be allowed within enhanced landscape zones immediately adjacent to 
visitor facilities and as required. See Section 4.16 for additional irrigation guidelines. 

Ownership, Construction and Maintenance 
The Harbor Point Park shall be transferred to the City pursuant to the requirements of the 
Development Agreement. The property shall be conveyed subject to the completion of 
all improvements, which shall be constructed by the Landowner/Developer. The 
maintenance and management costs shall be borne by the Landowner/Developer, as 
detailed in Section 4.14, Coastal Resource Management Program, for a one year period, 
and thereafter, by the City. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

4. Strand Vista Park/Public Beach Access (Planning Area 1) 

Conceptual Plan 
Please see Figure 4.4.1 0, Strand Vista Park/Public Beach Access Conceptual Plan 

Setting 
Strand Vista Park is located parallel to and immediately seaward of the existing County 
Salt Creek Parking Lot (approximately 600 parking spaces). Vehicular access is from 
Selva Road. Currently this area is fenced and heavily overgrown with mature vegetation 
such as oleander and acacia. Public views are non-existent. An existing public coastal 
access stairway owned by the County of Orange (the future North Strand Beach Access) 
lies just north of the property line. This narrow, steep, trail provides the only proximate 
access to Strand Beach. 

Design Concept 
Create an active park that utilizes the unique site characteristic to provide dramatic 
coastal access and view opportunities. Establish the integrated trail system as a major 
feature within the park. Incorporate a series of view overlooks to establish public view 
opportunities. 

Create an improved public beach access, the North Strand Beach Access, by widening the 
existing County facility, and designing two rest/landing areas with view opportunities. 
Construct a new restroom and outdoor shower facility at the base of the stairs 
immediately above Strand Beach. 

Create the Central Strand Beach Access as a new public path to Strand Beach, 
conveniently located within the Strand Vista Park, near the entry to the Strand Residential 
neighborhood (Planning Area 2). The entry of the Central Strand Beach Access shall be 
designed to encourage public use, i.e., architectural elements shall be incorporated into 
the entry to distinguish it and appropriate signage shall be posted. The Central Strand 
Beach Access shall provide direct access to Strand Beach, opening a portion of the 
property currently fenced and restricted from public use. 

Construct the South Strand Beach Access to provide additional access to Strand Beach. 
Create new coastal view opportunities by establishing a public overlook area adjacent to 
the Selva Road entry, and by integrating rest/landing areas into the "switchback" public 
access trail. The South Strand Beach Access will provide direct access to the beach, 
opening a portion of the property currently fenced and restricted from public use. 
Construction of this walkway implements the coastal access identified in the Certified 
Dana Point Local Coastal Program. 

Program 
Intensity of Use: Recreation-Moderately high. 

activities permitted. 
Multiple recreation 
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Level of Development: 

Proposed Uses: 

Program Elements: 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

Moderately high. Multiple public trails, overlooks, rest 
areas, visitor recreation facility (public restroom and 
showers), public art, coastal access pathways. 

Walking, bicycling, hiking, jogging, picnicking, restroom, 
and shower facilities. Coastal access and view 
opportunities. 

Drought tolerant landscape materials with appropriate 
transitions to native materials at the south end. 
Pedestrian/bicycle access pathways. Scenic overlooks. 
Visitor recreational facility. Interpretive informational 
signage. Public art. Vertical and lateral coastal access. 
Safety fencing, view fencing. 
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Site Features 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

• A meandering 10' wide concrete pedestrian trail shall be constructed within the linear 
park. As appropriate, the trail shall be grade separated, with approximately a five-foot 
difference in elevation between the trail and parking lot. See Figure 4.4.11, Strand 
Vista Park Prototypical Trail Section. 

• Pedestrian plazas/overlooks shall consist of enlarged paved areas, appropriate metal 
view fencing, with a minimum of two benches, a picnic table, and a trash receptacle. 
If necessary, retaining walls adjacent to the trails or overlooks shall be constructed of 
appropriate, durable materials that blend with the setting. See Figure 4.4.12, Strand 
Vista Park Conceptual Overlooks. 

• The existing County public beach access shall be improved as the North Strand Beach 
Access. Two overlooks providing coastal views, rest/landing areas shall be 
incorporated into the trail design. Benches shall be provided at each overlook. The 
access shall be enhanced through new landscaping and related amenities to integrate 
it with Strand Vista Park. See Figure 4.4.13, North Strand Beach Access Cross
Section. 

• A visitor recreation facility consisting of new restroom and shower facilities shall be 
constructed at the base of the North Strand Beach Access, above Strand Beach. As 
necessary, view fencing shall be provided. 

• The Central Strand Beach Access shall consist of a concrete walkway 8' wide which 
will parallel the spine road for the Strand residential neighborhood, as illustrated in 
Figures 4.4.15 and 4.4.16. Above the beach, at the same level as the lowest row of 
lots, the access shall be incorporated into a 50' wide landscaped extension of Strand 
Beach Park. Within the 50' wide landscaped extension only, the trail shall be 10' 
wide. 

• South Strand Beach Access shall be constructed as a 6' wide "switchback" trail from 
Selva Road to the southern portion of the beach. An overlook shall be provided at the 
top of the walkway, adjacent to Selva Road. Additional rest areas/overlooks shall be 
incorporated into the trail at key locations and safety view fence shall be installed as 
necessary. 

Landscape Design 
• Landscape within Strand Vista Park and the North Strand Beach Access shall be more 

"manicured" in character yet still tied to the overall landscape theme. Materials will 
be selected from Table 4.16.1, Landscape Palette. Existing site vegetation shall be 
selectively removed to create and enhance ocean views. Palm, cypress and other 
vertical shaped trees will be planted at the pedestrian plazas/over looks but spaced to 
ensure preservation of views. Low trees and shrubs shall be planted orr the slope of 
the western side of the trail in order to preserve public views. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

• Landscape along the South Beach Access shall be native shrubs, ground covers and 
drought tolerant materials. The landscaping should transition into native materials 
from Selva Road into the slope area. Native trees shall be selectively planted as 
necessary to screen adjacent uses. Selected planting of trees may be used along the 
south access to provide shade and visual interest. Trees shall be located to minimize 
conflicts with views from surrounding areas. 

• Within the guidelines identified in Section 4.16, permanent irrigation may be 
provided within Strand Vista Park, as well as those areas adjacent to the North and 
South accessways. Slope areas with native materials will require irrigation for plant 
establishment and possible fuel modification interface. 

Ownership, Construction, Maintenance 
Strand Vista Park shall be transferred to the City pursuant to the Development 
Agreement. The property shall be conveyed subject to the completion of all 
improvements, which shall be constructed by the Landowner/Developer. The 
Landowner/Developer shall enter into a Construction and Maintenance Agreement with 
the County for those portions of the County Strand Beach parking lot that abut the Strand 
Vista Park. The maintenance and management costs shall be borne by the 
Landowner/Developer, as detailed in Section 4.14, Coastal Resources Management 
Program, for a one year period, and thereafter, by the City. The City reserves the right to 
trim or remove trees for the preservation of public views. 

5. Strand Beach Park (Planning Area 3) 

Conceptual Plan 
Please see Figure 4.4.14 Strand Beach Park Conceptual Plan 

Setting 
Strand Beach lies seaward of the existing rock revetment, which borders the former 
mobile home park within the project site. This privately owned beach to the mean high 
tide, connects to the adjacent Salt Creek Beach. The Ritz-Carlton hotel sits 
approximately one-quarter mile to the north; the Niguel Shores residential community 
directly borders the site. The wide sandy beach terminates at the base of the Dana 
"Point" to create a secluded ambience. Selva Road provides access to the County owned 
vertical access above the beach. 

Design Concept 
Create multiple public beach access opportunities, which connect to the integrated trail 
system. Provide numerous scenic overlooks and rest areas. Dedicate the private beach to 
public ownership and uses. Reconstruct the existing rock revetment (which lies within 
Planning Area 2) to ensure public safety and to create public coastal access. Utilize 
project design features such as nuisance water diversion to minimize water quality 
impacts and beach erosion. 
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Program 
Intensity of Use: 

Level of Development: 

Proposed Uses: 

Program Elements: 

Site Features 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

Recreation-very high. 
activities permitted. 

Multiple recreational 

Low. Limited to new coastal access pathways. 

Surfing, swimming, volleyball, picnics, walking, 
hiking, jogging, fishing, kayaking, and other water 
related activities. 

Establish public coastal access, emergency access, 
reconstruct the existing rock revetment to ensure 
public safety and to minimize coastal erosion. 

• As identified in Strand Vista Park above, the North Strand Beach Access pathway 
shall consist of a 10' wide pedestrian sidewalk that connects to Strand Beach Road 
directly adjacent to the north end of the County parking lot. 

• Public restrooms and showers serving visitors to Strand Beach shall be constructed 
within the North Strand Beach Access directly above the beach. 

• The South Strand Beach Access pathway shall consist of a 6' wide pedestrian trail 
that connects to Selva Road, south of the County parking lot. 

• The Central Strand Beach accessway will parallel the spine road serving the Strand 
residential neighborhood. Above the beach, beginning at the same level as the lowest 
row of residential lots, the access shall be incorporated into a 50' wide landscaped 
extension of Strand Beach Park. See Figure 4.4.15, Central Strand Beach Access 
Conceptual Plan and Figure 4.4.16, Central Strand Beach Cross-Section. 

• The lowest and most southerly cul-de-sac in the Strand residential neighborhood shall 
provide a 16' wide rampway to Strand Beach for emergency and maintenance 
vehicles. 

• The emergency access and the Central Strand Beach Access will be protected from 
coastal erosion by incorporating the accessways into the design of the reconstruction 
for the revetment. 

Landscape Design 
• Landscaping for the 50' wide Strand Beach Access shall utilize the Landscape Palette 

in Table 4.16 and shall minimize view impacts to off-site areas. 

• Irrigation shall be provided as necessary subject to the guidelines in Section 4.16. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

Ownership, Construction, Maintenance 
The Strand Beach Park shall be offered for dedication or donation to the County pursuant 
to the Development Agreement. If the County does not accept the Strand Beach Park, it 
shall be offered for dedication or donation to the City. The property shall be conveyed 
subject to the completion of all improvements, which shall be constructed by the 
Landowner/Developer. Except for the beach, which will be the County's (or City's) 
responsibility upon acceptance, the maintenance and management costs shall be borne by 
the Landowner/Developer, as detailed in Section 4.13, Coastal Resources Management 
Program, for a one year period, and thereafter, by the County (or City). 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 

Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

4.5 PUBLIC TRAIL/ACCESS PLAN 

The Public Trail/Access Plan provides a comprehensive system that accommodates pedestrians, . 
bicycles, and visiting members of the public at various locations. The public trail system is 
illustrated in Figure 4.5.1, Public Trail/Access Plan. The major components of the system 
include pedestrian trails, bikeways/pedestrian trails, coastal access pathways, and overlooks. 
The Public Trail/ Access Plan links the five major parks, the five proposed visitor recreation 
facilities, and provides numerous coastal access and public view opportunities. The extensive 
coastal access is further illustrated on Figure 4.5.2, Coastal Access Plan. 

A. Public Trail/ Access Description 

The Public Trail/ Access Plan shall include approximately three miles of improved pathways. 
Pedestrian trails shall be constructed as noted in the applicable section of this HDCP using 
materials such as decomposed granite. Public safety fencing, where appropriate, may be 
constructed adjacent to the public trail system. Bikeways will be a combination of Class I and 
Class III designations. All proposed visitor recreation facilities shall be located in close 
proximity to the Public Trail Plan. The Public Trail/ Access Plan includes the North, Central and 
South Strand Beach pathways. 

B. Public Access Program Guidelines 

Public access program guidelines have been established for each of the five public parks. The 
guidelines complement the park design criteria set forth in Section 4.4, Parks and Open Space 
Plan. Tables 4.5.1 to 4.5.5, which follow, outline the public access program guidelines for each. 

C. Coastal View Opportunities 

The Public Trail/ Access Plan also establishes a number of dramatic public coastal view 
opportunities. The plan does so by locating trails and overlooks on vantage points and close to 
the coastline. Figure 4.5.3, Coastal View Opportunities, highlights those areas that shall 
establish permanent public coastal views and scenic overlooks. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

TABLE 4.5.1 
HEADLANDS CONSERVATION PARK (24.2 ACRES) 

PUBLIC ACCESS PROGRAM GUIDELINES 

1. Public and coastal access shall be established by a trail and a series of overlooks 
located near the coastal bluff edge consistent with the NCCP/HCP. subiect to the 
a roval of the Ci the USFWS and the DFG. 

2. The bluff-top trail in the Headlands Conservation Park shall be accessible to the 
public year-round. except for any specific period determined by the resources 
agencies to protect on site resources. The recipient public agency or non-profit 
entit will determine hours of dail o eration. 

3. The view overlooks may provide seating, interpretive signage, public art, and 
historical or other relevant information. 

4. Any areas disturbed during the construction of the public access trail and overlooks 
shall be re-vegetated with appropriate native species from the Headlands 
Reve etation Palette as determined b the Cit USFWS and DFG. 

5. Public access to all areas outside of the proposed trail and overlook areas shall be 
prohibited. A program of fencing, signage, and other design features shall 
discoura e visitors from leavin the trails and overlooks. 

6. All pets, with the exception of guide dogs, will be restricted from the Headlands 
Conservation Park. 

7. The adiacent Planning Area 8a (Harbor Point Park) proposes a visitor serving 
facility (Nature Interpretive Visitor Center), and will provide parking to educational 
activities for visitors to the Headlands Conservation Park. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

TABLE 4.5.2 
HILL TOP PARK AND GREENBELT LINKAGES (12.3 ACRES) 

PUBLIC ACCESS PROGRAM GUIDELINES 

Public and coastal access shall be established by a public trail and overlooks leading 
to the top of the Hilltop Park. 
The public trail and overlooks shall be open to the public year-round. Citv will 
determine hours of daily operation. 

The view overlooks may provide seating, interpretive signage, public art. and 
historical or other relevant information as determined by the City. 

Any areas disturbed during the construction of the public access trails and overlooks 
shall be re-vegetated with appropriate native species from the Headlands 
RevetZetation Palette subiect to fuel modification reauirements. 
The Hilltop Park shall contain passive recreational uses that complement the multi-
use trail and view overlook. such as seating, fencing, preservation areas. interpretive 
kiosks and related landscape features 
The Greenbelt Link.aQ:es shall contain passive recreational uses that complement the 
multi-use trail. such as seating, fencing, preservation areas. interpretive kiosks. a 
proposed visitor recreational facility (Conservation Center). and related facilities. 
Parking shall be accommodated alonQ the Street of the Green Lantern. alonQ Scenic 
Drive. in the Planning Area 8a parking lot next to the proposed nature interpretive 
center. and in the County public parking lot adjacent to Selva Road. 

The Greenbelt areas shall be established and maintained as open space buffers 
between land uses, particularly for the Headlands Conservation Park. 

Appropriate signage identifying the location of public coastal accesswavs will be 
dis_p_layed in conspicuous locations throughout the Greenbelt Linkages. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

TABLE 4.5.3 
HARBOR POINT PARK (10.4 ACRES) 

PUBLIC ACCESS PROGRAM GUIDELINES 

Public and coastal access shall be established by a series of public trails and overlooks 
located near the coastal bluff ed2:e as determined bv the HDCP. 
The bluff-top trail in the Harbor Point Park shall be open to the public year-round. The 
Citv will determine hours of oueration. 
The view overlooks shall provide seating, interpretive signage, public art, kiosks, and 
historical or other relevant information as determined by the Citv. 
The Harbor Point Park shall include uses that complement the public trail and 
overlooks, such as the proposed veterans' memorial. and areas appropriate for picnics, 
weddings, or other public functions in the immediate vicinity of the proposed public 
visitor facilities. 
The Harbor Point Park includes three proposed public visitor recreation facilities (a 
Maritime Historical Visitor Center (lighthouse). Cultural Arts Visitor Center. and a 
Nature Interpretive Visitor Center to be constructed by the Landowner/Developer. 
Each facility shall be designed to encourage public access by implementing 
educational or recreation oro2:rams that are on_en to the oublic. 
The visitor recreation facilities shall have diversified. low cost public programs to 
attract visitors and encourage the public to visit more than one facility. The facilities 
shall be designed as destination points for the oublic trail system. 
The visitor recreation facilities shall be open to the public year-round. The recipient 
public ag_encv or non-orofit entitv will determine hours of ooeration. 
The proposed Cultural Arts Visitor Center shall be a multi-purpose space of 
approximately 2000 sQ. ft. that accommodates art exhibitions. lectures. presentations. 
and instructional functions. 
The proposed Maritime Historical Visitor Center (lighthouse) shall be designed as a 
replica of an early California lighthouse and provide historical exhibits related to 
California maritime activities as well as the historv of the local region. 

Continued 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

TABLE 4.5.3 
HARBOR POINT PARK (10.5 ACRES) 

PUBLIC ACCESS PROGRAM GUIDELINES 
(CONTINUED) 

10. The proposed Nature Interpretive Visitor Center shall be located adjacent to the 
Headlands Conservation Park and provide information, exhibits, docent tours, and 
management facilities for the unique flora and fauna within the Headlands 
Conservation Park. 

11. Parking shall be accommodated along Scenic Drive, in the Planning Area Sa parking 
lot next to the proposed Nature Interpretive Visitor Center, and in the County public 
parking lot. Parking on Scenic Drive will be time restricted. 
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HEADLANDS DEVEWPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

TABLE4.5.4 
STRAND VISTA PARK/PUBLIC ACCESS (9.9 ACRES) 

PUBLIC ACCESS PROGRAM GUIDELINES 

1. Public and coastal access shall be established by a series of public trails and 
overlooks west of the existing County parking lot. connecting to the Public Trail 
s stem and Strand Beach as established in the HDCP 

2. The public trails and overlooks in the Strand Vista Park shall be open to the public 
ear-round. The Ci will determine hours of o eration. 

3. The view overlooks shall provide seating. interpretive signage. public art. or other 
relevant information as determined b the Ci . 

4. The Strand Vista Park shall include active recreation uses that complement the 
public trail and overlooks. such as landscaped seating areas. picnic facilities. kiosks. 
and other amenities that may be appropriate for coastal viewing and related public 
activities. 

5. The Strand Vista Park shall include three public beach access pathways-South 
Strand Beach Access Central Strand Beach Access and North Strand Beach Access. 

6. The Strand Vista Park proposes a public visitor recreation facility (a restroom and 
shower facility) to be constructed by the Landowner/Developer as part of the North 
Strand Beach Access · ust above Strand Beach. 

7. Parking shall be accommodated in the adjacent County public parking lot and on 
Selva Road. 

8. Appropriate signage identifying the location of public coastal accessways will be 
dis la ed in cons icuous locations. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

TABLE 4.5.5 
STRAND BEACH PARK (5.2 ACRES) 

PUBLIC ACCESS PROGRAM GUIDELINES 

Public and coastal access shall be permanently established through the designation 
of vertical and lateral beach access and by dedicating or donating the privately 
owned Strand Beach to the County as a public park. 
The Strand Beach Park shall be open to the public year-round. The County will 
determine hours of o_p_eration. 
The Strand Beach Park shall accommodate passive beach recreation opportunities. 
such as swimming. jogging. surfing. oicnickinli. fishing and related activities. 
Public access to all areas outside of the proposed Strand Beach Access pathways 
shall be restricted. A program of fencing. signage, and other design features shall 
discourage visitors from leaving the trails and outlooks. 
If feasible. all pets. with the exception of guide dogs. will be restricted from the 
Strand Beach Park as determined by the County. 
The adjacent. existing County Strand Beach parking lot provides parking for Strand 
Beach. 
Appropriate signage identifying the location of public coastal accessways will be 
displayed in conspicuous locations. 
Emergency vehicle access to Strand Beach will be provided from Planning Area 2. 
The Central Strand Beach Access will include a 50' wide landscaped extension of 
Strand Beach Park from the beach to the closest inland street. 
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4.6 CIRCULATIONPLAN 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

The Circulation Plan establishes the system for safe and efficient vehicular movement. This 
system integrates the alignments for on-site roadways and rights-of-way, controlled access 
points, off-site roadway improvements, and pedestrian and bikeway alignments. Additionally, 
the Circulation Plan reduces potential impacts to the Headlands Conservation Park by deleting 
existing Marguerita Road. The Circulation Plan also designates public parking and access to 
coastal resources. 

Public roadways and private streets, as shown on Figure 4.6.1, Circulation Plan, designate the 
vehicle circulation for the project site. The roadways have been classified according to their 
function and anticipated levels of service. Figure 4.6.2, Street Sections, depicts the standards and 
cross-sections for each street type. 

Selva Road and a new intersection at Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) and "A" Street provide 
primary access to the project. Cove Road, Scenic Drive and Street of the Green Lantern provide 
secondary access. The public roadways are described in detail in the following paragraphs: 

A. PCW" A" Street 

Access to the project site from PCH will occur at "A" Street. "A" Street provides primary access 
to Planning Area 4, PCH V/RC, and Planning Area 6, Upper Headlands Residential. The new 
intersection shall be constructed by the Developer prior to issuance of the first building permit 
for Planning Area 4 or 6. The proposed intersection will be designed such that the north-bound 
traffic on PCH can have a continuous green light and not be required to stop for north-bound left 
turns out of the project. The Developer shall improve the portions ofPCH that front the project 
site to its ultimate design as a major arterial (100-foot ROW). CalTrans requires an 
encroachment permit to be approved prior to construction. The intersection is projected to meet 
warrants for a traffic signal. 

B. Selva Road Extension/Dana Strand Road 

Selva Road, which intersects with PCH, provides primary entry to Planning Area 1, Strand Vista 
Park, Planning Area 2, Strand Residential, and Planning Area 3, Strand Beach Park. Selva Road 
also provides secondary access to Planning Area 7, Headlands Conservation Park and to 
Planning Area 5, the Hilltop Park and Greenbelt Linkages. 

The Selva Road extension will connect to the existing Dana Strand Road and terminate in a cul
de-sac at the south end of the existing multi-family residential enclave. Selva Road is a public 
street with non-metered parking on one side, and includes a landscaped parkway that separates 
the sidewalk and street. Limited additional parking, south of the cul-de-sac, provides access to 
the adjacent Headlands Conservation Park. 
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c. Street of the Green Lantern 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

Street of the Green Lantern (Street of the Blue Lantern and Santa Clara for outbound trips to 
PCH) provide secondary access to the project site. Street of the Green Lantern intersects with 
PCH and Cove Road, and provides access to Planning Area 5, Hilltop Park and Greenbelt 
Linkages, Planning Area 7, Headlands Conservation Park, Planning Area 8, Harbor Point Park, 
and Planning Area 9, Seaside Inn Visitor Recreation Commercial. 

Green Lantern will be realigned to a traffic circle with Scenic Drive. Metered head-in parking 
along the realigned Street of the Green Lantern and Scenic Drive provides access to the adjacent 
parks, open space and public trail system. 

D. Cove Road 

Cove Road is an existing two-lane road, which connects Green Lantern and Scenic Drive to 
Harbor Drive. Cove Road provides access to Planning Area 9, Seaside Inn Visitor/Recreation 
Commercial. No changes to Cove Road are proposed. 

E. Scenic Drive 

Scenic Drive exists on-site and provides access for the existing residential enclaves. With the 
implementation of the project, the multi-family residential enclave will take access via the 
extension of Selva Road (Dana Strand Road). Marguerita Road is a private easement. It will be 
removed and converted to open space. Scenic Drive will be realigned at the Green Lantern 
traffic circle. Portions of Planning Area 7, Headlands Conservation Park, Planning Area 8, 
Harbor Point Park, and Planning Area 9, Seaside Inn Visitor/Recreation Commercial, take access 
from Scenic Drive. 

Scenic Drive, currently consisting of a 60' right-of-way, will terminate in a cul-de-sac just east 
of the existing, single family residential enclave. That portion of Scenic Drive that fronts the 
existing, single family residential enclave will be vacated and added to the Headlands 
Conservation Park, creating a 30' right-of-way servicing the residential enclave. To the extent 
feasible, the existing vegetation in this parkway area abutting the existing residential uses will be 
retained during reconstruction of the pavement. Any tress or shrubs removed to provide the 
roadway relocation will be replaced at a ratio of 1:1 (space permitting and subject to appropriate 
design) with specimens selected from HDCP Tables 4.16.1, Landscape Palette and 4.14.2, 
Revegetation Plant Palette. Screening capability at maturity will be utilized as an important 
species selection criterion. Replacement trees will be sized at 24" box and shrubs at a mix of 
five and 15 gallon. Once the landscaping and irrigation is installed, maintenance will become 
the responsibility of the abutting homeowner. Restricted hourly parking is proposed for the new 
parking lot adjacent to the Scenic Drive cul-de-sac. Metered head-in parking along Scenic Drive 
provides additional access to the adjacent parks, open space and public trail system. 
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4.7 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

CONCEPTUAL DRAINAGE PLAN 

Dana Point Harbor and coastal areas in Dana Point have experienced beach closures and other 
water quality problems over the past several years. To address these concerns the Headlands 
project will implement a number of design features to reduce existing and potential storm water 
pollution. The project site drainage system and storm drain improvements are depicted in Figure 
4.7.1, Conceptual Drainage Plan, and further analyzed in the Headlands EIR Technical 
Appendices. Storm water runoff quality, as detailed in the EIR, will improve after the Best 
Management Practices ("BMPs") detailed for the project consisting of both structural and non
structural controls are implemented. The Conceptual Drainage Plan and project BMPs will also 
serve existing development in the vicinity of the project. 

The existing site hydrology drains to three primary areas: Strand Beach, the coastal bluff edges, 
and to Dana Point Harbor. The majority of the drainage flows to Strand Beach where five storm 
drain outlets were constructed in the 1950s to service the mobile home park, as well as adjacent 
off-site areas that drain to the Headlands. The off-site runoff includes portions of the County 
Salt Creek Parking Lot, Selva Road, and adjacent residential homes and condominiums. On-site 
storm water runoff to Dana Point Harbor comes from portions of the existing Cove Road, Scenic 
Drive, and the Street of the Green Lantern, which utilize concrete "V" ditches in Cove Road and 
storm drains in Green Lantern. Portions of Blue Lantern and Santa Clara A venue and the 
commercial and residential development associated with those streets also drain to the west end 
of Dana Point Harbor. 

A. Conceptual Drainage Plan 

Figure 4.7.1, Conceptual Drainage Plan, identifies the proposed storm drains, inlets, outlets and 
BMP filter locations. The storm drain system will incorporate diversion of nuisance water flows 
and similar improvements and filtering mechanisms to minimize drainage impacts to the ocean 
and Dana Point Harbor. Typically the storm flows with the greatest amount of pollution are the 
"first flush" of a storm event. The first flush storm water flow from the project development and 
adjoining areas in the watershed will be directed to sand filters which will be sized to store and 
filter the first flush. The sand filters will be located on-site and within the parking lots owned by 
the County in the Harbor and in the Salt Creek parking lot next to Selva Road. Runoff in the 
parking lots will also be directed to the sand filters. The sand filters will also reduce first flush 
peak flows through the runoff storage and filtering process. Drainage within the Strand Beach 
area will be conveyed to three outlet points and will incorporate internal energy dissipaters to 
reduce the possibility of beach erosion. Storm water which drains to the Harbor will utilize the 
existing outlet near the pier on the west side of the harbor. The developer will work 
cooperatively with the County of Orange to ensure pre-existing erosion conditions at the outlet 
are reduced by reducing peak flows. 

B. Drainage Guidelines 

All drainage control facilities will follow the requirements of the Headlands Conceptual 
Drainage Plan, the Orange County Drainage Area Management Plan, and the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). A Best Management Practices (BMP) program is also 
required to control storm water runoff. Controls include, but are not limited to the following: 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

1. Construction Phase Erosion and Sediment Control 

During the construction phase of the project, erosion and sediment control plans and 
related documents shall conform to the Orange County Grading and Excavation Code 
adopted by the City. Additionally, all construction activity must conform to the 
requirements of Section 8.0 of the Orange County Drainage Area Management Plan, all 
NPDES requirements and the requirements of the HDCP Coastal Resources Management 
Program. Examples of construction BMPs include desilting basins, sandbags, berms, hay 
bales, silt fencing, hydro-seeding of temporary slopes, and related measures. 

2. Structural Controls 

Potential water quality impacts during both the wet and dry seasons shall be mitigated by 
the following controls: 

• Minimize the potential for concentration of storm water runoff impacts to 
coastal resources by designing multiple storm water discharge points. Where 
feasible, reduce peak flows via structural detention of the first flush. 

• Develop a program with the South Coast Water District to divert low-flow 
"nuisance" run-off to the sanitary sewer system for treatment, avoiding dry 
weather flows to the beach or harbor. 

• Prohibit storm water discharges from the project onto rocky beaches, and 
prohibit the construction of storm water systems through the coastal bluffs in 
the vicinity of rocky beaches. Only allow dispersed or natural drainage flows 
over the coastal bluff and onto the rocky beaches. 

• Where possible, divert development run-off away from Dana Point Harbor, 
which has experienced ongoing pollution problems. 

• Capture and filter the "first flush" (the initial 0.6 inches of rain in a 24-hour 
period) to reduce sediment, bacteria and other water quality pollution. 

• Divert storm water away from the south end of Strand Beach near the cove 
area where the intertidal zone is more sensitive. 

• Design the storm water outlets at Strand Beach to incorporate internal energy 
dissipation devices to reduce the potential for beach erosion. 

• Locate sand filters in locations which will allow the treatment of adjacent off
site, first flush storm flows. In conjunction with the City and County, 
determine the maintenance responsibilities for the filtering devices and similar 
BMPs. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

• Incorporate BMP devices that may include separators, sand filtering systems 
or other features into the storm water conveyance design to reduce oil, grease 
sediment, debris and other pollutants. 

• As identified in Section 4.16, implementation of the Irrigation Guidelines will 
minimize the potential for overwatering and nuisance run-off. 

3. Non-structural Controls 

The policies, programs and practices outlined in Table 4.7.1, Drainage Guidelines Non
Structural Controls, reduce the opportunity for water quality impacts and increase public 
awareness. 
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HEADLANDSDEVELOPMENTANDCONSERVATIONPLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

TABLE 4.7.1 
DRAINAGE GUIDELINES 

NON-STRUCTURAL CONTROLS 

Encourage off-site residential tracts and the County (Strand Beach Parking Lot) to. 
minimize pollution from those areas that drain through the project site to Strand 
Beach. 
Encourage BMP's such as litter control, frequent street sweeping, proper disposal 
of animal waste, etc., of the off-site areas. 
Develop a public awareness program concermng water quality for future 
homeowners, property managers, and visitors to the public open space. The 
program will emphasize the proper use of irrigation, fertilizers and pesticides by 
homeowners and landscape contractors. 
Develop a weekly sweeping/vacuuming program for the private residential streets 
and maintenance/cleaning of private storm drain structures and filtering devices. 
Develop a program for all visitor/recreation commercial areas ensuring proper and 
routine sweeping/vacuuming of parking areas, maintenance of on-site oiVgrease 
filtering devices, and other storm drain measures which shall be developed in 
conjunction with the coastal development permit for each respective area. 
Establish programs for maintenance, cleaning, and upkeep of public storm drain 
structures, public streets, and parking areas to be implemented by the City. 
Implement water-efficient and environmentally sensitive landscaping where 
practical. Landscaping plant organization that combines species on the basis of 
climatic and habitat adaptations, and the incorporation of drought-resistant plants, 
can reduce irrigation and maintenance requirements. Native species will be 
adapted to the climate and require little supplemental irrigation. 
Incorporate into all Planning Areas interior and exterior water conservation 
measures. These include, but are not limited to, low flush toilets, low-flow 
faucets, water-conserving dishwashers, maintenance of supply line water pressure 
at 50 psi or less by means of pressure-reducing valves, use of reclaimed water, if 
available, for common area irrigation purposes, and efficient irrigation systems to 
minimize run-off and evaporation. 
In the visitor/recreation commercial areas, trash receptacles, e.g., dumpsters must 
be stored in a covered space that prevents rainwater from falling on or into the 
receptacles. 

1 0. In the visitor/recreation commercial areas, ensure that all restaurants/food service 
facilities include a wash-down area plumbed to drain to the sanitary sewer system 
for treatment and disposal. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

C. Water Quality Management Plan and Guidelines 

Prior to issuance of grading permits, the Landowner/ Developer shall submit a Water Quality 
Management Plan to the Director of Public Works for approval. The plan shall comply with the 
State Water Resources Control Board's General Construction Activity Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan. 

The following guidelines identified in Section 4.15, Marine Resources Management Guidelines, 
shall be addressed in the Water Quality Management Plan: 

• Concurrent with the submittal of any Tentative Tract Map, Parcel Map or Site 
Development Permit, a plan of Best Management Practices (BMPs) including 
structural and nonstructural controls for the drainage area under consideration shall be 
submitted to and approved by the Director ofPublic Works. The BMP plan shall 
identify the structural and nonstructural measures and the assessment of long-term 
maintenance responsibilities and shall reference the location of structural BMPs. 

• Prior to approval of the first final map, the Developer shall prepare and submit a 
community awareness program to the Director of Community Development for 
approval. The program shall inform buyers of the impacts of dumping potentially 
harmful chemicals into storm drainage facilities. 

• Urban run-off from the project area shall comply with all existing and applicable 
Federal, State, and local water quality laws and regulations. 

• Prior to approval of any final maps, the Developer shall prepare a construction 
monitoring plan to monitor and protect marine resources during periods of 
construction. The construction monitoring plan shall be approved by the Director of 
Community Development. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

4.8 CONCEPTUAL WATER PLAN 

The Conceptual Water Plan provides the potable water system to the project site, and effectively 
coordinates this service with existing and proposed regional water systems. The South Coast 
Water District (SCWD) provides current service, which has an existing 10-inch water main 
located in PCH and a 12-inch water main located in Selva Road. 

The water system is illustrated in Figure 4.8.1, Conceptual Water Plan. The water plan meets the 
applicable requirements of the City and SCWD for fire flow and the proposed land uses. 
Adequate water capacity and lines exist on-site and at the property boundary to serve the project. 
If available, reclaimed water will be utilized to provide irrigation for common area landscaping. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

4.9 CONCEPTUAL SEWER PLAN 

The Conceptual Sewer Plan provides the sanitary sewer and collection system for the project. 
Figure 4.9.1, Conceptual Sewer Plan, illustrates how the sewer collection system connects with 
existing sewer mains to serve the project site. The sewer system design includes a sewer lift 
station located in the Strand residential area. This proposed system would replace the existing, 
dilapidated system associated with the 90-unit mobile home park. An existing sewer line in 
Green Lantern serves Planning Areas 8 and 9. Subject to final design, due to the shallow depth 
of the sewer main in Green Lantern, a second sewer lift station may be located in Scenic Drive. 

All sanitary sewer improvements will be constructed in accordance with sewn design standards 
and manuals. Pursuant to a prior agreement with sewn, the project site will be annexed into 
Sewer Improvement District I of SCWD. Upon annexation, the sewerage treatment facility on 
Del Obispo Street and the sewerage treatment facility formerly managed by the Aliso 
Management Agency (now known as the South Orange County Wastewater Authority), will both 
accept effluent from the project site. Both facilities have available capacity. The sewer and 
storm drain systems shall be designed to divert the dry season non-storm nuisance runoff water 
into the sewer system for treatment and disposal. 
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. HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

4.10 OTHER UTILITIES/SERVICE 

Final provisions for electrical, natural gas, telephone, solid waste/recycling collection, and 
CATV will be agreed to prior recordation of Final Maps. All services currently exist on or abut 
the property and can be extended by the respective provider. The Southern California Gas 
Company will provide natural gas. The San Diego Gas and Electric will provide electric service 
(both now make up Sempra Energy). Telephone service, solid waste collection and recycling, 
and CATV will be phased in conjunction with development. New utilities and existing above 
ground utilities will be located underground as part of project development. 

If feasible, utility pedestals, service substations, and utility vaults shall be located in appropriate 
locations with low visibility, to minimize the need for retaining walls and the potential to block 
existing or proposed signs. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

4.11 CONCEPTUAL GRADING PLAN 

Beginning in the 1930s, portions of the project site were progressively graded and developed. 
These areas include the on-site roadways, the northern portion of the site that sits above Strand 
Beach (which served as the former mobile home park) the area adjacent to the existing 
residential enclaves, the land near the Hilltop where the current greenhouses and storage 
operations exist, and the area directly above Harbor Point. 

The project site is surrounded by development that involved extensive grading to implement 
access and building pads. Areas such as the adjacent Niguel Shores and Ritz Cove residential 
communities are very similar to the Headlands in their original geologic makeup and topography. 
Similar to the Strand, portions ofNiguel Shores required remedial grading to stabilize landslides 
and to create terraced building pads with ocean views. 

A. Conceptual Grading Plan 

The Conceptual Grading Plan has four primary objectives: 

• Minimize alteration of the four significant landforms (the two geographic promontory 
points-Dana Point and Harbor Point, the coastal bluffs, the Hilltop, and Strand 
beach). 

• Maximize views from the developed areas to the ocean and along the coast, which, in 
tum, lowers the total acreage devoted to development, and creates additional lands for 
public open space. 

• If feasible, balance cut arid fill quantities on-site to reduce traffic associated with the 
grading operations. 

• Ensure public safety by incorporating the recommendations of a registered 
geotechnical engineer to remediate the unstable geologic conditions in the Strand 
area. 

Figure 4.11.1, Conceptual Grading Plan illustrates the proposed site grading. The remedial 
grading operation will stabilize the terraced slopes in the Strand area and excess earth will be 
transferred to the Upper Headlands Residential site to create ocean view building sites in that 
location. 

Grading Design Criteria 

Table 4.11.1, Grading Design Criteria, outlines standards that shall apply to all grading 
operations. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

TABLE 4.11.1 

GRADING DESIGN CRITERIA 

The Hilltop landform peak shall be maintained at the existing 288-foot elevation. Grading 
necessary to construct the Hilltop improvements shall be minimized. 
Where graded slopes adjoin undisturbed natural terrain, the graded slopes shall, where 
feasible, blend into the adjoining natural contours to provide a smooth transition. 
When grading occurs on, or adjacent to, existing slopes that are steeper than 2:1, the 
manufactured slopes shall, where feasible, be constructed at similar gradients to blend with 
existing slopes. 
Grading adjacent to greenbelt linkages shall, where feasible, blend to match existing 
natural contours. Disturbed areas adjacent to greenbelt linkages shall be re-vegetated with 
native or other appropriate vegetation. 
Use of mechanically stabilized earth, or retaining walls, which can be planted with 
vegetation, shall be encouraged to reduce height of slopes and blend with adjoining slopes 
and vegetation. 
Subject to fuel modification requirements, all disturbed areas within Recreation Open 
Space shall be re-vegetated with appropriate drought tolerant and native plant materials. 
Subject to the City Grading Code, all graded slopes shall be hydro-seeded and/or 
landscaped to minimize potential erosion. 
Grading or disturbance of areas designated Conservation Open Space shall be minimized 
to accommodate only those uses consistent with pubic safety, public access, and 
management of existing natural resources. 
Grading design for developed lots shall direct surface drainage to adjacent streets or 
approved drainage devices. 

10. Grading and construction in Planning Areas 7 (Headlands Conservation Park), 8a (Harbor 
Point Park), and 9 (Seaside Inn) shall follow the bluff setback criteria, as established in a 
City reviewed, licensed geotechnical report 

11. Grading in Planning Area 8a (Harbor Point Park) shall be limited to that necessary to 
provide public access, the proposed visitor recreation facilities, and public amenities. 

12. Grading in Planning Areas 1 (Strand Vista Park) and 2 (Strand Residential Neighborhood) 
shall stabilize subsurface conditions as established In a City reviewed, licensed 
geotechnical report. 

13. Grading in Planning Area 1 (Strand Vista Park) adjacent to the South Strand Beach Access 
shall, where feasible, blend into the adjoining natural contours, and disturbed areas shall be 
re-vegetated with native vegetation identified in Table 4.14.2. 

14. Grading in Planning Areas 2 (Strand Residential Neighborhood) and 3 (Strand Beach Park) 
associated with the reconstruction of the existing sea revetment shall not encroach seaward 
of the toe of the existing revetment at bedrock, unless improvements are specifically 
necessary to create or enhance public access and/or public safety. 

15. Erosion control measures, identified under the drainage guidelines in Section 4. 7 of the 
HDCP, shall be implemented. 
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4.12 DESIGN GUIDELINES 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

The Design Guidelines establish the project character by creating an ambience that reflects the 
natural setting of the property. The design theme draws heavily upon the site's dramatic coastal 
location, its relationship with its neighbors, and the protection of resources. 

The guidelines establish a project-wide design expression that unites the various components of 
the HDCP. The parks, open space, architectural, and landscape architectural elements are 
unified by a series of monuments, signage, building materials, and images that evoke a natural, 
timeless atmosphere. While allowing reasonable flexibility in design, the intent is to create a 
community that displays a strong genius loci, or sense of place. 

Specifically, the guidelines will: 

• Establish the project intent and ensure compatibility among different land uses. 

• Provide a consistent approach to site planning, building design, landscape design, wall and 
fence materials, signage and other design elements to enhance the public recreation and 
resource conservation experience. 

• Provide a conceptual framework for individual building design while maintaining the 
community identity. 

• Delineate thematic and aesthetic criteria for the use of native plant materials, signage and 
new improvements that complement the unique coastal setting. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

A. Implementation of Design Guidelines 

The Design Guidelines are provided for the benefit of builders, their designers, and the City 
during the design and review of future construction-level proposals. The guidelines support and 
complement the Headlands Planned Development District standards in Section 3.0 of the HDCP, 
and should be used as a qualitative guide that gives character and vitality to the quantitative 
zoning regulations and standards. 

The guidelines identify theme and design elements for public areas, the parks and open space, 
the proposed public visitor facilities, the visitor serving commercial facilities, and the residential 
neighborhoods. They shall be incorporated into subsequent Coastal Development Permit plans, 
precise improvement plans, conditional use permits, and subdivision maps submitted to the City 
for approval, unless it is demonstrated that certain guidelines are not applicable, appropriate, or 
feasible under the circumstances. The development regulations and procedures set forth in this 
Section for the above-mentioned plans, permits, and maps are mandatory. 

Examples of the desired design are shown in photographs and sketches on the following pages. 
The images focus on a general theme or character and not on design details. These illustrations 
are intended to be conceptual and serve only as a general framework of design ideas, which 
support the community design theme. They are not meant to depict final designs that should be 
copied, and should not be used to limit the range of expression among individual builders and 
their professional design teams nor to discourage unique and innovative design solutions which 
are consistent with the design intent of the HDCP. Rather, they establish the general theme and 
approach to be taken in reviewing future development proposals. 
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B. The Design Intent 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

The Headlands property is the product of a unique combination of dramatic coastal bluffs, wide 
sandy beaches, rolling hillside, elevated plateaus, and cascading terraced slopes, spilling into the 
Pacific Ocean. The design intent is to create a destination community that provides a wide 
variety of experiences and reflects the grandeur of its setting by identifying the appropriate 
materials, shapes, texture and colors. 

The project has adapted the pattern of its site planning from the existing terrain. Public and 
private areas are interwoven together with ornamental and indigenous landscape, public trails 
and coastal access paths, scenic overlooks, parks, open space, and views of the ocean. 

A pedestrian orientation pervades the design. The scale and type of building materials shall 
reinforce this primary theme by utilizing natural woods, stone, cast iron, and other appropriate 
details. 
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1. Architectural Intent 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

The architectural theme will be a mix of styles drawing inspiration from the eclectic 
heritage of Southern California beach communities. The spirit of the place shall derive 
from the images that are visualized, complemented, symbolized or gathered. The 
architecture shall embody a vernacular vocabulary that corresponds closely to that of the 
natural place. 

The early California beach communities incorporated an informal relationship of natural 
materials and a relaxed atmosphere that seems in direct contrast to our modem lifestyles. 
These communities are comprised of a variety of traditional and non-traditional 
expressions of architectural form. An emphasis on wood, tile, stone, and cement plaster, 
along with a strong relationship between indoor and outdoor spaces is encouraged. This 
eclectic mix of styles creates a unique architectural intent worthy of the site. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

The guidelines establish important architectural criteria, such as: How does a building 
stand and rise? How do the structures relate to their environment? What is its silhouette? 

Thus, the guidelines address the general character and describe the basic intent of 
appropriate architectural form, mass, material, and their relationship to human scale. 
They can be expressed in a variety of ways. Timeless styles of architectural expression 
are encouraged (i.e., arts and craft, shingle, spanish mediterranean, french provence, 
tuscany, modern). Trendy or overtly expressive styles of architecture are strictly 
prohibited. 

All proposed structures within the project are encouraged to incorporate the following to 
express the architectural intent: 

• Asymmetrical facades; 
• Combinations of materials; 
• Foundations of stone or brick; 
• Horizontal forms with broad roof planes; 
• Extended balconies and bands of windows; 
• Energy efficient window awnings and brows; 
• Planter boxes with flowering greenery to soften geometric form; 
• Courtyards; and 
• Colonnaded porches. 

The guidelines shall encourage an attractive mix of styles and architectural forms that are 
rooted in the landscape and complement the surrounding parks and open space. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

2. Landscape Architectural Intent 

A rustic, natural landscape theme is the unifying element to the HDCP. Every attempt 
shall be made to delineate the boundaries of the community and reinforce the sense of 
arrival. The use of rustic stone at the entries, decomposed granite for pedestrian trails, 
other natural materials, and native plants will be employed throughout the project. 
Landscaping shall maintain and frame ocean views, and screen or soften buildings, walls, 
and fences. 

Project_ monuments, special textured paving, flowering accent shrubs and specimen trees 
shall reinforce the rustic setting and sense of place. The site entry monuments, 
neighborhood entry monuments, interpretive/informational signage, public art, and 
streetscape elements (seats, trash receptacles, lighting, etc.) shall be designed of materials 
with common forms and character. 

The landscape architectural intent shall respond to the intensity of use, ranging from truly 
indigenous landscaping as found in the Headlands Conservation Park, to more formal 
landscaping envisioned within the visitor serving commercial areas. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

C. Design of Public Areas 

The 121-acre HDCP includes 62 acres of public parks and open space. The public visitor areas 
and facilities must be celebrated, scaled to pedestrian use, and welcome the casual visitor. Areas 
must be designed to create a lasting image. Such images form the foundation for memorable 
experiences, establish important emotional ties, inviting the visitor to return time and time again. 

1. Project Monuments and Entries 

The project monuments and entry statements 
serve as the introduction to the HDCP. As 
such, they set the tone and establish a first 
impression for the visitor and resident alike. 

Consistency in design style and materials, 
such as stone walls, will create a sense of 
arrival. Monuments shall be intentionally 
understated, so as not to intimidate the first
time visitor. Incorporating a project logo at 
key entry features reinforces project identity. 

Figure 4.12.1, Conceptual Monumentation 
Plan, identifies the locations for project 
monumentation, neighborhood entries, site 
entries and signage. 

Project Monuments: located at three key 
entries, including Selva Road, PCH, and 
Street of the Green Lantern. They consist of 
stone columns on both sides of the roadway. 
The project logo shall be integrated into the 
monument. See Figure 4.12.2, Project 
Monumentation and Site Entry. 

Site Entry: located at the VISitor 
commercial and park sites, as well as at the 
proposed public visitor facilities. These 
markers consist of a short stone column 
with, as appropriate, a small ledger stone 
sign wall to identify site uses. These 
features may be used as a single element, or 
paired on either side of an entry drive or 
walkway. The use of stone and the project 
logo establishes a strong visual connection 
to the project monuments. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

2. Coastal Access and Public Trails 

Provide safe, inviting, and aesthetically pleasing public coastal access to the beach, 
ocean, and coastal bluff. Encourage scenic overlooks and vistas along the way and 
protection of adjacent private areas. Link the coastal access to the public trail system 
within the HDCP and to adjoining areas of the City. 

Guidelines: 

• Provide clear, visible identification and directional signage for coastal access paths 
along Selva Road, PCH, Street of the Green Lantern, and the public trail system. 

• Emphasize coastal access points with enhanced plantings or decorative walls. 
• Incorporate pedestrian amenities and street furniture, such as benches and lighting, 

where appropriate, along the public trail system and coastal access paths. 
• Establish and enhance vistas of the coastline and ocean with select plant materials. 
• Construct trails and pathways within, or adjacent to, conservation open space of 

natural materials such as decomposed granite trimmed by redwood headers. 
• In coordination with the Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA), vegetate disturbed 

areas adjoining public trails and coastal access paths with appropriate native species 
to minimize erosion. 

• Utilize safety view fencing near the bluff top edges, where feasible, allowing for 
constraints of the topography and sensitive resources. 

• Provide ADA accessible walkways, where feasible, or an equivalent aesthetic 
experience near those areas that are constrained by topography or sensitive resources. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

3. Public Visitor Recreation Facilities 

Design a series of public recreation facilities that will attract visitors to the coast, open 
space and the parks. Create public programs, displays, and exhibits to educate the public 
and enhance the coastal experience. 

Guidelines: 

• Utilize appropriate native materials and native plant species to integrate the public 
visitor facilities into their setting. 

• Utilize natural building materials, earth tones, and non-reflective surfaces. 
• Buildings shall reflect a pedestrian scale and orientation. 
• Subject to the requirements of the OCFA, plant new landscaping from the Headlands 

Plant Material Palette to screen or soften views of buildings and parking areas. 
• Provide public view overlooks at key locations. 
• Walls shall reflect the rustic community theme. Masonry, rock surfaces, wood, or 

cast iron are preferred. Walls should be softened with landscaping at their base and 
corners. Climbing or cascading vines are appropriate. 

• Incorporate a variety of unique design elements, including decorative pavement and 
street furniture, as well as a variety of public art located within the parks and trails. 

• Utility boxes and meters shall be vaulted, where feasible, or screened from public 
view by landforms, walls or landscaping. Or, if not possible, utility boxes and meters 
shall be painted in earth tones consistent with surrounding masonry or landscape 
materials. Retaining walls are discouraged. 

• The public restroom facility shall be designed using materials and colors consistent 
with the HDCP architectural intent. 
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D. Design of the Seaside Inn 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines. 

The architecture of the Seaside Inn shall evoke a timeless image of style and character. The 
building shall serve as a destination point for the resident community and the general public. It 
shall be composed of a variety of architectural forms, as if it evolved over a long period of time.· 
The interaction of these forms shall create a strong relationship of indoor and outdoor spaces by 
using landscaped courtyards, dining terraces, loggias, and patios. 

Given it's visual prominence from Dana Point Harbor, the image of the Seaside Inn must 
represent a harmonious composition of elegant architectural forms, colors and natural materials 
integrated into the landscape. A combination of at-grade parking and subterranean parking is 
proposed, with valet parking available to guests of the Inn. Pedestrian pathways will connect the 
guests with the public parks, open space, trail system, and public recreational visitor facilities. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

Seaside Inn Architectural Guidelines 

• Buildings and landscape shall be integrated 
into the site and be mindful of the scenic 
attributes of the property. 

• Building articulation and massing shall 
respond to the site topography and create a 
"clustered" appearance 

• The Seaside Inn shall be sited along the 
sloping contours of the land and stepped in 
the direction of the site terraces. 

• The building elevation and envelope shall 
avoid large, unarticulated, flat wall planes. 

• The buildings shall combine vertical and 
horizontal forms appropriate to the HDCP 
architectural intent. 

• The buildings shall create a variety of 
outdoor spaces, plazas and courtyards, 
oriented toward the harbor and ocean views. 

• Public spaces such as lobbies and restaurants 
shall be designed to capture ocean views, 
where possible. 

• Retaining walls shall incorporate landscape 
elements, if feasible, including loffel walls o 
soften the visual impact. 

• Mechanical equipment, utility meters and 
boxes shall be screened from public view 
through landscaping and architectural 
integration. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

Seaside Inn Material and Color Guidelines 

• Natural materials are encouraged, especially 
where the buildings meet the ground plane. 
Building foundations shall appear to be 
integrated into the landforms with the use of 
stone planter walls. 

• The roof materials shall be appropriate to the 
character of the architecture, and shall 
compliment the color of the native earth. 

• Exposed roofs must be of authentic materials, 
and must convey a feeling of permanence. 

• Plaster colors may be of light or medium values. 
Vibrant hues will not be allowed. 

• Use of stone on full height walls in key areas is 
encouraged instead of the use of stone in a 
"wainscot" application. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

Seaside Inn Parking Guidelines 

• Parking provided for the Inn will be designed, 
where feasible, to have a minimal visual impact. 

• Parking shall be integrated into the site by 
screening with landscape materials and 
landforms. 

• Utilizing subterranean parking lots, where 
feasible, will reduce the area dedicated to 
surface parking. 

• Where feasible, parking areas should be broken 
into smaller parking courts that correspond to 
the terraced form of the site.· 

• Directional signage in parking areas shall be 
consistent with the architectural and landscape 
style of the Inn. 

• Lighting of parking areas shall be kept to a 
minimum to maintain safety and accessibility. 
Where feasible, all lighting standards shall be of 
a pedestrian scale. 

Seaside Inn Service Area Guidelines 

• Safety and circulation patterns shall be 
considered in the planning of the service areas. 

• Service areas shall be hidden from view, where 
possible. All service equipment shall be 
screened from visitors approaching the Inn and 
from views within the Inn. 

• Service areas shall be screened using dense 
landscape material or architectural elements 
related to the Inn's overall structure. 

• Service areas shall incorporate subdued lighting, 
if necessary, to minimize visual impacts. 

• The design of the service areas shall minimize 
noise that may disturb adjacent uses. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

E. Design of the PCWVisitor Recreation Commercial 

The PCHNisitor Recreation Commercial center will provide services and goods to 
neighborhood residents and general visitors. Situated on Pacific Coast Highway, the center 
serves as an entry statement to the project and as a gateway into the City Town Center. 

The design of the center shall communicate the overall HDCP architectural intent. The center 
shall incorporate, where feasible, public outdoor space in the form of plazas, courtyards, or 
informal gathering places. The landscaping design shall be consistent with the HDCP intent as 
well as responsive to the adjacent Town Center. This may result in a more formal landscape 
design than otherwise found within the HDCP. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

PCB!Visitor Recreation Commercial 
Architectural Guidelines 

• Building massing shall respond to the adjacent 
Town Center, and serve as a HDCP landmark. 

• Building envelope shall maintain the continuity 
of the street edge by placing the building on or 
near the streetfront property line. 

• Pedestrian open spaces (courtyards, plazas, 
patios, or covered walkways) shall be provided. 

• Active building frontage, such as shops, cafes, 
and sidewalk displays, with large window 
openings are encouraged for both stories. 

• The architectural style shall relate to those 
found in the City, and surrounding coastal 
communities. 

• Roof forms should be simple and consistent 
with the architectural style of the building. 

• Street facing entrances shall provide pedestrian 
access. 

• All architectural detailing must be historically 
related to the chosen architectural style. 

• Relationships between interior and exterior 
spaces are encouraged through use of balconies 
and arcades. 

• Create continuous pedestrian activity along the 
sidewalk edge. A void blank walls and other 
empty spaces along sidewalk frontages. 

• Parking shall be located to the rear of the 
building using secondary street access. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

PCH/Visitor Recreation Commercial 
Material and Color Guidelines 

• The materials and color selection shall be 
historically related to the architectural style. 

• A strong relationship to the native landscape 
shall be portrayed through the use of material 
and color. Materials such as brick, stone, wood, 
and stucco are suitable. 

• Scale of materials will differentiate the center 
from surrounding structures. 

• Simple color schemes with no more than three 
colors are recommended. Non-reflective 
surfaces shall be utilized. 

• Materials shall communicate a level of quality 
through the use of appropriate detailing. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

PCHNisitor Recreation Commercial 
Parking Guidelines 

• Parking will be designed, where feasible, to 
have a minimal visual impact. 

• Parking shall be integrated into the site by 
screening with landscape materials and 
landforms. 

• Directional signage in parking areas shall be 
consistent with the architectural and landscape 
style of the commercial center. 

• Lighting of parking areas shall be kept to a 
minimum to maintain safety and accessibility. 
Where feasible, all lighting standards shall be of 
a pedestrian scale. 

PCHNisitor Recreation Commercial 
Service Area Guidelines 

• Safety and circulation patterns shall be 
considered in the planning of the service areas. 

• Service areas shall be hidden from view where 
possible. All service equipment shall be 
screened from visitors approaching the center 
and from driving by on Pacific Coast Highway. 

• Service areas shall be screened using dense 
landscape material or architectural elements that 
relate to the centers overall structure. 

• Service areas shall be designed to minimize 
noise to adjacent uses. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

F. Design of the Strand Residential 

The Strand residential area consists of a neighborhood of two-story beachfront, custom homes. 
Each home shall have unobstructed ocean views, and the proximity to the beach will be reflected 
in the architectural character and building orientation. The beach lifestyle shall permeate this 
neighborhood. Beach access will be easy and convenient to all residents, as well as to the 
general public. The site planning shall create opportunities for generous landscaping and outdoor 
uses as each street is single loaded, developed only on one side. Over thirty percent of the 
neighborhood consists of common landscaped slopes and open space. 

The architectural styles of the Strand will be a diverse, eclectic mix. High quality architecture 
will be emphasized. Each selected style must be historically correct, architectural elements 
cannot be a mixture of differing styles. Balconies, patios, and active outdoor areas are 
encouraged. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

The Strand Residential Architectural Guidelines 

• The Site design shall reflect a strong 
relationship between the home and the beach. 

• The selected architectural style shall be 
historically correct and internally consistent. 

• Building mass shall incorporate a variety of roof 
lines, articulated wall planes, and visual interest. 

• Within the building envelope, terracing, 
segmenting or stepping of walls or architectural 
elements shall minimize the appearance of 
building mass. 

• Incorporation of outdoor living areas such as 
porches, balconies, patios, and colonnaded 
porticos is encouraged. 

• Locate landscape elements to frame and 
preserve view corridors. 

• Distinct details that relate the homes to the 
beach are encouraged. 

• Front doors, windows, roofs, and exposed posts 
and beams shall be accented with architectural 
detailing consistent with the style, scale and 
proportion of the building. 

• All sides of the building shall receive the same 
level of detailing normally provided to front 
elevations. 

• The rear elevation shall reflect the front 
elevation in terms of style, detailing and 
material. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

The Strand Residential 
Material and Color Guidelines 

• The materials and color selection shall be 
appropriate to the architectural style. 

• Roof design, color and texture shall be 
consistent with the architectural style. 

• Materials such as stone, wood, cement, plaster, 
brick, and stucco are suitable as primary wall 
surfaces. 

• All materials shall communicate a level of 
quality. Accent materials may include but are 
not limited to wood, brick, tile, masonry, and 
wrought iron or painted metal. 

• Accent colors may be applied at window and 
door surrounds, windows, wainscot, doors, 
shutters, and vents. Accent colors shall be 
utilized as a method of design for individual 
expression and identity, while being sparingly 
applied. 

• Permitted roof materials include slate, tile, 
copper and rock. Roof colors may be earth 
tones. Color variations in a roof piece or plane 
are allowed, provided a compatible appearance 
is maintained. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

G. Design of the Upper Headlands Residential 

The Upper Headlands consists of a neighborhood of one-story custom homes on estate lots 
overlooking the coastline and the ocean. Similar to the surrounding coastal communities, this 
neighborhood will step up a series of terraces providing spectacular views for all homes and 
creating a hillside community when viewed from off-site. The site design purposely created 
ocean view lots, which enabled additional lands to be designed for parks and open space. 
Spacious sizing results in lots averaging nearly one-half acre. Homes in the Upper Headlands 
neighborhood shall be situated to maximize views. 

The architecture of the Upper Headlands will be a rich eclectic mix of styles as found in 
neighboring coastal communities. The texture of the different styles will be unified through the 
application of these design guidelines. Each selected style must be historically and internally 
consistent. Architectural elements for a single home cannot be a mixture of competing styles. 
The guidelines establish a high quality of implementation and ensure compatibility of character 
and massing to the surrounding project areas. Pedestrian activity will be encouraged in the 
Upper Headlands by providing numerous connections to the public trail network. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

Upper Headlands Residential 
Architectural Guidelines 

• All homes shall utilize simple forms and 
massing, and avoid excessive ornamentation. 

• Architectural details will be appropriate to the 
chosen style of each horne. 

• Relationships between interior and exterior 
spaces are encouraged through generous use of 
porches, balconies, patios, and loggias. 

• All sides of the horne shall have the same level 
of architectural definition and detail. 

• Roof forms should be simple and relate to the 
architectural style of each horne. 

• Garages should be designed to minimize visual 
impact on the neighborhood's streetscape. 

• Landscape structures such as gazebos and 
trellises shall be consistent with the architectural 
style of the horne. 

• Rooms that significantly open into the landscape 
are encouraged. 

• Lighting should be concealed and directed onto 
or into plant or architectural features. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

Upper Headlands A_rchitectural 
Material and Color Guidelines 

• The materials and color selection shall be 
consistent with the architectural style. 

• A strong relationship to the native landscape 
shall be portrayed through the use of material 
and color. Materials such as brick, stone, wood, 
and stucco are suitable when used with the 
appropriate architectural style. 

• Simple color schemes with no more than three 
colors are recommended. 

• All materials shall communicate a level of 
quality and detail that is associated with the 
neighborhood. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

H. Design of Residential Landscape Materials 

The following are key guidelines for landscape 
development within individual residential lots: 

• Plants shall be selected from a coordinated 
residential plant palette specifically developed 
for the neighborhood. Plants will include native 
and ornamental species selected primarily for 
their low water requirements and local 
adaptability. 

• Slope planting shall consist of drought tolerant 
planting. Species will be primarily native with 
subtle green tones and soft pastel colors to blend 
with the adjacent natural landscaped area. Tree 
plantings shall consist of low profile canopy 
trees or vertical trees, located to frame and 
enhance views. 

• Private lot plantings shall be located to frame 
and preserve ocean views while softening 
buildings and architecture. 

• Small garden spaces or courtyards shall be 
provided at key focal points, such as building 
entries. Trellises with vines and other 
landscaping are encouraged for patios and sun 
decks. Container planting is encouraged in 
courtyards and patios. 

• Exterior colors and materials utilized in patios, 
pavers, or hardscape shall compliment exterior 
building colors. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

I. Neighborhood Entries and Theme Walls 

Neighborhood entries are proposed at the vehicular entry points to the two residential 
neighborhoods, as shown in Figure 4.12.3, Neighborhood Entries. The use of stone and the 
project logo establishes a strong visual connection with the public project monuments. A 
gatehouse is proposed in a landscaped median, with a stone project theme wall reinforcing· the 
sense of arrival. Decorative metal gates will be used to restrict vehicular access. Neighborhood 
signage shall be integrated into the design of the wall. 

Special plantings of palms, shrubs and accent color will highlight the entries. Plantings will be 
carefully located to preserve and enhance coastal views. Enhanced pavement will be used to 
reinforce the entry experience and identify key pedestrian crossings. Further details of the 
neighborhood entries are shown on Figures 4.12.4 and 4.12.5. 
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J. Walls and Fences 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

The location and design of walls and fences have been integrated into the planning and design of 
the HDCP. Figure 4.12.6, Conceptual Wall and Fencing Plan, designates the location of the 
different project walls and fences. Following are guidelines related to the design of project 
walls. · 

• As noted above, a project theme wall, consisting of slump stone with ledger stone pilasters 
reinforcing the reserved and rustic coastal character of the HDCP will be used at 
neighborhood and site entries. Stone material and accents, consistent with the public 
monuments establish a unified design theme throughout the community. 

• Rear lot fencing of residential lots will incorporate private view fences. Stone pilasters will 
be located at the rear lot comers and fence panels shall utilize metal railings or glass. 

• Interior privacy walls and/or view fencing will be located on the side of residential lots and 
shall be compatible with adjacent architecture. Stucco or rock surfaces are preferred 
material. Side yard property walls shall return to the building. 

• Safety view fences will be located along the bluff top trail and other trail segments as 
necessary to separate pedestrian areas from adjacent steep slopes. Safety view fences shall 
consist of cast concrete or heavy pressure treated posts with cable safety rails. 

• Public view fences will be located along the western edge of Strand Vista Park and along the 
south side of the North Strand Beach access. 

• Conservation fences will be located in the Headlands Conservation Park where necessary to 
protect sensitive habitat areas. These fences will be constructed of wood or pre-cast concrete 
posts and rails, and support panels of vinyl coated mesh. 

Figures 4.12.7 through 4.12. 11 illustrate the design parameters for the various project fences. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

Interpretive I Informational Signage: 

Located at key areas throughout the HDCP, and particularly within the public trails, parks, and 
open space, is the Interpretive/Informational signage program. Signage shall provide 
information regarding coastal access and information concerning natural resources, and items of 
historic and educational interest. Figure 4.12.12, Interpretive/Informational Signage illustrates 
the two signs. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

4.13 COASTAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

The City General Plan and the California Coastal Act provide policies that recognize the 
importance of conserving environmental, scenic and visual resources along the coast. In addition 
to areas suitable for development, the Headlands includes unique landforms, natural habitats and 
scenic resources. The HDCP establishes a comprehensive Coastal Resources Management 
Program (Management Program) to conserve and manage the diverse resources that exist on site. 

The Management Program provides for the management and protection of parks and natural 
open space areas, marine resources, coastal access and unique landforms. Specific policies have 
been established to manage their safety and conservation. The policies function as requirements 
and standards for future development. Additionally, the Management Program contains a 
construction monitoring and a post-construction monitoring program to ensure the successful 
implementation of the HDCP coastal resource policies. 

A. Parks and Open Space Guidelines 

The Parks and Open Space Management Plan set forth in Section 4.14, provides guidelines for 
the avoidance and minimization of impacts to, and protection of, the designated parks and natural 
open space on the Headlands. These Guidelines will also ensure the protection of coastal access, 
unique landforms and scenic qualities of the parks and open space. The overall goal of the 
program is to provide for the short and long-term preservation of natural resources within the 
parks and open space areas while addressing appropriate public recreational use and enjoyment 
of the Headlands area on an ongoing basis. Specifically this will include the following: 

• Impact Avoidance: The Project design has located development within areas 
identified as having lower natural and scenic resource value and has designated areas 
of higher natural and scenic resource value as public open space. Open space will 
consist of areas set aside for public recreation and conservation open space areas 
where public use is limited or restricted. In addition, park and open space areas will 
be deed restricted through recorded covenants to prohibit any opportunity for future 
development. 

• Impact Minimization/Resource Protection: Natural resources designated for 
conservation will be protected through impact minimization and implementation of, 
and protection guidelines during, both project construction and the long-term 
management of public open space areas. 

1. Responsibilities 

For areas other than the Headlands Conservation Park, during the grading and 
infrastructure construction phase of the Project, as well as during the first year of the 
three-year post-construction period following completion of the parks and public open 
space, the Developer will be responsible for retaining a Monitor and other needed 
technical experts (i.e. biologist, landscape architect, landscape contractors, etc.) required 
to implement the open space management guidelines in the Management Program. For 
purposes of this Section, "completion" shall be the point in time when a park or public 
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open space is made available for use by the public. For the remainder of the three-year 
post-construction period and thereafter if desired by the City, the City is responsible for 
retaining the Monitor and other technical experts. For the Headlands Conservation Park, 
a non-profit trust will be established to implement the long-term resource protection 
guidelines pursuant to the requirements of the Natural Communities Conservation Plan. 
and Habitat Conservation Plan Implementation Agreement in cooperation with the U.S. 
Fish & Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Game. The non-profit 
trust will retain an experienced natural resource manager and fund an endowment for the 
perpetual maintenance of the Conservation Park. 

The Monitor implementing the management guidelines within both the park areas and 
natural open space areas shall have experience in biotic resource management and long
term open space management programs and restoration program implementation. For 
efficiency and consistency, the manager of the Headlands Conservation Park and the 
Monitor can be the same entity, although each must be funded separately. The Monitor 
will be responsible for: 

• Coordinating with the City, the Developer and technical experts during initial 
construction activities of the parks and trails and the maintenance period for 
the landscaping and during post-construction monitoring; 

• Identifying resource management issues as they arise during the construction 
maintenance period and post-construction period and providing appropriate 
remedial measure recommendations; 

• Performing and overseeing periodic monitoring of maintenance activities 
within the parks and open space including the fuel modification areas; 

• Providing periodic monitoring reports that summarize current activities and 
site conditions; 

• Monitoring habitat restoration installation and growth performance. 

B. Management Guidelines During Construction 

The critical period for maintaining the high quality and value of existing open space resources is 
just prior to and during project construction. The timely implementation of the guidelines listed 
herein will minimize impacts to the protected resources and facilitate the long-term preservation 
of their value within the open space areas. 

As identified above, the Monitor, the City, and the Developer will meet prior to and during 
construction to discuss the required resource protection measures and to identify resource 
protection/construction conflicts and the appropriate resolution of those conflicts. The Monitor 
will be responsible for monitoring construction activities to facilitate the ongoing protection of 
biotic resources. The following protective measures will be implemented and maintained 
throughout project grading and infrastructure construction. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

• Protective Fencing: Fencing will be used to protect and delineate all protected 
natural open space areas adjacent to construction areas. 

• Construction Storage and Access: Except for the purpose of constructing the 
proposed open space trails, amenities and required improvements, equipment storage, 
parking, and construction access will not be permitted in the fenced open space areas. 

• Erosion Control: During the rainy season, appropriate erosion control measures 
(Best Management Practices, "BMPs") will be installed prior to construction within 
those areas located above natural open space areas to minimize erosion and 
sedimentation damage to preserved resources. This will include the use of sandbags, 
silt fencing, hay bales, sediment traps, desiltation basins, or similar devices. All 
erosion control measures will be maintained throughout construction to ensure that 
erosion and sedimentation does not occur within the open space areas. Refer to 
Section 4. 7, Conceptual Drainage Plan, for more details of the required BMPs. 

• Dust Control: Ensure dust does not accumulate on sensitive plants. 

2. Coastal Resources Management Program Monitoring Plans 

Monitoring and maintenance of the coastal resources within the HDCP area will be necessary to 
ensure their proper management and conservation. The Developer shall be required to prepare a 
construction monitoring plan and post-construction monitoring plan to protect and manage 
coastal resources within the HDCP Area. 

A. Construction Monitoring Plan 

Prior to approval of final maps, a construction monitoring plan shall be submitted to the 
City to protect coastal resources adjacent to proposed development areas during 
construction phases of the project. The construction monitoring plan will identify 
measures for the protection of resources and monitoring procedures to determine 
compliance. At a minimum, the construction monitoring plan shall include, but shall not 
be limited to: 

• All construction-related mitigation measures identified in the HDCP EIR 

• Erosion control measures and storm water pollution prevention measures 

• Best Management Practices 

• Location of construction worker parking areas 

• Street cleaning practices 

• Controls over the disturbance of designated natural open space areas 
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• Orientation and education program for personnel 

• Oil, gasoline, diesel fuel, and other chemical use controls 

• Proper disposal of trash and garbage 

• Dust Control 

• Location of protective fencing 

• Construction schedule and staging 

A Monitor shall be retained by the Developer to ensure protection of the site's protected natural 
areas during construction of the project. The Monitor will be responsible for: 

• Performing and overseeing periodic monitoring of construction activities as they 
relate to protection of sensitive habitat areas during grading, site improvements and 
landscaping for the proposed parks and open space. 

• Provide periodic monitoring reports that summarize construction activities and site 
conditions. 

To ensure protection ofthe site's designated natural open space areas; the following protective 
measures shall be implemented and maintained during construction: 

• Fencing shall be used to protect and delineate all undisturbed natural areas designated 
for preservation. Fencing will be orange plastic snow fence. Damaged fencing will be 
repaired and re-installed on an as needed basis throughout project construction. 

• The boundaries of protected natural areas shall be visible to construction personnel at 
all times. 

• Erosion control measures shall be installed prior to construction within those areas 
located above undisturbed natural areas. Sandbags, silt fencing, hay bales, sediment 
traps, desiltation basins and other similar devices shall be utilized as identified in the 
project's NPDES plan to control erosion and sedimentation throughout construction. 

• Sensitive vegetation adjacent to construction areas will be sprayed periodically with 
water at the direction of the Monitor to reduce dust accumulation. 

Meetings between the Developer, Monitor and the City shall be conducted as necessary prior to 
and during construction activities to review the required resource protection measures and 
identify resource protection/construction conflicts and the appropriate resolution of those 
conflicts. 
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B. Post-Construction Monitoring Plan 

Pursuant to the Management Program, prior to approval of final maps, a three-year post
construction monitoring plan shall be submitted to and approved by the City to monitor the 
ongoing protection and maintenance of coastal resources. The three-year monitoring plan shall 
begin after the grading and infrastructure construction activities within all or portions of a 
Planning Area are substantially completed. For purposes of this Section, with regard to parks 
and public open space, "completed" shall be the point in time when a park of public open space 
is made available for use by the public. The results of the three-year monitoring plan shall be 
compiled annually and submitted to the City for review. The post-construction plan shall include 
but not be limited to the following components: 

• Pollutant sampling surveys of storm water runoff. 

• Maintenance schedules for structural Best Management Practices including storm 
water filtering systems. 

• Erosion inspections. 

• Long-term maintenance schedule of natural open space areas including maintenance 
of fuel modification areas. 

• Applicable mitigation measures from the HDCP EIR. 

• Mechanisms for remedial action, if necessary. 

The three-year post-construction monitoring program shall be implemented through the 
appropriate consultants(s) having expertise in the resource being monitored. The consultant(s) 
shall prepare monitoring reports on an annual basis for review by the City or as otherwise 
required by the HDCP EIR. 

3. Long-Term Management Guidelines 

As described above, portions of the site considered to have a high resource value have been 
designated as parks and natural open space areas. Except for the Headlands Conservation Park 
and the Strand Beach Park, the City will provide the long-term management all of the public 
parks and trails. The parks and trails are part of the Headlands Coastal Access Plan that provides 
public access to coastal resources throughout the project site. Management will be pursuant to 
the Parks and Open Space Management Plan which is incorporated into the HDCP. The 
Headlands Conservation Park will be managed through an endowment by a private foundation 
established for its perpetual protection. Strand Beach will be offered for dedication to the 
County of Orange and if accepted, will be maintained by the County who also owns and 
maintains the adjoining Salt Creek Beach and park. 
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with plant species identified below in Table 4.14.2, Revegetation Plant 
Palette. The retained plants shall be pruned and laced out and the under-story 
cleaned of debris and deadwood in order to reduce "ladder load" fuel. The 
purpose of the irrigation system is twofold: 1) to increase the moisture of the 
plant and add to its fire resistance, and 2) to ensure that the retained existing 
plants and the installed plants remain healthy. An additional requirement is 
to avoid adding excess water to slopes, which may contribute to slope failure 
and increased growth of highly flammable species and weeds. 

Except as otherwise provided herein, where Zone B includes Coastal Sage 
Scrub and chaparral species, the highly flammable species such as Artemisia 
californica (California Sagebrush) and Eriogonum fasciculatum (Buckwheat) 
will be removed and replaced with acceptable native species from the 
revegetative plant palette which have similar colors and textures as the 
existing adjacent plants retained. Since all replacement plants are drought 
tolerant, the irrigation system will be adjusted to the watering schedule 
appropriate for these species. 

Where the Zone B includes native grasses the irrigation system may be 
turned on more frequently to ensure the grasses are healthy. It is the nature 
of the existing grasses to go dormant and turn yellow and then brown during 
the summer months. 

When this occurs, the grasses in Zone B shall be reduced in height to 6"-8" or 
taller if approved by OCF A in order to reduce fuel. This will allow the 
grasses to blend in with the adjacent natural grassland areas outside the fuel
modified area. ·Mowing and weed whipping in combination with the 
irrigation will ensure plant health and reduced fuel load. Grass cuttings will 
be removed from the area and disposed ofproperly off site. 

The concept for the thinning zone is to reduce fuel by incrementally less 
amounts as the zone moves away from the development. Trimmings shall be 
converted to mulch and spread on-site in the thinning areas to a depth of 4" 
where bare earth areas are exposed. 

Maintenance: Zone B 

Zone B is to be maintained by the Headlands Master Homeowners Association or as 
otherwise approved by the City of Dana Point and OCF A. Maintenance includes the 
removal of undesirable flammable vegetation to maintain the fuel-modified area in a fire 
safe condition as required by the OCF A. Thinning maintenance shall be performed in the 
late spring every year after seasonal rains or as deemed necessary by the OCF A. 
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3. Permanent Zone Markers: Zone B 

Permanent Zone Markers for Zone B shall be 3/4 " galvanized pipe stakes extending 2'-0" 
above vegetation. These markers shall be visible at all times and seasons. The markers 
shall to be clearly labeled (in weather-resistant fashion) and set at the base of the zone 
indicated (B). Markers to be located at least every five hundred (500') and at the comers 
of Zone B. 

4. Plant Removing/Thinning: Zone B 

All plant material removal work shall be completed and approved prior to any planting in 
the irrigated zone portion of Fuel Modification Area Zone B. Plant material removal 
shall adhere to the following requirements: 

• Except as otherwise provided herein, the following shrubs (including roots) 
shown on Table 4.14.1, Zone B Inappropriate Species, are to be removed from 
Zone B as indicated in the plan. Removed vegetation shall be replaced with 
acceptable species as noted in Table 4.14.2, Revegetation Plant Palette. 

• All existing trees not removed in Areas 1b, and 4 as shown on Figure 4.14.1, 
Fuel Modification (i.e. Heteromeles arbutifolia, Rhus integrifolia) shall be 
pruned to provide clearance of three times the height of the under story plant 
material or ten feet ( 1 0'), whichever is higher. 

• All grasses and miscellaneous annual species shall be reduced in height to 6"-
8". 

• All remammg acceptable plants (not specified for removal or ground 
clearance pruning) shall be thinned out and cleared of all dead or dying 
vegetation. 

• Debris and trimmings produced by thinning and pruning shall be removed 
from the site or if left, shall be converted into mulch by a chipping machine 
and evenly dispersed to a maximum depth of four inches ( 4 "). 

• All thinning shall be by hand or mechanically. 
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TABLE 4.14.1 

ZONE B INAPPROPRIATE SPECIES 

Botanical Name Common Name 

Adenostoma fasciculatum Chamise 

Adenostoma sparsifolium Red Shanks 

Anthemis cotula Mayweed 

Artemesia californica * California Sage Brush* 

Brassica nigra Black Mustard 

Brassica rapa Wild Turnip, Yellow Mustard, Field Mustard 

Cardaria draba Hoary Cress, Perennial Peppergrass 

Conyza canadensis Horseweed 

Erigonum fasciculatum * Common Buckwheat* 

Heterotheca grandiflora Telegraph Plant 

Lactuca serriola Prickly Lettuce 

Nicotiana bigelevil Indian Tobacco 

Nicotiana glauca Tree Tobacco 

Sa/sola tragus Russian Thistle/Tumblewood 

Salvia mel/ifera * Black Sage* 

Salvia apiana White Sage 

Silybum marianum Milk Thistle 

Urtica urens Burning Nettle 

Ornamentals 

Cortaderia selloana Pampas Grass 

Cupressus spp. Cypress 

Eucalyptus spp. Eucalyptus 

Juniperus spp. Junipers 

Pinusspp. Pines 

* see Fuel Modification Guideline number 7 
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5. Building Restrictions 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

This project is not located within a very high fire hazard severity zone area per City of 
Dana Point ordinances and OCF A maps. However, exposed building construction shall 
meet all requirements for exposed sides per City building code and Appendix II-A-II of 
the uniform fire code on lots 44, 45, 49 and 50 of the Upper Headlands residential 
neighborhood, adjacent to fuel modification zones. 

Automatic fire sprinklers shall be provided per NFP A 13D in all residential structures per 
City ordinances and all commercial construction exceeding square footage requirements 
per City code. 

6. Revegetation Plant Palette 

As shown on Figure 4.14.1, Fuel Modification Plan, Area 1 - Zone B and Areas 2, 3 and 
4 shall utilize the plant species in Table 4.14.2, Revegetation Plant Palette where 
landscaping occurs. Where possible species should be selected that most closely match 
adjacent native species in texture and color and to implement the specific landscape 
program for individual park areas. 
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TABLE 4.14.2 

REVEGETATION PLANT PALETTE 

Botanical Name Common Name 

Antirrhinum nuttalinum Nuttall's snapdragron 
Atriplex lentiformis ''breweri" Coastal quail bush 
Baccharis pilularis Coyote brush 
Baccharis salicifolia (glutinosa) Mulefat 
Bromus carinatus California Brome 
Camissonia cheiranthifo/ia ssp. suffruticosa Beach evening primrose 
Ceanothus spp. Ceanothus spp. 
Comarostaphylis diversifolia Summer holly 
Croton ca/ifornicus California croton 
Diche/ostemma capitatum Wood ssp. Wild hyacinth 
Dudleya lanceolata Coastal dudleya 
Dudleya pulverulent a Chald dudleya 
Encelia californica California sunflower 
Epi/obium californica California Fuschia 
Eriophyllum confertiforum Golden Yarrow 
Eschscholzia californica California poppy 
Garraya elliptica Silktassel 
Gnaphalium californicm California everlasting 
Hereromeles arbutifolia To yon 
Jsocoma menziesii eat's ear 
Jsomeris arborea Bladderpod 
Iva hayesiana Hayes Iva 
Lasthenia californica Goldfileds 
Lavandula dentate French Lavender 
Lotus scoparius Coastal deerweed 
Lupinus spp. Lupine 
Mirabilis ca/ifornica Wishbone bush 
Mimulus aurantiacus Monkey flower 
Nassella (Stipa) lepida Foothill needlegrass 
Nassel/a (Stipa) pulchra Purple needlegrass 
Nemophila mensiesii Baby Blue Eyes 
Opuntia littoralis Coast Prickley Pear 
Opuntia oricola Prick ley pear 
Opuntia prolifera Coast cholla 
Penstemon sp Penstemon 
Plantago erecta Dot-seed plantain 
Prunus ilicifolia Holly leaf cherry 
Rhamnus californica California coffeeberry 
Rhamnus crocea Red berry 
Rhus integrifolia Lemonadeberry 
Ribes speciosum Fuchsia-flowered gooseberry 
Romneya coulteri Matilija Poppy 
Sambucus mexicana Melderberry 
Sisyrinchium bellum Blue-eyed grass 
Solanum douglasi Parish's nightshade 
Trichostema lanatum Wooly blue curls 
Umbellularia californica California laurel 

Note: Additional plants may be selected from OCF A approved plant palette and as approved by 
City ofDana Point and OCFA. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

7. "Habitat Islands" Revegetation Program 

Within Area 1 - Zone B and Areas 2, 3 and 4 as shown on Figure 4.14.1, Fuel 
Modification Plan, the following plant species, Artemesia califomica (California Sage 
Brush), Erigonum fasciculatum (Common Buckwheat), Salvia mellifera (Black Sage), 
may be clustered into isolated habitat islands under the following conditions: 

• No island may exceed a total of200 s.f., for example, 5' x 40' or 10' x 20'. 

• Each island must be irrigated. 

• No island may be closer than 50' to an occupied structure. 

• The distance from the edge of one "island" to the nearest edge of the next 
island shall be a minimum of 50'. 

• The vegetation within the islands shall be maintained by removing deadwood 
and debris and shall not exceed a height of 30" at the end of the growing 
season. 

Not to Scale 

50' min. to 
occupied 
structure 

FIGURE 4.14.3 

HABITAT ISLANDS 

50' min. between 
two nearest edges 
of adjacent Islands 

Native shrubs within Habitat Islands 
may include Artemesia california 
(Callfomla Sage Brush), Er1gonum 
fasclculatum (Common Buckwheat), 
Salvia mellifera (Black Sage). The 
maximum area of each Island can 
not exceed 200 sf. 
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Landscaped Areas That Are Not A Part Of The Fuel Modification Zones Are 
Subject To The Following: 

• All irrigated areas shall be maintained on a quarterly basis to ensure proper 
coverage and that operation of the irrigation system is in good condition as it 
was originally installed. 

• All manufactured common area landscaping outside ofthe Headlands 
Conservation Park and all City or County owned open space and parks shall 
be maintained by Homeowners Association in a manner that meets the Orange 
County Fire Authority (OCF A) fuel modification guidelines. The landscape 
areas shall be maintained in a fire safe condition as necessary by the 
Homeowners Association and as directed by OCF A, including the periodic 
removal and/or thinning of undesirable invasive vegetation; replacement of 
dead/dying plantings; maintenance of the operational integrity and 
programming of the irrigation system. Weeds and invasive species shall be 
removed from the landscape areas on a minimum biannual basis in late spring 
and early fall as directed by OCFA. 

• The Headlands Conservation Park shall be maintained for biological purposes 
and not subject to fuel modification. 

B. Native Vegetation Restoration and Management Guidelines 

The guidelines presented herein provide a framework for the restoration and salvage of 
resources. Prior to final map approval detailed restoration plans will be developed based on the 
fuel modification plan requirements and conditions. Transects will be used in native habitats and 
plant species designated for removal and future restoration to measure species composition and 
coverage. Information regarding coverage and frequency of plant species at each separate 
impact area will be used to determine appropriate planting quantities and used as baseline data 
for comparison to restoration plant species growth performance in each site. Detailed 
specifications will address: 1) native vegetation and soils salvaging; 2) site preparation such as 
weed removal, native materials re-application, and irrigation installation; 3) native species 
transplantation into the restoration sites (for Blechman's dudleya, as determined by the 
California Department of Fish & Game, ["CDFG"]); 4) restoration plant species compositions 
and quantities; 5) seed mix application; 6) container species planting; 7) site specific 
performance goals; and 8) long-term site maintenance monitoring. The Developer will be 
responsible for developing detailed specifications and for implementing the restoration program 
for the Blechman's dudleya. 

1. Native Plant Species Salvaging: 

• Native Plant Species Transplantation: Pursuant to the requirements of the 
Implementation Agreement of the Central/Coastal Orange County Natural 
Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) and in conjunction with CDFG's 
identification of a suitable site(s) within the time specified in the NCCP, 
Blechman's dudleya shall be transplanted from development areas prior to 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

construction initiation for re-use within the appropriate restoration sites. Both 
previously marked plants (corms) and surrounding topsoil materials will be: 1) 
stored on-site in bags (if transplantation will occur immediately); or 2) planted 
in containers by a qualified nursery for a longer storage period (if 
transplantation will occur within one year). Pursuant to the terms and timing 
in the NCCP, grading operations shall not be permitted until the Blochman's 
dudleya are salvaged. Subject to the approval of CDFG and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service ("USFWS"), a seed collection and planting program in lieu 
of translocation of existing individuals may occur. 

• Vegetation Duff and Topsoil: If feasible, appropriate native vegetation 
removed for trail construction and/or grading operations will be retained for 
re-use within restoration sites during site preparation. Areas with high 
quantities of weed species will be excluded from salvage operations. The re
use of native vegetative materials and soils will provide a source of site
specific propagates (seeds and root materials), beneficial fungi, nutrients, and 
beneficial soil organisms. Plant species for revegetation include those species 
listed in Table 4.14.2, Revegetation Plant Palette, above. 

• Site Preparation: Site preparation will consist of weed removal, salvage 
materials application and temporary irrigation installation. 

• Weed Removal: Weed and ornamental species may become established at the 
restoration sites prior to planting. Removal methods will include application 
of suitable herbicides and hand and mechanical removal of above ground 
vegetation and root material, as appropriate for specific species. 

2. Native Plant Species Establishment 

Native plant species establishment will be accomplished through the use of seed mix 
application, transplants, and container planting to supplement the salvaged vegetative 
materials used within each site. Planting (container and transplants) and seeding shall be 
performed during those periods when weather and soil conditions are suitable. In this 
way seasonal rains can be used to facilitate appropriate establishment and germination. 

• Seed Mix Application: Appropriate native seed mixes will be applied ifthere 
are insufficient quantities of usable native duff and soils available for 
salvaging. The seed mix will provide a mix of grass and herbaceous species 
as well as shrub species throughout each site. Application will be performed 
throughout each site by hand using a hand-held whirly-bird or similar device. 
All seed materials will be thoroughly raked in following application. 

• Container Species Planting: If feasible, container planting will be utilized 
and will include a variety of shrub species randomly planted in groups 
throughout the site to provide immediate structural and age diversity for the 
newly established habitat. Container plant species will be obtained from 
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salvaged materials or reputable native plant species suppliers. 

The following guidelines will be utilized during planting to facilitate successful 
establishment. 

• Blochman's Dudleya Salvage: Subject to the requirements of the NCCP and 
in conjunction with the CDFG's identification of a suitable site(s) within the 
time specified in the NCCP, salvaged Blochman's dudleya plants and 
associated topsoils will be transplanted to the appropriate restoration site. Site 
selection for transplantation will be based on suitable soils, suitable slope 
aspect, suitable hydrological regimes, and as referenced above an alternative 
may be a seed collection and planting program as approved by CDFG and 
USFWS. 

• Soil Amendments: In the event of severe/deep soil compaction, appropriate 
soil amendment (gypsum, sand, etc.) as well as mechanical treatments such as 
deep ripping; plant hole auguring, etc. will be utilized to provide suitably 
friable and aerated soil conditions and to facilitate deep root development. 

• Invasive Plant Species: Removal of the following plant species will be 
conducted on an as needed basis within the park and open space areas of the 
Headlands. 

TABLE 4.14.4 

INVASIVE PLANT SPECIES 

Botanical name Common Name 

Ailanthus altissima Tree ofHeaven 
Arundo donax Giant Reed Grass 
Carpobrotus edulis Hottentot Fig 
Chrysanthemum coronarium Garland Chrysanthemum 
C ortaderia selloana Pampas Grass 
Cynara cardunculus Artichoke Thistle 
Cynodon dactylon Bermuda Grass 
F orniculum vulgare Fennel 
Mesembryantheumum ssp. Iceplant 
Myoporum Myoporum 
Nicotiana glauca Tree Tobacco 
Pennisetum setaceum Fountain Grass 
Ricinus communis Castor Bean 
Schinus terebinthifolia Brazilian Pepper Tree 
Senecio mikanioides German Ivy 
Spartium junceum Spanish Broo 
Vinca major Periwinkle 
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• Broadleaf species such as mustard, tree tobacco, telegraph plant and other 
problem weed species shall be controlled, as necessary, using hand removal . 
methods and spot or foliar treatments of appropriate herbicides. The Monitor 
shall coordinate with the maintenance contractor to determine the most 
effective methods and schedules for removal. 

• The use and type of soil amendments in the backfill mix will be based on soils 
tests performed in appropriate portions of the mitigation site. No nitrogen 
fertilizers shall be used. Fertilizer-rich soils are not appropriate for the 
establishment of coastal sage scrub species, as these soil conditions encourage 
the establishment of invasive weed species. 

• Techniques such as pre- and post watering-in, the proper use and manipulation 
of backfill materials, the creation of an irrigation basin, the use of top 
dressings, etc. will be used to create a suitable container planting site. 

• Irrigation: Pursuant to the fuel modification plan, irrigation will be provided 
to the restoration sites to ensure the successful establishment of native plant 
species. Irrigation will be accomplished in such a way as to encourage deep 
root growth (periodic deep irrigation versus frequent light irrigation). 
Periodic maintenance will be required to inspect and repair any problems that 
may arise in the irrigation system. Remedial measures required to correct 
irrigation system malfunctions shall be performed by the landscape contractor 
immediately upon detection. 

Automatic irrigation controllers shall be used and will be adjusted seasonally 
according to historic weather patterns and water requirements for each 
specific plant zone. Controllers will have the capacity for manual override to 
enable landscape maintenance personnel the ability to make informed 
adjustments to watering schedules based on fluctuations of on-site 
microclimates and regional rainfall. 

Moisture sensors within slope areas shall be used to monitor soil moisture 
content and interrupt regularly scheduled watering when sufficient moisture 
content is available in the soil. Rain gauges will be connected to irrigation 
controllers to monitor rainfall volume and interrupt watering schedules in 
response to site-specific rainfall conditions. Rain gauges will be located 
adjacent to irrigation controllers. 

Three-Year Maintenance Program 

A three-year maintenance program will be implemented to facilitate the successful 
establishment and restoration of self-sustainable native habitats and plant species. 
Pursuant to the Coastal Resources Maintenance Program, the City and the Developer will 
be responsible for implementing the measures listed below during the first three years 
following installation. 
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• Weed Control: A weed control program should be implemented to minimize 
the establishment of invasive plant species and facilitate the establishment of a 
self-sustainable coastal sage scrub habitat. 

• Plant Replacement: During the three-year maintenance period, widespread 
plant failure, erosion damage, and/or poor':"health shall be compensated for by 
replanting and /or reseeding using species and quantities specified by the 
Monitor. No replanting or reseeding shall occur in any season definitely 
unfavorable for plant germination and establishment. 

• Pest Control: Insects, plant disease, and other pests shall be closely 
monitored during the three-year maintenance period. At the direction of the 
Monitor, diseased or infected plants shall be immediately disposed of off-site 
at an appropriate landfill to prevent infection of on-site resources. Where 
possible, biological controls shall be used instead of pesticides, herbicides, 
etc. Pesticide use shall be in accordance with local codes and regulations. 

• Project Performance Standards: Performance goals will be used to measure 
the successful establishment and restoration of native habitats and plant 
species within the public open space areas. Performance goals for plant 
species coverage and survival rate standards listed in Table 4.15.5 shall be 
based on the comparison to growth patterns measured in pre-existing habitat 
areas prior to clearing activities. Some habitat areas on-site only have 40% -
60% coverage in their natural condition. 

The Monitor will evaluate compliance and noncompliance with coverage 
goals listed in Table 4.15.5 and suggest appropriate remedial measures, if 
necessary. 

TABLE 4.14.5 

PERCENT COVERAGE AND SURVIVAL RATES 
Native Plant Species Container Species 
Coverage Survival Rates 
25% 80% 
45% 80% 
75% 80% 
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4.15 MARINE RESOURCES MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

Marine resources associated with the area offshore the project site include several different 
habitat types that occur within two state marine life refuges. Marine resources in this area 
encompass habitat within the intertidal and subtidal zones, and include both rocky and sandy 
bottom habitats. The existing geologic conditions associated with the formation of the 
Headlands dominate the marine environment. The Headlands were formed by uplift of the 
coastal range through tectonic activity associated with the San Andreas Fault zone. The 
Headlands rock escarpment projects into the Pacific Ocean and creates a hard discontinuity along 
the coast between sand beaches to the north and south. As the rock face weathered and was 
eroded by waves and wind, boulders and cobbles collected at the base of the bluffs and extended 
out into the ocean. Prevailing currents flowing from north to south transported sand along Strand 
Beach where it was intercepted by the Headlands. As the existing pocket beach grew, sand 
moving off shore in deeper water around the Headlands was deposited in and around the 
boulders and remnants of the rock face. 

Subtidal habitat within the Study Area includes a complex of platform reefs, boulder fields, sand 
patches, and offshore kelp beds. The nearshore movement of sand creates a mosaic of habitat 
with large boulders and platform reefs remaining exposed while smaller rocks and cobbles are 
periodically buried and exposed by the moving sand. The lack of protection from storm waves 
(due to the extension of the point to the west) results in a very high-energy environment. Storm 
waves tend to increase turbidity, reduce visibility, and prevent establishment of giant kelp within 
shallow (less than 20 feet) areas. However, in deeper water (30-60 feet), the reduced storm surge 
(with resultant decrease in sand movement) and hard bottom provide sufficient areas for kelp 
establishment and growth. In addition, strong currents (up to 3 knots) sweep through these areas 
increasing sand transport and turbidity. The combination of high waves, reduced visibility, 
strong currents, and lack of easy points of access has reduced human impacts within the subtidal 
zone and allowed the marine resources in this area to remain less impacted than other areas along 
the coast. 

The following measures are intended to provide for the protection and conservation of marine 
resources adjacent to the Headlands Project. The intent of these measures is to encourage a 
comprehensive approach for marine resource preservation and to minimize and mitigate potential 
construction related impacts, operational impacts and increased public usage impacts that may be 
associated with implementation ofthe Project. 

• Prior to issuance of grading permits, the Developer and/or Landowner shall prepare 
and submit a Water Quality Management Plan to the Director of Public Works for 
approval. The plan shall show compliance with the State Water Resources Control 
Boards General Construction Activity Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan. 

• All drainage facilities and erosion control measures within the Project shall be 
designed and constructed to protect coastaVmarine resources in accordance with the 
Orange County flood Control District Design Manual and the City of Dana Point 
Grading Code. All proposed drainage facilities and erosion control measures shall be 
approved by the Director of Public Works. 
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• Concurrent with the submittal of any Tentative Tract Map, Parcel Map or Site 
Development Permit, a plan of Best Management Practices (BMPs) including 
structural and nonstructural controls for the drainage area under consideration shall be 
submitted to and approved by the Director of Public Works. The BMP plan shall 
identify the structural and nonstructural measures and the assessment of long-term 
maintenance re$ponsibilities and shall reference the location of structural BMPs. 

• Prior to approval of the first final map, the Developer shall prepare and submit a 
community awareness program to the Director of Community Development for 
approval. The program shall inform buyers of the impacts of dumping potentially 
harmful chemicals into storm drainage facilities. 

• Urban runoff from the Specific Plan Area shall comply with all existing and 
applicable Federal, State, and local water quality laws and regulations. 

• Prior to approval .of any final maps, the Developer shall prepare a construction 
monitoring plan to monitor and protect marine resources during periods of 
construction. The construction monitoring plan shall be approved by the Director of 
Community Development. 

• A signage program shall be prepared and coordinated with the California Department 
of Fish and Game and County of Orange, and implemented by the Developer and/or 
Landowner near rocky intertidal areas to inform the public that it is illegal to remove 
marine resources. 

• A qualified Monitor shall be retained by the Developer to monitor near shoreline 
construction activities to ensure impacts to marine resources are minimized. 

• All mitigation measures in the Headlands EIR providing for the conservation of 
marine resources shall be implemented. 

• As part of the Coastal Resources Management Program, water quality testing will be 
performed during the three-year post-construction monitoring period. In the event 
water quality levels are reported below acceptable standards, the 
Developer/Landowner and/or Home Owners Association will be required to provide 
additional structural and non-structural Best Management Practices. 
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4.16 MASTER LANDSCAPE AND IRRIGATION GUIDELINES 

The HDCP master landscape guidelines establish project wide criteria that aesthetically 
complement the coastal setting. The primary goals are to maximize coastal views, maintain 
appropriate scale, utilize native and drought tolerant plant materials, and create pedestrian 
friendly environments. These landscape guidelines complement and work in conjunction with 
those found in Section 4.12, Design Guidelines. 

The HDCP landscape improvements establish a cohesive visual image and provide appropriate 
transitions from natural areas primarily located in the parks, greenbelts and open space, to the 
more formalized landscaping within the development envelopes. Figure 4.16.1, Landscape Zone 
Master Plan, illustrates the primary landscape zones. 

The landscape palette, as identified in Table 4.14.2, Vegetation Plant Palette, include materials 
that enhance public views, conserve water, reduce risks of fire hazard, and minimize invasive 
plant materials. Natural landscaping and fuel modification requirements shall follow the 
guidelines outlined in Section 4.14, Parks and Open Space Management Plan, which also include 
details concerning landscaping in native, indigenous or fuel modification areas. 

Utilizing vertical landscape elements such as palms, cypress and similar trees to frame views 
shall enhance significant public coastal view opportunities. Private homeowners are encouraged 
to utilize plant species from the following list. However, landscaping for residential lots shall be 
established at the Site Development Permit approval, and may vary from the list. In addition to 
the City approved Site Development Permit, in conjunction with the final maps, an architectural 
review board and conditions, covenants, and restrictions (CC&Rs) shall be established for the 
residential neighborhoods and address landscape guidelines. All landscape guidelines shall 
restrict materials to ensure public views from public areas are maintained permanently. 
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TABLE 4.16.1 

LANDSCAPE PALETTE 

TREE SPECIES PLANNING AREA 

()<1.0 
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o -· I 0 (1) ~ I ~ I 
PRIMARY=• SECONDARY= 0 3 :a·cn fll c:: s Q '"C -·en ~en s 0 (1) !2:-o 3 (1) () ~:t ~ (1) ~fll fll'"C:) (1) fll :I: ::s fll 

'"'1 ~- ::s (1) 
""1 ::t. -::s ::s 

~.(1) 0. 0.'"1 ~.§ < Eo. 0. 
fll c.") (1) (ll 

e. -· < -'"*- ~-(1) ::s c;;· 
!a::s -0 -BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME s· ::::... fll 

::s 

Acacia baileyana Bailey Acacia • • • • • Brachyton populneum Bottle Tree 0 0 0 0 0 
Brahea armata Mexican Blue Palm • • • • • Cercis occidentalis Western Redbud • • • • 0 
Chamaerops humilis Mediterranean Fan Palm • • • • • Cocos plumosa Queen Palm • • • • • Corynocarpus laevigata New Zealand Laurel 0 0 0 0 0 
Cupressus macrocarpa Monterey Cypress • • Elythrina crista-galli Cockspur Coral Tree • 0 0 • 0 
Erythrina humaneana Natal Coral • 0 0 • 0 
Heteromeles arbutifolia To yon 0 0 0 
Jacaranda mimosifolia Jacaranda • 0 • 0 0 
Juniperus torulosa Chinese Twisted Juniper 0 0 0 0 
Olea europaea Olive • 0 • 0 0 
Phoenix canariensis Canary Date Palm • • • • • Phoenix reclinata Senegal Date Palm • 0 • • 0 
Phoenix roebelenii Pigmy Palm 0 0 0 0 0 
Pinus pinea Italian Stone Pine • • • 0 0 
Pinus halepensis Aleppo Pine • 0 0 0 
Prunus ilicifolia Holly leaf Cherry 0 0 0 0 • Prunus tyonii Catalina Cherry 0 0 0 0 • Quercus dumosa California Scrub Oak 0 0 0 0 0 
Rhus integrifolia Lemonadeberry 0 0 • Rhus lancea African Sumac 0 0 0 0 0 
Trachycarpus fortunei Windmill Palm 0 0 0 0 0 
Washingtonia spp. Mexican & California • • • • • Fan Palm 

Contmued 
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TABLE 4.16.1 

LANDSCAPE PALETTE 
(Continued) 

SHRUB SPECIES PLANNING AREA 
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BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME ~ o· --::s 

Carossa gramdiflora Natal Plum 0 o· 0 0 
Ceanothus species Wild Lilac 0 0 0 0 
Cistus purpureus Rockrose • • • • Convolvulus cneorum Bush Morning Glory 0 0 0 0 
Coprosma baueri Mirror Plant • • • • Encelia californica Bush Sunflower 0 • • • Galvezia speciosa Island Bush Snapdragon 0 0 0 0 
Grass species Ornamental Grasses • • • • Juniperus species Juniper 0 0 0 0 
Lavanula species Lavendar • • • • Leptospermum scoparium New Zealand Tea Tree • • • • Pittosporum tobira Tobira • • • • Plumbago auriculata Cape Plumbago • • • • Rhus integrifolia Lemonadeberry 0 0 0 0 
Xylosma congestum Xylosma • • • • 

VINE SPECIES PLANNING AREA 
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::s 

Bougainvillea species Bougainvillea • • • • Ficus repens 'Compact' Creeping Fig 0 • 0 • Tecomaria capensis Cape Honeysuckle 0 • • • Vitis vinifera Grape 0 0 0 0 
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• • • 
Additional species may be added with approval of the Director of Community Development. 

4-136 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
' 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

Although these plant species will require watering during the initial plant establishment period, 
water requirements will decline as the plants mature. In addition to supporting responsible water 
conservation objectives, the landscape and irrigation guidelines strive to prevent the detrimental 
effects that irrigation might otherwise contribute to instability, excess runoff and leaching of 
nutrients into the marine environment. To support this effort, common area and slope irrigation 
systems will include sophisticated technological components and the following guidelines shall 
be incorporated: 

• Automatic irrigation controllers. These will be adjusted seasonally according to 
historic weather patterns and water requirements for each specific plant zone. 
Controllers will have the capacity for manual override to enable landscape 
maintenance personnel the ability to make informed adjustments to watering schedules 
based on fluctuations of on-site microclimates and regional rainfall. 

• Moisture sensors within sensitive slope areas. These devices monitor soil moisture 
content and interrupt regularly scheduled watering during cooler climate periods that 
cause lower plant evapotranspiration and result in reduced irrigation demand. 

• Rain gauges connected to irrigation controllers. These will monitor rainfall volume 
and interrupt watering schedules in response to site specific rainfall conditions. Rain 
gauges will be located adjacent to controllers to facilitate monitoring by maintenance 
personnel. 

• Multiple valves in plant associations. Plant species with similar water requirements 
shall be grouped together so that irrigation valves can be zoned according to the 
optimum water frequency and duration. Additionally, planting areas with similar 
exposures (i.e. north-facing vs. south-facing) shall be zoned together since similar 
plants with different sun or wind exposures will have different watering needs. 

• Use of drip and efficient low-flow irrigation emitters to minimize irrigation 
requirements and over-irrigation. 

• Education of maintenance personnel and homeowners in the proper use of fertilizers, 
pesticides and herbicides. 
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5.1 INTRODUCTION 

THE HEADLANDS DELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 5.0 Coastal Act Consistency 

The project site is located entirely within the Coastal Zone, as defined by the California Coastal . 
Act (Coastal Act). The primary purposes of the Coastal Act are to protect, maintain, and, where 
feasible, enhance and restore the natural and scenic qualities of the coastal zone resources; assure 
an orderly and balanced use and conservation of coastal zone resources; maximize public access 
consistent with conservation principles and constitutionally protected private property rights; 
assure priority for coastal-dependent and coastal-related development; and encourage state and 
local cooperation concerning planning and development. No discussion of the Coastal Act 
policy issues concerning Industrial Development is included because no industrial development 
is proposed by the HDCP. The Coastal Act ensures the conservation of coastal resources through 
the implementation of series of coastal resources planning and management policies. The 
policies constitute the standards used by the Coastal Commission in its review of coastal 
development permit applications and local coastal programs prepared by local government. 

The HDCP is consistent with the Coastal Act. This section provides an analysis of the Coastal 
Act consistency. The following Coastal Act policy issue areas are evaluated: 

• Public Access 

• Recreation 

• Marine Environment 

• Land Resources 

• Development. 

The Coastal Act establishes policies and procedures regulating the development and 
conservation of California's coast. The Coastal Act requires local governments to prepare Local 
Coastal Programs for areas located within the Coastal Zone. Local Coastal Programs ~re 
comprised of the relevant portions of a local government's general plan, zoning ordinances, 
zoning district maps, and other implementing actions, which, when taken together, meet the 
requirements of and implement the provisions and policies of the California Coastal Act at the 
local level. 

The HDCP will be submitted by the City to the Coastal Commission for certification as an 
amendment to the Dana Point Local Coastal Program. 
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5.2 

A. 

PUBLIC ACCESS 

Coastal Act Policy 

THE HEADLANDS DELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 5.0 Coastal Act Consistency 

Several provisions of the Coastal Act pertain to public access in the Coastal Zone. The 
following table outlines the public access Coastal Act policies and the method of implementing 
those policies through the HDCP. 

B. Implementation Program 

The HDCP public access program provides for the dedication or conveyance of 62.0-acres of 
public parks and open space, a majority of which borders the actual coastal edge or shoreline. 
This includes rocky and sandy beaches, the coastal bluffs, over three miles of public trails, five 
public parks, five public visitor recreational facilities, and 23 individual plan components related 
to coastal access. Included among these components are three beach access paths, scenic 
overlooks, informational kiosks, resting facilities, coastal view areas, public monuments, public 
rights-of-way, coastal bluff trails, visitor recreational facilities, public infrastructure, bicycle 
storage facilities, and an integrated greenbelt system. Coastal access components are described 
in Section 3.0, Planned Development District. 

The California Coastal Commission's Access Plan (State Access Plan) states that "turning offers 
to dedicate into useable public accessways is one of the Commission 's highest priorities and one 
of its greatest challenges. " The HDCP provides for the dedication of the privately owned Strand 
Beach. The dedication and construction of all parks, trails, visitor recreational facilities, and 
coastal beach access facilities shall be completed prior to the issuance of the first certificate of 
occupancy for residential construction. 

The State Access Plan identifies the completion of the California Coastal Trail as a top priority, 
stating that the California Coastal Trail is "only 65% complete after 25 years of effort." The 
project site is considered to be a significant missing link in the trail, and as detailed in Section 
3.0, Planned Development Zoning, the HDCP includes over three miles of integrated trails that 
will be incorporated into the California Coastal Trail system. Additionally, the HDCP provides 
for the funding, dedication, design, and construction of the visitor recreational facilities 
identified in Section 3.0, Planned Development Zoning. 
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THE HEADLANDS DELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 5.0 Coastal Act Consistency 

TABLE 5.1 

COASTAL PUBLIC ACCESS POLICIES SUMMARY 

Coastal Act Policies 

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the 
California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be 
conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities shall be 
provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs, 
and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property 
owners, and natural resource areas from overuse. Coastal Act § 
30210. 

Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access 
to the sea where acquired through use or legislative 
authorization, including, but not limited to, the use of dry sand 
and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial 
vegetation. Coastal Act§ 30211. 

Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline 
and along the coast shall be provided in new development 
projects except where: (1) it is inconsistent with public safety, 
military security needs, or the protection of fragile coastal 
resources, (2) adequate access exists nearby or (3) agriculture 
would be adversely affected. Coastal Act§ 30212. 

Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including 
parking areas or facilities, shall be distributed throughout an 
area so as to mitigate against the impacts, social and otherwise, 
of overcrowding or overuse by the public of any single area. 
Coastal Act § 30212.5. 

Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, 
encouraged, and where feasible, provided. Developments 
providing public recreational opportunities are preferred. Coastal 
Act§ 30213. 

Public access shall be implemented in a manner that takes into 
account the need to regulate the time. place and manner of 
public access depending on the facts and circumstances in 
each case including, but not limited to the following: (1) 
topographic and geologic site characteristics, (2) the capacity of 
the site to sustain use and what level of intensity, (3) the 
appropriateness of limiting public access to the right to pass and 
repass depending on such factors as the fragility of natural 
resources and the proximity of the access area to adjacent 
residential uses, and (4) the need to provide for the 
management of access areas so as to protect the privacy of 
adjacent property owners and to protect the aesthetic values of 
the area. Coastal Act§ 30214. 

Implementation Method of the HDCP 

The HDCP's public access program provides for the 
dedication or conveyance of 62.0 -acres of public open 
space, a majority of which borders the actual coastal edge or 
shoreline. This includes over three miles of public trails, five 
public parks, five publicly owned visitor recreational 
facilities, and 23 individual plan components related to 
coastal access. Included among these components are 
three beach access paths, scenic overlooks, informational 
kiosks, resting facilities, coastal view areas, public 
monuments, public rights-of-way, bicycle storage facilities, 
coastal bluff trails, visitor recreational facilities, public 
infrastructure, and an integrated greenbelt system. 

Public access will be available for pedestrians along the 
entire bluff top as well as the perimeter of the entire project 
area. Fencing and signage will be provided as necessary to 
protect the safety of the public and the sensitive resources. 

The project will not interfere with the public's right of access. 
The existing accessway to Strand Beach (North Strand 
Beach Access) will be rebuilt to add scenic overlooks, and 
two additional pedestrian accessways to the Strand Beach 
Park will be provided (Central Strand Beach Access and 
South Strand Beach Access). The 5.2 acre Strand Beach 
Park will be dedicated to the public to maximize public 
access to coastal resources and to the Salt Creek County 
Beach. 

The HDCP Circulation Plan consists of an onsite circulation 
system that provides public access including onsite 
pedestrian and bicycle access points, public parks, to the 
coastal resources. 

The HDCP provides public facilities and parking lots that 
are well spaced throughout the project area, eliminating the 
potential for overcrowding of any specific area. 

The HDCP provides for the development of parks, 
recreation, and public open space areas that provide lower 
cost visitor and recreation facilities. All visitor recreational 
facilities will be available to the public at little or no cost. 

Public access will be implemented to protect the valuable 
natural resources on the Headlands, considering the 
capacity and natural terrain features of the property. Public 
access will be regulated for protection of natural resources 
or privacy of current and future property owners, but will not 
restrict public access in violation of the intent of the Coastal 
Act. 

5-3 



5.3 RECREATION 

A. Coastal Act Policies 

THE HEADLANDS DELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section S.O Coastal Act Consistency 

Several provisions of the Coastal Act pertain to recreation in the Coastal Zone. Each policy and 
implementation program for the HDCP is outlined below. 

B. Implementation Program 

Section 4.17, Open Space Plan, provides for a variety of public recreational activities, within the 
total 62.0 acres of parks and open space. The program strives to accommodate a wide range of 
visitors, including activities for the very young and the elderly. The natural resources protected 
within the site are complemented by a number of passive recreation opportunities. The five 
parks are described in detail in Section 4.4, Park and Open Space Plan. The parks provide 
picnic areas, hiking, walking, biking, coastal access, scenic corridors, public parking, visitor 
recreational facilities, beachfront recreation, coastal view areas, and nature conservation areas. 
The parks are linked by the public trail system. 

The integrated public trail system stretches over three miles. It encourages visitors to move 
throughout the project by linking major public destination points, such as the Strand Beach Park, 
the Strand Vista Park/Public Beach Access, the Headlands Conservation Park, the Hilltop Park 
and Greenbelt Linkages, the Seaside Inn Visitor/Recreation Commercial facility, the Pacific 
Coast Highway Visitor/Recreation Commercial facility, and the Harbor Point Park. The trail 
system includes pedestrian trails, lookouts, coastal view areas, visitor recreational facilities, and 
bikeways that are interspersed throughout the property. The public trail system links the public 
visitor recreational facilities. 

The visitor recreational facilities, five in number, are each approximately 2,000 square feet (wiith 
the exception of the restroom facility), and shall be constructed by the project developer. Four of 
these facilities provide educational and interpretive activities. Proposed programs include the: ' 

• Lighthouse. A center for historic exhibitions related to the California coast and 
the early history of the project site, with an adjacent Veterans' Memorial. 

• Nature Interpretive Center. A center to house natural resource educational 
materials, exhibits, tours, and management activities for the adjacent Headlands 
Conservation Park. 

• Cultural Center. A center to display revolving works, including California 
artifacts, crafts, readings, art, and instructional and performing activities. 

• Conservation Center. A center for an educational program related to the various 
conservation and restoration projects that have occurred along the California 
coast. 

• Strand Beach Park Restrooms. Restroom and outdoor shower facilities located 
in the North Strand Beach Access immediately adjacent to Strand Beach Park. 
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THE HEADLANDS DELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 5.0 Coastal Act Consistency 

TABLE 5.2 

PUBLIC RECREATION POLICIES SUMMARY 

Coastal Act Policies Implementation Method of the HDCP 

Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities Three points of public pedestrian access will be provided to the 
that cannot readily be provided at inland water areas shall be coastal waters within the scope of the project. The beach will 
protected for such uses. Coastal Act § 30220. be dedicated for public use in perpetuity. 

Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected 62 acres of land near the oceanfront will be protected for 
for recreational use and development unless present and public recreation and open space use. The HDCP provides for 
foreseeable future demand for public or commercial a variety of public recreational opportunities, within the 62.0 
recreational activities that could be accommodated on the acres of parks and open space. The program strives to 
property is already adequately provided for in the area. accommodate a wide range of visitors, including activities for 
Coastal Act § 30221. the very young and the elderly. All portions of the project site 

adjacent to the ocean will be protected for public recreational 
and conservation uses. The natural resources associated with 
the site are complemented by a number of passive recreation 
activities, including picnic areas, hiking, walking, biking, 
coastal access, scenic corridors, coastal view areas, and 
nature conservation areas. Harbor Point Park will maximize 
the public viewing opportunities to Dana Point Harbor, and 
Strand Beach Park will be dedicated to the public for 
recreational use in perpetuity. 

The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial The HDCP provides for the development of recreation/visitor 
recreational facilities designed to enhance public opportunities serving commercial including a Seaside Inn and Pacific Coast 
for coastal recreation shall have a priority over private Highway recreation/visitor serving commercial areas. The 
residential, general industrial, or general commercial project developer will also construct five lower-cost visitor 
development, but not over agriculture or coastal-dependent recreational facilities. 
industry. Coastal Act§ 30222. 

Ocean front land that is suitable for coastal dependent The ocean front land contained within the HDCP is not suitable 
aquaculture shall be protected for that use, and proposals for for coastal dependent aquaculture. 
aquaculture facilities located on those sites shall be given 
priority, except over other coastal dependent developments or 
uses. Coastal Act § 30222.5 

Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses The HDCP provides for the development of parks, recreatio~. 
shall be reserved for such uses, where feasible. Coastal Act § and public open space areas that maximize coastal access 
30223. and create public vistas and overlooks. This includes pubWc 

pedestrian trails, parking facilities, and recreation/visitor 
serving commercial. These amenities will occur within the 
upland portion of the property. 

Increased recreational boating use of coastal waters shall be No recreation boating use of coastal waters is feasible within 
encouraged, In accordance with this division, by developing the HDCP. 
dry storage areas, increasing public launching facilities, 
providing additional berthing space in existing harbors, limiting 
non-water-dependent land uses that congest access corridors 
and preclude boating support facilities, providing harbors of 
refuge, and by providing for new boating facilities in natural 
harbors, new protected water areas, and in areas dredged 
from dry land. Coastal Act§ 30224. 
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THE HEADLANDS DELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 5.0 Coastal Act Consistency 

The five visitor recreational facilities, the lighthouse, the nature interpretive center, the cultural 
center, the conservation center and the Strand Beach Park restrooms, are located within portions 
of the property that directly abut the Pacific Ocean or the Headlands Conservation Park. They 
are distributed throughout the project site, within the open space and parks, and linked by the 
public trail system. The centers will attract visitors to the coastal view areas, coastal access 
trails, the Dana Point Harbor, and Strand Beach Park. 

The development of the Visitor/Recreation Commercial uses in Planning Areas 4 and 9 will 
further increase public recreational opportunities by providing overnight lodging and supplying 
regional commercial needs. Both of the Visitor/Recreation Commercial Planning Areas are 
linked to the public trail system 
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THE HEADLANDS DELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 5.0 Coastal Act Consistency 

5.4 MARINE ENVIRONMENT 

A. Coastal Act Policies 

Several provisions of the Coastal Act pertain to the marine environment policies in the Coastal 
Zone. Each policy and implementation program for the HDCP is outlined below. 

B. Implementation Programs 

To address the Coastal Act marine environment policies, the HDCP contains site planning 
criteria, grading concepts, drainage concepts, and site development standards that have been 
developed to minimize construction and operational impacts to onshore and offshore coastal 
resources. One of the primary objectives of the HDCP is to provide for the conservation of 
coastal resources. 

An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) evaluates potential projected-related impacts to marine 
resources. Specific design features and mitigation measures have been identified to minimize or 
avoid impacts to the marine environment, in accordance with CEQA. The project will be 
required to provide a mitigation monitoring plan to ensure that mitigation measures from the 
final EIR are implemented. Additionally, the final EIR requires a construction and 
post-construction monitoring plan to ensure that coastal resources protection measures are 
implemented. 
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THE HEADLANDS DELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 5.0 Coastal Act Consistency 

TABLE5.3 

MARINE ENVIRONMENT POLICIES SUMMARY 

Coastal Act Policies 

Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced and where 
feasible, restored. Special protection shall be given to areas 
and species of special biological or economic significance. Use 
of the marine environment shall be carried out in a manner that 
will sustain the biological productivity of coastal waters and that 
will maintain healthy populations of all species of marine 
organisms adequate for long-term commercial, recreational, 
scientific, and educational purposes. Coastal Act § 30230. 

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. Coastal Act§ 30231. 

Protection against the spillage of crude oil, gas, petroleum 
products. or hazardous substances shall be provided in relation 
to any development or transportation of such materials. 
Effective containment and cleanup facilities and procedures 
shall be provided for accidental spills that do occur. Coastal 
Act§ 30232. 

The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, 
estuaries, and lakes shall be permitted in accordance with other 
applicable provisions of this division, where there is no feasible 
less environmentally damaging alternative, and where feasible 
mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse 
environmental effects. Coastal Act § 30233. 

Facilities serving the commercial fishing and recreational 
boating industries shall be protected and, where feasible, 
upgraded. Existing commercial fishing and recreational boating 
harbor space shall not be reduced unless the demand for those 
facilities no longer exists or adequate substitute space has 
been provided. Proposed recreational boating facilities shall, 
where feasible, be designed and located in such a fashion as 
not to interfere with the needs of the commercial fishing 
industry. Coastal Act § 30234 

The economic, commercial, and recreational importance of 
fishing activities shall be recognized and protected. Coastal 
Act § 30234.5 

Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawall, 
cliff retaining walls, and other construction that alters natural 
shoreline processes shall be permitted when required to serve 
coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or 
public beaches in danger from erosion, and when designed to 
eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline and 

Implementation Method of the HDCP 

The HDCP provides for the conservation of the marine 
resources on the rocky beach at the base of the bluff and 
offshore. To address the conservation goals for this area, only 
minimal improvements will be allowed to provide for coastal 
access. They consist of public pedestrian trails, minor drainage 
improvements as necessary, signage, and fencing as 
necessary to provide for public safety and resource protection. 

The HDCP designates Planning Areas 7 and Sb as 
Conservation Open Space, limiting development to a bluff top 
trail and view overlooks. Any improvements will be designed to 
minimize bluff face erosion and potential effects on the quality 
of the surface runoff. 

The Strand Beach Park access improvements will improve the 
area where the new coastal access pathway will occur and a 
storm drain system will be provided. 

Drainage control facilities will be constructed in accordance with 
the detailed requirements of the Headlands Runoff 
Management Plan, the Orange County Drainage Area 
Management Plan, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) requirements, and a Best Management 
Practices program to control runoff. 

Appropriate NPDES measures will be applied to protect against 
the spillage of any crude oil, petroleum products, or hazardous 
materials that might occur during the transportation of such 
materials on the project site. It is recommended that sandbags 
and other appropriate materials be placed in the major drainage 
swales to prevent possible spillage of such materials from 
reaching the coastline. Procedures will be established for ~he 
containment and cleanup of any accidental spills that co\Jid 
occur. 

No diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, 
estuaries or lakes will occur as a result of the proposed project. 

No commercial fishing or recreational boating industries will be 
impacted as a result of the proposed project. 

Recreational fishing will be preserved through the dedication of 
Strand Beach in perpetuity to the public. 

The development of the HDCP Planning Area 2 provides for the 
reconstruction and repair of the existing sea revetment along 
the edge of Strand Beach Park. Such reconstruction and repair 
will minimize the potential for coastal slope erosion and will 
protect the following upslope coastal-dependent uses: north, 
south and central public accessways and the Strand Beach 
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THE HEADLANDS DELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 5.0 Coastal Act Consistency 

Coastal Act Policies Implementation Method of the HDCP 

sand supply. Coastal Act§ 30235. Park public restrooms. 

Channelizations, dams, or other substantial alterations of rivers No channelizations, dams or substantial alterations of rivers or 
and streams shall incorporate the best mitigation measures streams will occur within the scope of this project. 
feasible, and be limited to (I) necessary water supply projects, 
(2) flood control projects where no other method for protecting 
existing structures in the floodplain is feasible and where such 
protection is necessary for public safety or to protect existing 
development, or (3) developments where the primary function is 
the improvement of fish and wildlife habitat. Coastal Act § 
30236. 

Coastal Act § 30237 only applies to the Bolsa Chica wetlands. Not applicable. 
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5.5 

A. 

LAND RESOURCES 

Coastal Act Policies 

THE HEADLANDS DELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 5.0 Coastal Act Consistency 

The following table outlines the Coastal Act policies that pertain to Land Resources, and the 
implementation proposed by the HDCP. 

B. Implementation Programs 

The HDCP contains a Land Use Plan and accompanying policies and standards that provide for 
significant open space and conservation areas, preservation of sensitive biological resource areas, 
establish buffers, and minimize impacts to all significant biological resources onsite. The 
Headlands property owner is a participating landowner in the NCCP/HCP. 

The Headlands Conservation Park has been established to conserve 24.2 acres of sensitive flora 
and fauna on the Headlands. To protect this natural habitat, only limited portions of the area will 
accommodate passive uses, such as a bluff top trail, security fencing, overlooks, seating, and 
signage. Times of access to the blufftop trail will be determined by the receiving public agency. 

The Headlands Conservation Park also requires a long-term management program to conserve 
and enhance the sensitive plants and species. An endowment or annual budget will be 
established by the recipient public or non-profit agency to ensure the long-term maintenance and 
operations of the Headlands Conservation Park. The onsite programs will be coordinated with 
the California Resources Agency, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the California 
Department of Fish and Game. These agencies have issued an Endangered Species, Section 
IO(a) permit in conjunction with the landowners' participation in the NCCP/HCP and will retain 
jurisdictional control until 2004. 
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THE HEADLANDS DELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 5.0 Coastal Act Consistency 

TABLE5.4 

LAND RESOURCES POLICIES SUMMARY 

Coastal Act Policies Implementation Method of the HDCP 

Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected The HDCP contains a Land Use Plan and accompanying 
against any significant disruption of habitat values, and only policies and standards that provide for the conservation of 
uses dependent on those resources shall be allowed within natural habitats, significant open space and conservation areas, 
those areas. Development in areas adjacent to environmentally preservation of sensitive biological resource areas, establish 
sensitive habitat areas and parks and recreation areas shall be buffers, and minimize impacts to all significant biological 
sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly resources onsite,. The Headlands property owner is a 
degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the participating landowner in the NCCP/HCP and, as a result, was 
continuance of those habitat and recreation areas. Coastal Act § issued a Section 10(a) Endangered Species Permit for the 
30240. proposed project site. As a result, the proposed project's 

impacts to habitat occupied by listed and other species 
"identified" in the NCCP/HCP and the corresponding 
Implementing Agreement are considered to be fully mitigated 
under the NCCP Act and the State and Federal Endangered 
Species Acts. 

The maximum amount of prime agricultural land shall be No prime agricultural land will be impacted by the proposed 
maintained in agricultural production to assure the protection of project. 
the areas agricultural economy, and conflicts shall be minimized 
between agricultural and urban land uses. Coastal Act § 30241. 

If the viability of existing agricultural uses is an issue pursuant to No existing agricultural uses will be impacted by the proposed 
subdivision (b) of Section 30241 as to any local coastal program project. 
or amendment to any certified local coastal program submitted 
for review and approval under this division, the determination of 
"viability" shall include, but not be limited to, consideration of an 
economic feasibility evaluation. Coastal Act§ 30241.5. 

All other lands suitable for agricultural use shall not be No lands suitable for agricultural use will be converted to 
converted to nonagricultural uses unless (I) continued or nonagricultural uses. 
renewed agricultural use is not feasible, or (2) such conversion 
would preserve prime agricultural land or concentrate 
development consistent with Section 30250. Any such permitted 
conversion shall be compatible with continued agricultural use I' 

on surrounding lands. Coastal Act § 30242. I' 

The long-term productivity of soils and timberlands shall be No timberlands or productive soils for timberlands will• be 
protected, and conversions of coastal commercial timberlands in impacted by the proposed project. 
units of commercial size to other uses or their division into units 
of noncommercial size shall be limited to providing for necessary 
timber processing and related facilities. Coastal Act § 30243. 

Where development would adversely impact archaeological or No known archeological and paleontological resources exist on 
paleontological resources as identified by the State Historic the areas to be developed, although CA-Ora-75 is located within 
Preservation Officer, reasonable mitigation measures shall be the Headlands. A subsurface test program will be initiated in the 
required. Coastal Act§ 30244. Ora-75 area prior to the approval of a tentative map. 

If cultural materials are encountered during grading in other 
parts of the Headlands, a qualified archaeologist shall be 
retained to assess their significance. 
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5.6 DEVELOPMENT 

A. Coastal Act 

THE HEADLANDS DELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section S.O Coastal Act Consistency 

The following table outlines the provisions of the Coastal Act that pertain to Land Resources, 
and the implementation programs proposed by the HDCP. 

B. Implementation Programs 

To address the Coastal Act development policies, the HDCP provides community design 
guidelines, grading criteria, drainage criteria, and site development standards that have been 
prepared to ensure public safety, land use compatibility, and the development of high quality 
land uses. The HDCP emphasizes the conservation of natural resources and the protection of 
public safety while providing for the development of high quality residential and visitor 
commercial land uses. 
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THE HEADLANDS DELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 5.0 Coastal Act Consistency 

TABLE 5.5 

DEVELOPMENT POLICIES SUMMARY 

Coastal Act Policies 

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. 
Coastal Act § 30250. 

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 coast areas, to 
minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually 
compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and where 
feasible to restore and enhance visual quality in visually 
degraded areas. New development in highly scenic areas 
such as those designated in the California Coastline 
Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department 
of Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be 
subordinate to the character of its setting. Coastal Act § 
30251. 

The location and amount of new development should maintain 
and enhance public access to the coast by (1) facilitating the 
provision or extension of transit service, (2) providing 
commercial facilities within or adjoining residential 
development or in other areas that will minimize the use of 
coastal access roads, (3) providing non-automobile circulation 
within the development, (4) providing adequate parking 
facilities or providing substitute means of serving the 
development with public transportation, (5) assuring the 
potential for public transit for high intensity uses, (6) assuring 
that the recreational needs of new residents will not overload 
nearby coastal recreation areas by correlating the amount of 
development with local park acquisition and development 
plans with the provision of onsite recreational facilities to serve 
the new development. Coastal Act § 30252. 

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, (3) 
Be consistent with requirements imposed by an air pollution 
control district or the State Air Resources Control Board as to 
each particular development, (4) Minimize energy consumption 
and vehicle miles traveled, and (5) where appropriate, protect 
special communities and neighborhoods which, because of 
their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination 
points for recreational uses. Coastal Act § 30253. 

New or expanded public works facilities shall be designed and 
limited to accommodate needs generated by development or 
uses permitted consistent with the provisions of this division; 
provided, however, that it is the intent of the Legislature that 

Implementation Method of the HDCP 

The HDCP will provide for residential and recreation/visitor 
serving commercial in close proximity to existing developed 
areas offsite, and to areas with adequate public services. 

The HDCP Park and Open Space Plan provides for the 
development of parks, recreation, and public open space 
areas that maximize coastal access and create public vistas 
and overlooks. The most significant landforms on the project 
site will be preserved. Other portions of the project site will be 
impacted by necessary landslide remediation. The uses and 
improvements will be sensitive to the existing natural 
landforms and respectful of onsite and offsite views through 
the siting and design of the structures and improvements. In 
addition, dilapidated fencing and structures will be removed, 
enhancing visual quality. The proposed low density residential 
development will be consistent with the existing development 
in the general vicinity of the project. None of the proposed 
development is located in areas designated as highly scenic 
areas in the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation 
Plan. 

The HDCP will provide for residential and recreation/visitor 
serving commercial in close proximity to one another, so as to 
minimize the dependence on the automobile. The project will 
implement over three miles of pedestrian and biking trails that 
will minimize the use of coastal access roads and provide non
automobile circulation within the development. Public 
transportation is available to serve the site. There is a broC~P 
variety of recreation opportunities to both meet the needs 6f 
new residents and those of the coastal visitors, including five 
new parks and 62 acres of public open space and recreational 
uses. Parking and on-site recreational facilities are distributed 
evenly throughout the site to accommodate the proposed 
uses, and to assure that the recreational needs of new 
residents do not overload nearby coastal recreational areas. 

The HDCP provides for development in accordance with a 
Fuel Modification plan, as approved by the Orange County Fire 
Authority. Remedial grading of potential unstable area onsite 
ensures geologic stability for development, though no 
alteration of bluffs and cliffs occurs. The development of the 
property will be conducted consistent with federal, state, and 
local rules and regulations addressing public health and safety, 
including requirements from the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD). Based on the conclusions of 
the CEQA process and the Tentative Tract Map process, the 
site improvements will incorporate all identified mitigation 
measures and required conditions of approval. The HDCP will 
preserve, create and protect visitor serving recreation 
opportunities. The revetment will be removed and rebuilt and 
will reduce the potential for wave run-up. 

Public works facilities shall be limited to the needs of the 
proposed developments, including the public facilities within 
the public recreation areas. No special districts will be formed 
in conjunction with this project that would induce new 
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THE HEADLANDS DELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 5.0 Coastal Act Consistency 

Coastal Act Policies 

State Highway Route I in rural areas of the coastal zone 
remain a scenic two-lane road. Special districts shall not be 
formed or expanded except where assessment for, and 
provision of, the service would not induce new development 
inconsistent with this division. Where existing or planned public 
works facilities can accommodate only a limited amount of new 
development, services to coastal dependent land use, 
essential public services and basic industries vital to the 
economic health of the region, state, or nation, public 
recreation, commercial recreation, and visitor-serving land 
uses shall not be precluded by other development. Coastal 
Act§ 30254. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the commission 
may not impose any term or condition on the development of 
any sewage treatment plant which is applicable to any future 
development that the commission finds can be accommodated 
by that plant consistent with this divtsion. Nothing in this 
section modifies the provisions and requirements of Sections 
30254 and 30412. Coastal Act§ 30254.5 

Coastal-dependent developments shall have priority over other 
developments on or near the shoreline. Except as provided 
elsewhere in this division, coastal-dependent developments 
shall not be sited in a wetland. When appropriate, coastal
related developments should be accommodated within 
reasonable proximity to the coastal-dependent uses they 
support. Coastal Act § 30255. 

Implementation Method of the HDCP 

development inconsistent with this division. 

Sufficient services to coastal dependent land uses and visitor 
serving land uses shall be provided through the provision of 
adequate sewer, water, and.drainage facilities. 

No sewage treatment plant is proposed as a part of this 
project. 

No coastal-dependent developments will be impacted by the 
proposed development project. 
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Included are the following sections: 

Section 1.0, General Plan Amendment and Local Coastal Program Amendment 

Section 3.0, Headlands Planned Development District 

Section 4.0, Development Guidelines 
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INTRODUCTION 

Whenever amendments are made to the existing General Plan, a reference will be made 
to the page number of the General Plan in which the amendment is adding or deleting 
text, figures or tables. New text additions to the General Plan are underlined while 
deleted sections are shown in strike out form. 
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Land Use Element- Pages 6/7 

Specific Plans/Planned Communities 

Much of the City's development has been shaped by the three pre-incorporation Specific 
Plans for Dana Point, Capistrano Beach, and South Laguna, and the Planned 
Communities of Laguna Niguel, Dana Point Harbor and Bear Brand. The Specific Plan 
and Planned Community (PC) documents provided policy guidance and regulatory 
control of development before incorporation and during the preparation of the City's 
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. The three Specific Plan documents included Local 
Coastal Programs required by the California Coastal Act. 

Specific Plans may also be used as a method for implementing the City's General Plan in 
the future. Specific Plans are authorized by Section 65450 of the Government Code and 
are used by many cities and counties to implement general plan policy for identified 
geographic sub areas or properties within their jurisdictions. 

Specific Plans and Planned Development Districts (PDD) both implement general plan 
policy by establishing regulations, conditions, and programs concerning the following: 

• Development standards and precise location for land use and facilities; 

• Standards and locations for streets, roadways, and other transportation facilities; 

• Standards indicating population density and building intensity, and provisions for 
supporting services and infrastructure; 

• Specific standards designed to address the use, development and conservation of 
natural resources; and 

• Other provisions for the implementation of the General Plan. 

As an alternative to a Specific Plan, the use of a PDD may be used for the Headlands. A 
PDD establishes regulations, conditions and programs concerning the following: 

1. Developments that provide a mix of land uses. 

2. Creative approaches in the development of land. 

3. More accessible and desirable use of open space area. 

4. Variety in the physical development pattern of the city. 

5. Utilization of advances in technologies and programs that are innovative to land 
development. 
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Specific Plan/Planned Development District Cost Recovery 

In adopting regulations for the preparation of a Specific Plan or PDD, the State of 
California recognized that these documents could be complex and costly to prepare. The 
State permits local agencies that prepare a Specific Plan or PDD to recover the costs 
associated with that effort. This includes offsetting the costs of evaluating a Specific 
Plan and/or a PDD, including costs for consultants, staff time, consultant preparation of 
planning documents, and legal fees associated with document preparation. At the time a 
Specific Plan and/or PDD is prepared the method and procedures for cost recovery shall 
be specified. 
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Land Use Element- Page 13 
Policy 2.11: The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational 
facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have 
priority over private residential, general industrial, or general commercial development, 
but not over agriculture or coastal-dependent industry. In the Headlands, the private 
lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities are the portions of the 
site that adjoin Pacific Coast Highway and Street of the Green Lantern in the vicinity of 
existing visitor-serving commercial recreational uses. (Coastal Act/30222) 
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Land Use Element- Page 17 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE HEADLANDS 

The Headlands is one of the most significant landforms and undeveloped properties in the 
City. The Headlands derives its name from that portion of the site that includes 
approximately 35 acres and rises some 215 feet above the Pacific Ocean. The Headlands 
is approximately 121 acres and offers important opportunities for future development and 
at the same time, includes sensitive coastal bluffs, which represent substantial constraints 
to development. The property provides spectacular views of the Dana Point Harbor and 
the coastline to its north and south. 

Thus, the Headlands offers important opportunities for future development and a distinct 
opportunity to provide open space corridors along the coast with views and public access 
to the ocean and coastline. The property is large enough to accommodate a mixture of 
land uses that include visitor-serving commercial, residential, recreation, open space, and 
visitor-serving recreational and community facilities. 

GOAL 5: Provide for the development of the Headlands in a manner· that 
enhances the character of the City and encourages the protection of the natural 
resources of the site. · 

Policy 5.1: Establish and preserve public views from the Headlands to the coastal areas 
and the harbor areas. (Coastal Act/30251) 

Policy 5.2: Require geotechnical studies to ensure geological stability in the areas 
where development is to be permitted and require adequate setbacks from the bluff top 
areas in accordance with those engineering studies and adopted City regulations. 
(Coastal Act/30250, 30253) 

Policy 5.3: Preserve natural open space within the Headlands, especially along the 
coastal bluffs, and provide open space areas integrated throughout the development. 
(Coastal Act/30210-212.5, 30250, 30253) 

Policy 5.4: Assure that the height and scale of the development within the Headlands 
are compatible with development in the community and that the visual impact of the 
development from coastal areas below the project is minimized. (Coastal Act/30251) 

Policy 5.5: Promote the development of a mixture of land uses that may include 
residential, visitor-serving commercial, recreational, open space, and visitor-serving 
recreational and community facflities. (Coastal Act/30213, 30250) 

Policy 5.6: Require that a scenic walkway or trail system be integrated into the 
Headlands and that it provide connection points to off-site, existing or proposed 
walkways. (Coastal Act/30210, 30212) 
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Policy 5.8: Provide patterns of land use and circulation within the Headlands that 
enhance public and private pedestrian access and circulation within the area. (Coastal 
Act/30250,30252) 

Policy 5.9: Provide public trails within the Headlands. The system shall include access 
to the existing sandy beach areas and to the visitor-serving recreational and public places 
developed within the Headlands. 

Policy 5.10: Provide luxury visitor-serving Inn facilities and land uses scaled 
appropriately for the property as· well as lower-cost overnight accommodations. 

Policy 5.11: Assure that either a Specific Plan or a PDD for the Headlands provides 
buffers to adjoining development to achieve a compatible and enhanced relationship to 
existing surrounding land uses. 

Policy 5.12: Establish and preserve as public open space, the most unique and significant 
landforms on the property, which have been incorporated into the Headlands 
Conservation Park, the Harbor Point Park, the Hilltop Park, and the Strand Beach Park, 
all as shown on Figure LU-6. 

Policy 5.13: Create new public view and coastal access opportunities by establishing 
additional public shoreline access, an integrated, on-site public trail system, and coastal 
recreational facilities. (Coastal Act/30212, 30222, 30251) 

Policy 5.14: Develop pedestrian, bicycle and visual linkages between public spaces, the 
shoreline and the bluffs. (CoastaV30210, 30212) 

Policy 5.15: Provide non-vehicle circulation throughout the Headlands by establishing 
an interconnected network oftrails, walkways and bikeways. (Coastal Act/30252) 

Policy 5.16: Use open space designations and innovative design techniques to provide 
public views to the ocean. 

Policy 5.17: Incorporate design elements into private development, such as view lot 
premiums, which will lower the amount of gross acreage devoted to development, and 
thus increase the acreage devoted to public recreation, open space, parks and visitor 
facilities. 

Policy 5.18: Provide public recreational opportumties and distribute VISitor-serving 
recreation facilities in appropriate areas compatible with adjacent uses and to minimize 
the potential for overuse of any single area by the public. (Coastal Act/ 30212.5, 30252) 

Policy 5.19: Provide passive visitor/recreational facilities on the Headlands. (Coastal 
Act/ 30001.5, 30213) 

Policy 5.20: Regulate the time, manner and location of public access to parks and open 
space to maintain and protect sensitive resources and to protect the privacy rights of 
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property owners while balancing the public's constitutional right of access to navigable 
waters. (Coastal Act/30001, 30001.5, 30214) 

Policy 5.21: Provide att-additional public access from Selva Road, the nearest public 
roadway, to the shoreline, consistent with public safety and the protection of fragile 
coastal resources. (Coastal/30212). 

Policy 5.22: Complete the Blufftop Trail alignment through the Headlands, emphasize 
coastal view opportunities as determined in the Headlands Specific Plan or PDD 
(Coastal/30210, 30212). 

Policy 5.23: Provide parking facilities adequate to meet the needs of the development, as 
measured by the standards set forth in the City regulations, and use existing adjacent 
public parking facilities, where feasible, to serve the needs of the public recreation and 
public open space portions of the property. (Coastal Act/30212.5, 30252) 

Policy 5.24: Enhance the visual quality of the Headlands by providing high quality 
development with appropriate landscaping. (Coastal Act/30251) 

Policy 5.25: Comply with the requirements of the Central Coastal Orange County 
Natural Communities Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP) 
approved by the California Department of Fish and Game for the Headlands and avoid 
duplicative regulatory controls, in particular with respect to wildlife management 
programs such as the NCCP/HCP. (Coastal Act/30401, 30411) 

Policy 5.26: Protect the quality of coastal waters and human health by minimizing the 
potential for harmful impacts from storm water runoff. (Coastal Act/30230, 30231) 

Policy 5.27: Minimize drainage impacts to the Dana Point Marine Life Refuge and 
Laguna Niguel Marine Life Refuge. (Coastal Act/30230, 30231) 

Land Use Element- Page 35 

Visitor/Recreation Commercial: The Visitor/Recreation Commercial designation 
includes primarily visitor-serving uses, such as restaurants, resort uses, such as hotels and 
motels, commercial, recreation specialty and convenience retail goods and services, auto 
service businesses, open space/recreational uses and community public facilities. Other 
supporting uses include conference facilities and cultural uses, such as museums and 
theaters. The average intensity of development for hotels is a floor area ratio of. 75:1 and 
the maximum intensity of development of hotels is a floor area ratio of 1.5: 1. The 
standard intensity of development for other uses is a floor area ratio of 0.5: 1. 
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Land Use 
Issue Area 

Balance of 
Land Uses 

Compatibility/ 
Enhancement 
Among Land 
Uses 

Maintaining 
and 
Improving 
Quality of Life 

Preservation 
of Natural 
Resources 

Development 
of Headlands 

Development 
of Town 
Center 

Development 
of Doheny 
Village 

Development 
of Monarch 
Beach 

Protection of 
Resident-
Serving Land 
Uses 

Land Urban 
Use Design 

3.4, 
4.1, 
4.4, 
6.3, 
6.6 

1.1, 
2.1, 
2.2 
6.2 

All 

1.4, 
4.5 
7.2 

1.5, 4.5 

3.8 

6.7 

1.5, 
2.5, 
4.5, 
5.6, 
7.3 

TABLELU-2 
LAND USE RELATED 

GOALS AND POLICIES BY ELEMENT 
<Revised • 2001> 

Related Goals and Policies by Element 

Housing 
Circulatio 

Noise 
Public Conservation/ 

n Safety Open Space 

5.2, 5.3 
6.5, 6.6, 6. 7 
7.4 

3.3 3.1,3.4 
5.2, 5.3 
6.1, 6.6 
8.1, 8.3 

All All All All All 

1.7, 6.8 
1.8, 
1.13, 
l.l8 

5.13, 5.14 l.IO, 2.4, 2.6-2.9, 2.14, 
~. 2.20, :lJ., g 6.2, 
1.25 6.4, 6.6-6.8 

2.6,2.7 1.1 

1.15, 1.1, 2.9, 3.4, 
1.21- 4.2, 5.4, 5.5-
1.24 5.7, 
2.8 6.1' 6.3, 8.4 

5.3, 7.5 
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Public 
Facilities and Economic 
Growth Development 
Management 

1.4, 2.7, 
3.3, 
4.1,5.3, 
6.2, 
7.2, 7.3 

2.6 
9.1 

All All 

2.7 

9.1-9.5 5.1 

3.4, 7.5, 
8.3 

3.4, 6.1-6.4, 
8.3 

5.2 

1.4, 4.1, 
4.3, 
7.3 



Land Use Element- Page 38 

LAND USE POLICY DIAGRAM 

The Land Use Policy Diagram for the City of Dana Point is described in Land Use Policy 
Figures LU-3, LU-4, LU-5, and LU-6. The Land Use designations depicted on the 
diagrams are those described in the previous section and are represented by patterns 
which identify future planned land uses for the City. 
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Land Use Element- Page 39 

DISTRIBUTION OF LAND USES 

The statistical distribution of planned land uses City wide is shown on Table LU-4. 
Table LU-5 graphically describes the percentage distribution of planned land uses City 
wide, identifies each land use designation, its associated land acreage, and the total land 
acreage for all planned land uses in the City. This Table also provides estimated ranges 
of the total number of residential dwelling units planned and the resulting population. 
For non-residential land uses, such as commercial, office, industrial, and community 
facility, estimates of building square footage are depicted. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Net acreage represents the acreage remaining after street rights-of-way and other public 
lands are excluded. To establish the net acreage associated with densities for residential I 
designations and intensities for non-residential designations, except where otherwise 
specifically provided, 20 percent of the gross acreage is assumed to be used for stre,ets or 
other public lands. Therefore, the net acreage equals 80 percent of gross acreage, and I 
represents acreage capable of accommodating residential dwelling units and non-
residential building square footage, except where otherwise specifically provided. For 
each gross acre of land (43,560 .square feet), a net acre of35,000 square feet is assumed I 
to accommodate development. 
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Table LU-4 

Future Land Use and Population Estimates in the City 
(Revised , 2001) 

Land Use Designation Gross Dwelling Population Square 
Acres Units Footage 

(a) (b) (c) (000)( d) 

Residential 
Residential 0.0- 3.5 118 283 
Residential 3.5- 7.0 1,661 7,969 
Residential 7.0- 14.0 492 3,793 
Residential 14.0- 22.0 203 2,920 
Residential22.0- 30.0 13 271 
Commercial 
Neighborhood Com'l. 7 85 
Community Com'I 109 1,519 
Visitor/Rec. Com') 134 ~2.370 

Com' VResidential 63 487 1,098 
Office 
Prof./ Administrative 6 146 
Industrial 
lnd./Business Park 18 314 
Community and Other 
Comm. Facility 163 2,272 
Open Space 779 2,714 
Harbor Marine Land 38 265 
Transport. Corridor 345 
Total 4,149 15,471- 32,180- 10,758 

16,495 39,258 

(a) Except where otherwise specifically provided for purposes of establishing density/intensity by land use 
category, the gross acreage for residential and non-residential land uses is converted to net acreage by 20% to 
account for the land area devoted to roadways. 

(b) Estimated dwelling units are expressed as a range. Dwelling units for residential categories are based on the 
standard density described in Table LU-3, (dwelling unit per net acre) for each category of residential use 
and the cumulative total for this column is 15,723. The bottom end of the range is based on estimated 
development of 252 (or 5 dulac) dwelhng units in the Residential/Commercial category. The top end of the 
range is based on minor upward adJUStments to the standard densities for Residential 3.5-7 and Residential 
7-14. 

(c) Population is based on Orange County Analysis Center OCP-88 2010 projections of 2.08 persons per 
dwelhng unit for the bottom of the range and 2.38 persons per dwelling unit for the top of the range. 

(d) Square footage for non-residential categories IS based on the standard intenslly (FAR) for uses represented. 
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Land Use Element - Page 45, Second Paragraph Through Page 46 

SPECIFIC PLAN AREAS AND PLANNED DEVELOPMENT DISTRICTS 

Five areas within the City are identified as Specific Plan areas, for future development, or 
revitalization. The Specific Plan areas include the Headlands, the Town Center, Doheny 
Village, Monarch Beach and the Dana Point Harbor. The Headlands may also be 
developed as a PDD rather than a Specific Plan, providing a PDD zoning ordinance is 
adopted, consistent with this General Plan. The characteristics of planned land use for 
each Specific Plan or PDD focal area are described in the following sections. 

Headlands 

The Headlands represents a significant land resource that has the capacity to 
accommodate a mixture of compatible land uses, including visitor/recreation commercial, 
residential, recreation/open space, and visitor-serving and commercial facilities. The 
Headlands is identified as a Specific Plan area or as a PDD on the Land Use Policy Map. 

A Specific Plan or PDD zoning ordinance for the Headlands will be prepared before 
development occurs and that document will implement General Plan policy by 
establishing development standards, precise locations for land uses and facilities, 
locations for streets, standards for residential density and non-residential intensity, and 
standards for the use and conservation of natural resources. 

Identification of the acreage and percentage mixture of planned land use is designed to 
provide both the City and . property owner with the flexibility needed to allow 
consideration of alternative development designs. Any alternative design must generally 
meet the basic land use acreage and percentage descriptions contained in this element and 
noted on the Land Use Policy Map. Any development design for the Headlands must 
include, to the extent feasible after taking into consideration topographic features, 
publicly accessible open space linkages that connect to on- and off-site open space areas, 
except that the Headlands shall provide an easement to the City but shall not be required 
to construct a connection to Dana Point Harbor. 

The Headlands surrounds two small areas of existing residential development (the 
"Enclaves") that are not included in the Specific Plan or PDD boundaries. The westerly 
Enclave consists of multi-family units in buildings on adjacent, but separate lots. 
Although the actual density of development for this westerly Enclave varies from lot to 
lot, the overall designation is Residential 22-30. The southerly residential Enclave 
consists of single family detached houses on separate lots with a designation of 
Residential 7-14. The level of development for each of these Enclaves is based on their 
respective Land Use Element designations, but where the existing level of development 
exceeds the designation, the existing level of development can be maintained or 
reconstructed in the event of loss due to natural hazards or accident. 
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Land Use Element- Pages 47-48 

Figure LU-6 and Table LU-6 describe the total acres and relative percentage of each land 
use type for the Headlands. Recreation/Open Space constitutes 64:-371.0 gross acres of 
the Headlands, or .£58.5%. Residential constitutes ~5.9 acres of the Headlands, or 
4J437.8%. Visitor/Recreation Commercial will be 4.4 acres or 3.7% of the property. 
Public roads make up approximately H2.5 acres of the site and are accounted for in the 
Recreation/Open Space category. 

As shown on Figure LU-6 Headlands, three Land Use designations have been established 
for the Headlands: Recreation/Open Space, Visitor/Recreation Commercial, and 
Residential. Table LU-6, Headlands Land Use Composition, describes a percentage 
distribution for the three designations. 

The Headlands Land Use element promotes and implements the goals of the California 
Coastal Act by maximizing public access and public recreational opportunities, consistent 
with sound resource conservation principles. 

Development of the Headlands will create significant conservation areas, public open 
space and parks, with multiple public coastal view opportunities and an interconnected 
network of public trails and coastal access. Five parks will be strategically dispersed 
throughout the property, located in areas that maximize public access and coastal views. 
The Headlands Conservation Park will create new coastal access opportunities and 
conserve open space in perpetuity, including indigenous habitat. Hilltop Park will 
include the highest elevation on the Headlands and afford the opportunity for establishing 
public views, an overlook, and a network of trails. Overlooking Dana Point Harbor and 
the Pacific Ocean, Harbor Point Park will provide the opportunity for establishing 
dramatic views, public recreation, visitor amenities, and conservation of coastal bluffs. 
Strand Vista Park, which overlooks Strand Beach, will create and link several coastal 
access ways and provide visitor amenity and public recreation opportunities. Strand 
Beach Park will be dedicated to a public agency and will provide coastal recreational 
opportunities. 

A maximum of HYe-six visitor-serving, recreational facilities will be integrated into the 
parks and open space to attract and serve local and statewide visitors to the Headlands 
coastline. The visitor-serving recreational facilities shall be built by the developer, open 
to the public, and no less than fet:w-three shall include educational programs relating to 
maritime, historical, cultural, natural resource conservation and related topics of regional 
and local interest. They will be connected by the integrated public trail system to offer 
visitors a comprehensive experience. 
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Table LU-5 

Planned Land Use Distribution By Percentage 
(Revised , 2001) 
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Table LU-6 describes the general percentages of the land use types for the Headlands as 
~58.5 percent for Recreation/Open Space, ~37.8 percent for Residential 0.0-3.5, 
and ~3.7 percent for Visitor/Recreation Commercial. 

Table LU-6 
H dl d L d U C 'f * ea an s an se ompOSIIOn 

LAND USE' DESIGNATION GROSS 
ACRES 

Residential 
Residential 0.0- 3.5 ~5.9 

Commercial 
Visitor/Recreation 4.4 

Community and Other 
Recreation/Open Space ~71.0 

** 
TOTAL 121.3 

*In the subsequent Specific Plan or POD for the Headlands, gross acreage shall be utilized to calculate development yield and density. 

**Calculation includes approximately 2.5 acres for public roads. 

Residential 0.0-3.5 
(~37.8%) 

Visitor/Recreation 
Commercial 

(3.63.7%) 
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Land Use Element- Page 48 (new table) 

Table LU-6A 
Maximu·m Land Uses Within Headlands 

LAND USES MAXIMUM 

Residential SF 125 dwelling units 
Visitor/Recreation 
Commercial 40,00035,000 sq. ft. 

110,750 sq. ft. with ~90 keys 
Visitor Recreation 
Facilities 8,.5007,400 sq. ft. 
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Urban Design Element - Page 3 

Policy 1.5: Develop the Blufftop Trail from Monarch Beach to Doheny State Park. The 
conceptual alignment of the trail through the Headlands shall be determined through the 
Specific Plan or PDD prepared for the Headlands. (Coastal Act/30210, 30212) 

Urban Design Element- Page 13 

The Natural Setting 

Dana Point's spectacular natural setting forms one of the most memorable arrangements 
of sea and landform in Southern California. The Dana "Point" promontory, a significant 
land feature of the Headlands, as well as the coastal bluffs, mark the geographical 
location of the City. The Dana "Point" promontory with its steep coastal bluffs is one of 
the most prominent features of the Southern California coastline between Point Lorna and 
the Palos Verdes Peninsula. The City's favorable southwestern aspect orients toward 
Capistrano Bight, a subtle bend in the coastline which defines a shallow bay between 
Dana Point and San Mateo Point to the south. Santa Catalina Island is prominent as a 
scenic landmark visible on the open ocean to the west. 

Urban Design Element- Page 15-16 

The landforms of the Dana "Point" promontory and coastal bluffs are the most prominent 
natural features of the City. They are visible from the region's coastline and coastal 
hillsides from a distance of up to 30 miles. Public views from and public pedestrian 
access to the bluffs shall be established as they will become significant public resources 
and enhance the natural setting of Dana Point. 

The following Urban Design policies and concepts will guide the development of the 
Headlands: 

• Limit alteration of existi11g topography of the Headlands to accommodate a 
development program consistent with the General Plan and Headlands Specific Plan 
orPDD. 

• Require setbacks of buildings and site improvements from the bluff faces, as set forth 
in the Specific Plan or PDD, which will ensure public and structural safety, consistent 
with detailed and site specific geotechnical report recommendations. 

• Encourage building forms that maintain a low profile and that are visually integrated 
with the landforms. 

• The significance of and treatment of existing ridges, knolls, canyons, and vegetation 
on the Headlands and bluffs shall be determined in the Headlands Specific Plan or 
PDD. 
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• Require all private development and public improvement proposals which have 
potential to impact public views of the Headlands and bluffs to submit detailed 
studies of view impacts. All development along the City's coastline, as well as 
several locations in the Dana Point Town Center and Monarch Beach areas, have the 
potential to affect public views of the Headlands and bluffs. 

• Create historical and/or cultural monuments, plaques, and landmarks and integrate 
them into the public parks and open space program. 

• Incorporate design elements into private development, such as view lots, which will 
lower the amount of gross acreage devoted to development, and thus increase the 
acreage devoted to public recreation, open space, parks and visitor facilities. 

• Encourage public access to coastal resources by developing Visitor/Recreation 
Commercial facilities and Recreation/Open Space areas (including visitor-serving 
recreational facilities) that provide direct linkages to public parks, open space, the 
coastline, and Strand Beach. 

• For the Headlands, given the topographic and access constraints of the site, vehicle 
controlled access (gate guard) is allowed if a funicular (inclined elevator) is 
constructed that will convey members of the public from the County Strand Beach 
parking lot to the existing access ramp to the beach. A reasonable charge may be 
collected to recover maintenance and upkeep for the funicular operation. 
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Urban Design Element- Pages 16-17 

The Beaches 

Dana Point's coastline is unique in the diversity of its beaches. Capistrano Beac~, 

I 
I 
I 

Doheny State Beach, Strand Beach and Salt Creek Beach each have a distinct character I 
formed by surf conditions, orientation, views, landform background and access pattern. 
Capistrano Beach, Doheny State Beach and Salt Creek Beach are all publicly owned 
facilities operated by State or County agencies. Strand Beach is privately owned J 
property. Most of the beaches enjoy wide strands that provide excellent public access · 
along the water's edge. Urban design policies and concepts guiding development along 
the beachfront except for Strand Beach, are: I 
• Require future built improvements adjacent to the beaches to consider the natural 

topography of the coastal terraces, embankments and bluffs as an integral part of the J 
beachfront natural and visual setting. Development should protect existing natural 
features and be carefully integrated with landforms, emphasizing low profile building 

1
_ 

forms, retaining walls and other improvements that do not detract from the natural 
setting of the beach. 

• Some older insensitive beachfront development has marred the natural setting and I 
blocked public views to the ocean. Future improvements or modification of 
previously-developed sites should strive to restore the appearance of the natural 
setting and create additional public views to the water. Opportunities to restore the I 
appearance include: 

Where feasible, encourage opening selective views to the ocean from the Pacific J 
Coast Highway. 

• On the Headlands, the following urban design policies will guide development of the J 
area adjacent to Strand Beach: 

Development of the former mobile home park site at Strand Beach must be 
subject to thorough geologic analysis. 

To enhance visual quality, the abandoned mobile home park and surrounding area 
above Strand Beach shall be remediated and reconfigured. Such reconfiguration 
may include moving earth from the Strand area to the Upper Headlands area, 
creating a series of landscaped terraces, a public park, a primary coastal access 
path, and residential lots, all overlooking the Pacific Ocean. 

The existing revetment on Strand Beach, will be subject to the analysis of a 
registered geotechnical engineer and a registered marine/coastal engineer to 
incorporate design measures that further stabilize the site to ensure public safety. 
Such reconstruction must incorporate a linear coastal access path along the top of 
the reconstructed revetment and not encroach seaward of the toe of the existing 
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revetment at bedrock, unless improvements are necessary to create or enhance 
new public access and/or public safety. 

To compliment the surrounding urban residential character, the Strand area shall 
limit development to residential land uses. 

Development of the old Mobile Home Park above Strand Beach according to a 
Specific Plan or PDD for the Headlands shall accommodate two Strand Beach 
vertical public beach access paths (one of which will branch off to provide a 
connection to the mid-point of the County Strand Beach parking lot), a linear park 
adjacent to the County Strand Beach parking lot, restroom/shower facilities at the 
north and south ends of Strand Beach, terraced landscaped slopes, a public 
funicular (if vehicle access is restricted), and residential lots. 
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Urban Design Element- Pages 26-27 

The Blufftop Trail, or other system of trails and open space linkages, which will 
eventually provide a connection from the Headlands to Doheny State Beach, is an 
excellent example of the desired concept. 

In addition to completion of the City's bikeway system, more pedestrian walks and trails 
need to be developed, and the pedestrian environment improved in key locations. 
Opportunities for pedestrian improvements include: 

• Complete the trail between the Headlands and Doheny State Beach, and extend the 
trail northward from Strand Beach to Salt Creek Beach Park and the regional trail 
system along the Salt Creek ~asin. 

• Develop a pedestrian trail system on the Headlands that connects the parks, open 
space, and conservation areas planned for the property as detailed in the Headlands 
Specific Plan or PDD. Such trails shall provide opportunities to coastal views and 
access. The trail system shall constitute the Blufftop Trail component for the 
Headlands. 
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Urban Design Element- Page 58 

The Headlands 

The Dana "Point" portion of the Headlands is one of the most significant landforms in the 
City. The primary Urban Design goal shall be to preserve the Dana "Point" area, 
including its coastal bluffs, and develop a coastal trail system on the plateau that rises 
approximately 180-215 feet above the Pacific to create extraordinary public view 
opportunities. As stated in the Land Use element, it is this area of the property-the 
Dana "Point," the coastal bluffs, and the coastal plateau-that is commonly referred to as 
the "Headlands." Urban Design. objectives for development on the Headlands are: 

• Preserve a continuous open space corridor along the coastline, providing full public 
access to the bluff edge and coastal views. 

• Create safe coastal view opportunities such as the Strand Vista Park adjacent to the 
County Strand Beach parking lot. 

• Create public open space amenities, walkways, and a trail system within the 
Headlands that can ultimately be connected to the Blufftop Trail to the south, and the 
Salt Creek Beach Park to the north. 

• Preserve the relative height and visual prominence of the ridge top and designate the 
hilltop area near Pacific Coast Highway for public park, public trail, and permanent 
open space uses. 

• Develop a landscaped open space corridor consistent with existing corridors along 
Pacific Coast Highway. 

• Future buildings on the Headlands should be carefully integrated with surrounding 
development and maintain a visual profile that limits disruption of public ridgeline 
views from Dana Point Harbor and public parks. 

• Create a comprehensive set of development guidelines, unifying the public and 
private components of the Headlands. 

• Emphasize a creative use of appropriate materials when designing public facilities, 
such as visitor-serving recreational facilities, trails, and walkways. 

• Drought tolerant and native or naturalized species should be utilized within public 
open spaces and the edges of private development adjoining natural open space areas. 

• Provide a strong connection with the ocean through the inclusion of coastal access 
and ocean view preservation. 

• Design a series of monuments, landmarks and landscape features that designate the 
primary points of entry into the Headlands. 
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Urban Design Element-Appendix A, Page A-3 

Dana Point Landscape Corridors 

(A new row shall be added to the bottom of Appendix A, Dana Point Landscape 
Corridors, on page A-3, as follows, and the Appendix, as amended, shall supersede the 
Appendix, page A-3 dated July 9, 1991.) 

Street Name Median Existing Sidewalk Sidewalk and Recommended 
or Planting Planting Improvements 

Standard 

Selva Road, Potential for Condition I or G Condition I or G Opportunity for 

Pacific Coast planted median in median 

Highway to the selective locations improvements and 

south end of the plantings 

County Strand 
Beach parking lot 
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Circulation Element- Page 10 

The following policies shall apply to the Headlands: 

Policy 5.13: Ensure adequate vehicle access and circulation, while minimizing traffic 
impacts to adjacent residential areas. 

Policy 5.14: Provide trailhead ·parking areas along Selva Road and Scenic Drive. The 
final configuration of parking areas will be determined at the time detailed roadway 
improvement plans are prepared. 

Policy 5.15: Vehicle controlled access (gate-guard) is allowed if a funicular (inclined 
elevator) is constructed that will convey members of the public from the County Strand 
Beach parking lot to the existing access ramp to the beach. A reasonable charge may be 
collected to recover maintenance and upkeep for funicular operation. 
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Conservation and Open Space Element - Page 6 

A substantial portion of the City's natural open space and biological habitat has been 
replaced with urban development. However, there are significant portions of the 
community that remain in a natural state. These areas include a portion of the Headlands, 
portions of Monarch Beach, and the Salt Creek and San Juan Creek Basins. 

Conservation and Open Space· Element - Page 8 

CONSERVATION OF SIGNIFICANT NATURAL FEATURES 

The natural features in the Dana Point area have helped to create the desirable character 
of the area. The significant natural features or natural land forms on the Headlands are 
Strand Beach, the Hilltop, Harbor Point, Dana "Point," and the Headlands Promontory. 
Other Dana Point area topographic features such as Salt Creek and the San Juan Creek 
watershed, the bluffs, the inland hills, and the beachfront should be protected from 
insensitive development. Public views should be conserved and the natural vegetation 
retained as much as possible. The beach areas and bluff area have potential for excessive 
erosion if not protected. 

Conservation/Open Space Element- Pages 9-11 

Policy 2.8: Minimize risks to life and property, and preserve the natural environment, by 
siting and clustering new development away from areas which have physical constraints 
associated with steep topography and unstable slopes; and where such areas are 
designated as Recreation/Open Space or include bluffs, beaches, or wetlands, exclude 
such areas from the calculation of net acreage available for determining development 
intensity or density potential. For the Headlands, minimization of risk to life and 
property and preservation of the natural environment is met by a requirement that new 
development be sited and clustered into areas determined by geological feasibility studies 
to be suitable, such as by remediation of unstable slopes impacted by such new 
development. (Coastal Act/30233, 30253) 

Policy 2.14: Shoreline or ocean protective devices such as revetments, breakwaters, 
groins, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff retaining walls, and other such construction that 
alters shoreline processes shall be permitted when required to serve coastal-dependent 
uses or to protect existing structures or public beaches in danger from erosion, and when 
designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply and 
minimize adverse impacts on public use of sandy beach areas. For the Headlands, the 
potential for coastal slope erosion shall be minimized and public safety and coastal access 
protected by reconstruction of the existing revetment. Such reconstruction must not 
encroach seaward of the toe of the existing revetment at bedrock unless improvements 
are necessary to create or enhance new public access and/or public safety. (Coastal 
Act/3021 0-12, 30235) 

Policy 2.20: The biological productivity and quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, 
estuaries, and lakes and the restoration of optimum populations of marine organisms shall 
be ensured by minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges. Any specific plans 
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and/or planned development district policies and specific development proposals, site 
plans and subdivision maps shall control runoff, prevent depletion of ground water 
supplies and substantial interference with surface water flow, encourage waste water 
reclamation, maintain natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and 
minimize alteration of natural streams. (Coastal Act/ 30231 ). 

Policy 3.1: Environmentally sensitive habitat areas, including important plant 
communities, wildlife habitats,· marine refuge areas, riparian areas, wildlife movement 
corridors, wetlands, and significant tree stands, such as those generally depicted on 
Figure COS-I, shall be preserved. Development in areas adjacent to environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would 
significantly degrade those areas through such methods as, the practice of creative site 
planning, revegetation, and open space easement/dedications, and shall be compatible 
with the continuance of those habitat areas. A definitive determination of the existence 
of environmentally sensitive habitat areas on a specific site shall be made through the 
coastal development permitting process. For the Headlands, the determination of native 
habitats will be based on the findings of the NCCP/HCP and compliance with CEQA. 
(Coastal Act/30230, 30240) 

Conservation/Open Space Element - Page 12: 

Policy 3.7: Environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA) shall be protected against 
any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources 
shall be allowed within those areas. For the Headlands, a combination of on-site 
preservation and compliance with the requirements of the NCCP/HCP shall fulfill ESHA 
requirements. (Coastal Act/30240) 

Conservation/Open Space Element- Page 15: 

Policy 6.4: Preserve and protect the scenic and visual quality of the coastal areas as a 
resource of public importance as depicted in Figure COS-5, "Scenic Overlooks from 
Public Lands," of this Element. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to 
protect public views from identified scenic overlooks on public lands to and along the 
ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms and 
significant natural features to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding 
areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded 
areas. (Coastal Act/30251) 

Conservation/Open Space Element- Page 21 

CONSERVATION AND OPEN SPACE FOR THE PRESERVATION OF 
NATURAL RESOURCES 

The most significant natural resources in Dana Point include the Pacific Ocean, land with 
open space potential, lands with significant biological resources, water resources, 
significant landforms, and those sites or structures that have historical, archaeological or 

Page 37 



paleontological significance. The Pacific Ocean and shoreline provides important marine 
habitats for many species. Certain sections of the City's coast have been designated by 
the California Department of Fish and Game as three separate but contiguous marine life 
refuges. The other areas of natural resource open space include, San Juan Creek and Salt 
Creek and the beaches and bluff areas along the coast. 

These important natural resource areas are shown on Figure COS-1. Other areas of 
natural resource open space include San Juan Creek and Salt Creek and the beaches and 
bluff areas along the coast. 

The Headlands 

The Headlands is the largest remaining privately owned, undeveloped area within the 
City. The Headlands contains a number of natural resources, including coastal sage scrub 
vegetation, which support a variety of plant and animal species. 

In 1996, the U.S. Department of Interior, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), 
the California Resources Agency, the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), 
the California Department of Forestry and Fire, the California Department of Parks and 
Recreation, and the Orange County Environmental Management Agency, in conjunction 
with participating property owners, adopted the Central/Coastal Orange County Natural 
Communities Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP). The 
NCCP/HCP provides for the co~servation of sub-regionally significant natural resources 
and multi-species habitat preserve areas. 

The NCCP/HCP was preceded by five years of scientific analysis and public agency 
review. A joint Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIRIEIS) were prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, the 
California Endangered Species Act, and the federal Endangered Species Act by the 
CDFG and the USFWS. In 1996, the EIRIEIS was certified as a Final EIR/EIS. 

The NCCP/HCP program resulted in the creation of the Orange County Habitat Reserve 
System. This 38,738 acre nature reserve has been permanently designated for open space 
and conservation purposes, and was designed to function as a multiple habitat system. 
Portions of the Reserve lie within the Coastal Zone and include over 18,800 acres of 
coastal sage scrub, as well as about 7,300 acres of chaparral, 6,100 acres of grasslands, 
1,800 acres of riparian, 950 acres of woodland, 200 acres of forest habitat and significant 
portions of six other habitat types now existing within the subregion. 

The Headlands' owners were identified in the NCCP/HCP as a "participating landowner" 
for "contributing significant land and/or funding toward implementation of the reserve 
system and adaptive management program." As a result, the landowners were issued a 
Section 1 0( a) Endangered Species Act Permit for the project site. 

For these landowners, development activities and uses addressed by the NCCPIHCP 
would be considered fully mitigated under the NCCP Act and the State and federal 
Endangered Species Acts for impacts to habitat occupied by listed and other species 
"identified" by the NCCP/HCP and Implementation Agreement. 
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Through the NCCP/HCP conservation program, as well as the designation of e¥eF 

~approximately 34 acres of the Headlands Conservation Park and other natural open 
space onsite, the Headlands property has provided for the preservation of important 
natural habitats. 

The Headlands Conservation Park 

The Headlands shall provide for a Headlands Conservation Park on a site of 
approximately ~27 .9 acres. The Headlands Conservation Park shall be a conservation 
area and generally include the land seaward on either side of existing Marguerita Road 
lying between the two existing residential enclaves. This area includes the most 
important biotic resources, the adjacent coastal bluffs, the rocky beach, and the entire 
Pacific pocket mouse reserve identified in the NCCP/HCP. The Headlands Conservation 
Park shall provide limited public access to the bluff top via a perimeter bluff top trail. A 
greenbelt buffer will be provided between the Headlands Conservation Park and the 
proposed residential development on the Upper Headlands. The greenbelt buffer will 
accommodate recreational opportunities outside of the conservation area. Public parking 
and any other facilities also must be located outside of the Headlands Conservation Park 
conservation area. 
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Conservation and Open Space Element - Page 25 

CONSERVATION MEASURES 

The following techniques may be used to acquire, transfer, dedicate or convey land for 
open space purposes:· 

Open Space Easements- pursuant to the Open Space Easement Act of 1974 (Government 
Code Section 51070 et seq.). 

Conservation and Development Easements - pursuant to the Conservation Easement Act 
(Civil Code Sections 815-816). 

Charitable donations ofland pursuant to Section 170(h) of the Internal Revenue Code. 

Transfer of property to a public agency or non-profit conservation agency. 

Page 42 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 

Table COS 4 - Page 32 

I OTHER RECREATION 
SPACES: 

I Camino del Estrella Upgrade of existing Camino de Estrella Telescope; benches 

Overlook facility; no net new 
acreage 

I 
Dana Hills Tennis Center Upgrade of existing Calle de Ten is Tennis Courts 

facility; no net new 
acreage 

I 
Open Space Areas A-E 5.22 Monarch Beach Resort To be determined 

Headlands Conservation ~27.9acres The Dana "Point" Preservation and conservation of native 
Park-Conservation promontory area. species, coastal bluffs and rocky 

I Open Space Af!J3Fa~limately beaches. Public safety fencing and 
sea•NaFElFalls on either security for biotic resources. Limited 
side of existing public access, signage, bluff top trails 

I 
Marguerita Road. and lookouts. 

Strand Vista Park- 9.9 acres Seaward of the County Linear park with scenic overlooks, 

I 
Recreational Open Space Strand Beach parking public trails, seating, landscape and 

lot. hardscape features. Includes the Northt 
Mid-Strand Vista Park Access and 
South Strand Beach Access. 

I • North Strand Existing stairway from Reconstruct access to provide 

I 
Beach Access the County Strand overlooks, resting points, landscape 

Beach parking lot to features. Restroom/showers above the I 
the beach at the north beach. 
boundary. 

I • Mid-Strand Vista Runs from 

Park Access approximately the 
middle of Strand Vista 

I 
Park to a connection 
with the Central 
Strand Beach Access 
at the intersection of 

I the first cul-de-sac 
street. 

I • South Strand 
Between County Meandering trail to beach, overlooks, 
Strand Beach parking public safety fencing, emergency 

Beach Access lot and the existing access to beach. Restroom/showers 

I residential enclave to above the beach. 

I the south. 

Continued next page 

I 
I 
I Page 43 



Table COS-4 continued 

Site Acreage Location 

Strand Beach Park 5.2 acres From the Strand 
Recreational Open Space residential development 

seaward to the mean high 

• Central Strand tide. 

Beach Access 

Harbor Point Park- 4.3 acres Seaward of Cove Road 
Recreational Open Space and realigned Scenic 

Drive, not including 
adjacent coastal bluffs. 

Harbor Point Park- 6.1 acres From the top ofbluffto 
Conservation Open Space the mean high tide, 

including the coastal 
bluffs and rocky beaches. 

Hilltop Park- ~15.1 acres Highest point of the 
Recreational Open Space property, westerly ofPCH 

and Green Lantern. 

• Greenbelt Buffers Buffers to residential and 
commercial uses, adjoins 
Headlands Conservation 
Park on the south, 
connections to Hilltop 
Park, South Strand Beach 
access, Harbor Point Park, 
and Strand Vista Park. 
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Proposed Features 

Wide, sandy beach; 
pedestrian access to the 
County Strand Beach 
parking lot. 

Public pedestrian access 
through the Strand 
residential development to 
the Central Strand Beach 
accesspoint. 

Visitor Recreational 
Facilities, historic and 
cultural elements, 
monuments, overlooks, 
public trails, signage, 
biotic gardens, seating, 
landscape and hardscape 
features. 

Preservation of coastal 
bluffs and rocky beaches; 
no improvements except 
those required for public 
safety, signage or erosion 
control. 

Public trails, overlooks, 
signage, seating. 

Public trails, open space 
parking, visitor 
recreational facilities, 
seating, signage, fuel 
modification, landscape 
features, security fencing, 
public roads necessary to 
access open space areas. 
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Conservation and Open Space Element - Page 35 

Biking/Hiking Trails 

The City of Dana Point operates ·a coordinated system of trails, including bikeways, 
equestrian trails and hiking trails. The trails system is shown in Figure COS-4 and 
described in the Master Plan of Parks, Recreation and Open Space prepared by the 
Capistrano Bay Parks and Recreation and annually updated. The one existing hiking trail 
in Dana Point extends approximately one mile through Salt Creek Beach Park. 

The Headlands 

The General Plan designates ~71.0 gross acres (including 2.5 acres of public roads and 
parking) of Recreation/Open Space on the Headlands. The Headlands Specific Plan or 
PDD shall specify an implementation program, identifying the location and range of 
activity for public open space. 

The public open space program shall provide for the conservation of natural resources 
and protection of sensitive species in accordance with local, state, and federal laws and 
permits. It shall also provide for the creation of public parks and trails, new public access 
to Strand Beach, the conversion of Strand Beach from private to public ownership, and 
the creation of public visitor-serving recreational facilities. 

Headlands Public Open Space 

Public open space may comprise those lands that accommodate conservation uses, public 
recreational opportunities, and public visitor recreational facilities, including sandy and 
rocky beaches, coastal bluffs, parks, linear trails, greenbelts, vegetated slopes, public 
access and parking, and public or visitor-serving amenities. 

The following policies shall guide the design and implementation of the public open 
space on the Headlands: 

• The public open space shall be held in fee title by an appropriate public agency and/or 
non-profit group for the benefit of the public. To ensure that such lands cannot be 
developed in the future, a permanent open space easement will be recorded to the 
benefit of the public prior to or concurrent with the conveyance of the public open 
space lands. 

• Harbor Point Park, Strand Beach Park, Hilltop Park, Strand Vista Park, and the 
Headlands Conservation Park are the areas of highest scenic resource or biotic 
resource value and shall be designated for public open space. 

• The public open space shall incorporate an integrated park and trail system that 
enables the public to access the different public open space areas of the property. 

• The public open space shall provide access to coastal views and trails. 
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• The public open space shall include appropriate public amenities, such as visitor
serving facilities, lookouts, parking, kiosks, signage, benches, picnic tables, trails, 
fencing, and related recreational amenities. 
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Conservation and Open Space Element- Page 41-42 

The Coastal Bluff Trail 

The Coastal Bluff Trail or other connected open space is intended to provide a linkage 
from the Monarch Beach area through the Strand and Headlands area, and Lantern Bay 
area to the Doheny State Park area. This walkway and trail system will link the various 
lookout points and parks. While in certain areas the existing residential and commercial 
development may preclude a continuous bluff edge easement, the trail system could 
continue on local streets around those existing developments. In the future as areas are 
redeveloped, reservation should be considered for the bluff top trail. 

Where possible, the missing links of the Coastal Bluff Trail between the Headlands and 
Doheny State Beach should be completed. Since existing single family homes prohibit a 
continuous bluff edge easement between The Streets of The Blue and Amber Lantern, 
and between Streets of the Violet and Golden Lantern, pedestrian improvements (street 
trees, benches, bike lanes, and graphic markers) should be developed along Santa Clara 
Avenue. 

Scenic Resources 

The scenic resources in Dana Point are a major asset of the community. In the western 
portion of the City, including Monarch Beach, high points provide sweeping views of the 
southern California coast and Catalina Island while the lower elevations provide 
whitewater views. In the central portion of the City, including the "Headlands", there are 
views and panoramas of the Pacific Ocean, the Dana Point Harbor, the Palos Verdes 
Peninsula to the north, La Jolla to the south and <;atalina Island to the west, and inland 
views to the foothills and valleys. In the Capistrano Beach area of the City the blufftops 
offer panoramic views of the coastline. 

A unique sequence of parks and lookouts on the coastal terrace offer outstanding views of 
the ocean. These include the Pine Bluffs Park, Gazebo Park, Leyton Park, Lantern Bay 
Park, Heritage Park, Blue Lantern Lookout Point, and Salt Creek Beach Park. 

As new development is considered, existing public views should be preserved as much as 
possible. Consideration should be given to protecting public views along the ridge lines, 
views toward the inland mounta.ins and along scenic transportation corridors. Because of 
the unique character and the environmental setting of the City, consideration of scenic 
resource opportunities should be a key factor in development and revitalization decisions. 
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GENERAL PLAN POLICIES AND FUTURE RECREATION FACILITIES 

The Land Use Element describes a land use designation that is applicable for identifying 
areas of the City where existing and future parks, trails and other recreational facilities 
are or may be located. Other sites adjacent to these designated areas may be purchased or 
acquired as development exactions pursuant to state law for more intensive recreational 
uses Figure COS-6, depicts those areas designated on the Land Use Plan Map for 
recreation and open space purposes which are to be preserved. 

By comparing projected build-out for the City with the standards and criteria of this 
Element, it is possible to identify those areas which will be adequately served by existing 
park facilities and those for which new parks will be needed. As a part of its 
implementation program for this Element, the City will develop or amend its Master 
Parks Plan to show the approximate number and location of additional park facilities, by 
category, according to the specific criteria outlined in the Master Parks Plan, the Land 
Use Element, and this Element. This information will be used as a reference tool, and 
the above criteria will be observed, for planning the acquisition and siting of park 
facilities. 
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Public Facilities/Growth Management Element- Page 21 (after policy 8. 7) 

The Headlands Storm Drain and Water Quality Program 

Existing Conditions: On the Headlands, the majority of the property drains to Strand 
Beach; the remainder of the property drains over the bluff edges from Harbor Point 
around to the northerly residential enclave and to Dana Point Harbor. 

A number of storm drain outlets to Strand Beach were constructed to serve the mobile 
home park and the on-site and off-site drainage runoff. The mobile home improvements 
remain in place, although in total disrepair. Offsite public storm drain improvements and 
structures exist in the public access path running from the County Strand Beach parking 
lot {adjacent to Selva Road) to Strand Beach, located north of the Headlands. This storm 
drain services areas outside of the Headlands, and no portion of the property utilizes this 
storm drain. Future storm drainage design for the Headlands will not utilize this facility. 

Design Considerations: The Headlands storm drain design shall be prepared by a 
registered civil engineer pursuant to a hydrology study. The study shall evaluate the 
existing conditions, including the offsite areas that drain across the property. The study 
must address the protection of marine resources and water quality, both to the Strand 
Beach area and Dana Point ijarbor. Development of the Headlands shall mitigate 
impacts to water quality. 

The following Goals and Policies will minimize the Headlands development impacts to 
water quality. 

GOAL 9: Implement a storm water conveyance, filtering, and discharge system 
that utilizes Best Management Practices {"BMP") to minimize the potential for on
site erosion, water quality impacts to marine resources, and water quality impacts to 
Dana Point Harbor. 

Policy 9.1: Design structures and procedures to minimize the potential for water quality 
impacts to the ocean. Special emphasis shall be placed on reducing pollutants in the 
"first flush" of a storm event. 

Policy 9.2: Minimize impacts to coastal resources through the disbursement and dilution 
of stormwater run-off through multiple storm water discharge points. 

Policy 9.3: Cooperate with the South Coast Water District to develop a program to divert 
low-flow "nuisance" run-off to the sanitary sewer system for treatment, thereby avoiding 
dry weather flows to the beach or Harbor. 

Policy 9.4: Based on recommendation derived from the hydrological analysis, 
incorporate BMP devices that may include separators, filtering systems, or other features 
into the stormwater conveyance design to reduce oil, grease, sediment, debris, and other 
pollutants. 

Page 52 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Policy 9.5: During site grading, implement appropriate BMPs to control the potential for 
erosion, transport of sediment and related problems. 
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Public Facilities/Growth Management Element - Page 28 

Comprehensive Development Plans for Large Projects: The City will require that any 
new large developments (such as any development proposed for the Headlands) prepare a 
comprehensive development plan, and environmental impacts analysis. A PDD is an 
example of a Comprehensive Development Plan for a large project. This will allow the 
City to anticipate the impacts of large projects prior to development of any portion of the 
projects, and permit more time to plan for public services and facilities needed to support 
the projects. 
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Public Facilities/Growth Management Element - Page 32 

Wastewater Collection, Treatment, and Reclamation: Prior to 2000, four sanitary 
districts served the City of Dana Point. The boundaries of the districts and location of 
their existing and planned facilities are shown in Figure PF-4. Two of the former 
Sanitary Districts, Dana Point Sanitary District and Capistrano Beach Sanitary District; 
were consolidated into the South Coast Water District. 

Two former joint powers agencies, the Aliso Water Management Agency (A WMA) and 
the South East Regional Reclamation Authority (SERRA) were consolidated to form the 
South Orange County Wastewater Authority (SOCWA). SOCWA provides sewage 
treatment to the wastewater districts that serve Dana Point. 

As shown in Figure PF-4 and described in the MEA, there are "pockets" of the City that 
currently are not part of a sanitary district. Most of these are public parks, but one area is 
the Headlands. The South Coast Water District will provide wastewater collection and 
treatment for the Headlands. The Headlands is required to annex into the South Coast 
Water District, improvement District No. 1 pursuant to an agreement with that agency. 
Currently, the existing residential enclaves in this area are served by septic tanks 

The City's sanitary districts, South Coast and Moulton Niguel, are served by reclaimed 
water systems. 

The policies of this Element focus upon encouraging coordination between the various 
sanitary districts, evaluating varying levels of service between the districts, and 
supporting the expansion of reclaimed water facilities. As part of the Growth 
Management Plan, the City will also explore the feasibility of involving wastewater 
districts in a mitigation fee program. 

Solid Waste: The City of Dana Point contracts with Solag Disposal to remove solid 
waste. The Prima Deschecha landfill, where the City's waste is shipped, is estimated to 
have a remaining life of over twenty years. 
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3.1 INTRODUCTION 

THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 3.0 Headlands Planned Development District 

The Headlands Development and Conservation Plan (HDCP) provides for an orderly and 
balanced development of the site, as well as the conservation of open space and natural 
resources. The HDCP implements the goals, policies, plans and programs of the General Plan 
that are applicable to the property. The HDCP regulates the location, type and density of 
development, while ensuring the provision of adequate public lands, services and facilities. 
Section 3.0 establishes the project zoning and development standards, and incorporates by 
reference the general provisions, the land use plan, and definitions. 

The City's Zoning Code primarily implements the General Plan. In accordance with State law, it 
provides permitted land uses, development standards, and implementation programs for the City. 
The property is zoned Planned Development District (PDD-1 ). The PDD zoning provides for the 
orderly systematic implementation of the General Plan. The HDCP complies with and augments 
the City's Zoning Code. The development standards in the HDCP are the required zoning 
standards for the property. The HDCP is a regulatory document and, as it relates to the property, 
constitutes the City's General Plan, Zoning Code, and the Implementing Actions Program for the 
Local Coastal Program. 

A. Purpose 

The HDCP implements the General Objectives, Conservation Objectives, ·and Development 
Objectives described in Table 3.1.1. As detailed on the following page, the Objectives balance 
the project needs through complementary policies that incorporate a multitude of uses and 
activities. 
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B. 

THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 3.0 Headlands Planned Development District 

TABLE 3.1.1 

HEADLANDSDEVELOPMENTAND 
CONSERVATION PLAN OBJECTIVES 

General Objectives 

• To be consistent with the goals, policies, and objectives of the City's General Plan. 
• To implement the plans, policies, and programs of Section 4.0, Development Guidelines. 
• To be consistent with the goals, policies, and objectives of the California Coastal Act through the 

implementation of the Dana Point Local Coastal Program, as amended to include the HDCP. 

Conservation Objectives 

• To establish significant public open space, parks, and trails. 
• To establish, preserve, and protect coastal access and recreation. 
• To conserve significant natural resources consistent with the Natural Community Conservation 

Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan. 
• To mitigate drainage impacts to marine environments adjoining the project site, including Dana 

Point Harbor. 
• To regulate landform alteration to reduce adverse aesthetic impacts. 
• To create and preserve public coastal access and view opportunities. 

Development Objectives 

• To increase public coastal access through an integrated design of parks, open space, trails, 
mechanized transoort. and visitor facilities. 

• To construct public visitor educational facilities that encourage public access, and recreational 
improvements that enhance the open space and coastal experience. The facilities shall create a 
series of cuHural, historical, conservation, and natural interpretive programs. 

• To provide public trails and greenbelts to link and buffer different land uses. 
• To ensure adequate vehicle access and circulation, while minimizing traffic impacts to adjacent 

residential areas. 
• To provide high quality visitor/recreation commercial and residential land uses. 
• To increase the acreage devoted to public open space, parks, and sensitive natural resources by 

designing development areas ·that incorporate ocean views. 
• To provide for the early delivery and construction of public facilities as provided for in this HDCP 

and the Development Agreement. 
• To create a positive fiscal impact to City revenues. 

Application 

The regulations contained herein constitute the applicable Zoning Code Standards for the project. 
The interpretation and application of this section shall be accomplished in accordance with the 
following provisions: 

1. Conflicts 

If there is a conflict between this PDD and the Municipal Code or Zoning Code, the 
provisions ofthe PDD shall prevail. 
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2. Omissions 

THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 3.0 Headlands Planned Development District 

If a provision, standard or procedure is not contained within these regulations or policies, 
the provisions, standards, or procedures contained within the Municipal Code or Zoning 
Code shall be utilized. 

3. Ambiguity 

If ambiguity arises regarding the appropriate classification of a particular use, or with 
respect to matters of height, yard, or area requirements, or other development standards, 
the Director of Community Development shall resolve the issues, conditions, or situation. 
Decisions of the Director of Community Development may be appealed to the Planning 
Commission. Decisions of the Planning Commission are appealable to the City Council. 
As established by the Dana Pont Local Coastal Program, City decisions may be appealed 
to the California Coastal Commission. 

4. Invalid/Unconstitutional 

If any section, subdivision, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this document, or the 
application thereof to any person or place, is for any reason held to be invalid or 
unconstitutional by the decision of any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision 
shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this document or its application 
to other persons or places. 
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3.2 GENERAL PROVISIONS 

A. Development Permits 

All development within the HDCP shall comply with the provisions of the Municipal Code 
unless otherwise specified herein. All development permits shall be issued after the Director of 
Community Development or designee has determined that said permit is consistent with the 
following: 

• HDCP (Implementing Actions Program) 

• Coastal Development Permit or Master Coastal Development Permit 

• The PDD and, where applicable, the Municipal Code 

• The Final EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2001071015) 

B. Enforcement 

These regulations shall incorporate by reference any conditions, requirements, or standards 
indicated graphically or in writing, and, as such, shall have the same authority, force and effect. 
Any development not in substantial conformance with such conditions, requirements, or 
standards shall be in violation of the HDCP (Implementing Actions Program). Violation of the 
HDCP will be a misdemeanor as defined in the City's Municipal Code, and procedures to 
enforce the Code may include appropriate civil, administrative or criminal proceedings. 
Penalties and/or fines shall be in accordance with the City Municipal Code, and, where 
appropriate, shall represent the cost to the City to implement the measure, correct any 
deficiencies in implementation, or other-wise ensure compliance with the measure in question. 

If compliance is not demonstrated within a reasonable period of time, the City may use 
immediate penalties to ensure public safety. These penalties, where appropriate, may include the 
possible issuance of stop-work orders or the suspension of construction permits. 
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c. Amendments 

THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 3.0 Headlands Planned Development District 

Any amendment to Section 3.0, Planned Development District, shall also amend the relevant 
parts of Section 4.0, Development Guidelines, as necessary. An amendment shall follow the 
procedures described in this section. 

D. Variances 

Applications for a variance to the development standards of these regulations shall be processed 
in accordance with the City Zoning Code. 

E. Planning Area Boundaries 

The boundary alignments shown on the Planning Area Plan in Section 4.0 and referenced in this 
Section 3.0 are based on topography, known landmarks, acreage figures, and existing structures 
and roadways. The precise boundaries of each Planning Area shall be determined at tentative 
tract map submittal. The tentative tract map shall not deviate from the boundaries shown in the 
Land Use Plan by more than 5% from the amounts shown in Table 3.2, Land Use Plan Statistical 
Summary. The Director of Community Development may approve adjustments up to 5% of the 
gross acreage of any Planning Area provided the maximum acreage established for the total 
public open space is not diminished. Any proposed change in excess of 5% of the gross acreage 
of any Planning Area shall require an amendment to the HDCP. 

F. Submittal Materials 

Except as provided below, the Developer shall follow standardized City submittal requirements 
for all applicable discretionary permit applications unless such materials were previously 
submitted and approved by the City in a prior application. Except for site specific coastal 
development and site development permits for Planning Areas 4 and 9 (Visitor/Recreation 
Commercial), submittals for future discretionary actions (i.e., Coastal Development Permit, Site 
Development Permit, Tentative Map, etc.) shall not be required to conform to Section 
9.61.040(e)(2)(F) and 9.61.040(e)(2)(G), regarding elevations and floor plans. In addition, the 
following submittal requirements shall be required: 

1. A detailed Trail Plan for each Planning Area. The trail plan shall address both private 
and public trails within the Planning Area, if applicable. The plan shall incorporate 
the trail policies and standards in Section 4.0, Development Guidelines. 

2. A view analysis exhibit which illustrates that coastal views from public viewing areas 
and public walkways shall be established, maintained and protected in accordance 
with the policies and standards in Section 4.0, Development Guidelines. 
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G. Noise Attenuation 

Plans for noise attenuation of units located in impacted areas, as described in the City's General 
Plan, shall ensure that interior and exterior noise levels and construction related noise levels do 
not exceed the standards of the Municipal Code Noise Ordinance. Plans shall be submitted at 
tentative tract map application consideration and/or coastal development permit/site development 
permit for residential and non-residential development and approved prior to issuance of building 
permits. 

H. Enclosed Mechanical Equipment 

Views of private commercial mechanical equipment, such as elevator enclosures, cooling towers, 
mechanical ventilators, utility vaults, transformers, meter boxes, air conditioning, heating units 
or other similar mechanical equipment, shall be screened from the public and adjacent property. 
All such equipment and appurtenances shall be contained within an enclosed structure, or within 
a portion of a building having walls or visual screening, and integrated with the building 
architectural design. 

I. Water Quality 

Prior to the approval of any Final Tract Map or building permit, the landowner or developer shall 
submit a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) to the Director of Public Works. The 
WQMP shall identify specific control measures (i.e., Best Management Practices) to reduce the 
discharge of pollutants to storm water facilities during all phases of development, and establish 
permanent maintenance responsibilities. 

J. On-Site/Off-Site Soil Removals 

If applicable, prior to the approval of any Grading Permit, the applicant shall submit an 
import/export plan detailing the haul route and staging areas for the import, removal or collection 
of soil in compliance with the grading code. The plan shall address the control of fugitive dust, 
maintenance of streets and sidewalks, including specific measures that conform to policies and 
standards adopted by the SCAQMD. 

K. Public Art 

The project shall comply with the existing "Art in Public Places" Program, No. 9.05.240 (Dana 
Point Zoning Code), and shall provide public art according to the terms and provisions 
established therein. 

L. Construction Monitoring Plan 

Prior to the approval of a rough grading permit, a construction-monitoring plan shall be 
submitted to the Director of Community Development or the Director of Public Works. The 
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THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
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Construction Monitoring Plan shall be prepared in accordance with Section 4.13, Coastal 
Resources Management Program. 

M. Post Construction Monitoring Plan 

Prior to the approval of Final Map, a Post Construction Monitoring Plan shall be submitted to the 
Director of Community Development or the Director of Public Works. The Post Construction 
Monitoring Plan shall be provided in accordance with Section 4.13, Coastal Resources 
Management Program. 

N. Employee Quarters 

Employee quarters shall be permitted and if provided, qualify for low-income housing credits on 
a per lot basis. Living quarters may be provided within the primary structure, or a detached 
accessory structure for the persons employed on the premises. The following conditions shall 
apply: (1) No Conditional Use Permit shall be required ifthe quarters are limited to one bedroom 
and one bath; (2) Rooms beyond one bedroom and bath (per employee) shall require a 
Conditional Use Permit from the City; (3) The quarters may contain separate kitchen or cooking 
facilities; (4) The quarters shall not be rented to non-employees; and (5) The quarters shall be 
treated as a bedroom for all requisite parking calculations. 
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3.3 LAND USE PLAN 

A. Purpose 

THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 3.0 Headlands Planned Development District 

The Land Use Plan includes a land use map, a statistical summary table, as well as additional 
regulations. Land use designations regulate the type and intensity of development for each 
planning area within the HDCP. The development regulations and standards contained herein 
are intended to satisfy the requirements of the PDD regulations pursuant to the City Zoning 
Code. Section 4.0 of the HDCP supplements the Land Use Plan by providing additional text 
related to the individual planning areas. This Section 3.0 represents the regulatory document for 
implementation of the PDD. 

B. Land Use Plan 

The HDCP Land Use Plan is shown in Figure, 3.3.1. The plan contains four basic land use 
categories. Recreation open space, conservation open space, visitor/recreation commercial, and 
residential. The Land Use Plan indicates the type, intensity and location for each use. The Land 
Use Plan Statistical Summary immediately follows in Table 3.3.1. Additional, descriptive text is 
provided for each Planning Area in Section 4.3, Planning Areas, and Figure 4.3.1, Land Use 
Planning Areas, depicts the location of the planning areas. 
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Land Use 

THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
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TABLE 3.3.1 

LAND USE 
STATISTICAL SUMMARY 

Acres Planning Area Maximum 

RECREATION OPEN SPACE 

(REC/OS) 9.9 1 

5.2 3 

~15.1 5 

4.3 SA 

SUBTOTAL REC/OS J.1....734.5 

CONSERVATION OPEN SPACE 

(CONS/OS) ~27.9 7 

6.1 SB 

SUBTOTAL CONS/OS ~34.0 

VISITOR/RECREATION 
COMMERCIAL 

(V/RC) 
1.6 4 4Q;QQQ35.000 

2.S 9 
sq. ft. 

4.4 
110,750 sq. ft. 

(Ga-90 Keys) 
SUBTOTAL V/RC 

~ 5Q,75Q145,750 
sq. ft. 

(Ga-90 keys) 

RESIDENTIAL 

(RES) 25.7 2 751ots 

~20.2 6 50 lots 

SUBTOTAL RES ~5.9 1251ots 

PUBLIC R.O.W. 2.5 1, 6, SA 

TOTAL ACREAGE 121.3 
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THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
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C. Density/Area Transfers 

A maximum five percent (5%) of the total project residential units may be transferred between 
Planning Areas 2 and 6. A maximum five percent (5%) of an individual planning area acreage 
may be transferred between Planning Areas 2, 4, 6, and 9. Such transfers shall not require an. 
amendment to the General Plan, Local Coastal Program and Policy, PDD, or Local Coastal 
Program Implementing Actions Plan and shall be subject to the following: 

1. 

2. 

Any proposed increase, decrease or transfer of residential density between 
Planning Areas 2 and 6, or any adjustment to Planning Area acreage boundaries 
between Planning Areas 2, 4, 6, or 9, shall be submitted as part of a Tentative 
Tract Map application. 

The maximum number of residential lots in any given Planning Area shall not 
exceed the maximum permissible density per gross acre, or an overall maximum 
of 125 lots. 

3. The character of the recipient Planning Area shall not be significantly altered, i.e., 
a transfer of a two-story residential unit from Planning Area 2 must result in a 
one-story unit in Planning Area 6. 

4. The amount of total public open space within the HDCP shall not be diminished 
through a transfer of planning area density or acreage. 

5. The transfer of acreage from Planning Areas 2 and 6 (Residential) to Planning 
Areas 4 and 9 (V /RC) shall revise the density as follows. Reductions due to 
acreage transfers that eliminate one Residential lot shall allow two additional 
rooms (keys) in Planning Area 9, the Seaside Inn, or, an additional 250 sq. ft. in 
Planning Area 4, PCHIVRC. 

D. Public Facilities 

The fi¥e-§iLproposed VISitor recreational facilities are outlined in Table 3.3.2, Visitor 
Recreational Facility Statistical Summary. All proposed facilities shall be built at maximum 
square footage, unless the Director of Community Development, the Planning Commission, or 
the City Council determines it infeasible to do so. 
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Public Facility 

Lighthouse 

Cultural Arts Center 

Nature Interpretive Center 

f;eBsep,•atieft f;efttef 

Public Restrooms/Showers1 

Visitor Information Center 

THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 3.0 Headlands Planned Development District 

TABLE 3.3.2 

VISITOR RECREATIONAL FACILITY 
STATISTICAL SUMMARY 

Planning Area 

SA 

SA 

SA 

~ 

I 

4 

Maximum 

2,000 sq. ft. 

2,000 sq. ft. 

2,000 sq. ft. 

;!,QQQ SEJ:. ft. 

2 x 500 sq. ft. 

SOO sq. ft. 2 

All proposed public visitor facilities shall include public restrooms and public drinking 
fountains, open to the public at hours to be determined by the appropriate public agency. The 
Visitor Information Center will be constructed and operated in conjunction with the hostel 
planned for the PCH V /RC, Planning Area 4. 

1 Public restrooms and showers shall be constructed at both the north and south ends of Planning Area I above 
Strand Beach. 

2 If the Visitor Information Center is inco:rporated into the hostel. there is no specific square footage or requirement. 
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A. 

THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 3.0 Headlands Planned Development District 

DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

Residential Zoning District 

1. Planning Areas 

Maximum density for Planning Area 2 shall be 3.5 dwelling units per gross acre. 
Maximum density for Planning Area 6 shall be M2.6 dwelling units per gross acre. 

2. Permitted Uses, Accessory Uses, Temporary Uses and Conditional Uses 

Uses within Planning Areas 2 and 6 shall be as provided in Chapter 9.09 of the Zoning 
Code subject to and superceded by the standards set forth in Table 3.4.1, Allowable Uses 
for Planning Areas 2 and 6. 

3. Development Standards 

Development standards for Planning Areas 2 and 6 shall be as set forth in Table 3.4.2. 
The maximum allowable density identified for Planning Areas 2 and 6 shall be based on 
the gross acreage of the Planning Area, and the density factor identified for each area. 
The following standards shall supersede the applicable standards outlined in Chapter 9.05 
of the Zoning Code: 

• Balconies: For side elevation projections, the maximum horizontal length of 
all projections shall be amended to a maximum of 60%. 

• Chimneys: A maximum ofthree chimneys per dwelling unit may project into 
the height limit. 

• Roof Decks: Shall be limited to 50% of the roof area, exterior stairways if 
incorporated architecturally into the structure, shall be permitted, and no 
limitation shall exist relative to total square footage. 

• Detached Accessory Structures: Detached accessory structures including 
Guest Houses shall be limited in Planning Area 2 to 16' in height, and in 
Planning Area 6 to 18' in height. 

• Decks: Decks may be placed on slopes greater than 15% and project up to 1 0' 
for Planning Area 6, provided such decks must be supported by a decorative 
retaining wall that incorporates aesthetic building materials, such as stone, 
brick, river rock, textured concrete, and loffel block. Transitional landscaping 
shall be provided to integrate the deck into the surrounding slope. No exposed 
structural building elements shall be permitted, such as post and beam or deck 
joists. 
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The following standards shall supercede the applicable standards outlined in Chapter 
9.35 of the Zoning Code: 

• Driveways: As long as the setback standards and offstreet parking 
requirements are met, there is no minimum driveway length. Driveways for 
garages below grade may have a maximum slope of 20% beginning 10 feet 
from the property line. Driveways must enter from fronting streets. No 
sideyard access driveways shall be permitted. 

• Tandem Parking: Parking in excess of zoning requirements may be provided 
in a tandem configuration within an enclosed garage. 

The following definitions and standards shall supercede and replace the applicable 
definitions in Chapter 9.75 of the Zoning code: 

4. 

• Basements: In Planning Areas 2 and 6, a basement or sub-grade livable space 
shall not be considered a story; basements may daylight to the finish grade 
elevation on three sides without restriction. Retaining walls necessary to 
create freestanding elevations may be constructed, including walls necessary 
to allow below-grade access for vehicles. This PDD basement standard shall 
be limited to 15 homes in Planning Area 6 and 30 homes in Planning Area 2. 
In Planning Area 2, the finished floor of such basements shall be included in 
the height measurement, which shall not exceed 35 feet in height, measured 
from the basement finished floor. In addition, the first and second floors must 
be articulated to eliminate a curtain wall effect from the rear, ocean front 
elevation. Minimum setbacks of 5 feet, or an equivalent percentage, shall be 
established at the Site Development Permit and incorporated into the ocean 
front elevation standards. 

• Accessory Living Quarters: Shall be permitted in Planning Areas 2 and 6. An 
accessory living quarter may not be rented, leased or sold to third party, but 
shall serve as temporary guest quarters only. Notwithstanding the above, a 
detached Employee Quarters shall not be considered an Accessory Living 
Quarter. 

• Detached Accessory Structures: In Planning Area 2 and 6, detached accessory 
structures may include but are not limited to employee quarters, garages, 
workshops, offices, gym or exercise equipment rooms, meeting and 
entertainment facility, cabanas, library, garden and other complementary 
facilities. 

Maximum Extension of Architecture Projection and/or Architectural Theme 
Element Above Height Limit 

Notwithstanding the provisions of Sections 9.05 of the Zoning Code, the maximum 
extension of an architectural projection or architectural theme element above the height 
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limit for Planning Areas 2 and 6 shall be 3 feet. Architectural Projections are defined as 
chimneys, theme towers, parapets, and other nonstructural elements of the principal 
building. The total square footage of the architectural projections shall occupy no more 
than 10% ofthe horizontal roof surface area. 

5. Measurement of Building Height 

The measurement of building height for residential structures shall be as provided in 
Section 9.05.110 ofthe Zoning Code except as provided below. 

• Building Height: All residential building heights shall be measured from 
finished grade and shall not be measured from existing grade or natural grade. 

• Single Pad Lots: A single pad lot shall mean a lot that consists of a single 
finished building pad. 

For a single pad lot, building height is defined as the vertical distance by 
which the uppermost portion of the roof of a structure extends above the either 
of the following: (1) the finished pad elevation, or (2) the ceiling of a 
maximum twelve feet high basement. In Planning Area 2, the structure may 
not exceed 28' above the finish pad. In Planning Area 6, the structure may 
not exceed 18' above the finish pad. Figure 3.4.1, Residential Building 
Height Measurement, Single Pad Lots, depicts these measurement criteria. 

• Dual-Pad or Sloping Lots (Planning Area 2 only): A dual-pad lot shall be a lot 
with two finished pads that are separated by at least 8 vertical feet. The split 
between pads may occur along a slope or a retaining wall. This condition 
shall occur for a maximum 12 lots within Planning Area 2. 

A sloping lot shall be a lot that has been graded such that the finished grade 
has a slope of at least 8% along that portion of the lot that is perpendicular to 
the street. 

For a dual-pad lot, building height shall be separately calculated for each pad. 
Each finished pad shall conform to a building height defined as the vertical 
distance, by which the uppermost portion of the roof of a structure extends 
above either of the following: (1) the finished pad elevation, or (2) the ceiling 
of a maximum of twelve feet high basement. Building height may not exceed 
28'. Figure 3.4.2, Residential Building Height Measurement, Dual-Pad Lots, 
depicts these measurement criteria. 

For a sloping lot, building height is defined as the vertical distance, from 
which the uppermost portion of the roof of a structure extends above the 
adjoining finished floor on the interior of the structure directly below. 
Building height may not exceed 28'. Figure 3.4.2, Residential Building 
Height Measurement, Sloping Lots, depicts these measurement criteria. 
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RESIDENTIAL BUILDING HEIGHT MEASUREMENT 
SINGLE PAD LOTS 

FIGURE 3.4.1 

PLANNING AREA 2 
SINGLE PAD LOTS 

FINISHED PAD GRADE 

PLANNING AREA 6 
SINGLE PAD LOTS 

FINISHED GRADE 

lHE HEADLANDS 

THE MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT MAY NOT 
EXCEED 28 FEET MEASURED FROM FINISHED 
PAD GRADE AT THE FRONT YARD SETBACK 
LlNE TO THE UPPERMOST PORTION OF THE 
ROOF. 

Oo ..... 

lliE MAXIMUM BUU..DING HEIGHT MAY NOT 
EXCEED 18 FEET MEASURED FROM FINISHED 
PAD GRADE AT THE FRONT YARD SETBACK 
LINE TO THE UPPERMOST PORTION OF lliE 
ROOF. 

DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
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THE MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT OF THE 
STRUCTURE MAY NOT EXCEED 28 FEET 
MEASURED FROM THE FINISHED FLOOR ON 
THE INTERIOR OF THE STRUCTURE (EXCLUSIVE 
OF ANY BASEMENT), TO THE UPPERMOST 
PORTION OF THE ROOF. 

THE MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT OF THE 
STRUCTURE MAY NOT EXCEED 28 FEET 
MEASURED FROM THE LOWER FINISHED 
PAD GRADE IMMEDIATELY ADJACENT TO 
THE STRUCTURE. TO THE UPPERMOST 
PORTION OF THE ROOF. 

BUILDING HEIGHT MEASUREMENT 
SLOPING LOTS AND DUAL PAD LOTS 

FIGURE 3.4.2 

PLANNING AREA 2 
SLOPING LOTS 

THE MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT OF THE 
PORTION OF THE STRUCTURE FACING THE 
FRONTING STREET MAY NOT EXCEED 28 FEET 
MEASURED FROM THE FINISH GRADE AT THE 
FRONT YARD SETBACK LINE, TO THE UPPERMOST 
PORTION OF THE ROOF. 

PLANNING AREA 2 
DUAL PAD LOTS 

THE MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT OF THE 
PORTION OF THE STRUCTURE FACING THE 
FRONTING SGREET MAY NOT EXCEED 28 FEET 
AT THE FRONT YARD SETBACK LINE, TO THE 
UPPERMOST PORTION OF THE ROOF. 

I fHE HEADLANDS 
DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
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TABLE 3.4.1 

ALLOWABLE USES FOR PLANNING AREAS 2 AND 6 

Land Uses 

Accessory Living Quarters 

Dwelling, Single Family 

Employees' Quarters 

Game Courts 

Granny Flat 

Home Occupation 

Model Home Complex 

Open Space 

Park, Public 

Recreational Facilities, Private 

Small Family Home 

Temporary Uses 

Trails, Biking and Hiking 

Security Structure 

Utility Substation 

LEGEND: 

P = Permitted Use 

C = Conditional Use 

T =Temporary Use 

X = Prohibited Use 

Planning Area 6 Planning Area 2 

A A 

p p 

A* A* 

A A 

c• c• 
p• p• 

T* T* 

p p 

p p 

A A 

p p 

T* T* 

p p 

p p 

p p 

P* = Permitted Use subject to special use standards (see 
Chapter 9.07 of the Zoning Code). 

c• = Conditional Use subject to special use standards 
(see Chapter 9.07 of the Zoning Code). 

T* =Temporary Use subject to special use standards (see 
Chapter 9.39 of the Zoning Code). 

A == Accessory Use 

A • = Employees' quarters allowed if notice is given to the 
City and the quarters comply with Section 3.2.N, 
Employees' Quarters 
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TABLE 3.4.2 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS: PLANNING AREAS 2 AND 6 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARD Planning Area 6 

(a) Minimum Lot Size ~6.500-square feet 

(b) Minimum Lot Width 

• Standard Lot 9G70-feet 

• Cul-De-Sac Lot (at front set-back 4()30-feet 
line) 

• Non-Standard Comer Lot +0075-feet 

(c) Minimum Lot Depth 

• Standard 100-feet 

• Non-Standard Corner Lot 100-feet (one side only) 

(d) Maximum Lot Coverage 60% 

(e) Maximum Building Height 

• Flat Lot 18-feet 
I story 

• Dual-Pad/Sloping Lot NA 

(f) Maximum Building Envelope 87.5% of maximum allowed 

(g) Minimum Front Yard Building Set Back 

• From Street Right-of-Way 20-feet, residence 
20-feet, garage facing street 

I 0-feet, side entry garage 

• Flag Lot I 0-feet 

(h) Minimum Side Yard Setback 

• Interior Lot I 0-feet one side, 
5-feet opposite 

• Exterior Side I 0-feet on exterior side, 
5-feet opposite 

(i) Minimum Rear Yard Setback 

• All Lots 15-feerl 

(j) Minimum Open Space, (Private) 30% 

(k) Minimum Landscape Coverage 25%2 

(I) Minimum Building Separation 10-fee~ 

(m) Density M2.6 per gross ac. 

(n) Maximum Number of Residential Lots 50 

As measured from the top of slope for the buildmg pad. 

Includes patios, pools, fountains, and decorative landscaping. 

Between primary and secondary buildings, if applicable. 

Planning Area 2 

6,000 square feet 

60-feet 

20-feet 

65-feet 

100-feet 

100-feet (one side only) 

60% 

28-feet 
2-stories 

2-stories 

90% 151 story 
85% 2nd story 

of maximum allowed 

20-feet, residence 
20-feet, garage facing street 

I 0-feet, side entry garage 

I 0-feet 

5-feet 

5-feet to Lot Line, I 0' to Street 

15-feer 

30% 

25%2 

10-feee 

3.5 per gross ac. 

75 
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Section 3.0 Planned Development District 

Visitor/Recreation Commercial Zoning District 

The zoning district for Planning Area 4 and Planning Area 9 shall be Visitor/Recreation 
Commercial (V /RC). 

1. Permitted Uses, Accessory Uses, Temporary Uses and Conditional Uses 

Uses for the V/RC zoning district shall be as provided in Chapter 9.11 of the Zoning 
Code subject to and superceded by the standards set forth in Table 3.4.3, Allowable Uses 
in the V /RC District. Fractional Ownership use, in Table 3.4.3, is defined as a recorded 
property interest coupled with a right of occupancy in a segment of real property for a 
stated period of time. 

2. Maximum Extension of Architecture Projection and/or Architectural Theme 
Element Above Height Limit 

Notwithstanding the provisions of Section 9.05.080 of the Zoning Code, the maximum 
extension of an architectural projection or architectural theme element above the height 
limit for the V /RC zoning district, occupying no more than a total of 10% of the 
horizontal roof area of the entire structure, shall be 5 feet. Architectural projections are 
defined as chimneys, cupolas, parapets, decorative architectural elements, and screened 
mechanical or electrical elements, other than the principal building. 

3. Measurement of Building Height and Maximum Stories 

The measurement and height criteria for V /RC buildings shall be as provided in Chapter 
9.05.110 except as follows. Building height is defined as the vertical distance, measured 
from the interior of the building, by which the uppermost portion of the roof extends 
above either of the following: (i) finished floor, (ii) the finished pad elevation 
immediately adjoining the structure, or (iii) the ceiling of uppermost level of the 
basement or subterranean parking structure, whichever is lower. 

The site on which the structure is located may have a single or multiple finish pad 
elevation. Building height shall not be measured from existing grade or natural grade. 
Figure 3.4.3, Measurement ofV/RC Building Height, depicts these measurement criteria. 

In Planning Area 9 only, three-story structures may be built provided that one of the 
following is included: (i) the provisions of Zoning Code Section 9.05.200(a) and 
9.05.200(b)(1) and 9.05.200(b)(2) are incorporated into the design; or (ii) any structure 
that is proposed to have three stories is set back an additional 10 feet beyond the 
minimum required set-back to the fronting street; or (iii) the building design provides a 
minimum of 5% articulation in building mass between the first and second stories and 
10% articulation in building mass between the second and third stories. 

4. Maximum Intensity of Development 

The City General Plan and Section 9.05.210 of the City zoning code permit a maximum 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 1.75 for commercial projects, which represents an increase 
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THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 3.0 Planned Development District 

above the standard FAR. Projects receive the higher level FAR by demonstrating 
exceptional design and quality, and by providing public amenities. The HDCP 
establishes the visitor serving commercial in Planning Area 4 at .57 FAR; Planning Area 
9 has a .91 FAR. Both FARs are slightly above the standard levels but significantly 
below the 1.75 FAR maximum. Provisions contained within this Section 3.0 and Section 
4.0, Development Guidelines, qualify for the increased FAR by providing project-wide 
design standards, architectural guidelines, numerous public recreation facilities, public 
art, and land use controls designed to create an exceptional project. Each V /RC Planning 
Area incorporates courtyards, fountains, landscaping, seating areas, public viewing areas, 
or other amenities that promote a pedestrian environment. The project also includes 
amenities such as bicycle racks or lockers that reduce dependence on the automobile and 
encourage alternate forms of transportation. 

5. Development Requirements for Planning Area 4 

Development of Planning Area 4 shall include the following uses regardless of other 
development that will occur there: 

a) A 40-bed hostel and Visitor Information Center. The hostel will serve as a lower
cost overnight visitor accommodation and will include a Visitor Information 
Center that will. The hostel and Visitor Information Center shall be constructed 
and open to the public concurrent with the completion and occupancy of other 
V/RC development in Planning Area 4. The Visitor Information Center may be 
incorporated into the hostel or it may be constructed as a separate facility: If 
se arate fr hostel the Visitor Information Center shall consist of a 
minimum f 800 s . . 

b Six 6 ces in Plannin Area 4 to serve o en s ace visitors shall be 
required over and above the parking required as part of the V /RC uses in Planning 
Area 4. The six parking spaces shall serve visitors intending to utilize the public 
open space in the project. The parking shall be constructed concurrent with the 
development of V /RC improvements in Planning Area 4. 
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. TABLE 3.4.3 

ALLOW ABLE USES IN V/RC DISTRICTS 

LAND USES 
Planning Planning 
Area4 Area 9 

Bed and Breakfast Inn p p 

Caretaker's Residence X pi 

Clinical Services p pi 

Commercial Antennas C* C* 

Commercial Entertainment Uses X cl 

Commercial Recreation Uses X cl 

Cultural Uses p pi 

Day Care Centers c cl 

Drinking Establishments X PIC* 

Educational Uses p cl 

Food Service Uses, Specialty p A 

Fractional Ownership p2 p2 

Furniture Store c X 

Hostel p X 

Hotel p p 

Live Entertainment Uses X c .... 

Marine Uses p X 

Massage Establishments C* c•l 

Membership Organizations c X 

Open Space p p 

Personal Service Uses p A 

Photographic, Reproduction and Graphic Service Uses p X 

Continued 
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THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 3.0 Planned Development District 

TABLE 3.4.3 

ALLOWABLE USES IN V/RC DISTRICTS 
(Continued) 

LAND USES 
Planning Planning 
Area4 Area 9 

Professional Office Use 

• On the second floor or above, or below street level p A 

• Street Level 

Recreational Uses 

Restaurant 

Restaurant, Take-Out 

Restaurant, Walkup 

Retail Sales Uses 

Temporary Uses 

Video Arcades or Game Rooms 

Visitor Information Center 

LEGEND: 

P =Permitted Use 

C = Conditional Use 

T =Temporary Use 

X = Prohibited Use 

X A 

A A 

p P' 

X X 

X c' 
p A 

T* T* 

X c• 
p p 

P* = Permitted Use subject to special use standards 
(see Chapter 9.07 of the Zoning Code). 

C* = Conditional Use subject to special use 
standards (see Chapter 9.07 of the Zoning Code). 

T* = Temporary Use subject to special use standards 
(see Chapter 9.39 of the Zoning Code). 

A = Accessory Use 

1 Allowable uses only if constructed in conjunction with the Seaside Inn 
2 Prior to the sale of the first Fractional Ownership interest, the property owner shall execute an agreement 

with the City to provide on-going compensation from the Fractional Ownership uses equivalent to the 
Transient Occupancy Tax effective for hotel uses. In Planning Area 4, this requirement shall only apply 
to Fractional Ownership uses associated with lodging. 
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'HE HEADLANDS 

BUILDING HEIGHT MEASUREMENT 
FIGURE 3.4.3 

PLANNING AREA 4 

IN PLANNING AREA 4, THE MAXIMUM BULDING HEIGHT OF 
THE STRUCTURE, AS MEASURED FROM THE UPPERMOST 
FINISHED PAD ELEVATION IMMEDIATELY ADJOINING THE 
STRUCTURE, TO THE UPPERMOST PORTION OF THE ROOF 
CANNOT EXCEED 35 FEET. 

PLANNING AREA 9 

IN PLANNING AREA 9, THE MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT 
OF THE STRUCTURE, AS MEASURED FROM THE UPPERMOST 
FINISHED PAD ELEVATION IMMEDIATELY ADJOINING THE 
STRUCTURE, TO 1liE UPPERMOST PORTION OF THE ROOF 
CANNOT EXCEED 42 FEET. 

DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
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THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 3.0 Planned Development District 

TABLE 3.4.4 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR VIRC DISTRICTS 

Land Uses Planning Area 4 Planning Area 9 

(a) Minimum Lot Size ~5.000 sq. ft 15,000 sq. ft. 

(b) Minimum Lot Width 8G60-feet 80-feet 

(c) Minimum Lot Depth (measured at 8G60-feet 80-feet 
building set-back lines). 

(d) Maximum Lot Coverage 60% 60% 

(e) Maximum Height 
31-35-feet 42-feet 
2 stories 3 stories 

(f) Maximum allowable gross floor area 
4-0;00G35.000 sq. I10,750 sq. ft. 

ft. 

(h) Setback From Ultimate Public Street 10-feet I 0-feet 
RIW Line 

(i) Minimum Side Yard Setback 

Interior Side 10-feet I 0-feet 

Street Side 10-feet IO-feet 

U) Minimum Rear Yard Setback 

Standard IO-feet 10-feet 

Adjacent to Alley or Street 10-feet 10-feet 

(k) Minimum Landscape Coverage 20% 20% 

(I) Minimum Building Separation 10-feet I 0-feet 
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C. Recreation Open Space and Conservation Open Space Zoning District. 

The zoning district for Planning Area 1, Planning Area 3, Planning Area 5 and Planning 
Area SA shall be Recreation Open Space (REC/OS). The zoning district for Planning Area 7 and 
Planning Area 8B shall be Conservation Open Space (CONS/OS). 

1. Location and Description of Uses 

Table 3.4.5, Recreation Open Space and Conservation Open Space Designations, 
describes the location and uses of those areas zoned REC/OS and CONS/OS. 

2. Permitted Uses, Accessory Uses, Temporary Uses and Conditional Uses 

Uses for the REC/OS and CONS/OS zoning districts shall be as provided in Table 3.4.6 
Allowable Uses in Recreation Open Space and Conservation Open Space. 

3. Development Standards 

Development standards for REC/OS and CONS/OS zoning districts shall be as provided 
in Table 3.4.7, Recreation Open Space and Conservation Open Space Development 
Standards. · 

4. Special Development Standards 

Special development standards for REC/OS and CONS/OS zoning districts shall be as 
provided in Chapter 9.21 of the Zoning Code. 
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TABLE 3.4.5 

RECREATION OPEN SPACE AND 
CONSERVATION OPEN SPACE DESIGNATIONS 

PLANNING AREA LAND USE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

Planning Area 1 REC/OS West of the existing Orange County public parking lot on 
Selva Road. Consists of 9.9 acres, uses include Strand 
Vista Park, North Strand Beach Access 1 (Improved), Mid-
Strand Vista Park Access (New}, Central Strand Beach 
Access (New), and South Strand Beach Access (New), as 
set forth below, a funicular, and open space parking. 

• Strand Vista Park REC/OS Located adjacent to and seaward of the existing Orange 
County public parking lot. The park connects to Selva 
Road, and the North, Mid-Strand Vista Park, Central and 
South Beach Access paths, overlooking the ocean from an 
elevation of 160-feet above the mean sea level, as more 
fully described in Section 4.4, Parks and Open Space Plan. 
The park provides coastal access, and direct links to the 
HDCP integrated public trail system. Strand Vista Park 
shall contain a variety of public walkways, overlooks, 
sitting and resting areas, picnicking, landscaping and other 
design elements. It provides dramatic views of the beach, 
ocean, and distant coastline. The location complements the 
public Orange County parking lot, currently under-utilized 
year round. 

• North Strand Beach Access REC/OS Including and adjacent to the existing offsite Orange 
(Improved) County Strand Beach access. The existing, steep, narrow 

path shall be improved by incorporating additional land to 
widen and provide rest and landing areas and coastal view 
overlooks. If vehicle controlled access (gate guard} is 
aQgroved for Planning Area 2, a funicular (inclined 
elevator} sized to a minimum cagaci!Y of eight gersons and 
available to the gublic shall be built garallel to the North 
Strand Beach Access and conve:t Qassengers from Strand 
Vista Park to the existing ramg to the beach. A reasonable 
fee for the use of the funicular ma:t be collected to recover 
maintenance and ugke!m for the funicular ogeration. The 
funicular shall be ogen to the gublic during da:tlight hours 
on weekends, holida:ts year-round and even:: da:t June 1 
through S!mtember 1. The developer shall also construct 
new restroom and shower facilities near Strand Beach. 

• Mid-Strand Vista Park REC/OS Located aggroximatel:t in the middle of the gark, this access 
Access (New} leads from the trail located in Strand Vista Park and 

intercegts the Central Strand Beach Access at the 
intersection of the first residential cul-de-sac. 

Contmued 

Planning Area I includes only those portions of the North Strand Beach Access that lie within the property. 
However. the proposed project includes the improvement of the existing North Beach Access, which is owned by 
the County of Orange, as an off-site improvement. 
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PLANNING AREA 

THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 3.0 Planned Development District 

TABLE 3.4.5 

RECREATION OPEN SPACE AND 
CONSERVATION OPEN SPACE DESIGNATIONS 

(Continued) 

LAND USE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

• Central Strand Beach REC/OS Located adjacent to the Strand Residential Neighborhood 
Entry, the Central Strand Beach Access provides public 
access from the Strand Vista Park, through the Strand 
Residential Neighborhood (Planning Area 2), to the Strand 
Beach Park (Planning Area 3). 

Access (New) 

• South Strand Beach Access REC/OS 
(New) 

Planning Area 3 RECtOS 

Located adjacent to the Selva Road extension, this pathway 
provides direct access to the southern portion of Strand 
Beach. A meandering, switchback trail will provide rest 
and landing areas, overloo~ and coastal view areas, and I 
public safety measures. The contoured graded slope will 
blend into adjoining slopes, and be landscaped with 
appropriate native species. A public safety access ramp 
will allow lifeguards and emergency direct access to South 
Strand Beach. The developer shall also construct new I 
restroom and shower facilities near Strand Beach. 

Located in the northwestern portion of the HDCP, Strand 
Beach is privately owned to the mean high tide line and 
shall be dedicated to the County. !L~onsists of 5.2 acres I 
and stretches approximately 2,800 linear feet, terminating at 
the "Dana Point." 

~------------------------~r----------+-------------------------------------------i 
• Strand Beach Park REC/OS 

Contmued 

Strand Beach Park is located seaward of the existing 
revetment. It shall be publicly owned and offered for 
dedication to the County of Orange. If the County does not 
accept the facility, it shall be offered and dedicated to the 
City. Activities shall include those passive recreational 
uses typically associated with the ocean and beach, 
including coastal access, swimming, surfmg, sunbathing, 
fishing, jogging, picnicking and hiking, as more fully 
described in Section 4.4, Parks and Open Space Plan. 
Stfaftd 8eaeMn 8 foot wide concrete public access path 
shall be constructed along the top of the reconstructed 
revetment. In four locations the pathway will widen to 
accommodate benches. The location of the public pathway 
along the top of the revetment will allow convenient year
round public access along the beach which is currently 
interrupted by seasonal conditions and high tides. The 
lateral public access path connects to the Central, North and 
South Beach Access paths, forming an integrated design 
that maximizes public coastal access and passive 
recreational opportunities, while minimizing potential 
overcrowding at any single public recreation area. 
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PLANNING AREA 

Planning Area 5 

THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 3.0 Planned Development District 

TABLE 3.4.5 

RECREATION OPEN SPACE AND 
CONSERVATION OPEN SPACE DESIGNATIONS 

(Continued) 

LAND USE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

REC/OS At 288 feet above sea level, the 12.3-acre site contains the 
highest elevation within the HDCP. Located near Pacific 
Coast Highway, the park preserves a significant landform, 
protects habitat areas. establishes recreation opportunities, 
dramatic public view overlooks, and coastal access. 

• Hilltop Park and Greenbelt REC/OS Public facilities and uses include an e~eH air edueatieHal 
Linkages visiter eenserratieH eeHter, trails, overlooks, seating, open 

space parking, signage, buffers, landscaping, protection of 
natural resources, fencing and other passive features, as 
more fully described in Section 4.4, Parks and Open Space 
Plan,. As a focal point for the HDCP integrated trail 
system, it can be accessed from Street of the Green Lantern, 
Pacific Coast Highway, Selva Road, Street "A," and the 
Headlands Conservation Park. In conjunction with the 
Visitor/Recreation Commercial development in Planning 
Area 4, accessible from Pacific Coast Highway, six parking 
spaces for open space uses will be provided and a Visitor 
Information Center will be constructed. 

Areas of the Hillto12 Park and Greenbelt Linkages that serve 
as habitat for Blochman's dudleya will be J2TOtected 
pursuant to the reguirements of the California De12artment 
ofFish and Game. 

The Greenbelt Linkages bordering Planning Area 7 
(Headlands Conservation Park) 'Nill be a miHimuFH ef 100 
feet wide aBEl will serve as an open space buffer. Pursuant 
to the Fuel Modification Plan in Section 4.0, buffer areas 
will be revegetated where reguired with appropriate native 
plant species and be appropriately managed. 

Planning Area 7 CONS/OS beeateEI seawarEI ef the e*istiHg Marguerite R:eaEI, itThe 
park includes ~27 .2 acres and the landform commonly 
known as the "Headlands Promontory." Conservation 
Open Space is the most restrictive land use designation, 
ensuring the preservation of the unique Headlands 
landform, the coastal bluffs and the rocky beaches. 
Conservation of natural resources is of utmost importance 
with limited disturbance along the seaward perimeter for 
the bluff top trail and overlooks. Buildings are prohibited. 
Marguerita Road will be removed, · recontoured and 
revegetated with native coastal sage vegetation. 

Contmued 
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PLANNING AREA 

THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 3.0 Planned Development District 

TABLE 3.4.5 

RECREATION OPEN SPACE AND 
CONSERVATION OPEN SPACE DESIGNATIONS 

(Continued) 

LAND USE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

• Headlands Conservation 
Park 

CONS/OS The Headlands Conservation Park includes a bluff top trail, 
spectacular views of the ocean, and limited visitor access to 
the coastline and natural environment. The Headlands 
Conservation Park, as more fully described in Section 4.4, 
Parks and Open Space Plan, will be preserved as 
conservation open space through the establishment of a 
non-profit trust and a perpetual endowment to own and 
manage the property. 

Planning Area 8 

Continued 

REC/OS 

CONS/OS 

The area will require a long-term management program to 
help facilitate the survival of the sensitive plants and animal 
species. . These uses and programs onsite must be 
coordinated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, which 
has issued an Endangered Species, Section IO(a) permit and 
the California Department of Fish and Game, · in 
conjunction with the landowners' participation in the 
CentraVCoast Orange County Natural Communities 
Conservation Program and Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Implementation Agreement. 

Improvements in the Headlands Conservation Park will be 
limited to a bluff top trail, overlooks, seating, &ftd-public 
safety fencing. and recontouring necessary to restore the 
road cut for Marguerita Road. Balancing the desire for 
limited public access and views along the perimeter, this 
planning area also is designed to protect a number of 
sensitive flora and fauna, including the Pacific pocket 
mouse. As a result, and to protect this natural resource area 
from overuse, only limited portions of the area will 
accommodate passive uses. such as the bluff top trails, 
security fencing, overlooks, seating, and signage. The bluff 
top trail shall be sited to avoid coastal bluff scrub in the 
vicinitv of the bluff edge. The receiving agency or non
profit entity will establish hours of operation for the bluff 
top trail. Portions of the Hilltop Park and Greenbelt 
Linkages on the landward side of the Headlands 
Conservation Park will serve as a buffer between new 
development in Planning Area 6, the Upper Headlands 
Residential, and the Headlands Conservation Park. 

Consists of 10.4 acres and includes a recreational and I 
conservation park overlooking Dana Point Harbor with 
several proposed visitor recreation facilities and open space 
parking, as well as the adjoining coastal bluffs and rocky 
beach. 
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PLANNING AREA 

THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 3.0 Planned Development District 

TABLE3.4.5 

RECREATION OPEN SPACE AND 
CONSERVATION OPEN SPACE DESIGNATIONS 

(Continued) 

LAND USE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

• Harbor Point Park Harbor Point Park overlooks Dana Point Harbor and 
provides dramatic coastal access and public view 
opportunities. Harbor Point Park is comprised of two sub
planning areas. 

SA REC/OS 

8B CONS/OS 

Planning Area 8A is designated as Recreation Open Space 
and includes the bluff-top 4.3-acre Harbor Point 
recreational area. 

Planning Area 8B is designated Conservation Open Space 
and includes the 6.1 acre coastal bluff and rocky beach area. 

Harbor Point Park accommodates several aett¥e 
educational/recreational uses as more fully described in 
Section 4.4, Parks and Open Space Plan. The uses include 
several visitor recreation and educational facilities, such as 
a maritime historic center (lighthouse), a cultural arts 
center, and a nature interpretive center. Other amenities 
include bluff top trails, open space parking, 
commemorative memorials, picnic areas, scenic overlooks, 
native/drought tolerant landscaped areas, benches, signage, 
kiosks, and fencing. Harbor Point Park also provides public 
recreational facilities that are distributed throughout the 
project, and thus avoids overcrowding or overuse by the 
public of any single area. The bluff top trail shall be sited I 
to avoid coastal bluff scrub in the vicinity of the bluff edge. 

To preserve the visual landform associated with Harbor 
Point and to protect views, the proposed education visitor 
facility shall not extend beyond the adjacent commercial 
building stringline on Green Lantern as illustrated in Figure 
3.4.4, Development Stringline. Sensitive natural resources 
associated with the coastal bluff and rocky beach areas will 
be preserved and protected by the Conservation Open Space 
designation. 

The Street of the Green Lantern and Cove Road provide 
access to Harbor Point Park. Parking will be provided on 
Scenic Drive and in a public lot at the terminus of Scenic 
Drive. The property owner shall dedicate an easement to 
the City for pedestrian trail access from Planning Area 8 to 
the Dana Point Harbor, but shall not be required to 
construct or fund that trail improvement. 
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TABLE 3.4.6 

ALLOW ABLE USES: REC/OS AND CONS/OS 

Land Uses 

Visitor Recreational Facility 

Cultural Uses 

Commercial Antennas 

Funicular1 

Kiosks/Gazebos 

Outdoor Artwork 

Public Land Uses 

Temporary Uses 

Trails, Biking and Hiking 

LEGEND: 

P =Permitted Use 

C = Conditional Use 

T = Temporary Use 

X = Prohibited Use 

REC/OS CONS/OS 

p X 

p X 

C* X 

p X 

p X 

p X 

p c 
T* X 

p p+~ 

P* =Permitted Use subject to special use standards (see Chapter 9.07 of 
the Zoning Code). 

C* =Conditional Use subject to special use standards (see Chapter 9.07 
of the Zoning Code). 

T* =Temporary Use subject to special use standards (see Chapter 9.39 
of the Zoning Code). 

A = Accessory Use 

1 A funicular is an allowable use in Planning Area 1 only 

"'-:__Hiking Trails only 
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THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 3.0 Planned Development District 

TABLE 3.4.7 

RECREATION OPEN SPACE AND CONSERVATION OPEN SPACE 
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

Recreation Open Space 
Development Standards Conservation_QI>_en ~ace Zoning Districts 

REC/OS CONS/OS 

(a) Minimum Lot Size Not Applicable Not Applicable 

(b) Maximum Building Size-Visitor Recreation 
2,000-square feet Not Applicable 

Facility 

(c) Maximum Height-Visitor Recreation Facility 16-feet 1
' 

2 Not Applicable 

(d) Minimum Setback-Visitor Recreation Facility 

--From Ultimate Street RIW Line 10-feet Not Applicable 

--From existing or proposed residential 
50-feet Not Applicable 

structures 

(e) Structural setback from top ofbluff 50 feee Not Applicable 

(f) Lighthouse setback from street 20 feet4 Not Applicable 

(g} Lighthouse Illumination- the lighthouse is intended as a Qrivate aid to navigation and shall include a light or 
beacon that shall only illuminate in the direction of Dana Point Harbor and the Pacific Ocean. Such navigational 
lighting from the lighthouse shall be shielded to grevent the light from being directed inland, towards the residences 
on Green Lantern. 

4 

If a lighthouse is approved within the Recreation/Open Space, the maximum lighthouse tower height shall 
not exceed an elevation higher than the Hilltop Park or 38 feet, whichever is less. 

If a veteran's memorial is approved within the Recreation/Open Space, the maximum height of the flagpole 
shall not exceed the elevation of the Hilltop Park or 32 feet, whichever is less. 

The minimum structural setback from the top of bluff shall be 50 feet or as recommended by a geotechnical 
engineer with special foundation, subject to City approval. 

The lighthouse shall not extend beyond the commercial building stringline on Green Lantern as shown on 
Figure 3.4.4, Development Stringline. 
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GENERAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS ALL DISTRICTS 

The following General Development Standards shall apply to all districts or planning areas 
within the HDCP. 

A. Access, Parking and Loading 

Access, parking and loading regulations within this HDCP shall be as provided in Chapter 9.35 
of the Zoning Code except for the following: In Planning Area 9, tandem parking may be utilized 
to achieve the required parking for employees and for guests with valet parking. In Planning 
Areas 2 and 6, parking in excess of zoning requirements may be provided in a tandem 
configuration in an enclosed garage. Parallel on-street parking shall be provided on only one 
side of all single-loaded vehicle restricted local streets. A minimum of 62 public parking spaces 
shall be provided within the Recreation Open Space. In addition, six parking spaces in Planning 
Area 4, accessible from Pacific Coast Highway, shall be provided to serve open space visitors. 
The six parking spaces shall be in excess of those necessary to serve the V /RC uses in Planning 
Area 4 and shall be constructed concurrent with the development of V /RC improvements in 
Planning Area 4. 

B. Signs and Advertising Devices 

The signage guidelines provide a framework in which advertising; directions or information can 
be accommodated without detracting from the overall design quality of the HDCP. All signage 
shall be consistent with the Master Signage Program described in Section 4.0 Development 
Guidelines. 

1. Entry Signage 

The HDCP shall establish a unified image through the implementation of a series of 
Entry Signs. Entry Signage will designate the parks, visitor recreation and educational 
facilities, and V/RC facilities within the HDCP. Entry signage for the parks, visitor 
recreation and educational facilities and related uses shall clearly identify those areas are 
available for public use and coastal access. Where appropriate, use of the City seal may 
occur. The signage program is detailed in Section 4.12, Design Guidelines. Signs may 
be externally illuminated and lighting shall be hidden by vegetation or installed flush 
with the grade. Entry signage shall be wall mounted and shall not exceed 20 square feet. 

2. Interpretive/Directional Signage 

Interpretive/Directional signs are used along trails and roadways to provide educational 
information. These signs shall be constructed of durable and aesthetic materials, such as 
anodized aluminum. Primary signs shall not exceed 60 inches in height, or shall be 
located flush with fences or natural features. Primary signs shall not exceed 10 square 
feet and shall not be illuminated. 

Secondary signs shall not exceed 36 inches in height, shall not be illuminated and shall 
not exceed 4 square feet. 
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Visitor/Recreation Commercial Signage 

Signs in Planning Area 4 and Planning Area 9 shall comply with the requirements for 
entry signage. Commercial signage shall comply with the requirements of the Master 
Signage Program described in Section 4.12 Design Guidelines. In addition, commercial 
signage shall be externally illuminated and lighting shall be hidden by vegetation or 
installed flush with the grade. Signage shall be designed to compliment the architecture 
of the building and should emphasize natural materials. 

Landscaping Standards and Requirements 

Landscaping standards and requirements shall conform to the requirements in Chapter 9.55 of 
the City's Zoning Code except as provided in Section 4.12, Design Guidelines, and as follows: 

D. 

1. Homeowner Installed or Rehabilitated 

The provisions of Chapter 9.55 of the Zoning Code shall not apply to landscaping for any 
single-family residence that is installed or maintained by homeowners. 

2. Non-Permanent, Native, or Safety Issues 

The provisions of Section 9.55.060 of the Zoning Code, regarding irrigation system 
design, shall not apply to: 

• Uses where a landscape area does not require permanent irrigation to survive; 
• A landscaped area tQ.at is within an area designated for native vegetation and 

conditions; or 
• The installation of an irrigation system that is likely to lead to erosion or other 

conditions that could impair the safe and proper operation of the landscape 
area. 

Fences, Walls and Hedges 

In addition to the Design Guidelines provided in Section 4.12, all fences, walls and hedges shall 
comply with the following provisions, which shall replace and supersede the requirements of 
Section 9.05.120 of the Dana Point Zoning Code. 

1. Maximum Height within the Required Side and Rear Yards 

The maximum height of any fence, wall or hedge within the required side and rear yard 
which faces an adjacent property shall be six feet as measured from the finished grade at 
the base of the fence, wall, or· hedge to the top of the fence, wall or hedge, with the 
exception that pilasters may be 7 feet 6 inches. In a side yard condition, where a 
retaining wall faces the subject property, the maximum height of the combined retaining 
wall and fence shall not exceed 6 feet above the finished grade of the adjoining lot. 
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THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 3.0 Planned Development District 

For those uses or facilities that are required by the City to be screened, screen 
walls/hedges in excess of 6 feet may be permitted as necessary to provide adequate 
screening subject to a determination by the Director of Community Development. 
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Maximum Height within the Required Front Yards 

Fences, walls and hedges shall not exceed 42" measured from the finished grade to the 
top of the fence, wall or hedge, with exceptions in height subject to the conditions 
provided for below. 

3. 

• Arbors, trellises, porticos or other entry features within the required front 
yard, but otherwise not integrated into the architecture of the structure, may 
not exceed 8 feet 6 inches in height. Arbors, trellises, porticos or other entry 
features that are integrated into the architecture of the structure shall be 
governed by the height standards in the applicable Zoning District. 

Front Yard Retaining Walls 

The maximum height of front yard retaining walls shall be 30". All front yard retaining 
walls must be faced with stone, river rock, brick, loffel block, or similar decorative 
material and screened with landscaping. The total front yard wall height, including the 
retaining wall, shall not exceed 42". In Planning Area 2, six lots shall be exempt from 
these height limitations. In Planning Area 6, eight lots shall be exempt from these height 
limitations. Exempt lots may not exceed 9 feet 6 inches in total height (i.e., front yard 
retaining and wall height). The front yard wall or fence for any exempt lot shall be 
constructed of different materials from the retaining wall, and shall be transparent or open 
face, such as wrought iron, plexi-glass, or other similar materials. All such exempt lots 
shall be so designated at the Tentative Tract Map. 

4. Other Retaining Walls 

Retaining walls higher than 6 feet shall be permitted provided such walls shall 
incorporate landscape elements that are either integrated into the retaining wall design, 
i.e., loffel block, or planted to visually screen the subject wall. Earth retaining structures 
that integrate landscaping and plantings on the face of the structure are encouraged for 
walls above 6 feet. Landscape elements that provide visual screening shall utilize a plant 
palette that sufficiently matures to screen that portion of the wall in excess of 6 feet. 

5. Sight Visibility Area 

The sight visibility area requirements in Section 9.05.090 of the Zoning code shall apply 
to the placement and height of fences, walls, and hedges. 

6. Temporary Security Fencing 

Reasonable temporary security fencing for vacant lots or construction sites shall be 
exempt from this Section and may be placed in the required front yard to a maximum 
height of 6 feet. 
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THE HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 3.0 Planned Development District 

Affordable Housing Programs 

The HDCP utilizes an in-lieu fee program to satisfy its low and moderate affordable housing 
requirements within the coastal zone. These funds will be used to address the City's needs for 
affordable housing. Fees will be collected prior to the issuance of certificate of occupancy 
permits. Applicant shall pay an in-lieu fee in the amount of $2,500 per residential unit, which 
fee shall be paid on a per unit basis in conjunction with the approval of a building permit. 

3.6 DEFINITIONS 

The City's Zoning Code shall be consulted for zoning definitions unless otherwise stipulated in 
this HDCP. . 
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DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCESS 

A. Purpose and Intent 

The intent and purpose of this Section is to establish regulations for the effective and efficient 
implementation of the HDCP. It establishes procedures for the consideration of development 
requests for any given Planning Area, the notice and conduct of meetings, and the procedure to 
amend the HDCP or the Dana Point Local Coastal Program, as amended to include the HDCP. 
This Section also details the procedures for processing Coastal Development Permits, Master 
Coastal Development Permits, Site Development Permits, Combined Coastal and Site 
Development Permits, and Subdivision Maps for any given Planning Area(s). 

B. Adoption and Amendment 

1. Planned Development District Adoption 

The HDCP serves as the local entitlement document for the subject area and must be 
adopted in accordance with the Zoning Code (Chapter 9.34). A PDD may be adopted in 
a variety of ways, both by resolution or ordinance. Section 4.0, Development Guidelines, 
must be adopted by resolution. Section 3.0, Planned Development District, must be 
adopted by ordinance and serves as the zoning regulations for development within the 
HDCP area. 

2. Amendment to Local Coastal Program 

The HDCP requires an amendment to the Dana Point Local Coastal Program ("LCP"). 
The LCP Land Use Plan for the HDCP area consists of the City's General Plan (as 
amended). The LCP Implementation Program for the HDCP area consists of Section 3.0, 
Planned Development District, Section 4.0, Development Guidelines and referenced 
chapters of the City's Zoning Code. 

Portions of the HDCP area are included within the certified Dana Point LCP, including 
portions of Planning Areas 1, 2, and 3 and all of Planning Areas 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9. In 
order to implement the HDCP, the City will need to process an amendment to the Dana 
Point LCP in accordance with the California Coastal Act, Title 14 of the California 
Administrative Code, and the Local Coastal Program Post Certification Guide for Coastal 
Cities and Counties. In the case of major amendments such as the HDCP, they are 
reviewed in essentially the same fashion as original submittals, which are governed by 
Coastal Act Sections 30512 and 30513 and Commission Regulations Sections 13522-
13542. 

Portions of Planning Areas 1, 2, and 3, were "white-holed" and represent an original 
submittal by the City. The City will include portions of Planning Areas 1, 2, and 3 as 
part of the submittal of the amendment to the Dana Point LCP to the California Coastal 
Commission in accordance with the Sections noted above. 
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Future Amendments to the Local Coastal Program 

After the adoption of the amendment to the Dana Point LCP to include the HDCP area, 
amendments to the LCP shall be processed in accordance with the procedures of the 
Coastal Act and Title 14. Amendments may be classified as either a major or minor 
amendment. The Executive Director of the Coastal Commission will make the 
determination of minor or major in accordance with Section 30514(c) of the Coastal Act. 
The amendment procedures that will be followed will depend on the classification of the 
amendment and will follow the provisions of the Coastal Act and Title 14 Regulations. 

4. Amendments to the HDCP 

After certification of the amendment to the Dana Point LCP to include the HDCP area by 
the Coastal Commission, all proposed amendments to the HDCP that are determined_Qy 
the Community Development Director to be a LCP Amendment, shall be processed in 
accordance with the procedures ·of the Coastal Act and Title 14. The Executive Director 
of the Coastal Commission will classify all amendments as minor or major in accordance 
with Section 30514( c) of the Coastal Act. The amendment procedures will depend on the 
classification of the amendment and will follow the provisions of the Coastal Act and 
Title 14. 

Discretionary Approvals and Permits 

This section defines the discretionary approvals and permits, the administration of modifications 
to standards, and allowable temporary uses. Discretionary approvals include Coastal 
Development Permits, including Master Coastal Development Permits, Site Development 
Permits including Master Site Development Permits, Combined Coastal and Site Development 
Permits, and Tentative Tract Maps. The purpose of this section is to provide guidelines for the 
application, review, and approval of all of the above discretionary approvals and permits. 

All development shall require both: (i)·a Site Development Permit as defined and issued by the 
City under Chapter 9.71 of the Zoning Code, as modified in this HDCP; and (ii) a Coastal 
Development Permit as defined and issued by the City under Chapter 9.71 of the Zoning Code, 
or (iii) a Combined Coastal and Site Development Permit, as defined and issued in this HDCP. 

1. Site Development Permit 

The Site Development Permit is the discretionary process that links the design policies 
and guidelines in Section 4.0, Development Guidelines, governing architectural design 
and compatibility, to specific development proposals. The process provides for the 
efficient and effective review of development proposals to ensure compatibility and 
enhanced site and building design. For Planning Areas 2 and 6, individual Site 
Development Permits are not required for each lot. A Master Site Development Permit 
shall be required which will cover the entire Planning Area. The Master Site 
Development Permits will be limited to detailed architectural design guidelines that will 
augment and expand on the Design Guidelines in Section 4.12 and ensure that future 
development will be designed and completed in accordance with those guidelines. In all 
other Planning Areas, when an individual Site Development Permit is required, the City 
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will review each specific development project for compatibility and conformance with 
the Section 4.12, Design Guidelines. In order for the City to clearly implement the 
policies and regulations of this HDCP, a Site Development Permit shall be required to be 
submitted and approved by the City prior to building construction for each of the 
Planning Areas. At the discretion of the Director of Community Development, Site 
Development Permits for Planning Areas 1, 5 and 8A, if required, may be combined. 

The Site Development Permits will substantially follow the procedures that are noted 
below. 

• Application for a Site Development Permit. The applicant shall follow the 
format located in Section 9.61.040 of the Zoning Code, except that with 
respect to a Site Development Permit for Planning Area 2 and Planning Area 
6, Section 9.61.040(e)(2)(F) and 9.61.040(e)(2)(G) of the Zoning Code shall 
not apply. Along with this information, the applicant shall also include in the 
application package all·of the required information identified in this HDCP. 
In addition, the applicant may elect to apply for a Combined Coastal and Site 
Development Permit in lieu of separate applications for a Site Development 
Permit and Coastal Development Permit. 

• Notice and Public Hearing. Except as noted in this HDCP, notice for a Site 
Development Permit shall be provided in conformance with the requirements 
of Section 9.61.050 of the Zoning Code. 

• Basis of Action. The City may approve, conditionally approve, or deny a Site 
Development Permit. The basis of action shall be subject to the findings 
located in Section 9.71.050 of the Zoning Code, as modified by this HDCP. 
The City shall also make a finding that the proposed development is in 
compliance with the HDCP and shall make all other required findings as 
identified in Section 2.0 of the HDCP. 

• Expiration. Any Site Development Permit granted herein shall be effective 
for a period of 24 months, unless otherwise conditioned or agreed upon 
subject to an approved Development Agreement or as otherwise agreed 
between the applicant and the City. Failure to exercise the permit within the 
effective period will cause the permit to automatically expire, unless the 
applicant has requested an extension in conformance with Section 9.71.130 of 
the Zoning Code. Once construction has been initiated pursuant to the Site 
Development Permit, the Site Development Permit shall be deemed vested 
and shall not expire. 

• Amendments to a Site Development Permit. An approved Site 
Development Permit may be amended in accordance with the following 
procedures. If the Director of Community Development determines that the 
amendment constitutes a minor alteration to the approved Site Development 
Permit, the amendment may be approved administratively. At the discretion 
of the Director of Community Development, a minor alteration may be 
referred to the Planning Commission for review without a formal public 
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hearing. If the Director of Community Development determines that the 
amendment constitutes a major alteration to the approved Site Development 
Permit , public notice will be provided and a public hearing will be held in 
conformance with the notice and hearing provisions of this HDCP. 

• Appeals. A Site Development Permit is subject to appeal in accordance with 
Section 9.61.110 ofthe Zoning Code 

• Fees. The applicant for a Site Development Permit shall pay a processing fee 
in accordance with the latest fee schedule adopted by the City. 

Coastal Development Permit (Master and Individual) 

The Coastal Development Permit is the discretionary process that addresses development 
within the City's Coastal Zone. All development within the Coastal Zone must be 
consistent with the Dana Point Local Coastal Program. The HDCP is located within the 
Coastal Zone. The Coastal Development Permit ensures that the policies, programs, and 
regulations contained within this HDCP have been met, and that conditions have been 
incorporated into the Coastal Development Permit Resolution. The applicant may apply 
for individual or master coastal·development permits as regulated in the HDCP, and any 
reference herein shall apply for both types of permit. 

The entire project site lies within the Coastal zone and will require Coastal Development 
Permits. Until the City has certified the amendment to the Dana Point Local Coastal 
Program to include the HDCP, portions of Planning Areas 1, 2, and 3 remain uncertified, 
and require Coastal Development Permit approval by the California Coastal Commission. 
If so processed, the Planning Commission shall consider the In Concept Approval as a 
component of the Site Development Permit. If an applicant has received an approved 
Coastal Development Permit from the Coastal Commission for portions of Planning 
Areas 1, 2, and 3 prior to certification from the City, the regulations governing Prior 
Coastal Approval as shown in the Zoning Code Section 9.69.030(3) shall be applied. If 
the City has certified the amendment to the Dana Point Local Coastal Program for 
Planning Areas 1, 2, and 3, but the California Coastal Commission has not approved it, a 
Coastal Development Permit for those portions of Planning Areas 1, 2, and 3 shall be 
obtained from the City prior to the Coastal Commission consideration of a Coastal 
Development Permit. 

In Planning Areas 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9, the City will consider any Coastal Development 
Permit subject to its jurisdiction. The City will utilize the provisions of the HDCP only 
after the Coastal Commission has reviewed and approved the amendment to the Dana 
Point Local Coastal Program. The provisions that require the submittal and approval of a 
Coastal Development Permit are shown in the Zoning Code, as modified by this HDCP. 
Each Coastal Development Permit will substantially follow the procedures noted below: 

• Application for a Coastal Development Permit. The applicant shall follow 
the format located in Section 9.69.050 of the Zoning Code, except that with 
respect to a Coastal Development Permit for Planning Area 2 and Planning 
Area 6 Section 9.61.040(e)(2)(F) and 9.61.040(e)(2)(G) of the Zoning Code 
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shall not apply. Also, the applicant shall incorporate all of the programs and 
include the required information as detailed in this HDCP. 

A Master Coastal Development Permit, issued by the City under Chapters 
9.27 and 9.69 of the Zoning Code, as modified by this HDCP, shall be 
allowed for Planning Area 2 (The Strand Residential) and Planning Area 6 
(Upper Headlands R.esidential) and other Planning Areas at the discretion of 
the Director of Community Development. The applicant has the discretion to 
apply for a Master Coastal Development Permit in Planning Area 2 and 
Planning Area 6, rather than individual Coastal Development Permits for 
construction on each individual lot. 

In addition, the applicant may elect to apply for a Combined Coastal and Site 
Development Permit, including a Combined Master Coastal and Site 
Development Permit, in lieu of separate applications for a Coastal 
Development Permit and Site Development Permit. 

• Notice and Public Hearing. Except as noted in this HDCP, the applicant 
shall follow the procedure shown in Section 9.69.060 of the Zoning Code. 

• Basis of Action. The City may approve, conditionally approve, or deny a 
Coastal Development Permit. Coastal Development Permits may also be 
issued in any sequence. The basis of action shall be subject to the findings 
located in Section 9.69.070 of the Zoning Code, as modified by the HDCP. 

• Di Minimis and Administrative Permits. Projects that qualify as either Di 
Minimis or Administrative Permits may be approved by the City. Application 
procedures for Di Minimis or Administrative Permits will be subject to the 
procedures shown in Sections 9.69.110 and 9.69.160 ofthe Zoning Code. 

• Expiration. Any Coastal Development Permit granted herein shall be 
effective for a period of 24 months, unless otherwise conditioned or agreed 
subject to an approved Development Agreement or otherwise agreed upon 
between the applicant and the City. Failure to exercise the permit within the 
effective period will cause the permit to automatically expire, unless the 
applicant has requested an extension in conformance with Section 9.69.140 of 
the Zoning Code. Once construction has been initiated pursuant to the Coastal 
Development Permit, the Coastal Development Permit shall be deemed vested 
and shall not expire. 

• Amendments to Coastal Development Permits. An approved Coastal 
Development Permit may be amended in accordance with Section 9.69.130 of 
the Zoning Code. 

• Emergency Permits. The Coastal Commission or City may issue emergency 
permits within the HDCP area, subject to the provisions shown in Section 
9.69.150 ofthe Zoning Code. 
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• Appeals. A Coastal Development Permit is subject to appeal in accordance 
with Section 9.69.090 of the Zoning Code. 

• Fees. The applicant for a Coastal Development Permit shall pay a processing 
fee in accordance with the latest fee schedule adopted by the City. 

Tentative Tract Maps 

Tentative Tract Map review shall be processed pursuant to Chapter 7.01 of the Municipal 
Code. No application for a Tentative Tract Map for Planning Areas 2 and 6 shall be 
submitted to the City without either combining the application with a Site Development 
Permit(s) or first obtaining approval for a Site Development Permit(s) for Planning Areas 
2 and 6. A Tentative Tract Map application that includes Planning Areas 4 and 9 is not 
required to be combined with an application for a Site Development Permit for those two 
Planning Areas. As provided above, individual Site Development Permits for Planning 
Areas 4 and 9 are required prior to building construction. After the initial approval of the 
Tentative Tact Map and Site Development Permit for the subject site, the approved Site 
Development Permit may be amended separately, either as a minor or major amendment. 
If a Master Coastal Development Permit and Site Development Permit are approved for a 
Tentative Tract Map for Planning Areas 2 and/or 6, there shall be no need to process 
individual Coastal Development Permits and Site Development Permits for construction 
on individual residential lots within that Subdivision Map, provided the required 
residential building permit application demonstrates compliance with the HDCP and the 
design guidelines in the combined Master Coastal and Site Development Permit. 

4. Temporary Uses 

Temporary uses and structures may be approved in the HDCP subject to Chapter 9.39 of 
the Zoning Code. A temporary real estate sales office may be permitted through the 
approval of a Site Development Permit for the subject Planning Area or portion thereof, 
or through the Temporary Site Development Permit as shown in Chapter 9.39. 

5. Administrative Modification of Standards 

Certain standards in this HDCP may be administratively modified by the Director of 
Community Development to permit development on a property that is constrained due to 
physical constraints. Administrative modifications may be considered in the HDCP area, 
subject to Chapter 9.61, Section 9.61.090 of the Zoning Code. For other modifications to 
certain development standards, a variance shall be required in accordance with Section 
9.67 of the Zoning Code. 
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4.0 LOCATION AND SETTING 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

The project site consists of 121.3 acres overlooking the Pacific Ocean, located in the west-central 
portion of the City of Dana Point (City}, in the County of Orange (County). Interstate 5 (I-5) to 
the southeast, the San Joaquin Hills Transportation Corridor (State Route 73) to the northeast, 
and the bordering Pacific Coast Highway 1 (PCH) provide regional access to the site. Local 
streets include Selva Road, Street of the Green Lantern, and Cove Road. Figure 4.1.1, Regional 
Location, and Figure 4.1.2, Local Vicinity, graphically illustrate the project location. 

The project site is surrounded by urban development, including residential and commercial land 
uses. The Ritz-Carlton and St. Regis Resort hotels are approximately a quarter mile to the north. 
The southeastern portion of the property overlooks the Dana Point Harbor. The site includes 
nearly two miles of ocean and Harbor frontage. The surrounding setting is depicted in Figure 
4 .1.3, Aerial Photograph. 

4.1 EXISTING SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

A. Landforms 

The project site contains four distinct landforms: (1) the two geographical points-Dana Point 
and Harbor Point, (2) the coastal bluffs which range up to 215 feet in height and stretch from the 
Harbor Point to the northern enclave of existing homes, (3) the Strand Beach, and (4) the hilltop 
near PCH. 

A gently sloping mesa sits atop the Dana Point and the coastal bluffs to form a landmark from 
which the entire site derives its common name-the Headlands. The bluffs are a visible 
landform for thirty miles up and down the coast. The coastal bluffs are defined as a natural, 
oceanfront landform having a continuous slope of 45° or greater over a distance of 
approximately 25 vertical feet and 100 horizontal feet. 

The site has previously been developed as a mobile home park, with dilapidated infrastructure 
such as roads, pad foundations, sewer, water, storm drains, utility lines, and a 2, 100' sea 
revetment (the Strand Beach area), and as horticultural greenhouses, commercial and storage 
buildings, and associated parking (the Upper Headlands area). 

B. Geology and Soils 

Three major geologic units and one minor geologic unit underlie the project site. The major 
geologic units are (1) the San Onofre Breccia overlain by (2) Marine Terrace Deposits, and (3) 
the Monterey Formation. A small area of Capistrano Formation occurs in the southeastern 
portion of the property. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

The project site does not contain active faults. The closest active fault is the offshore trace of the 
Newport-Inglewood fault located approximately two miles to the west. The Strand area contains 
several landslides that require stabilization prior to development. 

C. Biological Resources 

The project site contains diverse wildlife and plant species. The wildlife consists of mammals, 
including the Pacific Pocket Mouse, reptiles, and birds, including the California gnatcatcher and 
historically, the coastal cactus wren. 

The site also contains many vegetation associations that are native to Southern California. 
Southern coastal bluff scrub, mixed chaparral, and coastal sage are found in the southern areas of 
the site. The northern portions of the site consist of heavily disturbed vegetation, native/non
native grassland, disturbed coastal sage and ornamental plantings associated with the vacant 
mobile home development. 

In 1996, the U.S. Department of Interior, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the 
California Resources Agency, the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), the 
California Department of Forestry and Fire, the California Department of Parks and Recreation, 
and the Orange County Environmental Management Agency, in conjunction with participating 
property owners, adopted the CentraVCoastal Orange County Natural Communities Conservation 
Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP). The NCCP/HCP provides for the conservation of 
sub-regionally significant natural resources and multi-species habitat preserve areas. 

The 1996 Orange County NCCP/HCP was preceded by five years of scientific analysis and 
public agency review. A joint Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIR/EIS) were prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, the 
California Endangered Species Act, and the federal Endangered Species Act by the CDFG and 
the USFWS. In 1996, the EIRIEIS was certified as a Final EIR/EIS, with appropriate findings 
and mitigation measures. 

The landowners of the project site were identified in the NCCP/HCP as a "participating 
landowner" for "contributing significant land and/or funding toward implementation of the 
reserve system and adaptive management program." As a result, the landowners were issued a 
Section I 0( a) Endangered Species Act Permit for the project site. 

D. Cultural Resources 

The City's General Plan indicates that cultural resources exist on the site. Due to their 
confidential nature, additional cultural resources information is not provided in this document. 

E. Visual Resources 

Public visual resources include those portions of the property that can be viewed off-site, such as 
the coastal bluffs, the Strand Beach, the hilltop, and the two geographical features-Harbor Point 
and Dana Point. On-site public visual resources are limited because the property is largely 
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fenced, restricting public access. Limited public visual resources do exist from public road 
rights-of-way, which were dedicated with the recording ofFinal Tract Maps in the 1920's. 

F. Hydrology 

The project site consists of three primary drainages: the majority of the site drains to Strand 
Beach; the remainder of the property drains over the bluff edges from Harbor Point around to the 
northerly residential enclave; and to Dana Point Harbor. 

Five storm drain outlets to Strand Beach were constructed in the 1950's to serve the mobile 
home park, and the on-site and off-site drainage runoff. The mobile home park improvements 
remain in place, although in disrepair. This includes the storm drain improvements, streets, 
septic systems, trailer lots, storage and recreational facilities. 

Additionally, approximately one half of the County's Strand Beach Parking Lot, and a portion of 
Selva Road and the Niguel Terrace condominium site drain through the property to Strand 
Beach. Storm drain facilities must be sized to accommodate these off-site flows. 

The Headlands promontory portion of the property and Harbor Point drain directly over the bluff 
edge in areas of historical or natural drainage. Storm water runoff to Dana Point Harbor in the 
vicinity of the project comes from portions of Green Lantern, Cove Road, Scenic Drive and 
adjoining off-site property which flows to existing storm drain inlets and eventually to the 
Harbor. 
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4.2 LAND USE PLAN 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

The Land Use Plan establishes the conceptual development framework for the project site. The 
Land Use Plan responds to the physical and environmental opportunities and constraints that 
characterize the property. It emphasizes coastal access, the conservation of natural resources, the 
provision of public parks and open space, recreational opportunities, public safety, and high 
quality visitor commercial and residential land uses. 

The land use distribution is depicted in Figure 4.2.1, Illustrative Plan. The Illustrative Plan 
graphically depicts approximately three miles of public trails and the coastal access pathways, 
which link the five parks and the proposed public visitor recreational facilities. It also illustrates 
the residential lot configuration, as well as conceptual renderings for the resort seaside inn and 
the PCH visitor/recreation commercial. 

4-7 



-

ll!i'- Ill \!,It \'.11" \', \ill hi'- 0 '.II 1:1''·' • " 
i'IHii'(J<.,.! ll ill\ I' I •1'\h ·~1 I 1•'>.1 11'j I• II I 0 • 

IJI'>H•' IlK \\\I'••" 1] i',l II'•· 1·11 I'.·, I 11 "' 

,·,fl \\11 'I Ill" \\I: I l\1 ' II'· II I 

II ' I \ II\ ! I I~ I • 1 I I \I' 

·<. \ \ :~(~ ,:, 

-~ ··-~:-~~.: ·::· ··--~_;-. 

THE HEADLANDS 

~~--:-·--
~--:: 

DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATIOT\ PLAN 

- - - - - - -

,-\'X'( 

~'" 

- - - - - - - -

ILLl:STRATIVE PLAN 
FIGCRE 4.2.1 

This Figure may require modification 
following the Coastal Commission action 
on the LCP Amendment. 

- .. -



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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4.3 PLANNING AREAS 

The project site contains nine planning areas as illustrated on Figure 4 .. 3.1, Land Use Planning 
Areas. The planning areas provide a combination of recreation and open space parks, 
conservation open space, visitor/recreation commercial and residential uses. Section 3, Planned 
Development Zoning District, establishes the maximum level of intensity and development for 
each planning area. The nine planning areas are more generally described as follows: 

Planning Area 1: Strand Vista Park/Public Beach Access (Recreation Open Space). 

The Strand Vista Park, 9.9 acres, is located adjacent to and seaward of the existing County public 
parking lot. The park overlooks the Pacific Ocean from an elevation of approximately 160-feet, 
providing significant new coastal access and recreation opportunities. The park forms a major 
component of the integrated trail system designed to link Strand Beach, four additional parks, the 
open space, and conservation areas. The park plans are detailed in Section 4.4, Park and Open 
Space Plan. 

The North Strand Beach Accessway (improved) will be integrated into the off-site County 
owned beach access. The existing County stairway is narrow with limited views. The North 
Strand Beach Access will widen and enhance the stairway, and establish two public view 
overlooks, providing ocean and coastal views. The developer will construct restroom and 
shower facilities adjacent to the pathway above Strand Beach. If vehicle controlled access (gate 
guard) is approved for Planning Area 2, a funicular (inclined elevator) shall be constructed 
parallel to the North Strand Beach Access and convey passengers from Strand Vista Park to the 
existing ramp to the beach. 

The Mid-Strand Vista Park Access (New) leads from the trail in approximately the center of the 
park and connects to the Central Strand Beach Access at the intersection of the first residential 
cul-de-sac street. 

The Central Strand Beach Access (new) creates direct public access from the Strand Vista Park 
to Strand Beach. This access traverses through the Strand Residential neighborhood in Planning 
Area2. 

The South Strand Beach Access (new) establishes direct access to the south Strand Beach, 
opening a significant area of the site fenced-off from public use. The pathway incorporates a 
public overlook and rest/landing areas, providing unobstructed ocean and coastline views. 

Planning Area 2: Strand Neighborhood (Residential) 

The 25.7-acre Planning Area 2 allows a maximum 75 single-family homes on single-loaded 
streets, terraced for views. The homes will be a maximum of two stories. This area formerly 
contained the 90-unit mobile home park. The community will be gated to control vehicle access. 

Planning Area 3: Strand Beach Park (Recreation Open Space) 
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The 5.2-acre Strand Beach Park is currently privately owned to the mean high tide. The beach 
will be publicly dedicated and proviqe significant public passive recreational opportunities, 
including coastal access, swimming, surfing, fishing, diving, jogging, hiking, picnicking, and 
related beach activities. Vehicular access will be limited to emergency vehicles or those vehicles 
used by the applicable public agency to maintain and patrol the beach. The Strand Beach Park is 
detailed in Section 4.4, Park and Open Space Plan. 
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Planning Area 4: PCH Visitor/Recreation Commercial (Visitor/Recreation Commercial) 

PCH and the Street of the Green Lantern border the 1.6-acre Planning Area 4. This 
Visitor/Recreation Commercial area complements the adjacent City Town Center, and will 
attract coastal visitors by providing a variety of commercial and office uses including a hostel 
and a Visitor Information Center and can comprise one or more buildings. A maximum of 
40,00035,000 square feet will be developed, limited to two stories. The first floor will be limited 
to retail commercial uses including the Visitor Information Center. The hostel may be 
constructed on either or both floors. The second floor can support either retail commercial or 
professional office uses. 

Planning Area 5: Hilltop Park and Greenbelt Linkage (Recreation Open Space) 

The ~ 15 .1-acre Hilltop Park and Greenbelt Linkage preserves a significant landform, 
establishes a public park, provides integrated trails, and connects to adjacent parks and open 
space. It serves as a major feature of the integrated trail system by providing dramatic views of 
the surrounding City, Harbor, and Pacific Ocean. Access and parking are provided from the 
Street of the Green Lantern, Scenic Drive, Selva Road (Dana Strand Road), "A" Street, and 
Pacific Coast Highway. In addition, six parking spaces to exclusively serve open space uses will 
also be constructed in Planning Area 4, PCH V/RC. The Hilltop Park and Greenbelt Linkage is 
detailed in Section 4.4, Park and Open Space Plan. Natural resource (Blochman's dudleya) 
habitat will be preserved in the vicinity of the Hilltop Park and managed by the City of Dana 
Point pursuant to the recommendation and approval of the California Department of Fish and 
Game. 

The Hilltop Park includes trails, rest areas, overlooks, seating, open space, s1gnage, native 
landscaping, fencing, and other passive features. The Greenbelt Linkage includes trails, 
landscaping, fencing, signage, open space buffers to the Headlands Conservation Park, a 
proposed visitor reereatioB faeility (the CoBservatioB GeBler), and other passive features. 

Planning Area 6: Upper Headlands Neighborhood (Residential) 

Totaling ~20.2-acres, this residential neighborhood allows a maximum of 50 single-family 
homes. The homes will be limited to one story. The community will be gated at "A" Street to 
control vehicle access. The site will be terraced from west to east to provide coastal views for 
each lot. Residents in Planning Area 6 will access Planning Area 2 via a private trail between 
both neighborhoods. 

Planning Area 7: Headlands Conservation Park (Conservation Open Space) 

The ~27.9-acre Headlands Conservation Park is designated Conservation Open Space, the 
most restrictive land use within the project. No development is allowed within this area, except a 
perimeter trail and ancillary improvements designed to provide coastal access. The park will 
preserve the "Headlands" landmark which consists of a sloping mesa that sits atop the Dana 
Point landform, the surrounding coastal bluffs, and the adjacent rocky beach. The Headlands 
Conservation Park is detailed in Section 4.4, Park and Open Space Plan. 
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In conjunction with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services (USFWS) and the California Department 
of Fish and Game (CDGF), the Headlands Conservation Park also provides for the long-term 
preservation and management of habitat for sensitive species, including the Pacific pocket 
mouse, and other flora and fauna. The 22.0 acre temporary Pacific pocket mouse preserve 
established by the NCCP will be expanded by ~5.9 acres, and a minimHm 100' wide greenbelt 
buffer has been designated in adjoining Planning Area 5. A non-profit trust will be established 
to manage the Park in conjunction with the USFWS and CDFG. The recording of easements, 
deed restrictions, and additional measures ensure that the Headlands Conservation Park remains 
permanently designated as conservation open space. 

Planning Areas 8a and 8b: Harbor Point Park (Recreation and Conservation Open Space) 

Harbor Point Park totals 10.4 acres and consists of two sub-planning areas, 8a and 8b. Planning 
Area 8a, designated as Recreation Open Space, includes the 4.3-acre Harbor Point plateau. 
Planning Area 8b, designated Conservation Open Space, includes the adjacent 6.1-acre coastal 
bluffs and rocky beach. 

Harbor Point Park overlooks Dana Point Harbor and the Pacific Ocean, providing one of the 
most dramatic views from the property. The park preserves a significant landform-the 
geographical promontory Harbor "Point", and proposes a variety of recreation and educational 
uses, including three proposed visitor recreation facilities; the Maritime Historical Visitor Center 
(lighthouse), the Cultural Arts Visitor Center, and the Nature Interpretive Visitor Center. The 
public trails, veterans' memorial, and other amenities proposed in Harbor Point Park are further 
detailed in Section 4.4, Park and Open Space Plan. 

Planning Area 9: Resort Seaside Inn (Visitor/Recreation Commercial) 

This 2.8-acre site provides a maximum ~90-room (keys), luxury Seaside Inn, with a public 
restaurant, amenities and accessory uses. The site fronts the Street of the Green Lantern and 
Scenic Drive, and complements existing, off-site commercial facilities, such as the Charthouse 
Restaurant. The site offers dramatic ocean and harbor views. The location, adjacent to the 
Harbor Point Park, lends itself to public. and private functions, encouraging coastal access. 
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PARK AND OPEN SPACE PLAN 

The Park and Open Space Plan creates an integrated system that responds to the natural 
characteristics of the property. Development of the 121.3-acre project site has been carefully 
planned to enhance public coastal access, provide a range of recreational opportunities, preserve 
the coastal bluffs and other significant landforms, and conserve sensitive habitat. The public 
open space, parks, and greenbelt linkages within the project total ~8.5 acres, or over one half 
of the entire site. The three primary goals of the Park and Open Space Plan are as follows: 

1. Create high quality public parks, recreation, and open space areas that maximize 
coastal access, establish and preserve public views, and conserve natural resources. 

2. Interconnect the public parks and open space by establishing an integrated public 
trail/access system that links to other trail alignments off-site. 

3. Encourage public visitors to utilize the parks and open space by implementing a 
series of scenic overlooks, informational signage, public art, and proposed public 
visitor recreation facilities that provide a variety of educational, historical, natural, 
and conservation programs. 

Figure 4.4.1, Park and Open Space Plan, illustrates the location of the five public parks, the 
recreation and conservation open space areas, the greenbelt linkages, the public trail/access 
system, and the proposed visitor recreation facilities. 

A. The Public Parks 

The five major parks within the system include (l) the Headlands Conservation Park, (2) the 
Hilltop Park and Greenbelt Linkages, (3) the Harbor Point Park, (4) the Strand Vista Park/Public 
Beach Access, and (5) the Strand Beach Park 

A public trail/access system, over three miles in length, links all of the parks and open space. 
The system includes pedestrian and bicycle trails, coastal and beach access, scenic overlooks, 
and five proposed public visitor. recreation facilities to be constructed by the 
Landowner/Developer. The trails maximize public coastal access and view opportunities. These 
trails implement the policies and guidelines of the Dana Point General Plan and provide a 
comprehensive system that reinforces the relationship between the project site, the Harbor, and 
the Pacific Ocean. 

The public parks and open space areas will be improved by the developer, offered for dedication, 
transferred, and/or conveyed to the appropriate public agency or non-profit entity in the first 
phase of the project, consistent with the terms and eoaditioas provided forfollowing terms as 
further described in the Development Agreement 

The public parks and open space shall be offered for dedication and/or conveyed by the 
landowner/developer to the appropriate public agency or non-profit entity concurrent 
with the recordation of the first Final Map(s). 
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All approved public park and open space improvements and amenities shall be 
constructed by the landowner/developer. All approved public park and open space 
improvements and amenities shall be bonded for final completion (@120% of estimated 
construction cost prior to recordation of the first Final Map, and construction shall, at a 
minimum, reach substantial completion prior to the residential certificate of occupancy or 
final inspection for the first to be completed residential property. "Substantial 
completion" shall be the point in time when a facility is essentially fully constructed, it is 
fully closed-in and can be secured, all finishing is complete, both interior and exterior, 
and mechanical, electrical, and plumbing has been installed. 
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B. Park Design Guidelines 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

Each park seeks to create a variety of public recreational opportunities by embracing different 
design criteria. Many areas previously designated for residential or commercial development in 
the City General Plan and the certified Local Coastal Program have been designated in the 
HDCP as parks and open space. The design program of parks, open space, integrated public 
trails, and proposed visitor recreatiop facilities encourages coastal visitors, while leaving 
substantial portions of the site effectively undeveloped. The parks, greenbelts and open space 
incorporate a hierarchy of use, ranging from active recreation to passive recreation to permanent 
conservation. The following criteria for each park establish the basic use and design intent. 

1. Headlands Conservation Park (Planning Area 7) 

Conceptual Plan 
See Figure 4.4.2, Headlands Conservation Park Conceptual Plan 

Setting 
The Headlands Conservation Park overlooks the Pacific Ocean from the most dramatic 
location within the project site. The area includes a prominent landform-the Dana 
"Point," and its promontory commonly referred to as the "Headlands", as well as the 
adjacent coastal bluffs which rise approximately 215 feet above the ocean. Scenic Drive 
and Marguerita Road currently provide access to this area. Marguerita Road borders the 
northerly edge of the site and will be removed concurrent with the extension of Selva 
Road. An approximate 3.8-acre portion of the park is occupied by the endangered Pacific 
pocket mouse. 

Design Concept 
Create a conservation open space park designed to permanently preserve the significant 
landform, and conserve, manage, and preserve the existing flora and fauna. The park 
shall consist of natural open space and be dedicated to the conservation and enhancement 
of the existing habitat. Provide long-term management programs for the study and 
maintenance of the natural resources. Define an appropriate level of public access along 
a blufftop trail. 

Program 
Intensity of Use: 

Level of Development: 

Conservation-Very low. No active development 
permitted. Coastal access is restricted to trails and 
overlooks only. 

Extremely low. A trail with a series of overlooks, 
minor drainage improvements if necessary, fencing 
and interpretive signage. 
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Proposed Uses: 

Program Elements: 

Site Features 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

Scientific and educational studies. Professional 
management and maintenance of existing habitat. 
Interpretive walks. Coastal access and coastal view 
opportunities. Walking/hiking on established trails 
only. 

Native landscape materials. Pedestrian trail/coastal 
access pathway. Multiple scenic overlooks. 
Interpretive Signage. Conservation fencing, safety 
fencing. 

• The existing Marguerita Road adjacent to the park, shall be removed, the area shall be 
graded to natural contours and re-vegetated pursuant to Figure 4.4.6 and Section 4.13, 
Coastal Resources Management Program. 

• Management and maintenance activities shall be coordinated with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Services and the California Department of Fish and Game. 

• A I 0' wide pedestrian trail of decomposed granite/gravel shall provide controlled 
access to the coastal bluff top. The bluff top trail alignment shall be designed to 
minimize impacts to areas of natural resource value. including coastal bluff scrub 
habitat. See Figure 4.4.3, Headlands Conservation Park Bluff Section. 

• Five enhanced overlooks with seating shall be integrated into the pedestrian trail 
along the coastal bluff. 

• As determined by the appropriate public agency, safety fencing and conservation 
fencing shall be provided for the Pacific pocket mouse habitat, and adjacent to the 
public trail and scenic overlooks. 

• Interpretive signage, informational signage and related amenities shall be included 
within the public trail and the overlooks. 

• A proposed Nature Interpretive Center shall be constructed in the adjacent greenbelt 
(Planning Area 8a) to serve as management and educational headquarters for the 
Headlands Conservation Park. 

4-19 



I 
HEADLANDS CONSERVATION PARK I 

BLUFF SECTION 
FIGURE 4.4.3 I 

Native Vegetation 

Conservation Fence 

..-- Blufftop Trails and Overlooks with 
Safety Fencing as Necessary 

,..---- Top of Bluff 

Existing BluffVegetation 

0 10 

Note: Plan is diagramatic in nature and is subject 10 change 
based on final engineering. planning and design. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

THE HEADLANDS I 
~~~~~~~~~~--------------------------------------
DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Landscape Design 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

• The Park shall remain native in character with supplemental plantings of native plant 
materials. Exotic, non-native, and invasive plant species shall be removed in 
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services and the California Department 
of Fish and Game. 

• Subject to other restrictions, native shrubs may be selectively planted adjacent to the 
existing residential enclaves to provide a visual transition between the building 
architecture and surrounding landscape. Shrubs shall be located to minimize conflicts 
with the views from surrounding areas. 

• Limited temporary irrigation shall be provided, if necessary, to ensure establishment 
of new plantings. Irrigation will consist of low volume applications such as drip, 
bubbler and/or low volume spray heads. Irrigation shall encourage deep root growth 
instead of surface root development. Design of all such irrigation shall conform to 
Section 4.14, Park and Open Space Management Program. 

Ownership, Construction and .Maintenance 
The Headlands Conservation Park shall be owned by a non-profit trust, established in 
conjunction with the NCCP/HCP, the USFWS and the CDFG. The trust shall include a 
Board of Directors, a Protector, a Manager, and the requisite support staff necessary to 
provide for the long-term conservation of the natural resources within the park. 

Construction activities shall be completed by the Landowner/Developer and limited to 
the proposed coastal bluff public access trail, safety and conservation fencing, coastal 
view overlooks, and minor drainage facilities, if necessary. 

An endowment for the park, as budgeted by the Center for Natural Lands Management, 
shall be established to provide for the long-term maintenance, and management 
consistent with Section 4.14, Park and Open Space Management Program. 

4-21 



HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

2. Hilltop Park and Greenbelt Linkages (Planning Area 5) 

Conceptual Plan 
See Figure 4.4.4, Hilltop Park Conceptual Plan. 

Setting 
The Hilltop Park and Greenbelt Linkages include the highest elevation found within the 
project site. At 288 feet, the "hilltop" provides 360° views, including the surrounding 
city, harbor, and ocean. The park preserves a prominent landform. Access is currently 
provided from PCH, Street of the Green Lantern, and Scenic Drive. 

Design Concept 
Create a park that utilizes the existing topography to establish public view opportunities 
to the ocean, harbor, and city. Provide a series of greenbelt linkages and public trails to 
adjacent parks and open space. Emphasize the use of natural or drought tolerant 
landscape materials. Provide appropriate public visitor facilities. 

Program 
Intensity of Use: 

Level of Development: 

Proposed Uses: 

Program Elements: 

Site Features 

Recreation-Low. Limited development of public 
visitor facilities permitted. Limited recreational 
activities permitted. 

Moderately Low. Multiple public trails, hilltop 
overlook, rest areas, visitor recreation facility, 
parking. 

Walking, bicycling, hiking, jogging, picnicking, 
educational, parking. Coastal access and view 
opportunities, fuel modification, protection of 
natural resources. 

Primarily native landscape materials, drought 
tolerant landscape materials. Pedestrian/bicycle 
access pathways. Scenic overlooks. Visitor 
recreation facility, interpretive/informational 
signage. Fencing as appropriate for public safety, 
view preservation, and protection of resources. 

• Trails shall be either bikeways or pedestrian trails as designated on Figure 4.5.1, 
Public TraiVAccess Plan. Combined bikeway/pedestrian trails shall be 12' wide and 
constructed of concrete. Pedestrian trails shall be 1 0' wide, constructed of 
decomposed granite/gravel. A "switehbaek" pedestrian trail shall provide access to 
the hilltop overlook. Trails shall be designed to minimize impacts to areas of natural 
resource value by utilizing existing trail alignments where feasible. Existing 
disturbed areas, including unnecessary trails, will be re-vegetated pursuant to Section 
4.13, Coastal Resources Management Program. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

• A hilltop overlook shall be provided at the park's highest elevation. The overlook 
shall be constructed of concrete or other durable materials and be designed to blend 
with the natural surroundings. See Figure 4.4.5, Hilltop Park Section. A minimum of 
two benches and one trash receptacle shall be provided. Fencing may be required as 
deemed necessary by the Director of Community Development. 

DMargaerita Road saall ae remo•+'ea, tae area graaea to Bataral eoBtoars aBe revegetatea 
f!HFSaant to SeetioB 4.13, Coastal Resoarees MaBagemeat Program. See figare 4.4.6, 
Greeaaelt Baffer at HeaalaBas CoBservatioB Park. 

• Areas of natural resource value shall be protected through signage and fencing if 
necessary. 

• Access to the Hilltop Park shall be limited to pedestrians. Parking shall be provided at 
the Street of the Green Lantern, Scenic Drive, the County parking lot off Selva Road, 
and the adjacent Nature Interpretive Visitor Center parking lot. 

• Interpretive signage, informational signage, and related amenities shall be included 
within the public trail and the overlooks. 

DThe f'FOf'OSea "'isitor reereatioB faeility, tfte CoBservatioB Visitor CeBter, saall ae 
loeateel Bear tfl:e teFHI:iBas of Selva Roael. The CoBservatioB Visitor CeBter saall ae a 
maximam of 2,000 sqaare feet anel, aae to fuel moelifieatioB reqairemeBts, 
eoBstraetea as an Of!eB air faeility asiBg BOB eomaastiale materials. 

DThe CoBservatioB Visitor Ceater saall iBelaele afl eelaeatioBal f!FOgFafH: Of!eB to tae 
f'HBlie aighligktiBg the varioas eoBservatioB f!Fograms taat aave aeeB estaalisaeel 
aloBg tae Califumia Coast. 

• Public access shall be permitted on public trails and overlooks in areas that are not 
determined to be sensitive natural resources. 

Landscape Design 
• Primarily native shrubs, ground covers and grasses selected from the Headlands 

Revegetation Palette. The greenbelt along the Selva Road extension and along the 
border with the Niguel Terrace Condominiums may utilize the Landscape Palette 
identified on Table 4.16.1 

• Subject to other restrictions, native trees shall be selectively planted as necessary to 
screen adjacent uses. Trees shall be located to minimize conflicts with views from 
surrounding areas. See Figure 4.4.7, Greenbelt Linkage. 

• Limited temporary irrigation for native plant establishment and limited permanent 
irrigation as necessary to comply with Fuel Modification Zone requirements or for 
designated drought tolerant landscaping areas. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

Ownership, Construction Maintenance 
The Hilltop Park and Greenbelt Linkages shall be transferred to the City pursuant to the 
terms of Section 4.4(A.) above, and as further described in the Development Agreement. 
The property shall be conveyed subject to the completion of all improvements, which 
shall be constructed by the Landowner/Developer. Maintenance and management costs 
shall be borne by the Landowner/Developer, as detailed in Section 4.14, Coastal 
Resources Management Program, for a one year period, and thereafter, by the City. 

3. Harbor Point Park (Planning Area 8alb) 

Conceptual Plan 
See Figure 4.4.8, Harbor Point Park Conceptual Plan 

Setting 
The Harbor Point Park, located on the southeastern edge of the project, overlooks Dana 
Point Harbor. The site includes the Harbor "Point" which borders the harbor, the adjacent 
coastal bluffs, and a plateau that provides dramatic views. The Street of the Green 
Lantern, Cove Road and Scenic Drive provide access to the area. 

Design Concept 
Create a public park that preserves a major landform, while establishing and encouraging 
public coastal access. Incorporate coastal view opportunities. Integrate the public trail 
system and the proposed visitor recreation facilities by providing areas that can be 
actively used by the public. Provide a contemplative space within the park. Align the 
trails, overlooks, and public facilities to visually link with the harbor and the ocean. For 
Planning Area 8b, restrict public access from sensitive natural resources. 

Program 
Intensity of Use: 

Level of Development: 

Proposed Uses: 

For Planning Area 8a, recreation-moderately high. 
Multiple recreationaVeducational actiVIties 
permitted. For Planning Area 8b, conservation-very 
low, no active development permitted. 

For Planning Area 8a, moderately high. Multiple 
public trails, overlooks, rest areas, visitor public 
facilities, public art, veterans' memorial. Planning 
Area 8b, public access to the coastal bluff face is 
prohibited. Limited access to the rocky beaches in 
conjunction with the Ocean Institute. 

For Planning Area 8a, walking, bicycling, hiking, 
jogging, picnicing, educational, historical, artistic, 
parking. Coastal access and view opportunities. 
Public and private ceremonial activities. For 
Planning Area 8b, scientific and educational uses 
only. Permanent conservation through deed 
restrictions. 

4-28 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Exi,lin[! Rc,idcnlial 
(Single Family! 

THE HEADLANDS 

----· 

Si1c Enlry Sign 

Prnjccl Monunwnl 

Si1e Enlry Sign 

1\-!arilimc lli,lorical --
Vi ... ilnr Center 

Puhlic Parking 

llrop-ollfl'urn Around 

Cullurai/A1b 
Vi~ilor Center 

PACIFIC t ICE AN 

DEVELOPMENT ANI> CONSERVATION PLAN 

HARBOR POINT PARK CONCEPTUAL PLAN 
FIGURE 4.4.8 

Exi,ling Bluff Vcgclalion 

Blufflop,Traib and Overlooks 
IWilh Sakly Fencing a' Necessary) 

~ Enhanced Planling 

,..---- Veteran's 
Memorial 

~o c._,. 

DANA POINT 
II ARBOR 

'.),' --..'.\ \ 1 1 \ 1 }/ /! Nalivc 

-, ·, 
T·>p of Bluff ',,, 

Vegetation 

NolL' Plan i .... di.I~I;HIJ<tllc iltnaltllt' and i-. .... uhjcd hllh;mt!e 
h.l'-l'd Dll lln.1l L'Hginl'l'lliiJ:!, pbnnn1g <IHd dc''!-'11 

C!)" "" II 

-



Program Elements: 

Site Features 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

For Planning Area 8a, drought tolerant and native 
landscaping materials. Pedestrian/bicycle access 
pathways. Scenic overlooks. Visitor recreational 
facilities. Veterans' memorial. Public art. 
Interpretive/informational signage. Safety fencing. 
For Planning Area 8b, conservation of natural 
resources. Interpretive/ informational signage. 

• Trails shall be either bikeways or pedestrian trails as designated on Figure 4.5 .1, 
Public Trail/ Access Plan. Bikeway trails surrounding the proposed Maritime 
Historical Visitor Center shall be 1 0' wide, constructed of concrete. Other pedestrian 
trails shall be typically 10' wide, constructed of decomposed granite/gravel or 
stabilized soil. Trail alignments shall be designed to minimize impacts to areas of 
natural resource value, including coastal bluff scrub habitat. 

• A series of seven overlooks shall be constructed of decomposed granite/gravel, 
concrete, or enhanced pavement. A minimum of two benches and one trash 
receptacle shall be provided at .each overlook. Public art, kiosk, markers or signage 
providing interpretive, historical or other relevant information shall be provided as 
determined by the Director of Community Development. 

• Safety view fence shall separate trails from adjacent coastal bluffs. 

• A proposed Veteran's Memorial, with two components-a monument/public art 
element and a flagpole, shall establish a contemplative area near the proposed 
Maritime Historical Visitor Center. 

• The proposed Maritime Historical Visitor Center shall be a maximum of 2,000 square 
feet. The design shall replicate an early Californian lighthouse, and include historical 
exhibits related to California's maritime and local history. It shall be located inside 
the VR/C building stringline established by the adjacent commercial development on 
Green Lantern. A paved, enhanced patio area, suitable for outdoor receptions and 
picnicking shall be included in the design program. Sidewalks immediately adjacent 
to the Maritime Historical center shall be concrete enhanced pavement. See Figure 
4.4.9, Harbor Point Park Section. 

• The proposed Cultural Arts Visitor Center shall be a maximum of 2,000 square feet. 
It shall be constructed of appropriate materials consistent with Section 4.12, Design 
Guidelines, to complement the surrounding area. It shall be located adjacent to 
Scenic Drive overlooking the Pacific Ocean. The facility shall include multi-purpose 
space suitable for exhibitions, lectures, and educational uses. A paved patio area shall 
adjoin the building. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

• The proposed Nature Interpretive Visitor Center shall be a maximum of 2,000 feet. It 
shall be constructed of appropriate materials consistent with Section 4.12, Design 
Guidelines, to complement the surrounding area. It is located adjacent to the 
Headlands Conservation Park,· at the terminus to Scenic Drive. The facility shall 
include educational, management, and operational space designed to serve the 
adjacent Headlands Conservation Park. 

• Vehicular drop-off/turnarounds shall be provided immediately east of the Maritime 
Historical Visitor Center and at the terminus to Scenic Drive adjacent to the proposed 
Nature Interpretive Visitor Center. Vehicular drop-offs shall be paved with enhanced 
pavement and shall have planted islands. A minimum of two benches and one trash 
receptacle shall be provided at each drop-off. 

Landscape Design 
• Harbor Point Park shall be landscaped with native and drought tolerant materials as 

identified in Table 4.14.2 and Table 4.16.1. Accent plantings immediately adjacent to 
the visitor recreation facilities may be planted subject to approval by the Director of 
Community Development. 

• An open meadow appropriate to informal uses shall be established in the area 
overlooking the Dana Point Harbor. It shall be composed of appropriate native 
grasses or groundcovers. 

• Subject to fuel modification and other restnctions, low canopy trees shall be 
selectively planted within 50 feet of the Maritime Historical Visitor Center, Cultural 
Arts Visitor Center and Nature Interpretive Visitor Center. Trees may also be 
selectively planted within and immediately adjacent to parking areas. Trees shall be 
located to minimize conflicts with views from surrounding areas. 

• Irrigation shall be temporary in those areas adjacent to the coastal bluffs. Permanent 
irrigation shall be allowed within enhanced landscape zones immediately adjacent to 
visitor facilities and as required. See Section 4.16 for additional irrigation guidelines. 

Ownership, Construction and Maintenance 
The Harbor Point Park shall be transferred to the City pursuant to tRe requiremeRts 
effiection 4.4(A.) above, and as further described in the Development Agreement. The 
property shall be conveyed subject to the completion of all improvements, which shall be 
constructed by the Landowner/Developer. The maintenance and management costs shall 
be borne by the Landowner/Developer, as detailed in Section 4.14, Coastal Resource 
Management Program, for a one year period, and thereafter, by the City. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

4. Strand Vista Park/Public Beach Access (Planning Area 1) 

Conceptual Plan 
Please see Figure 4.4.1 0, Strand Vista Park/Public Beach Access Conceptual Plan 

Setting 
Strand Vista Park is located parallel to and immediately seaward of the existing County 
Salt Creek Parking Lot {approximately 600 parking spaces). Vehicular access is from 
Selva Road. Currently this area is fenced and heavily overgrown with mature vegetation 
such as oleander and acacia. Public views are non-existent. An existing public coastal 
access stairway owned by the County of Orange (the future North Strand Beach Access) 
lies just north of the property line. This narrow, steep, trail provides the only proximate 
access to Strand Beach. 

Design Concept 
Create an active park that utilizes the unique site characteristic to provide dramatic 
coastal access and view opportunities. Establish the integrated trail system as a major 
feature within the park. Incorporate a series of view overlooks to establish public view 
opportunities. 

Create an improved public beach access, the North Strand Beach Access, by widening the 
existing County facility, and designing two rest/landing areas with view opportunities. 
Construct a new restroom and outdoor shower facility at the base of the stairs 
immediately above Strand Beach. If vehicle controlled access (gate guard) is approved 
for Planning Area 2, a funicular (inclined elevator) shall be constructed parallel to the 
North Strand Beach Access and convey members of the public from Strand Vista Park to 
the existing ramp to the beach. 

Create the Mid-Strand Vista Park Access as a new public path leading from the trail in 
approximately the middle of the park, to the Central Strand Beach Access at the 
intersection of the first residential cul-de-sac street. 

Create the Central Strand Beach Access as a new public path to Strand Beach, 
conveniently located within the Strand Vista Park, near the entry to the Strand Residential 
neighborhood (Planning Area 2). The entry of the Central Strand Beach Access shall be 
designed to encourage public use, i.e., architectural elements shall be incorporated into 
the entry to distinguish it and appropriate signage shall be posted. The Central Strand 
Beach Access shall provide direct access to Strand Beach, opening a portion of the 
property currently fenced and restricted from public use. 

Construct the South Strand Beach Access to provide additional access to Strand Beach. 
Create new coastal view opportunities by establishing a public overlook area adjacent to 
the Selva Road entry, and by integrating rest/landing areas into the "switchback" public 
access trail. The South Strand Beach Access will provide direct access to the beach, 
opening a portion of the property currently fenced and restricted from public use. 
Construction of this walkway implements the coastal access identified in the Certified 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

Dana Point Local Coastal Program. Construct a new restroom and outdoor shower 
facility above Strand Beach. 

Program 
Intensity of Use: 

Level of Development: 

Proposed Uses: 

Program Elements: 

Recreation-Moderately high. 
activities permitted. 

Multiple recreation 

Moderately high. Multiple public trails, overlooks, rest 
areas, visitor recreation facilitiesy (public restroom~ and 
showers), funicular, public art, coastal access pathways. 

Walking, bicycling, hiking, jogging, picnicking, restroom, 
and shower facilities. Coastal access and view 
opportunities. 

Drought tolerant landscape materials with appropriate 
transitions to native materials at the south end. 
Pedestrian/bicycle access pathways. Scenic overlooks. 
Visitor recreational facility. Interpretive informational 
signage. Public art. Vertical and lateral coastal access. 
Safety fencing, view fencing. 
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Site Features 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

• A meandering 1 0' wide concrete pedestrian trail shall be constructed within the linear 
park. As appropriate, the trail shall be grade separated, with approximately a five-foot 
difference in elevation between the trail and parking lot. See Figure 4.4.11, Strand 
Vista Park Prototypical Trail Section. 

• Pedestrian plazas/overlooks shall consist of enlarged paved areas, appropriate metal 
view fencing, with a minimum of two benches, a picnic table, and a trash receptacle. 
If necessary, retaining walls adjacent to the trails or overlooks shall be constructed of 
appropriate, durable materials that blend with the setting. See Figure 4.4.12, Strand 
Vista Park Conceptual Overlooks. 

• The existing County public beach access shall be improved as the North Strand Beach 
Access. Two overlooks providing coastal views, rest/landing areas shall be 
incorporated into the trail design. Benches shall be provided at each overlook. The 
access shall be enhanced through new landscaping and related amenities to integrate 
it with Strand Vista Parle See Figure 4.4.13, North Strand Beach Access Cross
Section. If vehicle controlled access (gate guard) is approved for Planning Area 2. a 
minimum 8-passenger funicular shall be constructed parallel to the North Strand 
Beach Access which will convey members of the public from the north end of Strand 
Vista Park to the existing ~p to the beach. 

• A-Two visitor recreation facilitiesy consisting of new restroom§ and shower facilities 
shall be constructed at the base of the North Strand Beach Access, and the South 
Strand Beach Access. above Strand Beach. As necessary, ¥few-fencing shall be 
provided. 

• The Mid-Strand Vista Park Access shall consist of an 8' wide concrete walkway and 
shall be constructed in approximately the middle of the park. from the park trail to a 
connection with the Central Strand Beach Access at the intersection of the first 
residential cul-de-sac street. 

• The Central Strand Beach Access shall consist of a concrete walkway 8' wide which 
will parallel the spine road for the Strand residential neighborhood, as illustrated in 
Figures 4.4.15 and 4.4.16. Above the beach, at the same level as the lowest row of 
lots, the access shall be incorporated into a 50' wide landscaped extension of Strand 
Beach Park. Within the 50' wide landscaped extension only, the trail shall be 1 0' 
wide. 

• South Strand Beach Access shall be constructed as a 6' wide "switchback" trail from 
Selva Road to the southern portion of the beach. An overlook shall be provided at the 
top of the walkway, adjacent to Selva Road. Additional rest areas/overlooks shall be 
incorporated into the trail at key locations and safety view fence shall be installed as 
necessary. As noted above, a restroom/shower facility will be constructed above 
Strand Beach near the terminus of the South Strand Beach Access. 
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Landscape Design 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

• Landscape within Strand Vista Park and the North Strand Beach Access shall be more 
"manicured" in character yet still tied to the overall landscape theme. Materials will 
be selected from Table 4.16.1, Landscape Palette. Existing site vegetation shall be 
selectively removed to create and enhance ocean views. Palm, cypress and other 
vertical shaped trees will be planted at the pedestrian plazas/over looks but spaced to 
ensure preservation of views. Low trees and shrubs shall be planted on the slope of 
the western side of the trail in order to preserve public views. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

• Landscape along the South Beach Access shall be native shrubs, ground covers and 
drought tolerant materials. The landscaping should transition into native materials 
from Selva Road into the slope area. Appropriate native species are identified on 
Table 4.14.2, Revegetation Plant Palette, and may also include the habitat islands 
described in Figure 4.14.3. Native trees shall be selectively planted as necessary to 
screen adjacent uses. Selected planting of trees may be used along the south access to 
provide shade and visual interest. Trees shall be located to minimize conflicts with 
views from surrounding areas. 

• Within the guidelines identified in Section 4.16, permanent irrigation may be 
provided within Strand Vista Park, as well as those areas adjacent to the North and 
South accessways. Slope areas with native materials will require irrigation for plant 
establishment and possible fuel modification interface. 

Ownership, Construction, Maintenance 
Strand Vista Park shall be transferred to the City pursuant to Section 4.4(A.) above, and 
as further described in the Development Agreement. The property shall be conveyed 
subject to the completion of all improvements, which shall be constructed by the 
Landowner/Developer. The Landowner/Developer shall enter into a Construction and 
Maintenance Agreement with the County for those portions of the County Strand Beach 
parking lot that abut the Strand Vista Park. The maintenance and management costs shall 
be borne by the Landowner/Developer, as detailed in Section 4.14, Coastal Resources 
Management Program, for a one year period, and thereafter, by the City. The City 
reserves the right to trim or remove trees for the preservation of public views. 

5. Strand Beach Park (Planning Area 3) 

Conceptual Plan 
Please see Figure 4.4.14 Strand Beach Park Conceptual Plan 

Setting 
Strand Beach lies seaward of the existing rock revetment, which borders the former 
mobile home park within the project site. This privately owned beach to the mean high 
tide, connects to the adjacent Salt Creek Beach. The Ritz-Carlton hotel sits 
approximately one-quarter mile to the north; the Niguel Shores residential community 
directly borders the site. The wide sandy beach terminates at the base of the Dana 
.. Point" to create a secluded ambience. Selva Road provides access to the County owned 
vertical access above the beach. · 

Design Concept 
Create multiple public beach access opportunities, which connect to the integrated trail 
system. Provide numerous scenic overlooks and rest areas. Dedicate the private beach to 
public ownership and uses. Reconstruct the existing rock revetment (which lies within 
Planning Area 2) to ensure public safety and to create public coastal access. Utilize 
project design features such as nuisance water diversion to minimize water quality 
impacts and beach erosion. 
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Program 
Intensity of Use: 

Level of Development: 

Proposed Uses: 

Program Elements: 

Site Features 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

Recreation-very high. 
activities permitted. 

Multiple recreational 

Low. Limited to new coastal access pathways. 

Surfing, swimming, volleyball, picnics, walking, 
hiking, jogging, fishing, kayaking, and other water 
related activities. 

Establish public coastal access, emergency access, 
reconstruct the existing rock revetment to ensure 
public safety and to minimize coastal erosion. 

• As identified in Strand Vista Park above, the North Strand Beach Access pathway 
shall consist of a 1 0' wide pedestrian sidewalk that connects to Dana Strand Beaeh 
Road directly adjacent to the north end of the County parking lot. In addition, a 
funicular will be constructed parallel to the North Strand Beach Access to convey 
members of the public from Strand Vista Park to the existing ramp to the beach. 

• Public restrooms and showers serving visitors to Strand Beach shall be constructed 
within the North Strand Beach Access and the South Strand Beach Access directly 
above the beach. 

• The South Strand Beach Access pathway shall consist of a 6' wide pedestrian trail 
that connects to Selva Road, south of the County parking lot. 

• The Mid-Strand Vista Park Access shall consist of an 8' wide sidewalk/stair that runs 
from approximately the middle of the park and connects to the Central Strand Beach 
Access at the intersection of the first residential cul-de-sac street. 

• The Central Strand Beach accessway will parallel the spine road serving the Strand 
residential neighborhood. Above the beach, beginning at the same level as the lowest 
row of residential lots, the access shall be incorporated into a 50' wide landscaped 
extension of Strand Beach Park. See Figure 4.4.15, Central Strand Beach Access 
Conceptual Plan and Figure 4.4.16, Central Strand Beach Cross-Section. 

• The lowest and most southerly cul-de-sac in the Strand residential neighborhood shall 
provide a 16' wide rampway to Strand Beach for emergency and maintenance 
vehicles. 

• The emergency access and the Central Strand Beach Access will be protected from 
coastal erosion by incorporating the accessways into the design of the reconstruction 
for the revetment. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

• An 8' wide concrete public access path will be constructed along the top of the 
reconstructed revetment. 

Landscape Design 
• Landscaping for the 50' wide Strand Beach Access shall utilize the Landscape Palette 

in Table 4.16 and shall minimize view impacts to off-site areas. 

• Irrigation shall be provided as necessary subject to the guidelines in Section 4.16. 

Ownership, Construction, Maintenance 
The Strand Beach Park shall be offered for dedication or donation to the County pursuant 
to Section 4.4(A.) above, and as further described in the Development Agreement. If the 
County does not accept the Strand Beach Park, it shall be offered for dedication or 
donation to the City. The property shall be conveyed subject to the completion of all 
improvements, which shall be constructed by the Landowner/Developer. Except for the 
beach, which will be the County's (or City's) responsibility upon acceptance, the 
maintenance and management costs shall be borne by the Landowner/Developer, as 
detailed in Section 4.13, Coastal Resources Management Program, for a one year period, 
and thereafter, by the County (or City). 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

4.5 PUBLIC TRAIL/ ACCESS PLAN 

The Public Trail/ Access Plan provides a comprehensive system that accommodates pedestrians, 
bicycles, and visiting members of the public at various locations. The public trail system is 
illustrated in Figure 4.5 .1, Public Trail/ Access Plan. The major components of the system 
include pedestrian trails, bikeways/pedestrian trails, vertical and lateral coastal access pathways, 
and overlooks. The Public Trail/ Access Plan links the five major parks, the five proposed visitor 
recreation facilities, and provides numerous coastal access and public view opportunities. The 
extensive coastal access is further illustrated on Figure 4.5.2, Coastal Access Plan. 

A. Public TraiJJAccess Description 

The Public Trail/ Access Plan shall include approximately three miles of improved pathways. 
Pedestrian trails shall be constructed as noted in the applicable section of this HDCP using 
materials such as decomposed granite. Public safety fencing, where appropriate, may be 
constructed adjacent to the public trail system. Bikeways will be a combination of Class I and 
Class III designations. All proposed visitor recreation facilities shall be located in close 
proximity to the Public Trail Plan. The Public Trail/ Access Plan includes the North, Mid-Strand 
Vista Park, Central and South Strand Beach pathways. 

B. Public Access Program Guidelines 

Public access program guidelines have been established for each of the five public parks. The 
guidelines complement the park design criteria set forth in Section 4.4, Parks and Open Space 
Plan. Tables 4.5.1 to 4.5.5, which follow, outline the public access program guidelines for each. 

C. Coastal View Opportunities 

The Public Trail/ Access Plan also establishes a number of dramatic public coastal view 
opportunities. The plan does so by locating trails and overlooks on vantage points and close to 
the coastline. Figure 4.5.3, Coastal View Opportunities, highlights those areas that shall 
establish permanent public coastal views and scenic overlooks. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

TABLE 4.5.1 
HEADLANDS CONSERVATION PARK (24.2 ACRES) 

PUBLIC ACCESS PROGRAM GUIDELINES 

Public and coastal access shall be established by a trail and a series of overlooks 
located near the coastal bluff edge consistent with the NCCP/HCP, subject to the 
approval of the City, the USFWS and the DFG. 
The bluff-top trail in the Headlands Conservation Park shall be accessible to the 
public year-round, except for any specific period determined by the resources 
agencies to protect on site resources. The recipient public agency or non-profit 
entity will determine hours of daily operation. 
The view overlooks may provide seating, interpretive signage, public art, and 
historical or other relevant information. 
Any areas disturbed during the construction of the public access trail and overlooks 
shall be re-vegetated with appropriate native spectes from the Headlands 
Revegetation Palette as determined by the City, USFWS, and DFG. 
Public access to all areas outside of the proposed trail and overlook areas shall be 
prohibited. A program of fencing, stgnage, and other design features shall 
discourage visitors from leaving the trails and overlooks. 
All pets, with the exception of guide dogs, will be restricted from the Headlands 
Conservation Park. 
The adjacent Planning Area Sa (Harbor Point Park) proposes a visitor serving 
facility (Nature Interpretive Visitor Center), and will provide parking to educational 
activities for visitors to the Headlands Conservation Park. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

TABLE 4.5.2 
HILLTOP PARK AND GREENBELT LINKAGES (12.3 ACRES) 

PUBLIC ACCESS PROGRAM GUIDELINES 

Public and coastal access shall be established by a public trail and overlooks leading 
to the top of the Hilltop Park. 
The public trail and overlooks shall be open to the public year-round. City will 
determine hours of daily operation. 

The view overlooks may provide seating, interpretive signage, public art, and 
historical or other relevant information as determined by the City. 

Any areas disturbed during the construction of the public access trails and overlooks~ 
as well as current areas of disturbance, shall be re-vegetated with appropriate native 
species from the Headlands Revegetation Palette subject to fuel modification 
requirements. 
The Hilltop Park shall contain passive recreational uses that complement the multi-
use trail and view overlook, such as seating, fencing, habitat preservation areas, 
interpretive kiosks, and related landscape features 
The Greenbelt Linkages shall contain passive recreational uses that complement the 
multi-use trail, such as seating, fencing, preservation areas, interpretive kiosks,.a 

...I •• 
.1 + ... "._a; .... tr-~ '""'~'"+:,~ ... r- ....... ,.., and related facilities y• . ·~··~· ·--····. ' . 

Parking shall be accommodated along the Street of the Green Lantern, along Scenic 
Drive, in the Planning Area 8a parking lot next to the proposed nature interpretive 
center, and in the County public parking lot adjacent to Selva Road. Six Rarking 
SQaces dedicated to OQen SQace users will also be Qrovided in adjoining Planning Area 
4. 

The Greenbelt areas shall be established and maintained as open space buffers 
between land uses, particularly for the Headlands Conservation Park. 

Appropriate signage identifying the location of public coastal accessways will be 
displayed in conspicuous locations throughout the Greenbelt Linkages. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

TABLE 4.5.3 
HARBOR POINT PARK (10.4 ACRES) 

PUBLIC ACCESS PROGRAM GUIDELINES 

Public and coastal access shall be established by a series of public trails and overlooks 
located near the coastal bluff edge as determined by the HDCP. 
The bluff-top trail in the Harbor Point Park shall be open to the public year-round. The 
City will determine hours of operation. 
The view overlooks shall provide seating, interpretive signage, public art, kiosks, and 
historical or other relevant information as determined by the City. 
The Harbor Point Park shall include uses that complement the public trail and 
overlooks, such as the proposed veterans' memorial, and areas appropriate for picnics, 
weddings, or other public functions in the immediate vicinity of the proposed public 
visitor facilities. 
The Harbor Point Park includes three proposed public visitor recreation facilities (a 
Maritime Historical Visitor Center (lighthouse), Cultural Arts Visitor Center, and a 
Nature Interpretive Visitor Center to be constructed by the Landowner/Developer. 
Each facility shall be designed to encourage public access by implementing 
educational or recreation programs that are open to the public. 
The visitor recreation facilities shall have diversified, low cost public programs to 
attract visitors and encourage the public to visit more than one facility. The facilities 
shall be designed as destination points for the public trail system. 
The visitor recreation facilities shall be open to the public year-round. The recipient 
public agency or non-profit entity will determine hours of operation. 
The proposed Cultural Arts Visitor Center shall be a multi-purpose space of 
approximately 2000 sq. ft. that accommodates art exhibitions, lectures, presentations, 
and instructional functions. 
The proposed Maritime Historical Visitor Center (lighthouse) shall be designed as a 
replica of an early California lighthouse and provide historical exhibits related to 
California maritime activities as well as the history of the local region. 

Contmued 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines. 

TABLE4.5.3 
HARBOR POINT PARK (10.5 ACRES) 

PUBLIC ACCESS PROGRAM GUIDELINES 
(CONTINUED) 

10. The proposed Nature Interpretive Visitor Center shall be located adjacent to the 
Headlands Conservation Park and provide information, exhibits, docent tours, and 
management facilities for · the unique flora and fauna within the Headlands 
Conservation Park. 

11. Parking shall be accommodated along Scenic Drive, in the Planning Area 8a parking 
lot next to the proposed Nature Interpretive Visitor Center, and in the County public 

. parking lot. Parking on Scenic Drive will be time restricted. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

TABLE 4.5.4 
STRAND VISTA PARK/PUBLIC ACCESS (9.9 ACRES) 

PUBLIC ACCESS PROGRAM GUIDELINES 

Public and coastal access shall be established by a series of public trails and 
overlooks west of the existing County parking lot, connecting to the Public Trail 
system and Strand Beach as established in the HDCP 
The public trails and overlooks in the Strand Vista Park shall be open to the public 
year-round. The City will determine hours of operation. 
The view overlooks shall provide seating, interpretive signage, public art, or other 
relevant information as determined by the City. 
The Strand Vista Park shall include active recreation uses that complement the 
public trail and overlooks, such as landscaped seating areas, picnic facilities, kiosks, 
and other amenities that may be appropriate for coastal viewing and related public 
activities. 
The Strand Vista Park shall include three five vertical public beach access 
pathways-South Strand Beach Access, Mid-Strand Vista Park Access. Central 
Strand Beach Access, aBEl-North Strand Beach Access, and if vehicle controlled 
access (gate gyard) is aQQroved for Planning Area 2, a funicular (inclined elevator}. 
Lateral coastal access shall be orovided along the to_Q_ of the reconstructed revetment. 
The Strand Vista Park proposes a-two public visitor recreation facilitiesy (a restroom 
and shower facilitiesy) to be constructed by the Landowner/Developer as part of the 
North and South Strand Beach Access, just above Strand Beach. 
Parking shall be accommodated in the adjacent County public parking lot and on 
Selva Road. 
Appropriate signage identifying the location of public coastal accessways will be 
displayed in conspicuous locations. 
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TABLE4.5.5 
STRAND BEACH PARK (5.2 ACRES) 

PUBLIC ACCESS PROGRAM GUIDELINES 

Public and coastal access shall be permanently established through the designation 
of vertical and lateral beach access and by dedicating or donating the privately 
owned Strand Beach to the County as a public park. 
The Strand Beach Park shall be open to the public year-round. The County will 
determine hours of operation. 
The Strand Beach Park shall accommodate passive beach recreation opportunities, 
such as swimming, jogging, surfing, picnicking, fishing and related activities. 
Public access to all areas outside of the proposed Strand Beach Access pathways 
shall be restricted. A program of fencing, signage, and other design features shall 
discourage visitors from leaving the trails and outlooks. 
If feasible, all pets, with the exception of guide dogs, will be restricted from the 
Strand Beach Park as determined by the County. 
The adjacent, existing County Strand Beach parking lot provides parking for Strand 
Beach. 
Appropriate signage identifying the location of public coastal accessways will be 
displayed in conspicuous locations. 
Emergency vehicle access to Strand Beach will be _provided from Planning Area 2. 
The Central Strand Beach Access will include a 50' wide landscaped extension of 
Strand Beach Park from the beach to the closest inland street. 

-9-:10. Lateral coastal access shall be 12rovided along the to12 of the reconstructed 
revetment. 
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4.6 CIRCULATION PLAN 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

The Circulation Plan establishes the system for safe and efficient vehicular movement. This 
system integrates the alignments for on-site roadways and rights-of-way, controlled access 
points, off-site roadway improvements, and pedestrian and bikeway alignments. Additionally, 
the Circulation Plan reduces potential impacts to the Headlands Conservation Park by deleting 
existing Marguerita Road. The Circulation Plan also designates public parking and access to 
coastal resources. 

Public roadways and private streets, as shown on Figure 4.6.1, Circulation Plan, designate the 
vehicle circulation for the project site. The roadways have been classified according to their 
function and anticipated levels of service. Figure 4.6.2, Street Sections, depicts the standards and 
cross-sections for each street type. 

Selva Road and a new intersection at. Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) and "A" Street provide 
primary access to the project. Cove Road, Scenic Drive and Street of the Green Lantern provide 
secondary access. The public roadways are described in detail in the following paragraphs: 

A. PCH/"A" Street 

Access to the project site from PCH will occur at "A" Street. "A" Street provides primary access 
to Planning Area 4, PCH V /RC, and Planning Area 6, Upper Headlands Residential. The new 
intersection shall be constructed by the Developer prior to issuance of the first building permit 
for Planning Area 4 or 6. The proposed intersection will be designed such that the north-bound 
traffic on PCH can have a continuous green light and not be required to stop for north-bound left 
turns out of the project. The Developer shall improve the portions of PCH that front the project 
site to its ultimate design as a major arterial (1 00-foot ROW). Cal Trans requires an 
encroachment permit to be approved prior to construction. The intersection is projected to meet 
warrants for a traffic signal. 

B. Selva Road Extension/Dana Strand Road 

Selva Road, which intersects with PCH, provides primary entry to Planning Area 1, Strand Vista 
Park, Planning Area 2, Strand Residential, and Planning Area 3, Strand Beach Park. Selva Road 
also provides secondary access to Planning Area 7, Headlands Conservation Park and to 
Planning Area 5, the Hilltop Park and Greenbelt Linkages. 

The Selva Road extension will connect to the existing Dana Strand Road and terminate in a cul
de-sac at the south end of the existing multi-family residential enclave. Selva Road is a public 
street with non-metered parking on one side, and includes a landscaped parkway that separates 
the sidewalk and street. Limited additional parking, south of the cul-de-sac, provides access to 
the adjacent Headlands Conservation Park. 
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C. Street of the Green Lantern 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

Street of the Green Lantern (Street of the Blue Lantern and Santa Clara for outbound trips to 
PCH) provide secondary access to the project site. Street of the Green Lantern intersects with 
PCH and Cove Road, and provides access to Planning Area 5, Hilltop Park and Greenbelt 
Linkages, Planning Area 7, Headlands Conservation Park, Planning Area 8, Harbor Point Park, 
and Planning Area 9, Seaside Inn Visitor Recreation Commercial. 

Green Lantern will be realigned to a traffic circle with Scenic Drive. Metered head-in parking 
along the realigned Street of the Green Lantern and Scenic Drive provides access to the adjacent 
parks, open space and public trail system. 

D. CoveRoad 

Cove Road is an existing two-lane road, which connects Green Lantern and Scenic Drive to 
Harbor Drive. Cove Road provides access to Planning Area 9, Seaside Inn Visitor/Recreation 
Commercial. No changes to Cove Road are proposed. 

E. Scenic Drive 

Scenic Drive exists on-site and provides access for the existing residential enclaves. With the 
implementation of the project, the multi-family residential enclave will take access via the 
extension of Selva Road (Dana Strand Road). Marguerita Road is a private easement. It will be 
removed and converted to open space. Scenic Drive will be realigned at the Green Lantern 
traffic circle. Portions of Planning Area 7, Headlands Conservation Park, Planning Area 8, 
Harbor Point Park, and Planning Area 9, Seaside Inn Visitor/Recreation Commercial, take access 
from Scenic Drive. 

Scenic Drive, currently consisting of a 60' right-of-way, will terminate in a cul-de-sac just east 
of the existing, single family residential enclave. That portion of Scenic Drive that fronts the 
existing, single family residential enclave will be vacated and added to the Headlands 
Conservation Park, creating a 30' right-of-way servicing the residential enclave. To the extent 
feasible, the existing vegetation in this parkway area abutting the existing residential uses will be 
retained during reconstruction of the pavement. Any tress or shrubs removed to provide the 
roadway relocation will be replaced at a ratio of 1:1 (space permitting and subject to appropriate 
design) with specimens selected from HDCP Tables 4.16.1, Landscape Palette and 4.14.2, 
Revegetation Plant Palette. Screening capability at maturity will be utilized as an important 
species selection criterion. Replacement trees will be sized at 24" box and shrubs at a mix of 
five and 15 gallon. Once the landscaping and irrigation is installed, maintenance will become 
the responsibility of the abutting homeowner. Restricted hourly parking is proposed for the new 
parking lot adjacent to the Scenic Drive cul-de-sac. Metered head-in parking along Scenic Drive 
provides additional access to the adjacent parks, open space and public trail system. 
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Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

4.7 CONCEPTUAL DRAINAGE PLAN 

Dana Point Harbor and coastal areas in Dana Point have experienced beach closures and other 
water quality problems over the past several years. To address these concerns the Headlands 
project will implement a number of design features to reduce existing and potential storm water 
pollution. The project site drainage system and storm drain improvements are depicted in Figure 
4.7.1, Conceptual Drainage Plan, and further analyzed in the Headlands EIR Technical 
Appendices. Storm water runoff qualjty, as detailed in the EIR, will improve after the Best 
Management Practices ("BMPs") detailed for the project consisting of both structural and non
structural controls are implemented. The Conceptual Drainage Plan and project BMPs will also 
serve existing development in the vicinity of the project. 

The existing site hydrology drains to three primary areas: Strand Beach, the coastal bluff edges, 
and to Dana Point Harbor. The majority of the drainage flows to Strand Beach where five storm 
drain outlets were constructed in the 1950s to service the mobile home park, as well as adjacent 
off-site areas that drain to the Headlands. +he-Approximately 13 acres of off-site runoff drains 
through the project to Strand Beach includinges portions of the County Salt Creek Parking Lot, 
Selva Road, and adjacent residential homes and condominiums. On-site storm water runoff to 
Dana Point Harbor comes from portions of the existing Cove Road, Scenic Drive, and the Street 
of the Green Lantern, which utilize concrete "V" ditches in Cove Road and storm drains in 
Green Lantern. Approximately 17 acres of offsite development, including .Pportions of Blue 
Lantern and Santa Clara Avenue and the commercial and residential development associated 
with those streets, portions of Harbor Drive and the adjoining County parking lots also drain to 
the west end of Dana Point Harbor. 

A. Conceptual Drainage Plan 

Figure 4.7.1, Conceptual Drainage Plan, identifies the proposed storm drains, inlets, outlets and 
BMP filter locations. The storm drain system will incorporate diversion of nuisance water flows 
and similar improvements and filtering mechanisms to minimize drainage impacts to the ocean 
and Dana Point Harbor. Typically the storm flows with the greatest amount of pollution are the 
"first flush" of a storm event. The first flush storm water flow from the project development and 
adjoining areas in the watershed will be directed to sand filters which will be sized to store and 
filter the first flush. The sand filters will be located on-site and within the parking lots owned by 
the County in the Harbor and in the Salt Creek parking lot next to Selva Road. Runoff in the 
parking lots will also be directed to the sand filters. The sand filters will also reduce first flush 
peak flows through the runoff storage and filtering process. Drainage within the Strand Beach 
area will be conveyed to three outlet points and will incorporate internal energy dissipaters to 
reduce the possibility of beach erosion. Storm water which drains to the Harbor will utilize the 
existing outlet near the pier on the · west side of the harbor. The developer will work 
cooperatively with the County of Orange to ensure pre-existing erosion conditions at the outlet 
are reduced by reducing peak flows. 

B. Drainage Guidelines 

All drainage control facilities will follow the requirements of the Headlands Conceptual 
Drainage Plan, the Orange County Drainage Area Management Plan, and the National Pollutant 
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Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). A Best Management Practices (BMP) program is also 
required to control storm water runoff. Controls include, but are not limited to the following: 

1. Construction Phase Erosion and Sediment Control 

During the construction phase of the project, erosion and sediment control plans and 
related documents shall conform to the Orange County Grading and Excavation Code 
adopted by the City. Additionally, all construction activity must conform to the 
requirements of Section 8.0 of the Orange County Drainage Area Management Plan, all 
NPDES requirements and the requirements of the HDCP Coastal Resources Management 
Program. Examples of construction BMPs include desilting basins, sandbags, berms, hay 
bales, silt fencing, hydro-seeding of temporary slopes, and related measures. 

2. Structural Controls 

Potential water quality impacts during both the wet and dry seasons shall be mitigated by 
the following controls: 

• Minimize the potential for concentration of storm water runoff impacts to 
coastal resources by designing multiple storm water discharge points. Where 
feasible, reduce peak flows via structural detention of the first flush. 

• Develop a program with the South Coast Water District to divert low-flow 
"nuisance" run-off to the sanitary sewer system for treatment, avoiding dry 
weather flows to the beach or harbor. 

• Prohibit storm water discharges from the project onto rocky beaches, and 
prohibit the construction of storm water systems through the coastal bluffs in 
the vicinity of rocky beaches. Only allow dispersed or natural drainage flows 
over the coastal bluff and onto the rocky beaches. 

• Where possible, divert development run-off away from Dana Point Harbor, 
which has experienced ongoing pollution problems. 

• Capture and filter the "first flush" (the initial 0.6 inches of rain in a 24-hour 
period) to reduce sediment, bacteria and other water quality pollution. 

• Divert storm water away from the south end of Strand Beach near the cove 
area where the intertidal zone is more sensitive. 

• Design the stonn water outlets at Strand Beach to incorporate internal energy 
dissipation devices to reduce the potential for beach erosion. 

• Locate sand filters or BMPs with equivalent or better treatment capability in 
locations which will allow the treatment of onsite develoment areas as well as 
adjacent off-site, first flush storm flows. Add a secondary treatment system 
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utilizing zeolite, clay or similar media filters to minimize nutrients 
(nitrates/phosphates) from reaching Dana Point Harbor. In conjunction with 
the City and County, determine the maintenance responsibilities for the 
filtering devices and similar BMPs. 

• Incorporate BMP devices that may include separators, sand filtering systems 
or other features into the storm water conveyance design to reduce oil, grease 
sediment, debris and other pollutants. All storm drain inlets shall include 
catch basin filters. 

• As identified in Section 4.16, implementation of the Irrigation Guidelines will 
minimize the potential for overwatering and nuisance run-off. 

3. Non-structural Controls 

The policies, programs and practices outlined in Table 4. 7.1, Drainage Guidelines Non
Structural Controls, reduce the opportunity for water quality impacts and increase public 
awareness. 
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TABLE 4.7.1 
DRAlNAGE GUIDELINES 

NON-STRUCTURAL CONTROLS 

Encourage off-site residential tracts and the County (Strand Beach Parking Lot) to 
minimize pollution from those areas that drain through the project site to Strand 
Beach. 
Encourage BMP's such as litter control, frequent street sweeping, proper disposal 
of animal waste, etc., of the off-site areas. 
Develop a public awareness program concemmg water quality for future 
homeowners, property managers, and visitors to the public open space. The 
program will emphasize the proper use of irrigation, fertilizers and pesticides by 
homeowners and landscape contractors. 
Develop a weekly sweeping/vacuuming program for the private residential streets 
and maintenance/cleaning of private storm drain structures and filtering devices. 
Develop a program for all visitor/recreation commercial areas ensuring proper and 
routine sweeping/vacuuming of parking areas, maintenance of on-site oil/grease 
filtering devices, and other storm drain measures which shall be developed in 
conjunction with the coastal development permit for each respective area. 
Establish programs for maintenance, cleaning, and upkeep of public storm drain 
structures, public streets, and _parking areas to be implemented by the City. 
Implement water-efficient and environmentally sensitive landscaping where 
practical. See Section 4.16, Irrigation Guidelines, for SQecific details of the 
irrigation requirements. Landscaping plant organization that combines species on 
the basis of climatic and habitat adaptations, and the incorporation of 
drought-resistant plants, can reduce irrigation and maintenance requirements. 
Native species will be adapted to the climate and require little supplemental 
irrigation. 
Incorporate into all Planning Areas interior and exterior water conservation 
measures. These include, but are not limited to, low flush toilets, low-flow 
faucets, water-conserving dishwashers, maintenance of supply line water pressure 
at 50 psi or less by means of pressure-reducing valves, use of reclaimed water, if 
available, for common area irrigation purposes, and efficient irrigation systems to 
minimize run-off and evaporation. 
In the visitor/recreation commercial areas, trash receptacles, e.g., dumpsters must 
be stored in a covered space that prevents rainwater from falling on or into the 
receptacles. 

10. In the visitor/recreation commercial areas, ensure that all restaurants/food service 
facilities include grease traQS and a wash-down area plumbed to drain to the 
sanitary sewer system for treatment and disposal. 
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c. Water Quality Management Plan and Guidelines 

Prior to issuance of grading permits, the Landowner/ Developer shall submit a Water Quality 
Management Plan to the Director of Public Works for approval. The plan shall comply with the 
State Water Resources Control Board's General Construction Activity Storm Water Pollution · 
Prevention Plan. 

The following guidelines identified in Section 4.15, Marine Resources Management Guidelines, 
shall be addressed in the Water Quality Management Plan: 

• Concurrent with the submittal of any Tentative Tract Map, Parcel Map or Site 
Development Permit, a plan of Best Management Practices (BMPs) including 
structural and nonstructural controls for the drainage area under consideration shall be 
submitted to and approved by the Director of Public Works. The BMP plan shall 
identify the structural and nonstructural measures and the assessment of long-term 
maintenance responsibilities and shall reference the location of structural BMPs. 

• Prior to approval of the first final map, the Developer shall prepare and submit a 
community awareness program to the Director of Community Development for 
approval. The program shall inform buyers of the impacts of dumping potentially 
harmful chemicals into storm drainage facilities. 

• Urban run-off from the project area shall comply with all existing and applicable 
Federal, State, and local water quality laws and regulations. 

• Prior to approval of any final maps, the Developer shall prepare a construction 
monitoring plan to monitor and protect marine resources during periods of 
construction. The construction monitoring plan shall be approved by the Director of 
Community Development. 
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CONCEPTUAL WATER PLAN 

The Conceptual Water Plan provides the potable water system to the project site, and effectively 
coordinates this service with existing and proposed regional water systems. The South Coast 
Water District (SCWD) provides current service, which has an existing 10-inch water main 
located in PCH and a 12-inch water main located in Selva Road. 

The water system is illustrated in Figure 4.8.1, Conceptual Water Plan. The water plan meets the 
applicable requirements of the City and SCWD for fire flow and the proposed land uses. 
Adequate water capacity and lines exist. on-site and at the property boundary to serve the project. 
If available, reclaimed water will be utilized to provide irrigation for common area landscaping. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

4.9 CONCEPTUAL SEWER PLAN 

The Conceptual Sewer Plan provides the sanitary sewer and collection system for the project. 
Figure 4.9.1, Conceptual Sewer Plan, illustrates how the sewer collection system connects with 
existing sewer mains to serve the project site. The sewer system design includes a sewer lift 
station located in the Strand residential area. This proposed system would replace the existing, 
dilapidated system associated with the 90-unit mobile home park. An existing sewer line in 
Green Lantern serves Planning Areas 8 and 9. Subject to final design, due to the shallow depth 
of the sewer main in Green Lantern, a second sewer lift station may be located in Scenic Drive. 

All sanitary sewer improvements will be constructed in accordance with SCWD design standards 
and manuals. Pursuant to a prior agreement with SCWD, the project site will be annexed into 
Sewer Improvement District 1 of SCWD. Upon annexation, the sewerage treatment facility on 
Del Obispo Street and the sewerage treatment facility formerly managed by the Aliso 
Management Agency (now known as the South Orange County Wastewater Authority), will both 
accept effluent from the project site. Both facilities have available capacity. The sewer and 
storm drain systems shall be designed to divert the dry season non-storm nuisance runoff water 
into the sewer system for treatment and disposal. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

4.10 OTHER UTILITIES/SERVICE 

Final provisions for electrical, natural gas, telephone, solid waste/recycling collection, and 
CATV will be agreed to prior recordation of Final Maps. All services currently exist on or abut 
the property and can be extended by the respective provider. The Southern California Gas 
Company will provide natural gas. The San Diego Gas and Electric will provide electric service 
(both now make up Sempra Energy). Telephone service, solid waste collection and recycling, 
and CATV will be phased in conjunction with development. New utilities and existing above 
ground utilities will be located underground as part of project development. 

If feasible, utility pedestals, service substations, and utility vaults shall be located in appropriate 
locations with low visibility, to minimize the need for retaining walls and the potential to block 
existing or proposed signs. 
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4.11 CONCEPTUAL GRADING PLAN 

Beginning in the 1930s, portions of the project site were progressively graded and developed. 
These areas include the on-site roadways, the northern portion of the site that sits above Strand 
Beach (which served as the fonner mobile home park) the area adjacent to the existing 
residential enclaves, the land near the Hilltop where the current greenhouses and storage 
operations exist, and the area directly above Harbor Point. 

The project site is surrounded by development that involved extensive grading to implement 
access and building pads. Areas such as the adjacent Niguel Shores and Ritz Cove residential 
communities are very similar to the Headlands in their original geologic makeup and topography. 
Similar to the Strand, portions ofNiguel Shores required remedial grading to stabilize landslides 
and to create terraced building pads with ocean views. 

A. Conceptual Grading Plan 

The Conceptual Grading Plan has four primary objectives: 

• Minimize alteration of the four significant landforms (the two geographic promontory 
points-Dana Point and Harbor Point, the coastal bluffs, the Hilltop, and Strand 
beach). 

• Maximize views from the developed areas to the ocean and along the coast, which, in 
tum, lowers the total acreage devoted to development, and creates additional lands for 
public open space. 

• If feasible, balance cut and fill quantities on-site to reduce traffic associated with the 
grading operations. 

• Ensure public safety by incorporating the recommendations of a registered 
geotechnical engineer to remediate the unstable geologic conditions in the Strand 
area. 

Figure 4.11.1, Conceptual Grading Plan illustrates the proposed site grading. The remedial 
grading operation will stabilize the terraced slopes in the Strand area and excess earth will be 
transferred to the Upper Headlands Residential site to create ocean view building sites in that 
location. 

Grading Design Criteria 

Table 4.11.1, Grading Design Criteria, outlines standards that shall apply to all grading 
operations. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

TABLE 4.11.1 

GRADING DESIGN CRITERIA 

The Hilltop landform peak shall be maintained at the existing 288-foot elevation. Grading 
necessary to construct the Hilltop improvements shall be minimized. 
Where graded slopes adjoin undisturbed natural terrain, the graded slopes shall, where 
feasible, blend into the adjoining natural contours to provide a smooth transition. 
When grading occurs on, or adjacent to, existing slopes that are steeper than 2:1, the 
manufactured slopes shall, where feasible, be constructed at similar gradients to blend with 
existing slopes. 
Grading adjacent to greenbelt linkages shall, where feasible, blend to match existing 
natural contours. Disturbed areas adjacent to greenbelt linkages shall be re-vegetated with 
native or other appropriate vegetation. 
Use of mechanically stabilized earth, or retaining walls, which can be planted with 
vegetation, shall be encouraged to reduce height of slopes and blend with adjoining slopes 
and vegetation. 
Subject to fuel modification requirements, all disturbed areas within Recreation Open 
Space shall be re-vegetated with appropriate drought tolerant and native plant materials. 
Subject to the City Grading ·Code, all graded slopes shall be hydro-seeded and/or 
landscaped to minimize potential erosion. 
Grading or disturbance of areas designated Conservation Open Space shall be minimized 
to accommodate only those uses consistent with pubic safety, public access, and 
management of existing natural resources. 
Grading design for developed lots shall direct surface drainage to adjacent streets or 
approved drainage devices. 

10. Grading and construction in Planning Areas 7 (Headlands Conservation Park), 8a (Harbor 
Point Park), and 9 (Seaside Inn) shall follow the bluff setback criteria, as established in a 
City reviewed, licensed geotechnical report 

11. Grading in Planning Area 8a (Harbor Point Park) shall be limited to that necessary to 
provide public access, the proposed visitor recreation facilities, and public amenities. 

12. Grading in Planning Areas I (Strand Vista Park) and 2 (Strand Residential Neighborhood) 
shall stabilize subsurface conditions as established m a City reviewed, licensed 
geotechnical report. 

13. Grading in Planning Area 1 (Stt:and Vista Park) adjacent to the South Strand Beach Access 
shall, where feasible, blend into the adjoining natural contours, and disturbed areas shall be 
re-vegetated with native vegetation identified in Table 4.14.2. 

14. Grading in Planning Areas 2 (Strand Residential Neighborhood) and 3 (Strand Beach Park) 
associated with the reconstruction of the existing sea revetment shall not encroach seaward 
of the toe of the existing revetment at bedrock, unless improvements are specifically 
necessary to create or enhance public access and/or public safety. 

15. Erosion control measures, identified under the drainage guidelines in Section 4.7 of the 
HDCP, shall be implemented. 
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4.12 DESIGN GUIDELINES 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

Section 4.12 remains unchanged except for the following select pages. Please insert Section 4.12 
from the previous unrevised version of the HDCP with the following pages replaced: 

Page 4-94 
Page 4-98 
Figure 4.12.4, page 4-100 
Figure 4.12.4a, page 4-100a 
Figure 4.12.6, page 4-103 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

Design of the Upper Headlands Residential 

The Upper Headlands consists of a neighborhood of one-story custom homes on estate lots 
overlooking the coastline and the ocean. Similar to the surrounding coastal communities, this 
neighborhood will step up a series of terraces providing spectacular views for all homes and · 
creating a hillside community when viewed from off-site. The site design purposely created 
ocean view lots, which enabled additional lands to be designed for parks and open space. 
8)9aeieas siziag resalts ia lets &¥eregiag aearly eae helf &efe. Homes in the Upper Headlands 
neighborhood shall be situated to maximize views. 

The architecture of the Upper Headlands will be a rich eclectic mix of styles as found in 
neighboring coastal communities. The texture of the different styles will be unified through the 
application of these design guidelines. Each selected style must be historically and internally 
consistent. Architectural elements for a single home cannot be a mixture of competing styles. 
The guidelines establish a high quality of implementation and ensure compatibility of character 
and massing to the surrounding project areas. Pedestrian activity will be encouraged in the 
Upper Headlands by providing numerous connections to the public trail network. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

Neighborhood Entries and Theme Walls 

Neighborhood entries are proposed at the vehicular entry points to the two residential 
neighborhoods, as shown in Figure 4.12.3, Neighborhood Entries. The use of stone and the 
project logo establishes a strong visual connection with the public project monuments. A 
gatehouse is proposed in a landscaped .median, with a stone project theme wall reinforcing the 
sense of arrival. Decorative metal gates will be used to restrict vehicular access. Neighborhood 
signage shall be integrated into the design ofthe wall. 

Special plantings of palms, shrubs and accent color will highlight the entries. Plantings will be 
carefully located to preserve and enhance coastal views. Enhanced pavement will be used to 
reinforce the entry experience and identify key pedestrian crossings. Pedestrian entn· points for 
coastal access shall be visually celebrated to welcome visitors through the use of signage. special 
monuments, plantings and related elements. Further details of the neighborhood entries are 
shown on Figures 4.12.4 and 4.12.5. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

4.13 COASTAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

The City General Plan and the California Coastal Act provide policies that recognize the 
importance of conserving environmental, scenic and visual resources along the coast. In addition 
to areas suitable for development, the Headlands includes unique landforms, natural habitats and 
scenic resources. The HDCP establishes a comprehensive Coastal Resources Management 
Program (Management Program) to conserve and manage the diverse resources that exist on site. 

The Management Program provides for the management and protection of parks and natural 
open space areas, marine resources, coastal access and unique landforms. Specific policies have 
been established to manage their safety and conservation. The policies function as requirements 
and standards for future development. Additionally, the Management Program contains a 
construction monitoring and a post-construction monitoring program to ensure the successful 
implementation of the HDCP coastal resource policies. 

A. Parks and Open Space Guidelines 

The Parks and Open Space Management Plan set forth in Section 4.14, provides guidelines for 
the avoidance and minimization of impacts to, and protection of, the designated parks and natural 
open space on the Headlands. These Guidelines will also ensure the protection of coastal access, 
unique landforms and scenic qualities· of the parks and open space. The overall goal of the 
program is to provide for the short and long-term preservation of natural resources within the 
parks and open space areas while addressing appropriate public recreational use and enjoyment 
of the Headlands area on an ongoing basis. Specifically this will include the following: 

• Impact Avoidance: The Project design has located development within areas 
identified as having lower natural and scenic resource value and has designated areas 
of higher natural and scenic resource value as public open space. Open space will 
consist of areas set aside for public recreation and conservation open space areas 
where public use is limited or restricted. In addition, park and open space areas will 
be deed restricted through recorded covenants to prohibit any opportunity for future 
development. 

• Impact Minimization/Resource Protection: Natural resources designated for 
conservation will be protected through impact minimization and implementation of, 
and protection guidelines .during, both project construction and the long-term 
management of public open space areas. 

1. Responsibilities 

For areas other than the Headlands Conservation Park, during the grading and 
infrastructure construction phase of the Project, as well as during the first year of the 
three-year post-construction period following completion of the parks and public open 
space, the Developer will be responsible for retaining a Monitor and other needed 
technical experts (i.e. biologist, landscape architect, landscape contractors, etc.) required 
to implement the open space management guidelines in the Management Program. For 
purposes of this Section, "completion" shall be the point in time when a park or public 

4-111 



HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

open space is made available for use by the public. For the remainder of the three-year 
post-construction period and thereafter if desired by the City, the City is responsible for 
retaining the Monitor and other technical experts. For the Headlands Conservation Park, 
a non-profit trust will be established to implement the long-term resource protection 
guidelines pursuant to the requirements of the Natural Communities Conservation Plan 
and Habitat Conservation Plan Implementation Agreement in cooperation with the U.S. 
Fish & Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Game. The non-profit 
trust will retain an experienced natural resource manager and fund an endowment for the 
perpetual maintenance of the Cons~rvation Park. 

The Monitor implementing the management guidelines within both the park areas and 
natural open space areas shall have experience in biotic resource management and long
term open space management programs and restoration program implementation. For 
efficiency and consistency, the manager of the Headlands Conservation Park and the 
Monitor can be the same entity, although each must be funded separately. The Monitor 
will be responsible for: 

• Coordinating with the City, the Developer and technical experts during initial 
construction activities of the parks and trails and the maintenance period for 
the landscaping and during post-construction monitoring; 

• Identifying resource management issues as they arise during the construction 
maintenance period and post-construction period and providing appropriate 
remedial measure recommendations; 

• Performing and overseeing ..,eriodic monitoring of maintenance acttvttles 
within the parks and open space including the fuel modification areas; 

• Providing periodic monitoring reports that summarize current activities and 
site conditions; 

• Monitoring habitat restoration installation and growth performance. 

B. Management Guidelines During Construction 

The critical period for maintaining the high quality and value of existing open space resources is 
just prior to and during project construction. The timely implementation of the guidelines listed 
herein will minimize impacts to the protected resources and facilitate the long-term preservation 
of their value within the open space areas. 

As identified above, the Monitor, the City, and the Developer will meet prior to and during 
construction to discuss the required resource protection measures and to identify resource 
protection/construction conflicts and the appropriate resolution of those conflicts. The Monitor 
will be responsible for monitoring construction activities to facilitate the ongoing protection of 
biotic resources. The following protective measures will be implemented and maintained 
throughout project grading and infrastructure construction. 
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HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
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• Protective Fencing: Fencing will be used to protect and delineate all protected 
natural open space areas adjacent to construction areas. 

• Construction Storage and Access: Except for the purpose of constructing the 
proposed open space trails, amenities and required improvements, equipment storage, 
parking, and construction access will not be permitted in the fenced open space areas. 

• Erosion Control: During the rainy season, appropriate erosion control measures 
(Best Management Practices, "BMPs") will be installed prior to construction within 
those areas located above natural open space areas to minimize erosion and 
sedimentation damage to preserved resources. This will include the use of sandbags, 
silt fencing, hay bales, sediment traps, desiltation basins, or similar devices. All 
erosion control measures will be maintained throughout construction to ensure that 
erosion and sedimentation does not occur within the open space areas. Refer to 
Section 4. 7, Conceptual Drainage Plan, for more details of the required BMPs. 

• Dust Control: Ensure dust does not accumulate on sensitive plants. 

Coastal Resources Management Program Monitoring Plans 

Monitoring and maintenance of the coastal resources within the HDCP area will be necessary to 
ensure their proper management and conservation. The Developer shall be required to prepare a 
construction monitoring plan and post-construction monitoring plan to protect and manage 
coastal resources within the HDCP Area. 

A. Construction Monitoring Plan 

Prior to approval of final maps, a construction monitoring plan shall be submitted to the 
City to protect coastal resources adjacent to proposed development areas during 
construction phases of the project. The construction monitoring plan will identify 
measures for the protection of resources and monitoring procedures to determine 
compliance. At a minimum, the construction monitoring plan shall include, but shall not 
be limited to: 

• All construction-related mitigation measures identified in the HDCP EIR 

• Erosion control measures and storm water pollution prevention measures 

• Best Management Practices 

• Location of construction worker parking areas 

• Street cleaning practices 

• Controls over the disturbance of designated natural open space areas 
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• Orientation and education program for personnel 

• Oil, gasoline, diesel fuel, and other chemical use controls 

• Proper disposal of trash and garbage 

• Dust Contro I 

• Location of protective fencing 

• Construction schedule and staging 

A Monitor shall be retained by the Developer to ensure protection of the site's protected natural 
areas during construction of the project.' The Monitor will be responsible for: 

• Performing and overseeing periodic monitoring of construction activities as they 
relate to protection of sensitive habitat areas during grading, site improvements and 
landscaping for the proposed parks and open space. 

• Provide periodic monitoring reports that summarize construction activities and site 
conditions. 

To ensure protection of the site's designated natural open space areas; the following protective 
measures shall be implemented and maintained during construction: 

• Fencing shall be used to protect and delineate all undisturbed natural areas designated 
for preservation. Fencing will be orange plastic snow fence. Damaged fencing will be 
repaired and re-installed on an as needed basis throughout project construction. 

• The boundaries of protected natural areas shall be visible to construction personnel at 
all times. 

• Erosion control measures shall be installed prior to construction within those areas 
located above undisturbed natural areas. Sandbags, silt fencing, hay bales, sediment 
traps, desiltation basins and other similar devices shall be utilized as identified in the 
project's NPDES plan to control erosion and sedimentation throughout construction. 

• Sensitive vegetation adjacent to construction areas will be sprayed periodically with 
water at the direction of the Monitor to reduce dust accumulation. 

Meetings between the Developer, Monitor and the City shall be conducted as necessary prior to 
and during construction activities to review the required resource protection measures and 
identify resource protection/construction conflicts and the appropriate resolution of those 
conflicts. 
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Post-Construction Monitoring Plan 

Pursuant to the Management Program, prior to approval of final maps, a three-year post
construction monitoring plan shall be submitted to and approved by the City to monitor the 
ongoing protection and maintenance of coastal resources. The three-year monitoring plan shall 
begin after the grading and infrastructure construction activities within all or portions of a 
Planning Area are substantially completed. For purposes of this Section, with regard to parks 
and public open space, ''completed" shall be the point in time when a park of public open space 
is made available for use by the public. The results of the three-year monitoring plan shall be 
compiled annually and submitted to the City for review. The post-construction plan shall include 
but not be limited to the following components: 

• Pollutant sampling surveys of storm water runoff. 

• Maintenance schedules for · structural Best Management Practices including storm 
water filtering systems. 

• Erosion inspections. 

• Long-term maintenance schedule of natural open space areas including maintenance 
of fuel modification areas. 

• Applicable mitigation measures from the HDCP EIR. 

• Mechanisms for remedial action, if necessary. 

The three-year post-construction monitoring program shall be implemented through the 
appropriate consultants(s) having expertise in the resource being monitored. The consultant(s) 
shall prepare monitoring reports on an annual basis for review by the City or as otherwise 
required by the HDCP EIR. 

3. Long-Term Management Guidelines 

As described above, portions of the site considered to have a high resource value have been 
designated as parks and natural open space areas. Except for the Headlands Conservation Park 
and the Strand Beach Park, the City will provide the long-term management all of the public 
parks and trails. The parks and trails are part of the Headlands Coastal Access Plan that provides 
public access to coastal resources throughout the project site. Management will be pursuant to 
the Parks and Open Space Management Plan which is incorporated into the HDCP. The 
Headlands Conservation Park will be managed through an endowment by a private foundation 
established for its perpetual protection. Strand Beach will be offered for dedication to the 
County of Orange and if accepted, will be maintained by the County who also owns and 
maintains the adjoining Salt Creek Beach and park. 
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Ongoing Impact Minimization and Resource Protection Guidelines 

Open space resources designated for conservation on the Headlands shall be protected to the 
extent feasible from ongoing impacts. These potential impacts include: 

• Wildlife disturbance and habitat degradation due to human intrusion; 

• The deposition of potential sediment and pollutants due to uncontrolled runoff; 

• The alteration ofhydrological regimes due to urban runoff; 

• Habitat degradation due to the establishment of invasive ornamental species; 

• The potential for degradation resulting from litter. 

The following guidelines will minimize· these impacts: 

• Upon the recordation of the final map or as otherwise provided in the Headlands 
Development Agreement, covenants restricting parks and open space from future 
development shall be recorded. 

• Define public access and mcrease public education through stgnage and visitor 
information programs; 

• Establish a site-specific fuel modification plan for the Project that emphasizes native 
plants; 

• Prohibit the use of invasive ornamental plant species in the open space areas; 

• Design appropriate storm water conveyance systems that control erosion and 
sedimentation; 

• Provide native vegetation management guidelines; 

• Provide an appropriate maintenance program for litter control. 

The City will be responsible for implementing these guidelines on an ongoing basis. The 
Monitor will evaluate and report on the implementation of these guidelines within the trail 
easement areas and natural open space areas. 
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4.14 PARKS AND OPEN SPACE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

The Parks and Open Space Management Plan provides for the post-construction management of 
parks, greenbelts, coastal access, trails and other open spaces. Specific policies have been 
established to manage their conservation while providing for the appropriate public use and 
enjoyment of the Headlands area on an ongoing basis. As identified above, for the Headlands 
Conservation Park, a private foundation will be established to implement the long-term resource 
protection guidelines pursuant to the requirements of the Natural Communities Conservation 
Plan Implementation Agreement and Habitat Conservation Plan in cooperation with the U.S. 
Fish & Wildlife Service and California Department ofFish and Game. 

The following guidelines establish the long-term protection and management of the project's 
protected natural areas and the restoration of native habitats. 

A. Fuel Modification Guidelines 

The proposed development results in an edge condition for a portion of the property where 
residential and commercial land uses are located adjacent to open space areas. This condition 
can result in increased fire hazard within adjacent development areas. A site specific fuel 
modification and landscaping plan kas beeawill be developed in cooperation with the Orange 
County Fire Authority (OCF A) to reduce the fire hazard to adjacent development areas and to 
provide an urban/open space interface that will also buffer open space resources. The fuel 
modification guidelines identified below will minimize impacts to resources by buffering 
adjacent development and provide for the establishment of low fuel volume and drought tolerant 
native plant species that are compatible with existing native plant species. In addition to the fuel 
modification guidelines contained within this section, development within this project may 
propose "Alternative Means and Methods" of fire safety planning, within the parameters of 
OCF A procedures. Review and administrative approval of an alternative means and methods 
request made by OCFA (for purposes of fire safety) shall be deemed to be in compliance with 
the policies of the General Plan and LCP. 

Figure 4.14.1, Fuel Modification Plan, and Figure 4.14.2, Fuel Modification Sections, depict the 
location and standards for fuel modification as well as landscaping criteria for areas of potential 
fire fuel concern. 

1. Fuel Modification Zones 

Fuel modification consists of the following zones, described in detail below: 

• Non-Combustible Zone (Zone "A") 
Zone A is a minimum twenty-foot (20') irrigated setback zone to provide a 
defensible space for fire suppression forces and to protect structures from 
radiant and convective heat. No combustible construction is allowed within 
Zone A (applies to the Upper Headlands residential neighborhood, lot 
aumbers 44, 45, 49, aAd 50)lots that adjoin the perimeter access street in areas 
that interface with native scrub). The fire suppression effect of Zone A is 
enhanced by the fact that it falls adjacent to a perimeter street that will be 
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paved to a width of 34.5 feet. Planting as per standard OCF A standard plant 
palette. Phmtiag as per statuiafti OCFA stB:Bdafti plant palette. 

• Irrigated Zone (Zone "B") 
Zone B is a mimmam oae mmdred foot ( 1 00') wide ~oaetypically consists of 
20-34 feet of pavement associated with the perimeter street and 50 feet of 
permanently irrigated native landscaping. The outermost extent of Zone B is 
120 feet from the proposed structures in Planning Area 6. The southwesterly 
portion of Zone B also includes a 750 foot long. ten foot wide paved trail that 
is part of the project trail system. Within this zone.\ 100·% ofthe existing 
vegetation is remo•led (except for species Oft the approved plaBt palette B:Bd 
for selected Sf)ecies as approveEI hy OCFA). Saeh retaineEI Sf)ecies may 
iaclaEie seleeteEI ~s (LemoaaEieherry) B:BEI others. The removeEI vegetatioa 
is to he Fef'laced with f'lant Sf'ecies iEieB:tifieEI helow ia Tahle 4.14 .2, 
R:e•1egetatioa Plant Palette. The retaiB:eEI f'laBts shall be pruned and laced out 
and the under-story cleaned of debris and deadwood in order to reduce "ladder 
load" fuel. Disturbed areas that require revegetation shall utilize plant species 
identified below in Table 4.14.2. Revegetation Plant Palette, and as discussed 
in Fuel Modification Guideline number 7 below. Since all replacement plants 
are drought tolerant. the irrigation system will be adjusted to the watering 
schedule appropriate for these species. The purpose of the irrigation system is 
twofold: 1) to increase the moisture of the plant and add to its fire resistance, 
and 2) to ensure that the retained existing plants and the installed plants 
remain healthy. An additional requirement is proper management and 
maintenance of the irrigation to avoid adding excess water to slopes, which 
may contribute to slope failure and increased growth of highly flammable 
species and weeds. 

Except as otherwise provided herein, where Zone B includes a stand of more 
than 1.000 square feet of coastal sage scrub aB:d-or chaparral species, the 
highly flammable species such as Artemisia californica (California Sagebrush) 
and Eriogonum fasciculatum (Buckwheat) will-shall be remeved aB:d ref'laeeEI 
with aceeptahle aati•1e Sf'ecies from the revegetative f'lant f'&lette which have 
similar colors anEI textares as the existiRg aajaceat f'laB:ts retaiaedcut back to a 
height of 24 inches and maintained through pruning and lacing. All 
trimmings and cuttings will be removed or mulched as set forth below. SHtee 
all ref'laeemeat f'IB:Bts are Elrought tolefat'lt, the irrigatioR system will he 
aajasteEI to the wateriB:g sefiedule af'f'FOf'riate for these Sf'ecies. 

Where the Zone B includes a predominance of native grasses ... the irrigation 
system may be turned on more frequently to ensure the grasses are healthy. It 
is the nature of the existing grasses to go dormant and turn yellow and then 
brown during the summer months. 

When this occurs, the grasses in Zone B shall be reduced in height to 6"-8" or 
taller if approved by OCF A in order to reduce fuel. This will allow the 
grasses to blend in with the adjacent natural grassland areas outside the fuel-
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modified area. Mowiag and wWeed whipping in combination with the 
irrigation will ensure plant health and reduced fuel load. Grass cuttings will 
be removed from the area and disposed of properly off site. 

The concept for the thinning zone is to reduce fuel by incrementally less 
amounts as the zone moves away from the development. If not removed from 
the site, +!rimmings shall be converted to mulch and spread evenly on-site in 
the thinnedffig areas to a depth, not to exceed-of 4" where bare earth areas are 
exposed in order to minimize the potential for weed growth and to reduce the 
potential for erosion. 

• Non-Irrigated Zone (Zone Bl) 
Zone B 1 occurs in isolated areas where Blochman' s dudleya (Dudleya 
blochmanae), a rare. plant, occurs in the vicinity of Hilltop Park along the 
northwest facing slope and ridgeline. Zone B 1 adioins the 34 ft. wide 
pavement of the perimeter street, and extends a maximum distance of 120 feet 
from the proposed structures in Planning Area 6. The intent of Zone B 1 is to 
provide the same type of fuel modification maintenance required for Zone B. 
but without irrigation and without conducting activities such as revegetation 
of disturbed areas which could displace or harm the Blochman's dudleya. 
Zone B1 is identified on Figure 4.14.1, Fuel Modification Plan, but shall also 
be further delineated in the field by a qualified dudleya biologist. During 
construction, if any revegetation is required within Zone B 1 in an area hwere 
Blochman's dudleya occurs, it must be done pursuant to the supervision of a 
qualified dudleya biologist and the Monitor identified in Section 4.13, Coastal 
Resources Management Program. 

2. Maintenance: Zone B and Zone Bl 

Zone~ B and B 1 Hr-are to be maintained pursuant to the requirements of Section 4.13, 
Coastal Resources Management Program. and Section 4.14. Parks and Open Space 
Management Plan, by the Headlands Master Homeowners Association or as otherwise 
approved by the City of Dana Point and OCF A. Maintenance includes the removal of 
undesirable flammable vegetation to maintain the fuel-modified area in a fire safe 
condition as required by the OCF A. Thinning maintenance shall be performed in the late 
spring every year after seasonal rains or as deemed necessary by the OCF A. 

3. Permanent Zone Markers: Zone B and Zone Bl 

Permanent Zone Markers for Zone~ B and B 1 shall be 3/4 " galvanized pipe stakes 
extending 2'-0" above vegetation. Zone B 1 markers shall be painted red. These All 
markers shall be visible at all times and seasons. The markers shall to be clearly labeled 
(in weather-resistant fashion) and set at the base of the zone indicated (B or B 1 ). Zone B 
Mmarkers to be located at least every five hundred (500') and at the corners of Zone B. 
Zone B1 markers shall be placed every one hundred feet (100') or closer, to accurately 
delineate the Blochman's Dudleya locations. 
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4. Plant Removingffhinning: Zone B and Zone Bl 

All plant material removal work shall be completed and approved prior to any planting in 
the irrigated zone portion of Fuel Modification Area Zone B. Plant material removal~ I 
trimming and thinning shall adhere to the following requirements: . 

• Except as otherwise provided herein, the following shrubs (including roots) 
shown on Table 4.14.1, Zone B Inappropriate Species, are to be removed from 
Zone B as indicated in the plan. Removed vegetation shall be replaced with 
acceptable species as noted in Table 4.14.2, Revegetation Plant Palette._If 
inappropriate species occur in Zone B 1. removal shall be coordinated with a 
qualified biologist and the Monitor identified in Section 4.13, Coastal 
Resources Management Program. 

• All existing trees not removed in Areas 19, &fie 4 as shown on Figure 4.14.1, 
Fuel Modification (i.e. Heteromeles arbutifolia, Rhus integrifolia) shall be 
pruned to provide clearance of three times the height of the under story plant 
material or ten feet (10'), whichever is higher. 

• When they tum brown and go dormant in the summer, A~ll grasses and I 
miscellaneous annual species shall be reduced in height to 6"-8". 

• All remaining acceptable plants (not specified for removal or ground 
clearance pruning) shall be thinned out and cleared of all dead or dying 
vegetation. 

• Debris and trimmings produced by thinning and pruning shall be removed 
from the site or if left, shall be converted into mulch by a chipping machine 
and evenly dispersed to a maximum depth of four inches (4") over bare 
ground in Zone B 1, and to a maximum depth only of one inch (I") in Zone 
Bl. 

• All thinning shall be by hand or mechanically using hand tools. 
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TABLE 4.14.1 

ZONE§. BAND B1 INAPPROPRIATE SPECIES 

Botanical N arne Common Name 

Adenostoma fasciculatum Chamise 

Adenostoma sparsifolium Red Shanks 

Anthemis cotula Mayweed 

Artemesia californica * California Sage Brush* 

Brassica nigra Black Mustard 

Brassica rapa Wild Turnip, Yell ow Mustard, Field Mustard 

Cardaria draba Hoary Cress, Perennial Peppergrass 

Conyza canadensis Horseweed 

Erigonum fasciculatum * Common Buckwheat* 

Heterotheca grandiflora Telegraph Plant 

Lactuca serriola Prickly Lettuce 

Nicotiana bigelevil Indian Tobacco 

Nicotiana glauca Tree Tobacco 

Sa/sola tragus Russian Thistle/Tumblewood 

Salvia mellifera * Black Sage* 

Salvia apiana White Sage 

Silybum marianum Milk Thistle 

Urtica urens Burning Nettle 

Ornamentals 

Cortaderia selloana Pampas Grass 

Cupressus spp. Cypress 

Eucalyptus spp. Eucalyptus 

Juniperus spp. Junipers 

Pinusspp. Pines 

*see Fuell~lefh}ictltien Guideline number ?Existing stands o(these species 1,000 
sq. ft. or larger must be trimmed to a height o( 24 ", and maintained through 
pruning and lacing to reduce "ladder load" (uel. See also Fuel Modification 
Guideline number 7. 

4-123 



5. Building Restrictions 

HEADLANDS DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section 4.0 Development Guidelines 

This project is not located within a very high fire hazard severity zone area per City of 
Dana Point ordinances and OCf A maps. However, exposed building construction shall 
meet all requirements for exposed sides per City building code and Appendix II-A-II of 
the uniform fire code on lots 44, 45, 49 anEl 50which are adjacent to the perimeter street 
and/or adjacent to fuel modification zones of Planning Area 6 Upper Headlands 
residential neighborhood, aeljaeeBt te fuel ft'leElifieatiea zeaes. 

Automatic fire sprinklers shall be provided per NFPA 13D in all residential structures per 
City ordinances and all commercial construction exceeding square footage requirements 
per City code. 

6. Revegetation Plant Palette 

As shown on Figure 4.14.1, Fuel Modification Plan, Area 1 -Zone B (Zone Bl. only 
under the supervision of a gualified dudleya biologist and the Monitor) and Areas 2, 3 
and 4 shall utilize the plant species in Table 4.14.2, Revegetation Plant Palette where 
landscaping occurs within 160 feet of an occupied structure or as otherwise provided in 
Fuel Modification Guideline note 7 below. Where possible species should be selected 
that most closely match adjacent native species in texture and color and to implement the 
specific landscape program for individual park areas. 
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TABLE 4.14.2 

REVEGETATION PLANT PALETTE 

Botanical Name Common Name 

Antirrhinum nuttalinum NuttalJ's snapdragron 
A triplex lentiformis "breweri" Coastal quail bush 
Baccharis pilularis Coyote brush 
Baccharis salicifolia (glutinosa) Mulefat 
Bromus carinatus California Brorne 
Camissonia cheiranthifolia ssp. suffruticosa Beach evening primrose 
Ceanothus spp. Ceanothus spp. 
Comarostaphylis diversifolia Summer holly 
Croton californicus California croton 
Dichelostemma capitatum Wood ssp. Wild hyacinth 
Dudleya /anceo/ata Coastal dudleya 
Dudleya pulverulenta Chald dudleya 
Encelia californica California sunflower 
Epilobium californica California Fuschia 
Eriophyllum confertiforum Golden Yarrow 
Eschscholzia californica California poppy 
Garraya elliptica Silktassel 
Gnaphalium californicm California everlasting 
Hereromeles arbutifolia To yon 
Isocoma menziesii Cat's ear 
Jsomeris arborea Bladderpod 
Iva hayesiana Hayes Iva 
Lasthenia californica Goldfileds 
Lavandula dentate French Lavender 
Lotus scoparius Coastal deerweed 
Lupinus spp. Lupine 
Mirabi/is californica Wishbone bush 
Mimulus aurantiacus Monkey flower 
Nassella (Stipa) lepida Foothill needlegrass 
Nassella (Stipa) pulchra Purple needlegrass 
Nemophila mensiesii Baby Blue Eyes 
Opuntia littoralis Coast Prickley Pear 
Opuntia orico/a Prickley pear 
Opuntia prolifera Coast cholla 
Penstemon sp Penstemon 
Plantago erecta Dot-seed plantain 
Prunus ilicifolia Holly leaf cherry 
Rhamnus californica California coffeeberry 
Rhamnus crocea Red berry 
Rhus integrifolia Lernonadeberry 
Ribes speciosum Fuchsia-flowered gooseberry 
Romneya cou/teri Matilija Poppy 
Sambucus mexicana Melderberry 
Sisyrinchium bellum Blue-eyed grass 
Solanum douglasi Parish's nightshade 
Trichostema lunatum Wooly blue curls 
Umbellularia californica California laurel 

Note: Additional plants may be selected from OCF A approved plant palette and as approved by 
City of Dana Point and OCF A. See also Fuel Modification Guideline number 7 for use of 
additional coastal sage scrub species. 
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7. "Habitat Islands" Revegetation Program 

Revegetation .Wwithin Area 1 - Zone B (Zone B 1. only under the supervision of a 
qualified dudleya biologist and the Monitor) and Areas 2, 3 and 4 as shown on Figure 
4.14.1, Fuel Modification Plan, may be utilized in any area of native plant restoration in 
excess of 160 feet of a proposed or existing occupied structure or which fall within 160 
feet of a proposed or existing occupied structure, the following plant species, Artemesia 
califomica (California Sage Brush), Erigonum fasciculatum (Common Buckwheat), 
Salvia mellifera (Black Sage), may be planted and clustered into isolated habitat islands 
under the following conditions: 

• No island may exceed a total of200 s.f., for example, 5' x 40' or 10' x 20'. 

• Where deemed necessary by OCF A, ~ach island must ae imgatedhave an 
on-grade irrigation system installed. 

• No island may be closer than 50' to an occupied structure. 

• The distance from the edge of one "island" to the nearest edge of the next 
island shall be a minimum of 50'. 

• The vegetation within the islands shall be maintained by removing deadwood 
and debris and shall not exceed a height of 30" at the end of the growing 
season. 

Not to Scale 

.FIGURE 4.14.3 

HABITAT ISLANDS 

50' min. to 
occupied 
llrUcture 

Native shrubs within Habitat Islands 
may Include ArtllmeSia california 
(California Sage BN&h), Ertgonum 
fac:lcUiatum (Cammon Buc:kwheat), 
Salvia melllfera (Black Sage). The 
maximum area of each Island can 
not exceed 200 sf. 
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Landscaped Areas That Are Not A Part Of The Fuel Modification Zones Are 
Subject To The Following: 

• All irrigated areas shall be maintained on a quarterly basis to ensure proper 
coverage and that operation ofthe irrigation system is in good condition as it 
was originally installed. 

• All manufactured common area landscaping outside of the Headlands 
Conservation Park and all City or County owned open space and parks shall 
be maintained by Homeowners Association in a manner that meets the Orange 
County Fire Authority (OCF A) fuel modification guidelines. The landscape 
areas shall be maintained in a fire safe condition as necessary by the 
Homeowners Association and as directed by OCF A, including the periodic 
removal and/or thinning of undesirable invasive vegetation; replacement of 
dead/dying plantings; maintenance of the operational integrity and 
programming of the ~rrigation system. Weeds and invasive species shall be 
removed from the landscape areas on a minimum biannual basis in late spring 
and early fall as directed by OCF A. 

• The Headlands Conservation Park shall be maintained for biological purposes 
and not subject to fuel modification. 

B. Native Vegetation Restoration and Management Guidelines 

The guidelines presented herein provide a framework for the restoration and salvage of 
resources. Prior to final map approval detailed restoration plans will be developed based on the 
fuel modification plan requirements and conditions. Transects will be used in native habitats and 
plant species designated for removal and future restoration to measure species composition and 
coverage. Information regarding coverage and frequency of plant species at each separate 
impact area will be used to determine appropriate planting quantities and used as baseline data 
for comparison to restoration plant species growth performance in each site. Detailed 
specifications will address: 1) native vegetation and soils salvaging; 2) site preparation such as 
weed removal, native materials re-application, and irrigation installation; 3) native species 
transplantation into the restoration sites (for Blochman's dudleya, as determined by the 
California Department of Fish & Game, [ .. CDFG"]); 4) restoration plant species compositions 
and quantities; 5) seed mix application; 6) container species planting; 7) site specific 
performance goals; and 8) long-term site maintenance monitoring. The Developer will be 
responsible for developing detailed specifications and for implementing the restoration program 
for the Blochman's dudleya. 

1. Native Plant Species Salvaging: 

• Native Plant Species Transplantation: Pursuant to the requirements of the 
Implementation Agreement of the Central/Coastal Orange County Natural 
Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) and in conjunction with CDFG's 
identification of a suitable site(s) within the time specified in the NCCP, if 
disturbed by the project, Blochman's dudleya shall be transplanted from 
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development areas prior to construction initiation for re-use within the 
appropriate restoration sites. Both previously marked plants (corms) and 
surrounding topsoil materials will be: 1) stored on-site in bags (if 
transplantation will occur immediately); or 2) planted in containers by a 
qualified nursery for a longer storage period (if transplantation will occur 
within one year). Pursuant to the terms and timing in the NCCP, grading 
operations shall not be permitted until the Blochman's dudleya are salvaged. 
Subject to the approval of CDFG and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
("USFWS"), a seed collection and planting program in lieu of translocation of 
existing individuals may occur. 

• Vegetation Duff and Topsoil: If feasible, appropriate native vegetation 
removed for trail construction and/or grading operations will be retained for 
re-use within restoration sites during site preparation. Areas with high 
quantities of weed species will be excluded from salvage operations. The re
use of native vegetative materials and soils will provide a source of site
specific propagates (seeds and root materials), beneficial fungi, nutrients, and 
beneficial soil organisms. Plant species for revegetation include those species 
listed in Table 4.14.2, Revegetation Plant Palette, above. 

• Site Preparation: Site preparation will consist of weed removal, salvage 
materials application and temporary irrigation installation. 

• Weed Removal: Weed and ornamental species may become established at the 
restoration sites prior to planting. Removal methods will include application 
of suitable herbicides and band and mechanical removal of above ground 
vegetation and root material, as appropriate for specific species. 

2. Native Plant Species Establishment 

Native plant species establis~ent will be accomplished through the use of seed mix 
application, transplants, and container planting to supplement the salvaged vegetative 
materials used within each site. Planting (container and transplants) and seeding shall be 
performed during those periods when weather and soil conditions are suitable. In this 
way seasonal rains can be used to facilitate appropriate establishment and germination. 

• Seed Mix Application: Appropriate native seed mixes will be applied if there 
are insufficient quantities of usable native duff and soils available for 
salvaging. The seed mix will provide a mix of grass and herbaceous species 
as well as shrub species throughout each site. Application will be performed 
throughout each site by hand using a hand-held whirly-bird or similar device. 
All seed materials will be thoroughly raked in following application. 

• Container Species Planting: If feasible, container planting will be utilized 
and will include a variety of shrub species randomly planted in groups 
throughout the site to provide immediate structural and age diversity for the 
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newly established habitat. Container plant species will be obtained from 
salvaged materials or reputable native plant species suppliers. 

The following guidelines will be utilized during planting to facilitate successful 
establishment. 

• Blochman's Dudleya Salvage: Subject to the requirements of the NCCP and 
in conjunction with the CDFG's identification of a suitable site(s) within the 
time specified in the NCCP, salvaged Blochman's dudleya plants and 
associated topsoils will be transplanted to the appropriate restoration site. Site 
selection for transplantation will be based on suitable soils, suitable slope 
aspect, suitable hydrological regimes, and as referenced above an alternative 
may be a seed collection and planting program as approved by CDFG and 
USFWS. 

• Soil Amendments: In the event of severe/deep soil compaction, appropriate 
soil amendment (gypsum, sand, etc.) as well as mechanical treatments such as 
deep ripping; plant hole auguring, etc. will be utilized to provide suitably 
friable and aerated soil conditions and to facilitate deep root development. 

• Invasive Plant Species: Removal of the following plant species will be 
conducted on an as needed basis within the park and open space areas of the 
Headlands. 

TABLE 4.14.4 
INVASIVE PLANT SPECIES 

Botanical name Common Name 

Ailanthus altissima Tree of Heaven 
Arundo donax Giant Reed Grass 
Carpobrotus edulis Hottentot Fig 
Chrysanthemum coronarium Garland Chrysanthemum 
Cortaderia selloana Pampas Grass 
Cynara cardunculus Artichoke Thistle 
Cynodon dactylon Bermuda Grass 
F orniculum vulgare Fennel 
Mesembryantheumum ssp. Iceplant 
Myoporum Myoporum 
Nicotiana glauca Tree Tobacco 
Pennisetum setaceum Fountain Grass 
Ricinus communis Castor Bean 
Schinus terebinthifolia Brazilian Pepper Tree 
Senecio mikanioides German Ivy 
Spartium junceum Spanish Broo 
Vinca major Periwinkle 
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• Broadleaf species such as mustard, tree tobacco, telegraph plant and other 
problem weed species shall be controlled, as necessary, using hand removal 
methods and spot or foliar treatments of appropriate herbicides. The Monitor 
shall coordinate with the maintenance contractor to determine the most 
effective methods and schedules for removal. 

• The use and type of soil amendments in the backfill mix will be based on soils 
tests performed in appropriate portions of the mitigation site. No nitrogen 
fertilizers shall be used. Fertilizer-rich soils are not appropriate for the 
establishment of coastal sage scrub species, as these soil conditions encourage 
the establishment of invasive weed species. 

• Techniques such as pre- and post watering-in, the proper use and manipulation 
of backfill materials, the creation of an irrigation basin, the use of top 
dressings, etc. will be used to create a suitable container planting site. 

• Irrigation: Pursuant to the fuel modification plan, irrigation will be provided 
to the restoration sites to ensure the successful establishment of native plant 
species. Irrigation will be accomplished in such a way as to encourage deep 
root growth (periodic deep irrigation versus frequent light irrigation). 
Periodic maintenance will be required to inspect and repair any problems that 
may arise in the irrigation system. Remedial measures required to correct 
irrigation system malfunctions shall be performed by the landscape contractor 
immediately upon detection. 

Automatic irrigation controllers shall be used and will be adjusted seasonally 
according to historic weather patterns and water requirements for each 
specific plant zone. Controllers will have the capacity for manual override to 
enable landscape maintenance personnel the ability to make informed 
adjustments to watering schedules based on fluctuations of on-site 
microclimates and regional rainfall. 

Moisture sensors within slope areas shall be used to monitor soil moisture 
content and interrupt regularly scheduled watering when sufficient moisture 
content is available in the soil. Rain gauges will be connected to irrigation 
controllers to monitor rainfall volume and interrupt watering schedules in 
response to site-specific rainfall conditions. Rain gauges will be located 
adjacent to irrigation controllers. 

3. Three-Year Maintenance Program 

A three-year maintenance program will be implemented to facilitate the successful 
establishment and restoration of self-sustainable native habitats and plant species. 
Pursuant to the Coastal Resources Maintenance Program, the City and the Developer will 
be responsible for implementing the measures listed below during the first three years 
following installation. 
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• Weed Control: A weed control program should be implemented to minimize 
the establishment of invasive plant species and facilitate the establishment of a 
self-sustainable coastal sage scrub habitat. 

• Plant Replacement: During the three-year maintenance period, widespread 
plant failure, erosion damage, and/or poor-health shall be compensated for by 
replanting and /or reseeding using species and quantities specified by the 
Monitor. No replanting or reseeding shall occur in any season definitely 
unfavorable for plant germination and establishment. 

• Pest Control: Insects, plant disease, and other pests shall be closely 
monitored during the three-year maintenance period. At the direction of the 
Monitor, diseased or infected plants shall be immediately disposed of off-site 
at an appropriate landfill to prevent infection of on-site resources. Where 
possible, biological controls shall be used instead of pesticides, herbicides, 
etc. Pesticide use shall be in accordance with local codes and regulations. 

• Project Performance Standards: Performance goals will be used to measure 
the successful establishment and restoration of native habitats and plant 
species within the public open space areas. Performance goals for plant 
species coverage and survival rate standards listed in Table 4.15.5 shall be 
based on the comparison to growth patterns measured in pre-existing habitat 
areas prior to clearing activities. Some habitat areas on-site only have 40% -
60% coverage in their natural condition. 

The Monitor will evaluate compliance and noncompliance with coverage 
goals listed in Table 4.15.5 and suggest appropriate remedial measures, if 
necessary. 

TABLE 4.14.5 

PERCENT COVERAGE AND SURVIVAL RATES 
Native Plant Species Container Species 
Coverage Survival Rates 
25% 80% 
45% 80% 
75% 80% 
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4.15 MARINE RESOURCES MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

Marine resources associated with the area offshore the project site include several different 
habitat types that occur within two state marine life refuges. Marine resources in this area 
encompass habitat within the intertidal and subtidal zones, and include both rocky and sandy 
bottom habitats. The existing geologic conditions associated with the formation of the 
Headlands dominate the marine environment. The Headlands were formed by uplift of the 
coastal range through tectonic activity associated with the San Andreas Fault zone. The 
Headlands rock escarpment projects into the Pacific Ocean and creates a hard discontinuity along 
the coast between sand beaches to the north and south. As the rock face weathered and was 
eroded by waves and wind, boulders and cobbles collected at the base of the bluffs and extended 
out into the ocean. Prevailing currents flowing from north to south transported sand along Strand 
Beach where it was intercepted by the Headlands. As the existing pocket beach grew, sand 
moving off shore in deeper water around the Headlands was deposited in and around the 
boulders and remnants of the rock face .. 

Subtidal habitat within the Study Area includes a complex of platform reefs, boulder fields, sand 
patches, and offshore kelp beds. The nearshore movement of sand creates a mosaic of habitat 
with large boulders and platform reefs remaining exposed while smaller rocks and cobbles are 
periodically buried and exposed by the moving sand. The lack of protection from storm waves 
(due to the extension of the point to the west) results in a very high-energy environment. Storm 
waves tend to increase turbidity, reduce visibility, and prevent establishment of giant kelp within 
shallow (less than 20 feet) areas. However, in deeper water (30-60 feet), the reduced storm surge 
(with resultant decrease in sand movement) and hard bottom provide sufficient areas for kelp 
establishment and growth. In addition, strong currents (up to 3 knots) sweep through these areas 
increasing sand transport and turbidity. The combination of high waves, reduced visibility, 
strong currents, and lack of easy points of access has reduced human impacts within the subtidal 
zone and allowed the marine resources in this area to remain less impacted than other areas along 
the coast. 

The following measures are intended to provide for the protection and conservation of marine 
resources adjacent to the Headlands Project. The intent of these measures is to encourage a 
comprehensive approach for marine resource preservation and to minimize and mitigate potential 
construction related impacts, operational impacts and increased public usage impacts that may be 
associated with implementation of the Project. 

• Prior to issuance of grading permits, the Developer and/or Landowner shall prepare 
and submit a Water Quality Management Plan to the Director of Public Works for 
approval. The plan shall show compliance with the State Water Resources Control 
Boards General Construction Activity Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan. 

• All drainage facilities and erosion control measures within the Project shall be 
designed and constructed to protect coastal/marine resources in accordance with the 
Orange County flood Control District Design Manual and the City of Dana Point 
Grading Code. All proposed drainage facilities and erosion control measures shall be 
approved by the Director of Public Works. 
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• Concurrent with the submittal of any Tentative Tract Map, Parcel Map or Site 
Development Permit, a plan of Best Management Practices (BMPs) including 
structural and nonstructural controls for the drainage area under consideration shall be 
submitted to and approved by the Director of Public Works. The BMP plan shall 
identify the structural and nonstructural measures and the assessment of long-term 
maintenance responsibilities and shall reference the location of structural BMPs. 

• Prior to approval of the first final map, the Developer shall prepare and submit a 
community awareness program to the Director of Community Development for 
approval. The program shall inform buyers of the impacts of dumping potentially 
harmful chemicals into storm drainage facilities. 

• Urban runoff from the Specific Plan Area shall comply with all existing and 
applicable Federal, State, and local water quality laws and regulations. 

• Prior to approval of any final maps, the Developer shall prepare a construction 
monitoring plan to monitor and protect marine resources during periods of 
construction. The construction monitoring plan shall be approved by the Director of 
Community Development. 

• A signage program shall be prepared and coordinated with the California Department 
of Fish and Game and County of Orange, and implemented by the Developer and/or 
Landowner near rocky intertidal areas to inform the public that it is illegal to remove 
marine resources. 

• A qualified Monitor shall be retained by the Developer to monitor near shoreline 
construction activities to ensure impacts to marine resources are minimized. 

• All mitigation measures in the Headlands EIR providing for the conservation of 
marine resources shall be implemented. 

• As part of the Coastal Resources Management Program, water quality testing will be 
performed during the three-year post-construction monitoring period. In the event 
water quality levels are reported below acceptable standards, the 
Developer/Landowner and/or Home Owners Association will be required to provide 
additional structural and non-structural Best Management Practices. 
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4.16 MASTER LANDSCAPE AND IRRIGATION GUIDELINES 

The HDCP master landscape guidelines establish project wide criteria that aesthetically 
complement the coastal setting. The primary goals are to maximize coastal views, maintain 
appropriate scale, utilize native and drought tolerant plant materials, and create pedestrian. 
friendly environments. These landscape guidelines complement and work in conjunction with 
those found in Section 4.12, Design Guidelines. 

The HDCP landscape improvements establish a cohesive visual image and provide appropriate 
transitions from natural areas primarily located in the parks, greenbelts and open space, to the 
more formalized landscaping within the development envelopes. Figure 4.16.1, Landscape Zone 
Master Plan, illustrates the primary landscape zones. 

The landscape palette, as identified in Table 4.14.2, Vegetation Plant Palette, include materials 
that enhance public views, conserve ~ater, reduce risks of fire hazard, and minimize invasive 
plant materials. Natural . landscaping and fuel modification requirements shall follow the 
guidelines outlined in Section 4.14, Parks and Open Space Management Plan, which also include 
details concerning landscaping in native, indigenous or fuel modification areas. 

Utilizing vertical landscape elements such as palms, cypress and similar trees to frame views 
shall enhance significant public coastal view opportunities. Private homeowners are encouraged 
to utilize plant species from the following list. However, landscaping for residential lots shall be 
established at the Site Development Permit approval, and may vary from the list. In addition to 
the City approved Site Development Permit, in conjunction with the final maps, an architectural 
review board and conditions, covenants, and restrictions (CC&Rs) shall be established for the 
residential neighborhoods and address landsc~e guidelines. All landscape guidelines shall 
restrict materials to ensure public views from public areas are maintained permanently. 
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TABLE 4.16.1 

LANDSCAPE PALETTE 

' 
TREE SPECIES PLANNING AREA 

,,,." ... 
CJ<\0 ~i (J:;Qt :;QN "'tt-
o -· I 0 R r: I e: I 

PRIMARY=• SECONDARY= 0 9 ~·(/} !,.C:: 9 fi "'tt -· (/} 
~(/} 

9 0 R 9 () Q.,.. -- "'0 R ~ ~ R ~ ~ gog R :::!".:C 6 .... ~ 0 a::s ::s 
;· g ~ Q. .... -·::S < ;· Q. Q. 

Ill 
cg -· < _...,_ - !!!. R ::S iii. 

a::s -0 -BOT ANI CAL NAME COMMON NAME c:r ::::!.. cg 

::s 

Acacia baileyana Baile_y_ Acacia • • • • • Brachyton popu/neum Bottle Tree 0 0 0 0 0 
Brahea armata Mexican Blue Palm • • • • • Cercis occidenta/is Western Redbud • • • • 0 
Chamaerops humilis Mediterranean Fan Palm • • • • • Cocos p/umosa Queen Palm • ~ • • • Corynocarpus Iaevigata New Zealand Laurel 0 0 0 0 0 
Cupressus macrocarpa Monterey Cypress • • Erythrina crista-galli Cockspur Coral Tree • 0 0 • 0 
Erythrina humaneana Natal Coral • 0 0 • 0 
Heteromeles arbutifolia Toyon 0 0 0 
Jacaranda mimosifolia Jacaranda • 0 • 0 0 
Juniperus torulosa Chinese Twisted Juniper 0 0 0 0 
Olea europaea Olive • 0 • 0 0 
Phoenix canariensis C~DatePalm • • • • • Phoenix rec/inata Senegal Date Palm • 0 • • 0 
Phoenix roebelenii Pigmy Palm 0 0 0 0 0 
Pinus pinea Italian Stone Pine • • • 0 0 
Pinus halepensis Aleppo Pine • 0 0 0 
Prunus ilicifolia Hollyleaf Cherry 0 0 0 0 • 
Prunus tyonii Catalina Cherry 0 0 0 0 • 
Quercus dumosa California Scrub Oak 0 0 0 0 0 
Rhus integrifolia Lemonade berry 0 0 • 
Rhus Iancea African Sumac 0 0 0 0 0 
Trachycarpus fortunei Windmill Palm 0 0 0 0 0 
Washingtonia spp. Mexican & California • • • • • Fan Palm 

Continued 
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TABLE 4.16.1 

LANDSCAPE PALETTE 
(Continued) 

SHRUB SPECIES 

PRIMARY = e SECONDARY= 

BOT ANI CAL NAME COMMON NAME 

Carossa gramdiflora Natal Plum 

Ceanothus species Wild Lilac 

Cistus purpureus Roc lerose 
Convolvulus cneorum Bush Morning Glory 

Coprosma baueri Mirror Plant 
Encelia californica Bush Sunflower 

Galvezia speciosa Island Bush Snapdragon 

Grass species ()rnannentalGrasses 
Juniperus species Juniper 

Lavanula species Lavendar 
Leptospermum scop_arium New Zealand Tea Tree 
Pittosporum tobira Tobira 
Plumbago auriculata Cape Plumbago 
Rhus integrifolia Lennonadeberry 

Xylosma congestum Xylosnna 

VINE SPECIES 

PRIMARY=• SECONDARY= 

BOT ANI CAL NAME COMMON NAME 

Bougainvillea species Bougainvillea 
Ficus repens 'Compact' Creeping Fig 

Tecomaria capensis Cape Honeysuckle 

Vitis vinifera Grape 
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Although these plant species will require watering during the initial plant establishment period, 
water requirements will decline as the plants mature. In addition to supporting responsible water 
conservation objectives, the landscape and irrigation guidelines strive to prevent the detrimental 
effects that irrigation might otherwise contribute to instability, excess runoff and leaching of 
nutrients into the marine environment. To support this effort, residential. commercial. common 
area and slope irrigation systems will include sophisticated technological components and the 
following guidelines shall be incorporated: 

• State-of-the-art A~utomatic irrigation controllers that incorporate real time weather 
data via a wireless communications system. These will be adjusted seasonally 
according to historic weather patterns and water requirements for each specific plant 
zone. Controllers will have the capacity for manual override to enable landscape 
maintenance personnel the ability to make informed adjustments to watering schedules 
based on fluctuations of on-site microclimates and regional rainfall. 

• Moisture sensors within sensitive slope areas. These devices monitor soil moisture 
content and interrupt regularly scheduled watering during cooler climate periods that 
cause lower plant evapotranspiration and result in reduced irrigation demand. 

• For common area landscaping. if not covered by the wireless communication system, 
&rain gauges shall be connected to irrigation controllers. These will monitor rainfall 
volume and interrupt watering schedules in response to site specific rainfall 
conditions. Rain gauges will be located adjacent to controllers to facilitate monitoring 
by maintenance personnel. 

• Multiple valves in plant associations. Plant species with similar water requirements 
shall be grouped together so that irrigation valves can be zoned according to the 
optimum water frequency and duration. Additionally, planting areas with similar 
exposures (i.e. north-facing vs. south-facing) shall be zoned together since similar 
plants with different sun or wind exposures will have different watering needs. 

• Use of drip irrigation, &Be efficient low-flow irrigation emitters and/or other I 
appropriate technology to minimize irrigation requirements and over-irrigation. 

• Education of maintenance personnel and homeowners in the proper use of fertilizers, 
pesticides and herbicides. 
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