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Description: Demolition of 60 parking spaces within an existing 93-space public beach 
asphalt parking lot (Fletcher Cove Beach Park) and replacement with a 
grass and/or sand covered park and the request for after-the-fact approval 
of an unpermitted 74-space parking lot at 140 S. Sierra Avenue. 

Site: 140 S. Sierra Avenue and Fletcher Cove Beach Park, west end ofPlaza 
St., Solana Beach_ APN Nos_ 298-010-63 and 66 

Substantive File Documents: San Diego County Local Coastal Plan, San Dieguito Land 
Use Plan (1980); Fletcher Cove Master Plan/June 1992; Fletcher Cove 
Master Plan/June 2001; City of Solana Beach Resolution No. 95-43; City 
of Solana Beach Resolution No. 200 1-59; Grading, Paving and Striping 
Plans for 140 S_ SierraAvenue dated 5/26/95; "Fletcher Cove Parking 
Study" by Katz, Okitsu & Associates dated April12, 2005. 

STAFF NOTES: 

Staff recommends the Commission adopt the following revised findings in support of the 
Commission's action on June 8, 2005. In its action, the Commission approved the 
demolition of 60 parking spaces within Fletcher Cove Park and its replacement with a 
grass or sand park area and the development of a 74 space parking lot across the street 
from Fletcher Cove Park at 140 S. Sierra Avenue. 

Date of Commission Action: June 8, 2005 

Standard of Review: The City of Solana Beach does not have a certified LCP. 
Therefore, the standard of review is Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 

Commissioners on Prevailing Side: Burke, Iseman, Kram, Kruer, Neely, Peters, Potter, 
Reilly, Secord, Shallenberger, Wan and Chairman Caldwell. 
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I move that the Commission adopt the revised tindiltgs 
in support oftlze Commission's action on June 8, 2005 
concerning approval o( Coastal Development Permit No. 
6-05-40 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL: 

Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion. Passage of this motion will result in the 
adoption of revised findings as set forth in this staff report. The motion requires a 
majority vote of the members from the prevailing side present at the June 8. 2005 
hearing, with at least three of the prevailing members voting. Only those Commissioners 
on the prevailing side of the Commission's action are eligible to vote on the revised 
findings. 

RESOLUTION TO ADOPT REVISED FINDINGS: 

The Commission hereby adopts the findings set forth below for Coastal Development 
Permit No. 6-05-40 on the ground that the findings support the Commission's decision 
made on June 8. 2005 and accurately reflect the reasons for it. 

Summary of Staffs Prelimiaary Recommeadatioa: 8taffrecommeads that the 
Commissioa take oae vote adoptiag a tv1o part resolutioa, which would approve portioas 
of the developmeat aad deay oilier portioas of the developmeat. Staffrecommeads the 
Commissioa approve the applicaat's request for after the fact approval ofaa 
uapermitted 74 space parkiag lot at the "Distillery lot" (140 S. Sierra AYeaue). The 74 
space parkiag lot will help improve public access to the shoreliae by providiag adjaceat 
commereial busiaesses adequate parldag for their patroas such that they will be less 
likely to use public parkiag spaces oa the streets or at Pletcher Cove that otherwise could 
be used by beachgoers. 

Staff, recommeads that the Commissioa ~the applicaat's request for coastructioa of 
a grass aadlor sand perle area wiiliia Fletcher Cove Beach Park because it \Vill result ia 
the permaneat loss of 60 out of the e*istiag 93 beach parkiag spaces at the oaly 
beachfroat parkiag lot ia Solaaa Beach. While the applicaat has proposed to offset the 
loss of the 60 parkiag spaces with the aearby preYiously coastructed 74 space Distillery 
lot, aad, ia fact, that is the reasoa the off site lot was acquired by the City, it caooot be 
giYea equal weight or oae for oae replacement Yalue. In addition, heaYy use of the 
Distillery lot suggests there is curreat demand for parking in this lot by patroas of the 
aearby busiaesses such that "<'ef)' few spaces would remaia a·lailable ia that lot for 
Pletcher Co•1e Beach Park users during those times. The loss of 60 parlciag spaces from 
this public beachfront parking lot is considered a significant impact on public access, 
inconsisteat with Coastal Act policies. Staffbelieves elimiaation of valuable beach 
parking in a prime location v1ithout a thorough aaalysis of the total parkiag demaad, 
particularly during the summer, in this critical beach access location is at best, premature. 
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I. PRELIMINARY STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the follm.ving tv.'O part resolution. The 
motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 

MOTION: 

RESOLUTION: 

I HlBtJe t!talllte CmnmissiBII adiJjJII!te slaffreeBmmtmdaliBn 16 
appi'BtJe ;, pal'l a11d deny;, pal'l C6aslal ])eyeltJpmelll Penn# 
NB. 6 05 40, wil!t the app1'6Yal subject 16 the cBndiliBns 
l'ecBmmellded by staff, by ad-6pli11g the twB pal'l resBluliBII set 
r. 11 •• 11 I ff I. j61'7l MvlC S tl.J 1'Cp614. 

Part 1: ApproYal with Conditions of a Portion of the DeYelopment 

The Commission hereby GR:l*· ...... ~TS, as eonditioned, a coastal development permit for 
the portion ofthe project consisting of the request for after the fact approval of a 74 
space parking lot at 140 S. Sierra Avenue, Solana Beach and adopts the findings set forth 
belo'.v on grounds that the development as conditioned will be in conformity with the 
policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, will not prejudice the ability ofthe local 
government having jurisdiction over the area to prepare a Local Coastal Program 
conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3, and 'Nill not have any significant adverse 
effects on the environment vi'ithin the meaning of the California Environmental Quality 
Aeh 

Part 2: Denial of the Remainder of the Development 

The Commission hereby DENIES a coastal development permit for the portion of the 
development consisting of the demolition of 60 parking spaces ·.vithin an existing 93 
space public beach asphalt parking lot vrithin Fletcher Cove Beach ParlE: and adopts the 
findings set forth below, on the grounds that the development ·uill not be in conformity 
with the provisions of Chapter 3 ofthe California Coastal A.ct of 1976, •.vould prejudice 
the ability ofthe local government having jurisdiction ofthe area to prepare a Local 
Coastal Program conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and would 
result in significant adverse effects on the environment within the meaning of the 
California Environmental Quality Act. 

II. Standard Conditions. 

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

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

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

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

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

III. Special Conditions. 

The pennit is subject to the following conditions: 

1. Drainage and Polluted Runoff Control Plan. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE 
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit for the review and 
approval of the Executive Director, final drainage and runoff control plans and 
supporting calculations for the Distillery lot that have been approved by the City of 
Solana Beach Engineering Department. The plans shall be prepared by ·a licensed 
engineer and shall incorporate structural and non-structural Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) designed to control the volume, velocity and pollutant load of stonnwater 
leaving the developed site. In addition to the specifications above, the plan shall be in 
substantial confonnance with the following requirements: 

(a) Selected BMPs (or suites ofBMPs) shall be designed to treat, infiltrate or filter 
the amount of stonnwater produced on site by each runoff event, up to and 
including the 85th percentile, 24-hour runoff event for volume-based BMPs, 
and/or the 85th percentile, 1-hour runoff event, with an appropriate safety factor, 
for flow-based BMPs. 

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

(c) Drainage from the parking areas, driveway area, and other impervious surfaces 
on the site shall be directed through vegetative or other media filter devices 
effective at removing and/or mitigating contaminants such as petroleum 
hydrocarbons, heavy metals, and other particulates. 
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(d) Opportunities for directing runoff into pervious areas on-site for infiltration 
and/or percolation of rainfall through grassy swales or vegetative filter strips, 
shall be maximized where geotechnical concerns would not otherwise prohibit 
such use. 

(e) The plan shall include provisions for maintaining the drainage system, including 
structural BMPs, in a functional condition throughout the life of the approved 
development. The plan shall include an identification of the party or entity(ies) 
responsible for maintaining the various drainage systems over its lifetime and 
shall include written acceptance by the responsible entity(ies). Such 
maintenance shall include the following: (1) BMPs shall be inspected, cleaned 
and repaired when necessary prior to and during each rainy season, including 
conducting an annual inspection no later than September 301

h each year and (2) 
should any of the project's surface or subsurface drainage/filtration structures or 
other BMPs fail or result in increased erosion, the applicant/landowner or 
successor-in-interest shall be responsible for any necessary repairs to the 
drainage/filtration system or BMPs and restoration of the eroded area. Should 
repairs or restoration become necessary, prior to the commencement of such 
repair or restoration work, the applicant shall submit a repair and restoration plan 
to the Executive Director to determine if an amendment or new coastal 
development permit is required to authorize such work. 

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

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

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

3. Implementation ofDrainage and Polluted RunoffBMPs. WITHIN 90 DAYS 
OF ISSUANCE OF THIS PERMIT, or within such additional time as the Executive 
Director may grant for good cause, the applicant shall install/implement drainage and 
polluted runoff control BMPs consistent with the plans approved pursuant to Special 
Condition #1 of this permit. Failure to comply with this requirement may result in the 
institution of enforcement action under the provisions of Chapter 9 of the Coastal Act. 
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4. Final Revised Plans. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicants shall submit to the Executive Director for 
review and written approval, final site, grading, and building plans for the permitted 
Fletcher Cove Beach Park development. Said plans shall be in substantial conformance 
with the site plan shown on Exhibit #3 ofthe staff report. 

The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved final plans. 
Any proposed changes to the approved final plans shall be reported to the Executive 
Director. No changes to the approved final plans shall occur without an amendment to 
this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no 
amendment is legally required. 

5. Final Landscape Plans. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit for the review and written 
approval of the Executive Director, a final landscaping plan for the Fletcher Cove Beach 
Park development that incorporates the following: 

a. A plan showing the type, size, extent and location of all plant materials on the 
site. 

b. All new plant material shall consist of drought tolerant native, non-invasive plant 
materials. New trees shall be prohibited in areas that affect public views of the 
ocean. 

c. No new permanent irrigation system shall be installed. 

d. The use of rodenticides is prohibited. 

e. A written commitment by the applicant that all required plantings shall be 
maintained in good growing conditions, and whenever necessary, shall be replaced 
with new plant materials to ensure continued compliance with applicable landscape 
requirements. 

The permittee shall undertake the development in accordance with the approved 
landscape plans. Any proposed changes to the approved landscape plans shall be 
reported to the Executive Director. No changes to the landscape plans shall occur 
without a Coastal Commission approved amendment to this coastal development permit 
unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is legally required. 

6. Public Access Corridors. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit to the Executive Director for 
review and written approval, final plans for the Fletcher Cove Beach Park development 
indicating the location of access corridors to the construction site and staging areas. The 
final plans shall indicate that: 
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a. No overnight storage of equipment or materials shall occur on sandy beach or on 
the remaining public parking spaces within Fletcher Cove Park. 

b. The Fletcher Cove Park access ramp and proposed remaining public parking 
spaces within Fletcher Cove shall remain open and available to public use during 
construction. 

c. No work shall occur during the summer months between Memorial Day 
weekend and Labor Day of any year. 

d. The applicant shall submit evidence that the approved plans/notes have been 
incorporated into construction bid documents. The staging site shall be removed 
and/or restored immediately following completion of the development. 

The permittee shall undertake the development in accordance with the approved plans. 
Any proposed changes to the approved plans shall be reported to the Executive Director. 
No changes to the plans shall occur without a Coastal Commission approved amendment 
to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no 
amendment is legally required. 

7. Storage of Construction Materials, Mechanized Equipment, and Removal of 
Construction Debris. PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION, the 
applicant shall submit for the review and approval ofthe Executive Director, a 
Construction Best Management Practices Plan for the Fletcher Cove Beach Park 
construction project site, prepared by a licensed professional, and shall incorporate 
erosion, sediment, and chemical control Best Management Practices (BMPs) designed to 
minimize to the maximum extent feasible the adverse impacts associated with 
construction to receiving waters. In addition to the specifications above, the plan shall be 
in substantial conformance with the following requirements: 

(a) No construction materials, equipment, debris, oil, liquid chemicals, or waste 
shall be placed or stored where it may be subject to stormwater, or where it 
may contribute to or come into contact with nuisance flow; 

(b) Any and all debris resulting from construction activities shall be removed 
from the site within 1 day of completion of construction; 

(c) Sand from the beach, cobbles, or shoreline rocks shall not be used for 
construction material; 

(e) All stock piles and construction materials shall be covered, enclosed on all 
sides, and shall be located as far away as possible from drain inlets and any 
waterway, 

(f) All debris and trash shall be deposited of in the proper trash and recycling 
receptacles at the end of each construction day; 



6-05-40 Revised Findings 
Page 8 

(g) The discharge of any hazardous materials into any receiving waters shall be 
prohibited. 

(h) Construction equipment shall not be washed on the beach or within the 
Fletcher Cove parking lot. 

(i) The applicant shall submit evidence that the approved plans/notes have been 
incorporated into construction bid documents. 

The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved final plan 
and schedule and other requirements. Any proposed changes to the approved final plan 
shall be reported to the Executive Director. No changes to the approved final plan shall 
occur without a Commission amendment to this coastal development permit unless the 
Executive Director determines that no amendment is legally required. 

8. Public Parking Sign Program. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE 
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit to the Executive 
Director for review and written approval, a public parking sign program for the parking 
lots at both Fletcher Cove and the Distillery Lot. The plan shall include the following: 

a. Signage at the Fletcher Cove lot shall direct the public to additional public 
parking at the Distillery Lot. · 

b. Signage at the Distillery Lot shall clearly indicate the availability of the 74 
spaces available at all times for beach parking as well as times at which the 
remaining 50 spaces are available for beach parking. 

9. Parking Demand Monitoring Program. The applicant shall conduct a parking 
demand study during the summer from Memorial Day through Labor Day of the Fletcher 
Cove, the Distillery Lot and adjacent public streets each year for a period of two years 
following elimination of the 60 parking spaces at Fletcher Cove. This information shall 
be considered in the Commission's decision on future amendments to this permit or in 
future permit requests for development at Fletcher Cove or the nearby properties. In 
addition, the parking demand study shall include an analysis and evaluation of the use of 
a public shuttle system along the Highway 101 Corridor and the Solana Beach Transit 
Center to Fletcher Cove. 

10. Distillery Lot Use Restriction. A minimum of seventy-four (74) unrestricted 
public parking spaces shall be available in perpetuity at the "Distillery Lot". These 
spaces cannot be leased or made available for exclusive use by private entities at any 
time. 

11. Deed Restriction. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit to the Executive Director for 
review and approval documentation demonstrating that the applicant has executed and 
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recorded against the "Distillery Lot" parcel governed by this permit a deed restriction, in 
a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director: (1) indicating that, pursuant to 
this permit, the California Coastal Commission has authorized development on the 
subject property, subject to terms and conditions that restrict the use and enjoyment of 
that property; and (2) imposing the Special Conditions of this permit as covenants, 
conditions and restrictions on the use and enjoyment of the Property. The deed restriction 
shall include a legal description of the entire "Distillery Lot" parcel governed by this 
permit. The deed restriction shall also indicate that, in the event of an extinguishment or 
termination of the deed restriction for any reason, the terms and conditions of this permit 
shall continue to restrict the use and enjoyment of the subject property so long as either 
this permit or the development it authorizes, or any part, modification, or amendment 
thereof, remains in existence on or with respect to the subject property. 

IV. Findings and Declarations. 

The Commission finds and declares as follows: 

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

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

The second development request involves the redevelopment of nearby Fletcher Cove 
Beach Park and construction of a grass and/or beach sand park area in place of a portion 
of the existing 93-space asphalt parking lot. The proposed redevelopment ofFletcher 
Cove Beach Park will result in the loss of 60 public parking spaces. The applicant is 
proposing to mitigate the loss of these 60 parking spaces by replacing the parking with 
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the parking in the previously constructed 74-space parking lot (that is proposed for after­
the-fact approval with this application) at 140 S. Sierra Avenue. 

The existing unpermitted 74-space parking lot is at 140 S. Sierra Avenue, which is on the 
east side ofS. Sierra Avenue behind several commercial buildings that front Highway 
101 and Plaza Street. Fletcher Cove Beach Park is located on the west side ofS. Sierra 
Avenue, at the western terminus of Plaza Street. Fletcher Cove Beach Park is 
approximately 250 to 300ft. northwest of the proposed 74-space parking lot. 

The City of Solana Beach does not have a certified Local Coastal Program (LCP). As 
such, the standard of review for the proposed development is Chapter 3 policies of the 
Coastal act. 

V. APPROVAL FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS (Distillery Lot) 

The findings in this section apply only to that portion of the development that-is 
described in Part 1 of the Commission's resolution on this permit application, v.'hich 
portion is therefOre being conditionally approved involving the after-the-fact request of 
an unpermitted 74-space parking lot at 140 S. Sierra Avenue. 

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

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

This proposal involves a request for after-the-fact approval of an existing unpermitted 74-
spaced asphalt parking area adjacent to and connected with an existing 50-spaced asphalt 
parking area. The subject site is located on the east side ofS. Sierra Avenue, 
approximately 250 to 300 feet southeast of Fletcher Cove Beach Park, the City's primary 
beach access area. The subject development is located adjacent to several commercial 
developments that front Highway 101 to the east and Plaza Street to the north. Many of 
the existing commercial developments that surround the proposed parking lot were 
constructed prior to the incorporation of the City of Solana Beach and fail to meet the 
City's current parking standards. As a result, the subject parking lot is heavily used 
during the workweek by patrons of the surrounding businesses. 

Section 30252 of the Coastal Act requires that new development should maintain and 
enhance public access to the coast by, among other things, providing adequate parking 
facilities. The applicant proposes to use this parking lot for the replacement of the 60 
parking spaces proposed to be eliminated at nearby Fletcher Cove Beach Park. However, 
as explained in Section VI of this report, the Commission cannot approve the proposed 
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elimination of parking at Fletcher Cove. Although it cannot be considered for 
replacement parking for lost parking at Fletcher Cove,· the existing unpermitted 74 space 
public parking lot can and does provide a reservoir of parking spaces for surrounding 
businesses and will help protect existing beach parking that currently exists at Fletcher 
Cove and along S. Sierra Avenue because business patrons will more likely use the 
proposed 74 spaces adjacent to the commercial establishment than the beach parking 
areas. In addition, on summer weekends when beach use is highest, these spaces can also 
serve to supplement existing parking at Fletcher Cove and along S. Sierra Avenue. To 
assure that the public is fully aware these spaces can be used for beach parking, Special 
Condition #8 has been attached which requires the Distillery lot to have adequate signage 
identifying these 74 spaces are available at all times to the general public and clearly 
identifies the hours of availability all other spaces on the lot. To assure these 74 spaces 
remain available to the general public, Special Condition #10 requires these spaces 
remain public in perpetuity. To assure all future owners of the property are aware of 
these conditions, Special Condition #11 requires a deed restriction be placed on the 
property identifying the terms and conditions ofthe subject permit. Therefore, as 
conditioned, the after-the-fact approval of the unpermitted 74-space parking lot is 
consistent with the public access policies of the Coastal Act. 

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

Section 30231 

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

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

The proposed project will increase the impervious surface area and the number of parking 
spaces on the site, which could potentially increase the pollutants on the site associated 
with cars. In addition, as the project site is located within approximately 1,000 feet ofthe 
ocean, it has the potential to adversely affect ocean waters unless measures are taken to 
contain or filter runoff from the subject site. The applicant has not provided plans or 
other documentation detailing how runoff from the subject site will be contained and 
filtered. Therefore, Special Condition #1 has been attached which requires the applicant 
to submit a Drainage and Polluted Runoff Control Plan the incorporates structural and 
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nonstructural Best Management Practices (BMPs), for Executive Director approval, 
involving the proposed parking lot improvements. With appropriate BMPs, the potential 
for polluted runoff from the site making its way to the ocean is reduced. Therefore, as 
conditioned, the Commission finds the proposed development consistent with the water 
quality protection policies of the Coastal Act. 

3. Unpermitted Development. Unpermitted development has occurred on the subject 
site without the required coastal development permit in the form of a 74-space asphalt 
parking lot for which the applicant is requesting after-the-fact approval. To ensure that 
the unpermitted development addressed by this application is resolved in a timely 
manner, Special Condition #2 requires that the applicant satisfy all conditions of this 
permit that are prerequisite to the issuance of this permit within 60 days of Commission 
action, or within such additional time as the Executive Director may grant for good cause. 
In addition, Special condition #3 requires that all runoff control measures and best 
management practices (BMPs) required pursuant to Special Condition #1 of this permit 
be installed and implemented within 90 days of issuance of the coastal development 
permit. 

Although construction has taken place prior to submission of this peirnit application, 
consideration of this application by the Commission has been based solely upon the 
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Review of this permit does not constitute a waiver 
of any legal action with regard to the alleged violation nor does it constitute an admission 
as to the legality of any development undertaken on the subject site without a coastal 
permit. 

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

Based on the above discussion, the proposed request. as conditioned, for after-the-fact 
approval of the 7 4-spaced asphalt parking lot has been found to be consistent with the 
water quality and public access/recreation policies of the Coastal Act. Use of these 
spaces will maintain and/or enhance public access to the coast. The Commission finds 
that approval of the proposed project, as conditioned, will not prejudice the ability of the 
City of Solana Beach to prepare a Local Coastal Program that is in conformity with 
Chapter 3 policies. 

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

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

Recommendation Summary. 

In summary, after-the-fact approval of the unpermitted 74-space asphalt parking lot, as 
conditioned, will serve to maintain and/or enhance public access to the coast by providing 
additional parking for the general public including beachgoers. business users that 
othenvise might use the street parking closer to the beach or the beach parking spaces at 
Fletcher Cove. In addition, while not generally a';'ailable during the 'Norkweek (due to its 
use by customers/employees of the nearby businesses), the proposed parking lot 'Hill be 
available to beachgoers after 6:00p.m. during the \Vorkweek and at additional times 
during the weekend. Therefore, the subject development may also serve as a parking 
reservoir during high beach use such as summer weekends. Therefore, as conditioned, 
the proposed development is consistent with Section 30252 and 30231 ofthe Coastal Act. 

VI. DENIAL APPROVAL FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS (Fletcher Cove Park) 

The findings in this section apply only to that portion of the proposed development that-is 
described in Part 2 of the Commission's resolution on this permit application, which 
portion is therefore being denied involving the demolition of 60 parking spaces within the 
existing 93-space public beach parking lot at Fletcher Cove Beach Park and replacement 
with a grass and/or sand covered park. 

1. Public Access and Recreation, Visual Resources, Geologic Stability, and Water 
Quality. Several policies of the Coastal Act require that new development protect or 
enhance public access and recreational opportunities to and along the shoreline, enhance 
and protect existing views and not result in adverse geologic impacts or adverse affect the 
quality of ocean waters. These policies include: 

Section 30210 

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

Section 30211 

Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea where acquired 
through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the use of dry sand and 
rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation. 
Section 30212 

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

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

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

Section 30212.5 

Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including parking areas or 
facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate against the 
impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by the public of any 
single area. 

Section 30213 

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

Section 30221 

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

Section 30223 

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

Section 30231 
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The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, 
estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine 
organisms and for the protection of human health shall be maintained and, where 
feasible, restored through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste 
water discharges and entrapment, controlling runoff ..... 

Section 30251. 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected 
as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and 
designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to 
minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the 
character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual 
quality in visually degraded areas ... 

Section 30252 

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

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states, in part: 

New development shall: 

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

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

The proposed development involves the elimination of 60 parking spaces within a 93 
space public parking lot and the installation of a turf grass and/or beach sand passive 
recreation area in place of the 60 parking spaces at a beachfront park (Fletcher Cove 
Beach Park). Fletcher Cove Beach Park comprises approximately 5.6 acres ofland that 
includes a sandy beach area along the shoreline and a developed blufftop recreation area 
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consisting of a small grassy area with picnic tables, an approximately 378 sq. ft. 
restroom, 43,800 sq. ft. asphalt parking lot accommodating 93 spaces, approximately 
3,570 sq. ft. Marine Safety Center, a 1,700 sq. ft. Community Center, and a~ court 
basketball facility. Access to the sandy beach area is accommodated by an approximately 
10 to 15 ft. wide concrete access ramp on the north side of the Fletcher Cove parking lot 
that slopes downward to the beach from the park's entrance. 

The 1,700 sq. ft. community center is located on the north side of the access ramp on a 
blufftop area that is approximately 40 feet higher in elevation than the other park 
facilities and will remain. In December 2002, the Commission approved the demolition 
of the existing restroom and the construction of a new restroom facility north of the 
access ramp (CDP No. 6-02-50/City of Solana Beach). The demolished restroom area is 
within the existing park area and is proposed to be converted to an additional landscaped, 
passive recreation area upon completion of the new restroom. The only existing facility 
affected by the subject development is the parking area where 60 parking spaces are 
proposed to be removed. Therefore, the proposal involves adding additional recreational 
area while at the same time eliminating a substantial amount of public beach parking. 

As previously stated, the site on which the proposed turf grass and/or beach sand 
recreation area is to be installed is currently used for public beach parking. The project 
will result in the removal of 60 of the 93 public parking spaces, leaving 33 parking spaces 
to serve the existing passive park area, basketball court, Marine Safety Center, 
community center and the new passive recreation area. The applicant contends that the 
loss of the 60 public parking spaces can be mitigated by replacing them in a parking lot 
located approximately 250 to 300ft. southeast ofthe park at 140 S. Sierra Avenue. 
However, the Commission finds the proposed replacement parking eannot ae giYen equal 
or one for one replacement value. In addition, there is eurrent demand (non aeaeh 
related) for the proposed replaeement parking faeility that eaa't ae disregarded. 

The subject development is located at Fletcher Cove Beach Park, a 5.6 acre park that 
serves as the primary beach access location in the City of Solana Beach. With parking 
space for up to 93 vehicles and direct access from Interstate 5 via Lomas Santa Fe drive, 
Fletcher Cove Beach Park provides close and immediate access for beachgoers unlike 
any other access location in the City. The public access ramp at Fletcher Cove 
accommodates direct access to the shoreline for pedestrians and lifeguard vehicles. In 
addition, as with all of California beaches, Fletcher Cove Beach Park is a coastal resource 
of statewide importance. The park is used by local and regional residents as well as 
tourists for a wide variety of passive and active ocean/shoreline recreation activities 
including surfing, swimming, tide pooling, jogging and ocean viewing. As can be seen 
on the attached Exhibit #4, public access to the beach is also accommodated by three 
public access stairways located at Tide Beach Park, "Seascape Surf' and "Del Mar 
Shores Terrace". These public access stairs, however, require climbing down· 
approximately 80 ft. of stairs and are located in residential neighborhoods which do not 
provide the level of parking found at Fletcher Cove. The stairways at "Seascape Surf' 
and "Del Mar Shores Terrace" (condominiums) also require meandering several hundred 
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feet through blufftop condominium complexes and are, therefore, not as inviting as 
Fletcher Cove Park. 

The City has long-range plans to redevelop Fletcher Cove and has held numerous public 
workshops and hearings over the last decade to assist in its design. In June of2001, the 
City Council approved the Fletcher Cove Master Plan which envisions, among other 
things, a new Marine Safety Center; a playground/tot lot; new public restrooms and 
showers; vehicular circulation changes including closing Pacific St./N. Sierra Avenue at 
the intersection with Plaza and closure of Plaza Street and; relocation of up to 74 parking 
spaces to the "Distillery" lot at 140 S. Sierra Avenue. The overall goal is to make the 
park more pedestrian oriented and to increase passive recreational use of the park's 
upland area. Therefore, the subject development proposal is a significant element of the 
Fletcher Cove Master Plan. However, while the Fletcher Cove Master Plan has been 
approved by the City, it has not been reviewed or approved by the Coastal Commission. 
Therefore, while elimination of parking at Fletcher Cove is part of the City's Fletcher 
Cove Master Plan, the standard of review for the subject proposal is the Coastal Act. 

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

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

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

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

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

Most of the surface parking at Fletcher Cove would be relocated to the old 
"Distillery" parking lot, including the relocation of approximately 75 spaces to the . 
Distillery site surface lot. With the relocation of75 spaces to the "Distillery" site 
and retention of approximately 16 onsite spaces at the Cove, the beach park would 
have a total of93 spaces (the same as the existing count). (Ref. Approved Fletcher 
Cove Master Plan Mitigated Negative Declaration, June 19, 2001; Resolution No. 
2001-59: 

The subject request to convert 60 paved public parking spaces to passive recreational use 
(grass turf and/or beach sand) and to provide replacement parking for the eliminated 
parking spaces at a site 250 to 300 ft. southeast of the park raises consistency issues with 
the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. First, the creation of a 
passive recreation area adjacent to the public beach is a highly desirable use, which is 
consistent with the Coastal Act policies that protect and encourage oceanfront and upland 
recreational areas (ref. Sections 30221 and 30222). In addition, by providing additional 
recreational amenities, public use of the area will likely increase over what exists today. 
The beach at this location is not accessible at all times because of high tides and the lack 
of sufficient sand. With an additional passive recreation area, enhanced park use will be 
possible even when access to the beach is not as desirable. 

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

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

Commission staff has visited Fletcher Cove over the years and concur with the City's 
assessment. However, while it is evident that many times over the span of a year, the 
parking lot at Fletcher Cove has been generally empty, the Commission is concerned that 
by reducing parking at Fletcher Cove from 93 spaces to 33, the public's ability to access 
the beach during high use periods will be adversely affected. In addition, while the beach 
is not accessible during many times of the year because of low sand levels, it is possible 
that sand levels could change overtime, either naturally or through sand replenishment 
projects, such that beach use would substantially increase. In June of2001, 
approximately 146,000 cu. yds. of sand was placed at Fletcher Cove as part of the San 
Diego Association of Government's (SANDA G) Regional Beach Sand Replenishment 
Project, which placed sand on 12 receiver beaches throughout San Diego County (Ref. 
CDP 6-00-36/SANDAG). SANDAG is currently investigating funding sources for future 
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sand replenishment projects in San Diego County and Fletcher Cove is expected to once 
again be a candidate as a receiver beach. 

Fletcher Cove Beach Park represents a valuable coastal resource of statewide and 
regional importance. Increasing populations along the Southern California coastline will 
undoubtedly result in increased use of this beach park. The large number of public 
parking spaces in close proximity of the ocean is a public access resource that should not 
be eliminated or substantially reduced without careful evaluation of its potential effect on 
public access over the long term. Furthermore, the City, as the applicant, has the burden 
of demonstrating that the project will be consistent with the access protection policies of 
the Coastal Act. 

Two significant concerns are raised by the subject request. First, will the remaining 33 
onsite parking spaces be sufficient to accommodate existing and future beach and park 
use including the added .use resulting from the new passive recreational area? Secondly, 
can the loss of 60 prime beach parking spaces be adequately mitigated by providing 
replacement parking approximately 250 to 300ft. southeast of Fletcher Cove? 

To address these concerns, the City has submitted a parking study that identifies current 
parking demand at and around Fletcher Cove during four days in the winter of 2005 
(February 24, 26, 27 and March 1, 2005). Using an "adjustment factor" the study 
attempts to estimate what the summer demand for parking might be. The parking study 
concludes that following the removal of 62 spaces from the Fletcher Cove public parking 
lot, sufficient available parking spaces will remain on nearby streets and at the Distillery 
lot to meet peak demand for parking even during the summer months. The report 
concludes: 

"The data collected in this analysis shows that peak parking demand in the vicinity of 
Fletcher Cove is well below the practical parking capacity in the area .... Therefore, it 
is concluded that the removal of additional spaces, for a total of 62 fewer spaces in 
the Fletcher Cove vicinity, would not decrease the parking supply ~nough to cause 
capacity problems in the area." 

Thus, the report concludes there is minimal demand for parking currently and ample 
room on surrounding streets and off-site lots to accommodate the proposed loss of 
parking in the Fletcher Cove parking lot. While the applicant's parking study indicates 
that adequate parking exists in the surrounding area to support the loss of 60 parking 
spaces at Fletcher Cove, the Commission is concerned that conditions might change over 
time such that future development proposals at or near Fletcher Cove Park might require 
an increase of public parking spaces to accommodate beach and park use. Therefore, 
Special Condition #9 has been attached which requires the applicant to perform a detailed 
parking demand study during the summer months at Fletcher Cove Park, the Distillery lot 
and surrounding streets for a period of two years following elimination of the 60 parking 
spaces at Fletcher Cove. This information will be used for any future coastal permit or 
amendment request pertaining to Fletcher Cove or the nearby area to assure impacts of 
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those developments do not adversely affect public parking that could be used for beach 
parking. 

Ho•Ne';er, the Commission, after review of the applicant's parking study (ref. attached 
EKhiait #7) concludes that the report does not satisfactorily address the concerns 
identified aaove. The primary deficiencies in the parking study are that it does not 
include parking demand sutveys conducted during the summer months and does not 
account for future local and regioaal grovrth or iacreased use of the park geaerated ay the 
suBject proposal to create a grassy/saady park area. 

The City's parking study ideatifies parkiag demand at Fletcher Cove, the Distillery lot 
and four streets in close proximity to Fletcher Cove oa Fearuary 24, 26, 27 and March l 
of2005 from 7:00a.m. to 6:00p.m. \Vhile the study identifies these were not rainy days, 
a review of weather reports for that period indicates heavy raias occurred two days aefore 
the first survey occurred and the ocean was "muddy" with runoff. According to the 
North County Times, a paper that serves Solana Beach: 

Angry arowa water churned dowa every river aad stream ia North County oa 
·wednesday, after the latest storm ia the area's third wettest wiater oa record. A 
muddy, foam spread far out ift the ocean, fed ay waterways fuller than they've aeen 
in many years. 

The average annual rainfall for the county's coastal cities is aaout 10 inches. Many 
areas of}>lorth County added more than 2 iaches to their totals in the past two days. 
(North County Times, February 23, 2005) 

The first parking sutvey occurred Oft the day followiag this North County Times article. 
Since the public is routiaely warned to avoid the ocean for at least 72 hours followiag 
such rains, it is unlikely the days following this intense winter storm would ae the aest 
time to perform a beachfront parking demand study. In addition, even under ideal 
\Veather and other circumstances, beach use parking demand during the winter months 
should aot ae used to represent beach parking demand during the summer. 

Without an adequate demonstration of existing (actual) demand, it is not possible to 
evaluate the potential adverse impacts elimination of 60 aeachfront parking spaces may 
have. on public access to the ocean and shoreliae. It may ae that some loss of parking at 
Fletcher Cove can be found to be consistent with the public access policies of the Coastal 
A:ct. However, the iaformation provided ay the applicant does adequately demonstrate 
what an acceptaale loss of parking may ae. Any detailed parking analysis that attempts 
to evaluate the loss of beach parking spaces should at a minimum ae conducted during 
the summer, include identification of special e•;ents or holiday use and include an 
evaluation ofthe future needs for beach parking based on anticipated local and regional 
population growth. 

Therefore, without adequate eYidence to support the loss of parking, the Commission 
finds that the elimination of approximately 2/3 of the existing parking supply at Fletcher 
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is premature, may be excessive and 'Hill result in significant impacts on public beach 
access inconsistent \vith Coastal Act policies. 

The second question raised by the proposed development to eliminate 60 parking spaces 
at Fletcher Cove is whether the loss of the parking can be-adequately mitigated as 
proposed by the parking lot 250 to 300 ft. southeast of the beach park. The applicant is 
proposing to replace the 60 spaces removed from Fletcher Cove, a highly desirable 
parking location for the beach and surf, with the "Distillery" parking lot. Currently 
beachgoers have direct access to the beach via a 15 ft. wide ramp located directly 
adjacent to the·parking lot. While parking an extra 250 to 300ft. from the park and 
crossing a street may not be substantially difficult for some beachgoers, it would 
presumably be less desirable and may actually present an impediment for others. In 
addition, there is a concern as to whether there are in fact available parking spaces at the 
"Distillery" site to "replace" the 60 spaces removed from Fletcher Cove. 

As previously described, the City purchased the '~Distillery" lot property with the intent 
to construct a public parking structure sometime in the future. After the purchase, the 
City added 74 asphalted parking spaces to the already existing 50 spaces by paving a dirt 
area and striping without benefit of a coastal development permit. Today the "Distillery" 
lot has 124 parking spaces, 74 of which are unpermitted, and the City no longer has plans 
to construct a parking structure. The applicant has documented that 50 of the existing 
124 spaces are deed restricted for use during the normal workweek by a neighboring 
property owner through the year 2022. In addition, another 8 spaces are leased from the 
City for use by an adjacent restaurant. Therefore, during the weekday only 74 spaces 
(out of the total 124) are available without restriction for use by the general public. 
However, the lot contains an adequate number of spaces to offset the 60 spaces removed 
from Fletcher Cove. To assure that the general public and beachgoers will nofbe 
restricted from using these spaces, Special Conditions #10 prohibits the applicant from 
leasing or otherwise restricting the use of these 74 spaces. In addition, Special Condition 
#8 requires that adequate signage be installed at the Distillery lot that identifies these 
spaces as available at all times to the general public and also identifies when the other 50 
spaces are available for public use. In addition, Special Condition #8 requires that 
signage be placed at Fletcher Cove Park identifying the location of the public parking 
spaces at the Distillery lot. With these conditions, the Commission can be assured that 
when the Fletcher Cove parking lot is at capacity, beach users will be effectively directed 
to the nearby public parking spaces. 

However, these "available" spaces are actually being used by patrons of the surrounding 
businesses such that very few, if any, would be available to beachgoers during the 
workv.·eek. Based on photographic evidence, informal surveys by Commission staff and 
comments from the public, it is apparent that the existing 124 spaced parking lot is 
currently used to a substantial level during regular business hours, presumably by patrons 
ofthe surrounding commercial establishments. In addition, 'Nhile the Commission does 
not agree the submitted parking study is adequate to document parking usage during the 
peale summer months, it does contain some useful data. The parking study submitted by 
the applicant suggests that during '.Yeekdays (behveen the hours of8:00 a.m. to 6:00 
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p.m.), there are few times when the Distillery lot has more than 60 parking spaces 
available. In addition, the study suggests that on weekends, betv;een the hours of 10:00 
a.m. and 1 :00 p.m. (peak beach usage hours), there are fe'Ner than 60 parking spaces 
a·;ailable in the Distillery parking lot. 

The City's parking study also supports another concem with the proposed project. .At !ill 
times during the parking stl:ldy, e•;en times v.<hen very fe'>v spaces were available in the 
Distillery lot, there were parking spaces w;ailable at the Pletcher CoYe parking lot. What 
this suggests is that people are not using the Distillery lot to go to the beach. Thus, the 
City's parking study does not document that adequate replacement parking for the 60 
spaces eliminated at Pletcher Cove can be found at the Distillery lot d-uring the summer 
workweek or at all times on weekends. If there were a suitable means to assure the 
uRencumbered spaces at the Distillery lot would be reserved for e~wlesive ese by 
beachgoers, there would be iRadequate parking for busiResses in the area and a spillover 
effect oR street parkiRg and the remaining spaces at Pletcher Co,;e. Therefore, the 
proposed de·relopmeRt would have an adYerse affect on the public's ability to access the 
shoreline by the elimination of 60 public parkiRg spaces at Pletcher Cove, especially 
during the summer moRths. Accordingly, the project will not protect public access and, 
therefore, mest be denied. 

'Nhile removal of 60 public parking spaces at Pletcher Cove will Rot protect public 
access, it is possible that some reduction iR the number ofpublic parking spaces (possibly 
up to a third) could be found ·coRsistent with Coastal Act policies at Pletcher Cove along 
with the developmeRt of additional passive recreational areas. In fact, In addition, the 
City has identified a number of improvements in the area that may overtime reduce the 
need for parking spaces at Fletcher Cove. In the 1990's, the City restriped several streets 
surrounding Fletcher Cove to increase the number of parking spaces. The applicant's 
parking study identifies that the amount of residential and public street parking spaces in 
the area surrounding Fletcher Cove and suggests excess parking is available on weekdays 
and weekends during the summer. However, as described pre•riously, these surveys were 
not performed during the summer. 

In addition, the City has a new pedestrian bridge under construction that will allow 
residents to safely cross the grade-separated railroad tracks toward the beach on the south 
side of the City and plans to construct an additional pedestrian bridge on the north side of 
the City. Both bridges will facilitate residents wanting to walk to the beach from points 
inland of the railroad and Highway 101. In addition, the City is currently considering an 
application for a "multi hundred" parking structure at the nearby North County Transit 
District train station which is located approximately Yz mile east of Fletcher Cove Beach 
and inland of Highway 101. A public shuttle system serving Fletcher Cove and the 
Highway 101 commercial corridor from such an inland parking reservoir could provide 
for non-automobile circulation in the area and a substitute means of maintaining and 
enhancing public beach use consistent with Section 30252. (The parking demand study 
required by Special Condition #9 also includes a provision for the evaluation of a public 
shuttle system serving Fletcher Cove and the Highway 101 corridor.) Each of these 
public improvements has the potential to reduce the need for public parking spaces at 
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Fletcher Cove, although probably not eliminate that need entirely. Parking close to the 
beach is still going to be necessary for those wanting to surf or swim before work or 
those wanting to quickly access the beach during lunch hours or for those that cannot or 
do not want to walk or utilize public transportation. 

Prior to incorporation of the City of Solana Beach, Fletcher Cove was a County park and 
one of the recreational facilities addressed in Policy 21 24 in the Commission certified 
San Diego County LCP Land Use Plan (attached as Exhibit 5). Policy 24 includes 
standards fur beach facility improvements necessary to carry out the public access and 
recreation policies of the Coastal Act that protect lower cost visitor and recreational 
facilities and oceanfront land for recreational use. These standards and projected use 
levels fur Fletcher Cove (referred to as Solana Beach County Park) were developed 
nearly 25 years ago and, it is reasonable to assume, demand fur the City's only 
beachfront park and parking lot has increased over time. In addition, the proposed 
passive blufftop recreational improvements and general population increase are reasons 
to expect greater park attendance in the future. 

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

In summary, Fletcher Cove Beach Park is a valuable coastal resource oflocal, regional 
and statewide significance and a lower cost visitor and recreational facility protected by 
Section 30213 ofthe Act. Section 30223 requires reservation ofupland areas necessary 
to support coastal recreational uses Vlhich 'Nould include public beach parking facilities. 
The proposed project vt'ould result in the permanent elimination of 60 public parking 
spaces without identifiable mitigation to adequately offset the potential adverse impact it 
would have on public access especially during high use periods such as the summer 
months. TherefOre, the Commission finds the proposed development is premature and 
must be denied as inconsistent with all the public access and recreation policies of the 
Coastal Act cited above. 

Since the applicant has not provided detailed plans for the proposed grassy or sandy park 
that is proposed to replace the 60 eliminated parking spaces. Special Condition #4 has 
been attached to require the submission of final plans for Executive Director review and 
approval. In addition, since the applicant has not submitted landscape plans, Special 
Condition #5 requires submission of final landscape plans for Executive Director review 
and approval. The condition includes a requirement for the use of drought tolerant 
native. non-invasive plant materials and a prohibition in the use ofrodenticides. To 
protect existing public views of the ocean, new trees shall be prohibited in areas that 
affect public views of the ocean. To assure there is no potential for accidental breakage 
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of irrigation devices on the subject blufftop lot which could lead to erosion or bluff 
failure, the condition also prohibits the installation of permanent irrigation devices. 
Finally, to assure no contaminants from the development enter into the ocean waters. 
Special Condition #7 requires the applicant to incomorate use of Best Management 
Practices during construction activities. As conditioned, the project can be found to be 
consistent with Sections 30231, 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

In summary, the applicant has provided documentation indicating that there is currently 
sufficient available parking on the nearby streets and the nearby Distillery lot to 
accommodate the loss of 60 parking spaces within Fletcher Cove Park. In addition, the 
subject permit has been conditioned to assure that at least 74 spaces at the nearby 
Distillery lot remain available to the general public and to assure that adequate signage at 
both Fletcher Cove Beach Park and the Distillery identifies its location. A condition has 
also been included to require a parking demand study be performed following elimination 
of the 60 parking spaces. The permit has also been conditioned to require construction 
activity associated with the permit will not adversely affect public access. With these 
conditions. the proposed development has been found to be consistent with the public 
access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 

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

Based on the above discussion, the proposed removal of 60 public parking spaces in close 
proximity to the shoreline without adequate mitigation has been found to be fficonsistent 
with the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. Removal of these 
parking spaces will not have significant adverse impacts on public access to the shoreline 
and ocean. The Commission finds that approval of the proposed project will not 
prejudice the ability of the City of Solana Beach to prepare a Local Coastal Program that 
is in conformity with Chapter 3 policies and, therefore, it HUlst be deRied. 

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

As described aboYe, the proposed project would have adYerse eRYiromneRtal impacts. 
There are feasible alternatiYes or mitigatioR measures ayailable such as the FlO project 
alternative that would substantially lesseR any significant adYerse impacts that the 
activity may have oR the environmeFlt such as remoYiRg fewer parkiRg spaces or 
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providing other replacement parking for any proposed loss of public parking. Therefore, 
the proposed project is not consistent with CEQA or the policies ofthe Coastal Act 
because there are feasible alternatives, which v1ould lessen significant adverse impacts, 
'Nhich the activity ·.vould ha'<'e on the environment. Therefore, the project must be 
denied. 

The proposed project has been conditioned in order to be found consistent with the public 
access, geologic stability, visual and water quality protection policies of the Coastal Act. 
Mitigation measures, including final plans, restricting work to outside of the summer, a 
Best Management Program, public access signage, landscape plan and parking 
monitoring will minimize all adverse environmental impacts. As conditioned, there are 
no feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen any significant adverse impact which the activity may have on the 
environment. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project as conditions is 
the least environmentally-damaging feasible alternative and is consistent with the 
requirements of the Coastal Act to conform to CEQA. 

(1\Tigersharkl\Groups\San Diego\Reports\2005\6-05-040 Distillery, Fletcher RF stfrpt.doc) 
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SAN DIEGO COUNTY 

LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM 

LAND USE PLAN- SAN DIEGUITO 

AND 

AMENDMENT TO THE SAN DIEGUITO COMMUNITY PLAN 

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND LAND USE 
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THIS PLAN WAS PREPARED HITH FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FROM 
THE OFFICE OF COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT, NATIONAL OCEANIC 
AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION, UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF 
THE FEDERAL COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1972. 

APPROVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
JANUARY 25, 1980 

CONDITIONALLY ADOPTED RY THE 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

OCTOBER 29, 1980 
NOVEMBER 19, 1980 

(To heco111e effective only after approval and certifi 
b~ the CaliFornia Coastal Commission) 
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POLICY GROUP 20 
RECREATION AND VISITOR-SERVING FACILITIES 

POLl CY 21 BEACH AREAS FOR VARYING RECREATIONAL USE INTENSITY 

Because 

(A) The California Coastal Act of 1976 requires that ''Wherever appro­
priate and feasible, public facilities ... shall be distributed 
throughout an area so as to mitigate against the impacts, social 
and otherwise, of qvercrowding or overus~ by the public of any 
single area 11 (C.A. 30212.5); and 

(B) Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states that '~aximum shoreline 
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all people con­
sistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public 
rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource 
areas from overuse. 11

; 

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

POLICY 22 HIGH INTENSITY USE 

Because 

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

(B) The Moonlight, San El ijo, Cardiff and South Carlsbad State Beach 
areas are easily accessible, have beaches of good size and quality, 
have ample parking and related facility potential to accommodate 
higher useage levels, and adjacent land uses would _not be adversely 
affected by beach recreation; 

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

-8-



POLICY 23 MEDIUM AND LOW INTENSITY BEACH USE 

Because 

(A) Other beach areas within the San Dieguito Coastal Zone are capable 
of handling only more 1 imited intensity use levels due to a com­
bination of factors which include: 

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

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

(3) limited capability for construction or temporary placement 
of sanitary, 1 ifeguard tower and other facilities, and 
difficulty of access for trash removal; 

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

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

(B) These beach areas are suitable for prov1s1on of a less intense type 
of beach recreational experience ranging from moderately crowded to 
uncrowded quiet solitude; and 

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

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

LEUCADIA BEACH STATE PARK 
SEASIDE GARDENS COUNTY PARK 
SEA CLIFF COUNTY PARK 
TIDE BEACH COUNTY PARK 
SOLANA BEACH COUNTY PARK 
ENCINITAS COUNTY PARK 

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

(See Access Component Map) 

NORTH SEA BLUFF VILLAGE 
SOUTH SEA BLUFF VILLAGE 
11 111 STREET VICINITY 
SEASCAPE SURF 
SEASCAPE SHORES 
DEL MAR SHORES 
VIA DE LA VALLE 

-9-



POLICY 24 STANDARDS FOR BEACH FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS 

Because 

(A) The California Coastal Act of 1976 requires that "Lower cost visitor 
and recreational facilities ... shall be ~rotected, encouraged, and, 
where feasible, provided••. (C.A. 30213); and 

(B) The Coastal Act requires that oceanfront land suitable for recrea­
tional use shall be protected for recreational use and development 
... (C. A. 30221) ; and 

(C) The County has classified al 1 State and County owned beach areas 
within the San Dieguito Coastal Zone for varying intensities of 
use; 

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

HIGH INTENSITY USE LEVEL BEACHES 

l. LIFEGUARD TOWERS AND PERMANENT LIFEGUARD SERVICE. 

2. NO FEE PUBLIC ACCESS AND USE. 

3. PERMANENT RESTROOMS. 

4. AT LEAST SIXTY (60) ~ARKING SPACES. 

5. TRASH CONTAINERS AND REGULAR INTERVAL CLEANUP AND REMOVAL. -

6. REGULAR AND FREQUENT KELP PICK-UP SERVICES. 

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

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

9. FOOD AND BEVERAGE CONCESSIONS. 

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

11. PICNIC TABLES. 

12. SECURE BICYCLE STORAGE FACILITIES AND BICYCLE RENTAL CONCESSIONS. 

MEDIUM INTENSITY USE LEVEL BEACHES 

1. LIFEGUARD TOWERS AND TEMPORARY LIFEGUARD SERVICE AS USERSHIP 
\-JAR RANTS. 

-10-
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2. NO FEE PUBLIC ACCESS AND USE. 

3. PERMANENT OR PORTABLE RESTROOMS. 

4. AT LEAST THIRTY (30) PARKING SPACES. 

5. TRASH CONTAINERS AND REGULAR INTERVAL CLEANUP AND REMOVAL. 

6. KELP PICK-UP SERVICES. 

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

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

9. SECURE BICYCLE STORAGE FACILITIES. 

LOW INTENSITY USE LEVEL BEACHES 

1. NO FEE PUBLIC ACCESS AND USE. 

2. PEAK PERIOD LIFEGUARD SERVICE AS USERSHIP WARRANTS. 

3. PORTABLE RESTROOMS. 

4. 0-30 PARKING SPACES. 

5. TRASH CONTAINERS AND REGULAR INTERVAL CLEANUP AND REMOVAL. 

6. OCCASIONAL KELP PICK-UP SERVICES. 

7. SECURE BICYCLE STORAGE FACILITIES. 

POLICY 25 ACQUISITION AND DEVELOPMENT OF NEIGHBORHOOD PARK FACILITIES 

Because the San Dieguito Coastal Zone: 

(A) Has been found deficient in meeting the Parks and Recreation 
Department criteria for the numbej and acreage of local resi­
dent-serving parks; and 

(B) Has not produced sufficient park lands dedication ordinance 
funds to purchase high-cost lands within the coastal zone for 
future park sites, and the scarcity of developable lands in 
this area severely 1 imits future revenues from this source 
and 1 imits the choices for future park sites; 

-11-



Mr. Gary Cannon 
Coastal Commission 
San Diego Coast District Office 
7575 Metropolitan Drive Suite 103 
San Diego, CA 92108 

Re: Solana Beach Fletcher Cove Parking 

Dear Mr. Cannon: 

540 Marvista Drive 
Solana Beach, CA 92075-1330 
(858) 755-6484 
Jpeterchem@ ao 1. com 
March 11, 2004 

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

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

~:7.~ 
Ann L. Peter 

cc. Barry Johnson, City Manager 
Joe Kellejian, Mayor 

EXHIBIT NO. 6 
APPLICATION NO. 
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Mr. Gary Cannon 
Coastai Commission 
San Diego Coast Office 
7575 Metropolitan Drive Suite 103 
San Diego, CA 921 08 

RE: Solana Beach Fletcher Cove Parking 

Dear Mr. Cannon: 

540 Marvista Drive 
Solana Beach, CA 92075-1330 
{858) 755-6484 
March 4, 2005 

\D) I[~@; llW ~1m 
itS,t.;.;B ~ 
!,.J/' 

viAH 0 7 2005 

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

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

~cV~ 
Ann L. Peter 

cc. Barry Johnson, City Manager 



March 7, 2005 

Mr. Gary Cannon 
Coastal Commission 
San Diego Coast District Office 
7575 Metropolitan Dr. Ste 103 
San Diego, CA 92108 

Re: Solana Beach .Fletcher Cove Parking 

DP.ar Mr. Cannon: 

~~IEI!W~IDJ . 
MAR 0 8 200S 

CO CAliFORNIA 
SAN ~b~ 2gMMISSION 

AST DISTRI<;:r 

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

It is a fact, I think, that there is not nearly enough convenient 
parking for the city of Solana Beach,and particularly near Fletcher 
Cove. To remove parking space that is already in place verges on 
being ridiculous. • 

All the other ideas and plans of parking garages are not only un­
affordable but a long time in the future, as projected, and in 
some cases (as part of our train station, for instance), not only 
too far away from the beach but also dangerous for younger folks 
with beach paraphenalia to carry, as well as younger children con­
cerning traffic woes. 

Already in progress are the new restrooms, which will be nice. We 
~lso h~vP a smaller park (green grass, tables, etc.) that has been 
in existence for many years and which I think is adequate. 

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

Sincerely, 

(.p~,if.~ 
Robert \"ii'ilkens 

cc: Barry Johnson, City Manager 
Tom Campbell, Mayor 



Katz, Okitsu & Associates 
Planning & Engineering 

April 12, 2005 

Mr. Chandra Collure 
City of Solana Beach 
635 South Highway 101 
Solana Beach, California 92075 

SUBJECT: FLETCHER COVE PARKING STUDY 

Mr. Collure: 

The City of Solana Beach is considering modifying the parking lot at Fletcher Cove beach to 
comply with the Fletcher Cove Master Plan. The modification includes the reconfiguration of the 
beach parking lot to remove 62 existing parking spaces. Katz, Okitsu & Associates, experts in 
parking analysis and traffic engineering, were retained by the City of Solana Beach to perform a 
parking occupancy and turnover study of the area surrounding Fletcher Cove. Katz, Okitsu & 
Associates has conducted numerous parking studies in the San Diego area, including work for the 
San Diego Housing Commission, San Diego Unified Port District, and the Grossmont-Cuyamaca 
College District. The Fletcher Cove parking study will determine if 62 spaces can be removed from 
the Fletcher Cove beach parking lot without adversely affecting parking capacity in the 
surrounding area for beachgoers' parking. 

The study includes an evaluation of on-street parking on Sierra Avenue, Acacia Avenue, and 
Pacific Avenue. An evaluation of off-street parking in the Fletcher Cove and Old Distillery parking 
lots is also included in the study. Parking was evaluated under both weekday and weekend 
conditior.s. Attachment A contains graphics that show the study area. 

Methodology 

Inventory 
To determine the number of available parking spaces, an inventory of on- and off-street parking in 
the study area was performed. The amount and type of parking spaces were identified for each 
block and parking lot in the study area. The types of parking spaces in the study area include 
unlimited spaces (no time limits or other restrictions), 15-minute time limit spaces, and disabled 
spaces. A portion of the spaces in the Old Distillery parking lot are restricted to parking for the 
Bridge Medical offices only on weekdays between 7:00AM and 6:00 PM. Therefore, these spaces 
were not included as parking supply during weekdays. In addition, it should be noted that 
currently construction is taking place at Fletcher Cove. Because of this, only 62 of the total 93 
spaces in the lot were available for parking at the time of the study. 

EXHIBIT NO. 7 
APPLICATION NO. 

6-05-40 
Parking Study 
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Occupancy 
Parking counts were performed on two weekdays and two weekend days. Counts were averaged 
for weekdays and weekend days. Counts were taken between 7:00AM and 7:00PM on Thursday, 
February 24, 2005, Saturday, February 26, 2005, Sunday, February 27, 2005, and Tuesday, March 
1, 2005. The weather was not rainy on these days. Parking occupancy counts were performed 
every hour. For this part of the study, a survey of each parked car in the study area was performed 
to determine the total number of parked cars in the study ·area each hour. For the purposes of this 
analysis, an occupancy that is over 85 percent is considered over capacity. 

Adjustment Factor 
Because occupancy parking counts were taken during the winter months, they were increased to 
simulate conditions during the peak summer season. Weekday counts were increased 11 percent 
and weekend counts were increased 43 percent. 

This increase was established after reviewing a number of different sources. The first source was 
traffic cou.nts taken in the study area during winter and summer months. These were compared to 
determine how much higher summer traffic volumes were than winter traffic volumes in Solana 
Beach. The second source was two parking studies of other beach areas, one performed in the 
Pacific Beach neighborhood of San Diego and one performed at state beaches in Northern 
California. These studies showed the difference between summer and winter traffic and parking 
demand in these areas. Each of these sources showed a seasonal variation in traffic volumes and 
parking demand of less than 15 percent. 

Because the difference in summer and winter traffic and parking shown in these studies was 
reasonably low, a final source of information on seasonal demand variation was reviewed: Shared 
Parking published by the Urban Land Institute (ULI). ULI is an independent, nonprofit research 
and educational organization whose mission is to improve the quality and standards of land use 
development. It conducts a large amount of research within the field, including the shared parking 
research used for this analysis. Shared Parking does not include information about beach parking 
demand, but it does contain data related to seasonal variation in hotel parking and room 
occupancy, which was considered sufficiently similar. This information is based on data from over 
60 major hotels throughout the United States. The data shows a difference of 11 percent between 
weekday occupancy in February and weekday occupancy in August (the peak month). It shows a 
difference of 43 percent between weekend occupancy in February and weekend occupancy in 
August. Because they were the most conservative, these increases were applied to the parking 
demand data in this study. Attachment B includes the references used to determine this 
adjustment factor. 

Tum over 
Parking turnover counts were performed every two hours. Counts were averaged for weekdays 
and weekend days. For this part of the study, the license plate numbers of each parked car were 
written down and compared to the license plate numbers of the car parked in the same space 
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during the previous turnover count. From this comparison the amount of time that each car in the 
study area remained parked was determined to the nearest two-hour increment. 

User Observations 
In addition to parking counts, general observations of the Old Distille1y parking lot users were 
made to determine the reason they were parked in the Old Distillery lot. While this was not a 
comprehensive survey, some meaningful information was gathered on lot users. 

Aualysis 

Parking Supply 
A survey of parking supply was performed to determine the total number of parking spaces in the 
study area. For on-street locations where parking spaces were not marked, a length of 22 feet per 
space was assumed. Table 1 summarizes the available spaces in the study area. 

Table 1 
S d A P l' S tu ty rea ar <mg ,paces 

Location Number of Spaces 
General Purpose 15/Vlinute Limit DisaMed 

On-street spaces 
N. Sierra Ave (Plaza St to 202 N. Sierra Ave) 19 0 0 
S. Sierra Ave (Pacific St to linda Mar Dr) 48 7 l 
Pacific Ave (Plaza St to Helix Ave) 22 0 0 
S. AcaCla Ave (S. of Plaza St) 18 0 0 
Total 011-street spaces 107 7 1 
Off-street Sf?aces 
Fletcher Cove lot 62 1 0 0 
Old Distille1y Lot 1402 0 5" 
Tow! 0({-street spaces 202" 0 5 
TOTAL spaces in study area 3092 7 6 
-1:> 1 of the spaces m the Fletcher Cove lot were taken up by constructiOn at the t1me of th1s study. T nerefore, these 
spaces were not included as part of the study area supply. 

269 general purpose spaces and 3 disabled spaces limited to parking for Bridge Medical offices only on weekdays 
between 7:00AM and 6:00PM. 

P,uking Occuf1tlncy 
Parking occupancy counts were performed on both weekdays and weekend days. The two 
weekday counts were averaged to determine the average weekday parking occupancy in the study 
area. The two weekend days were averaged to determine the average weekend parking occupancy 
in the study area. Because occupancy parking counts were taken during the winter months, they 
were increased to simulate conditions during the peak summer season. Weekday counts were 
increased 11 percent and weekend counts were increased 43 percent. For the purposes of this 
analysis, an occupancy that is over 85 percent is considered over capacity. Although counts were 
averaged, there was not a significant difference between the two weekdays and the two weekend 
days. Attachment C contains the daily count data used in this analysis. 
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Table 2 shows the average weekday parking occupancy in the study area. The occupancy data 
shown in Table 2 has been increased by the adjustment factor discussed above. Occupancy is 
reported for each hour between 7:00AM and 7:00PM. For example, occupancy reported in the "7 
AM" column of Table 2 represents occupancy between 7:00 AM and 8:00 AM. Locations with 
over 85 percent occupancy are shown in bold. 

As shown in Table 2, the average weekday peak hour of occupancy for on-street spaces is 12:00 
PM. At this time, the on-street parking occupancy is 51 percent. The average weekday peak hour 
of occupancy for off-street spaces is 12:00 PM. At this time, the off-street parking occupancy is 60 
percent. The average weekday peak hour of occupancy for all spaces is 12:00 PM. At this time, the 
total parking occupancy is 56 percent, which is below the practical capacity of the study an~a. It 
should be noted that occupancy on S. Acacia Avenue and N. Sierra Avenue north of Plaza Street 
exceeds 85 percent during portions of the day, which is above the practical capacity of this 
location. However, these locations are the furthest from the beach lot, and are not expected to be 
required often for beach parking. The average weekend peak occupancy is slightly higher than the 
average weekday peak occupancy for the study area 

Table 2 
A verage w ld p ee < ay ercent P k' 0 (Ad' ar mg ccupancy lJUSte d f s or easona 1 v .. anatlon 

Location Hour 
7AM 8AM 9AM 10AAf 11AM 12PM 1PM 2PM 3 Pl'v1 4PM 5 Plvl 6 P!v1 

Ou-street 
N. Sierra Ave 

94% 76% 80% 85% 83% 83% 97% 87% 81% 78% 71% 61% 
(Plaza St to 202 N. Sierra Ave) 
S. Sierra Ave 40/ 9% 18% 29% 38% 41% 37% 29% 29% 32% 18% 6% 
(Pacific St to Linda Mar Dr) 

/0 

Pacific Ave 
(Plaza St to Helix Ave) 3% 0% 11% 10% 13% 13% 8% go' /0 3% 3% 0% 0% 
$.Acacia Ave($. of Plaza St) 37% 56% 86% 80% 89% 99% 93% 86% 80% 80% 77% 59% 
Total On-street Sfaces 24% 26% 38% 43% 48% 51% 50% 43% 40% 41% 32% 22% 
Off: street 
Fletcher Cove Lot 12% 19% 14% 24% 26% 33% 27% 28% 26% 23% 21% 4% 
Old Distillery Lot 25% 43% 65% 84% 83% 83% 76% 73% 72% 58% 42% 25% 
To((!/ Off-street spaces 19% 32% 42% 57% 57% 60% 53% 52% 51% 42% 32% 16% 
TOTAL in study area 21% 29% 40% SO% 53% 56% 52% 48% 46% 42% 32% 19% 
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Figure 1 shows the vanatton in weekday occupancy during the count hours. Attachment A 
contains additional graphics that show the results of this analysis. 

Figure 1 
Average Weekday Percent Parking Occupancy (Adjusted for Seasonal Variation) 
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Table 3 shows the average weekend parking occupancy in the study area. The occupancy data 
shown in Table 3 has been increased by the adjustment factor discussed above. As shown in Table 
3, the average weekend peak hour of occupancy for on-street spaces is 11:00 AM. At this time, the 
on-street parking occupancy is 57 percent. The average weekend peak hour of occupancy for off­
street spaces is 11:00 AM. At this time, the off-street parking occupancy is 59 percent. The average 
weekend peak hour of occupancy for all spaces is 11:00 AM. At this time, the total parking 
occupancy is 58 percent, which is below the capacity of the study area. It should be noted that 
occupancy on S. Acacia Street and on N. Sierra Avenue north of Plaza Street exceeds 85 percent 
during portions of the day, which is above the practical capacity of this location. However, these 
locations are the furthest from the beach lot, and are not expected to be required often for beach 
parking. The average weekend peak occupancy is slightly higher than the average weekday peak 
occupancy for the study area. 



~Katz, Okitsu & Associates 
~A Planning & Engineering 

Mr. Collure 
JA4376 
April12, 2005 
Page 6 of 12 

Table 3 
A verage w ee <en dP ercent p l . ar<mg 0 (Ad" ccupancy lJUSte d f s or easona 1 v . anatlon ) 

Location Hour 
7AM BAM 9AM 10AlVI 1·tAM ·12 PM 1PM 2PM 3PM 4PM 5PM 6 Pkl 

On-street 
N. Sierra Ave 

98% 90% 90% 87% 102% 79% 79% 79% 90% 83% 90% 98% 
(Plaza St to 202 N. Sierra Ave) 
S. Sierra Ave 

1% 5% 20% 50% 61% 45% 38% 27% 17% 18% 10% 8% 
(Pacific St to Linda Mar Dr) 
Pacific Ave 

3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 
(Plaza St to Helix Ave) 
S. Acacia Ave (S. of Plaza St) 52% 68% 79% 103% 60% 99% 40% 87% 20% 68% 24% 60% 
Total On-street spaces 25% 29% 38% 55% 57% 50% 38% 40% 26%. 33% 24% 30% 
Off street 
Fletcher Cove Lot 138% 45% 43% 31% 36% 17% 17% 14% 18% 24% 23% 7% 
Old DistilletyLot 21% 39% 48% 62% 70% 67% 57% 36% 36% 25% 19% 10% 

Total Off-street spaces 26% 41% 47% 53% 59% 52% 45% 30% 30% 25% 20% 9% 
TOTAL in study area 26% 36% 44% 54% 58% 51% 43% 33% 29% 28% 22% 17% 

Figure 2 shows the variation in weekend occupancy during the count hours. Attachment A 
contains additional graphics that show the results of this analysis. 

Figure 2 
Average Weekend Percent Parking Occupancy (Adjusted for Seasonal Variation) 
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Available Parking Spaces 
Table 4 shows the average weekday number of available parking spaces in the study .area. This 
represents the number of spaces that are unoccupied between 7:00AM and 7:00PM. For example, 
the available spaces reported in the "7 AM" column of Table 4 represent the number of empty 
spaces between 7:00 AM and 8:00 PM. It should be noted that the available spaces do not include 
the 31 spaces currently taken up by construction in the Fletcher Cove parking lot. Figure 3 
graphically shows this data. Attachment A contains graphics that show the results of this 
analysis. 

As shown in Table 4, on the average weekday there are a minimum of 56 on-street parking spaces 
available between 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM in the study area. On the average weekday there .are a 
minimum of 54 off-street parking spaces available between 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM in the study 
area. Overall in the study area, there are a minimum of 110 parking spaces available between 7:00 
AM and 7:00PM on the average weekday. 

Table 4 
A verage W l d A ·1 bl S (Ad. ee < ay vat a e ,paces lJUSte df s or easona IV . anatwn ) 

Location Hour 
7AM BAM 9 AJ\1! 10 Alv! 11 ANI ·12?/vi 1 P/\II 2PM 3 Piv'I 4 PM, 5 PM 6 PAI 

I 011-street 
N. Sierra Ave 

1 4 4 3 3 3 1 2 4 4 6 7 
(Plaza St to 202 N. Sierra Ave) 
S. Sierra Ave 

54 51 46 40 35 33 35 40 40 38 46 53 
(Pacific St to Linda Mar Dr) 
Pacific Ave 

19 22 11 12 9 9 14 14 19 19 22 22 
(Plaza St to Helix Ave) 
S Acam Ave (S. of Plaza St) 11 8 2 4 2 0 1 2 4 4 4 7 
Toral o~J-S[reer spaces 88 85 72 66 59 56 58 65 68 67 I 78 90 
Off-street 
Fletcher Cove Lot 55 50 53 47 46 41 45 45 46 48 

I 
49 59 

Old Distillerv Lot 55 41 26 11 13 13 18 20 20 31 42 55 
Tara/ Off-srrw spaces 109 92 79 58 58 54 63 65 66 78 I 91 114 
TOTAL in study area 197 177 151 124 118 110 121 130 135 146 169 203 
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Figure 3 
Average Weekday Available Spaces (Adjusted for Seasonal Variation) 
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Table 5 shows the average weekend number of available parking spaces. Attachment A contains 
graphics that show the results of this analysis. As shown in Table 5, on the average weekend day 
there are a minimum of 50 on-street parking spaces available between 7:00AM and 7:00PM in the 
study area. On the average weekend day there are a minimum of 84 off-street parking spaces 
available between 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM in the study area. Overall in the study area, there are a 
minimum of 134 parking spaces available between 7:00AM and 7:00 PM on the average weekend 
day. Figure 4 graphically shows this data. 
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Table 5 
A verage w ee <en d A '1 bl S (Ad' t d f S va1 a e ,paces lJUS e or easona 1 v . t' ) ana 1on 

Location Hour 
7ANI SAM 9AM 10AJH nMI 'iZPJll ·/ Nvl 2PM -' Pil'l 4 Pi'v1 

On-street 
N. Sierra Ave 
(Plaza St to 202 N. Sierra Ave) 0 2 2 3 0 4 4 4 2 3 
S. Sierra Ave 

55 53 45 28 22 31 35 41 47 46 
(Pacific St to Linda Mar Dr) 
Pacific Ave 

19 19 19 19 19 22 22 22 22 22 
(Plaza St to Helix Ave) 
S. Acacia Ave (S. of Plaza St) 9 6 4 Ovr1 7 0 11 2 14 6 
Total 011-street spaces I 86 82 71 51 50 57 71 69 85 77 
Off-street 
Fletcher Cove Lot 38 34 36 43 40 51 51 53 . 51 47 
Old Distillery Lot 115 89 75 55 44 48 62 92 94 109 

i Tottll O((·Sireet sptlces 153 123 110 98 84 I 100 113 146 144 156 
! TOTAL in study area 239 205 182 149 I 134 157 185 215 229 2~~ ,:),:) 

' Over capacity, no ava!lable spaces 

Figure 4 
Average Weekend Available Spaces (Adjusted for Seasonal Variation) 

300 

250 

"' Col 200 u 
..: 
0.. 

Vl 
Col 150 3 

.5PJ1/ 

2 

50 

22 

14 
88 

48 
117 

I 165 

I 253 

6PM 

0 

52 

19 

7 
. 81 

58 
130 

188 

268 

I 

I 
I 
I 

~ 
·;:a 
> 100 <: 

I •Average 

1 

Available I 
Spaces 

., 
50 

0 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ < < < < < p.... p.... p.... p.... p.... p.... p.... 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 '?. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
r.:.: 00 o- 0 N N ("() "'<)" l.[") \(:) ..... 

Hour 



-Katz, Okitsu & ..A .. ssociates 
~ . Planning & Engineering 

Mr. Collure 
JA4376 
April12, 2005 
Page 10 of 12 

Pnrking Turnover 
Parking turnover counts were performed to determine the length of time vehicles park in the 
study area. Turnover counts were taken every two hours between 7:00AM and 7:00PM. Based on 
the total vehicles included in the turnover counts, Tables 6 and 7 show the percent of vehicles that 
stay less than two hours, two hours, four hours, six hours, eight hours, and 10 hours. Table 6 
shows the weekday parking turnover and Table 5 shows the weekend parking turnover. 

Table 6 
A W ld P 1' T verage ee < ay ar<mg urnover 

Location Leng_th of Sta~ (hours) 
Less than 2 2-4 4-6 6-8 8-10 10 or mort 

Ou-street spaces 
N. Sierra Ave (Plaza St to 202 N. Sierra 
Ave) 47% 28% 12% 4% 3% 5% 
S. Sierra Ave (Pacific St to Linda Mar Dr) 89% 6% 2% 3% 0% 0% 
Pacific Ave (PI~za St to Helix Ave) 73% 27% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
S. Acacia Ave (S. of Plaza St) 61% 16% 6% 13% 4% 0% 
1 owl On-street spaces 70% 15% 6% I 6% 2% 1% 
Off-street SE_aces 
Fletcher Cove Lot 87% 4% 5% 2% 1% 2% 
Old Distillery Lot 87% 4% 5% 2% 1% 2% 
Tow/ Off-street spaces 53% 18% 11% 10% I 6% 2% 
Total in Study Area 61% 17% 8% 8% 4% 2% 

As shown in Table 6, 70 percent of the vehicles parked in on-street parking spaces stay for less 
than two hours on the average weekday. On the average weekday, 53 percent of the vehicles 
parked in off-street parking spaces stay for less than two hours. Overall, 61 percent of the vehicles 
that park in the study area on the average weekday stay for less than two hours between 7:00AM 
and 7:00PM. 

Table 7 
verage ee <en ar ang A W 1 dP 1' T urn over 

Location Length of Stay (hours) 
Less than 2 2-4 4-6 6-8 8-10 10 or more 

Ou-street SJ!aces 
N. Sierra Ave (Plaza St to 202 N. Sierra Ave) 46% 16% 22% 2% 5% 10% 
S. Sierra Ave (Pacific St to Linda Mar Dr) 93% 2% 2% 3% 0% 0% 
Pacific Ave (Plaza St to Helix Ave) 50% 50% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
S. Acacia Ave($. of Plaza St) 73% 3% 18% 5% 0% 3% 
Tout/ 011-street spaces 74% 7% 11% 3% 1% 3% 
Off-street Sf?aces 
Fletcher Cove Lot 81% 

I 
13% 4% 2% 0% 0% 

Old Distillery Lot 52% 11% 9% 13% 10% 5% 
Total Off-street spaces 63% 12% 7% 9% 6% 3% 
Total in Study_ Area 67% 10% 9% 7% 4% 3% 
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As shown in Table 7, 74 percent of the vehicles parked in on-street parking spaces stay for less 
than two hours on the average weekend day. On the average weekend day, 63 percent of the 
vehicles parked in off-street parking spaces stay for less than two hours. Overall, 67 percent of the 
vehicles that park in the study area on the average weekend day stay for less than two hours 
between 7:00AM and 7:00PM. 

Pmking U5er5 
In addition to the parking. occupancy and turnover counts performed in this study, general 
observations of the Old Distillery parking lot users were made to determine the reason they were 
parked in the Old Distillery lot. The following describes these observations. 

Employee Parking 
Portions of the Old Distillery parking lot appear to be used for employee parking. In 
particular, the southeast portion of the lot is used by employees of business located east of 
the Old Distillery parking lot, as well as employees of adjacent restaurants. One employee 
parked in the lot confirmed that some adja~ent businesses use the Old Distillery lot for 
parking. However, the high turnover rates in this lot suggest that the majority of the lot is 
used by business patrons, beachgoers, or others who stay for only a few hours. 

Customer Parking 
The Old Distillery parking lot is also used by patrons of adjacent restaurants. On 
weekends and after hours, the northeast portion of the lot in particular is used by 
restaurant customers. This may be because some of the nearby restaurants do not have 
dedicated parking. 

Post Office Parking 
Some Post Office customers were observed using the southwest portion of the lot for 
parking, although most were only parked for brief periods of time. Occasionally a post 
office employee was also observed using the lot. 

Construction Parking 
Improvements are currently being made to the park area at Fletcher Cove. Because of this, 
a portion of the existing parking spaces are blocked off, and construction workers 
employed at the site park in the Fletcher Cove lot. The presence of these workers affected 
the parking occupancy and turnover counts in this lot. When construction is finished, the 
workers will no longer park in the Fletcher Cove lot. Therefore, occupan(:y is expected to 
be lower, and the turnover is expected to be higher. 
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Couclusio11s 

Parking occupancy counts were performed on both weekdays and weekend dilys. Because 
occupancy parking counts were taken during the winter months, they were increased to simulate 
conditions during the peak summer season. Weekday counts were increased 11 percent and 
weekend counts were increased 43 percent. It should be noted that portion of the spaces in the 
Old Distillery parking lot are restricted to parking for the Bridge Medical offices only on weekdays 
between 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM. Therefore, these spaces were not included in the p'arking 
occupancy counts during weekdays. In addition, construction is currently taking place at Fletcher 
Cove. Because of this, only 62 of the total 93 spaces in the lot were available for parking at the 
time of the study. 

The average weekday peak hour of occupancy for all spaces·is 12:00 PM. At this time, the total 
parking occupancy is 56 percent when adjusted for seasonal variation. The average weekend peak 
hour of occupancy for all spaces is 11:00 AM. At this time, the total parking occupancy is 59 
percent when adjusted for seasonal variatiqn. Individual off-street parking lots and· on-street 
parking locations m·ay have higher parking occupancy than in the overall study area. However, 
overall, parking demand is below the study area capacity on both weekdays and weekend days. 

The total number of available parking spaces in the study area was determined for the average 
weekday and weekend day. Overall in the study area, there are a minimum of 110 parking spaces 
available between 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM on the average weekday. In addition, there are a 
minimum of 134 parking spaces available between 7:00AM and 7:00 PM on the average weekend 
day in the study area. Therefore, even without the 62 spaces that would be removed with the 
renovation of the Fletcher Cove beach parking lot, there are still sufficient parking spaces in the 
study area to meet the peak demand on both weekdays and weekend days. 

The data collected in this analysis shows that the peak parking demand in the vicinity of Fletcher 
Cove is well below the practical parking capacity in the area. The area's maximum parking 
occupancy is less than 60 percent, leaving 110 spaces empty during the peak hour of demand. In 
ad.dition to these 110 empty spaces, 34 spaces have already been effectively removed because of 
ongoing construction in the beach lot. Therefore, it is concluded that the removal of additional 
spaces, for a total of 62 fewer spaces in the Fletcher Cove vicinity, would not decrease the parking 
supply enough to cause capacity problems in the area. 

Sincerely, 

Katz, Okitsu & Associates 

David Wong-Toi, P.E. 
Senior Engineer 



Katz, Okitsu & Associates 
Planning & Engineering 

ATTACHMENT A 

FIGURES 



" ~ .. 
V} 

z 
J~l I I I LJ LJ I I 

0 N. Sierra Ave 

e Ill~ 

y/ .. t-~e 
)

1> <~.·•'-'-'~ 
. 

~1~ 

«-­
N 

Not To Scale 

M.>~rh 2tlO,'i 

)A-1.>76 

.J' 
/- ~~-
.... <>:: -:"'r 

<><J' -'o 
"-
"'?.<> 

"-:r 

- Kat1.0l\it~u& Assol·iates 

..; 
•r. 

"' N .. 
p:; 

0 Acacia St 

I I I l I 

S Sit•tra Ave 0 

Fletcher Cove Beach Lot 

G 

Study Area 

Old Distillery l.ot G 
I I I l 

\\\\\\\\\ 
I I I I S: 

"'­.. 

LEGEND 

:s 
E: 
~ 

® Off-Street Parking Spaces 

@] On-Street Parking-Spaces 

'69 unlimited spaces and,; disabl<:tl spates limited 
tv rarking for Bridge "·1t:c.h..:a! offt.::cs .. mly on V•.'t·~kdetys 
between 7:00 1\M and 6:00 I'M 
" .. ~,of the spaces in th.: rktrh<~l C·JVI'Iot \VCI(' t.Jkcn up 
by cvnsuuctiun at tht timt= c.f thi~ study Tlwtdc.JJC. these 
sp.:tCi'S w.:re not includeJ 3S p~ut lA tht~ ~tu.jy .Jr.~ a supply 

F!Ltcher C•l't' llu·h11.C Slll.ft• 



g 
Vi 
z 

J~l I I I LJ LJ I I L..__j 

N Sterra Ave 

1·~1 I r-1 1"1 
z 
r-, 
0 
N 

)/ 
4:-­

N 
Not To Scale 

M.11rh 21)11.'; 

\f\~.'10 

J'• 
/-~ 
... v -:"r 

('>.& ,..0 

~(? 
-3 

'{-

Katt.. Ok1bu & .:\ssoc1ates 

'\"~~ 
~,'l:-c,\. ........ 

.c 
•fJ 

"' lj 
r.!...o 

1\;a..:ia 5t 

I I 

5 Sterr a Ave 

Fletcher Cow Beach Lot 

Average Weekday Parking Occupancy 

Old Disttlkr)' lot 

\\\\\\\\\ 
I I 1- - I ~ 

~ 
9 

LEGEND 
15% 

(20 Spaces) 
Percent Occupied 
No. of Avai!C~b!e Spaces 

0 Off-Street Parking 

D On-Street PJrking 

0 Occupancy Exceeds 85'){, 

D Occupancy Exceeds 85'!1,, 

rl.·t.-lter Cc•t·< Hu·h,,g St11d1 · 



~ 
;; 

Vi 
:z. 

J~l I I I LJ LJ I I 

N. Sierra A\•e 

"' 
I·Ji I I r----1 ~ .--____,... 

z 
"· c 
N 

)/ 
4:--­

N 
Not To Scale 

tv\,Jrdl 2005 

1.\~.:;;r. 

- K~tl. Okrtsu & Associates 

....... t--"c. 
<1,'08 

..; 
•r. 

"' N 
-"! 
'-!..... 

:'\G!Lia ~t 

I I 

S. Sit'fra Ave 

Fletcher Cove Beach Lot 

Average Weekend Parking Occupancy 

Old Distillery Lut 

I I 

\\\\\\\\\ 
I I I I [ 

LEGEND 
15% 

(20 Spaces) 
Percent Occupied 
No. of Available Spaces 

... 
~ 
~ 

0 Off-Street Parking 

0 On-Street Parking 

0 Occupancy Exceeds 85% 

0 Occupancy Exceeds 85% 

rt,·tdter Ct'l'<' llukiup. ,C::w.fv 



Katz, Okitsu & Associates 
Planning & Engineering 

ATTACHMENT B 

ADJUSTMENT FACTOR REFERENCES 



PziiiKatz, Okitsu & Associates 
~ Planning & Engineering 

Shared Parking. ULI-the Urban Land Institute. Washington; D.C. 1983. 

City of St111 Diego Visitor Oriented Parking Facilities Study of the Pacific Beach Community. Wilbur 
Smith Associates. San Diego, CA. 2002. 

Transportation Technical Report for Sama Cruz Recreational Rail Service. Dowling Associates, Inc. 
Oakland, CA. 2004. 

Machine Count Traffic Volumes- City Streets. City of San Diego. San Diego, CA. 1996 to 2004. 

2002 Citv of Solana Beach City-V-?ide Speed Surveys Report. Katz, Okitsu & Associates. San Diego, 
CA. 2002. 

Machine Count Traffic Volumes- City Streets. City of Solana Beach. Solana Beach, CA. 2002. 
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Parking Count Adjusted Data 
Old Distillery Lot 

7:00AM 8:00AM 9:00AM 10:00 AM 11:00 AM 12:00 PM 1:00PM 2:00PM 3:00PM 4:00PM I 5:00PM I 6:00PM 

Weekday* 
2/24/2005 16 31 50 62 59 51 53 49 49 

~~-- ~f y~iJ ------- ------- ----------- -------

3/1/2005 21 32 44 61 62 70 58 58 57 
---- --- ------ -------·---- -~--

2/26/2005 39 82 89 104 106 110 97 59 70 
·1--------- ------- -----------f------- f---

2/27/2005 21 31 51 76 96 83 69 47 33 
Weekend 

• Publicly available spaces only 

Fletcher Cove Beach Lot 
7:00AM 8:00AM 9:00AM 10:00 AM 11:00 AM 12:00 PM 1:00PM 2:00PM 3:00PM 4:00PM 5:00PM 6:00PM 

Weekday 
2/24/2005 3 10 8 10 17 20 19 16 22 18 19 3 

3/1!2005 11 13 10 20 16 21 14 19 10 11 8 2 

2/26/2005 17 20 19 14 14 6 6 1 9 14 11 6 
-

2!27!2005 30 36 34 24 30 16 16 16 14 16 17 3 
Weekend 

Pacific Avenue (Plaza St to Helix Ave) 
7:00AM 8:00AM 9:00AM 10:00 AM 11:00 AM 12:00 PM 1:00PM 2:00PM 3:00PM 4:00PM 5:00PM 6:00PM 

Weekday 
2/24/2005 1 0 2 3 4 4 2 2 0 0 0 0 -
3/1/2005 0 0 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 
----
2/26/2005 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

2/27/2005 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Weekend 

S. Acacia Street (S. of Plaza St) 
7:00AM 8:00AM 9:00AM lO:OOAM 11:00 AM 12:00 PM 1:00PM 2:00PM 3:00PM 4:00PM I 5:00PM 6:00PM 

Weekday 
2/24/2005 8 10 16 12 14 19 22 18 14 17 14 10 
-----

3/1/2005 6 10 16 17 18 17 11 13 14 12 13 11 
----- ---

2/26/2005 9 11 9 17 0 17 0 17 0 19 0 13 --- -----
2/27/2005 10 13 20 20 21 19 14 14 7 6 9 9 

Weekend 

S. Sierra Avenue (Plaza St to Linda Mar Dr) 
7:00AM I 8:00AM I 9:00AM 110:00 AM 111:00 AM 112:00 PM I 1:00PM I 2:00PM I 3:00PM I 4:00PM I 5:00PM I 6:00PM 

2/24/2005 2 6 10 18 21 30 23 20 17 19 11 6 

Weokd'y ;;2':~~~ n ~ : :~ 6=1=-~ t ~~ t ~~ I ~ -I '!=--F-';- j~r=r r= 
weekend--=--:==-===------__ j - I u -:=__26--r--2,T --24 -- 21 --21- --u--l-11 _____ 7 ___ r __ 4 ___ _ 



N. Sien-a Avenue (Plaza St to 202 N. Sierra Ave) 
7:00AM 2:00 PM I 3:00 PM 6:00PM 

2/24/2005 20 17 20 21 21 20 19 19 19 16 14 
---------

rl. !rl ~~-~~~:1 r ~~ r- ::-- ''=J-9-. 3/1/2005 16 13 12 11 
-·---~--- -·------!------- -- --·---
2/26/2005 20 20 13 11 14 14 
-------- ------
2/27/2005 17 14 21 20 20 23 

Weekday 

Weekend 

Total Study Area 
7:00AM 8:00AM 9:00AM 10:00 AM 11:00 AM 12:00 PM 1:00PM 2:00PM 3:00PM 4:00PM 5:00 PM I 6:00 PM 

Weekday 

Weekend 

2/24/2005 50 72 103 125 137 146 140 123 121 109 

~~JjJ_ 
--· 

3/1/2005 56 73 95 125 128 134 119 118 110 100 
---- 176 -- ----L___,--

2/26/2005 86 137 146 187 189 139 97 99 102 
- ----------- ------r-- -

2!27!2005 80 97 134 159 187 154 136 117 87 77 
-

Available Spaces 
7:00AM 8:00AM 9:00AM 10:00AM 11:00 AM 12:00 PM 1:00PM 2:00PM 3:00PM 4:00PM 5:00PM 6:00PM 

Weekday 2/24/2005 200 178 147 125 113 104 110 127 129 142 168 204 ---
3/1/2005 195 177 155 125 122 116 131 132 140 150 170 203 

------------

Weekend 2/26/2005 236 185 176 135 133 146 183 225 223 220 . 251 262 
2!27!2005 242 225 188 163 135 168 186 205 235 245 255 275 

-
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CALIFORNIA -'¥eft 86 . 
COASTAL COMNIISSION . ~ -

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRIG 
CaiBeach Allvocates and san DIBIO county Cllaoter or tllo Surlrider Foundation 

••• 
May 31, 2005 

Jim Jaffee 
738 Seabright Lane 

Solana Beach, CA 92075 
858 350-0895 

Comments on Application No. 6-05-40 (Fletcher Cove parking lots) Application of City of Solana 
Beach to redevelop beachfront park resulting in loss of 60 public parking spaces and construct 

74-space off-site parking lo~ at 140 South Sierra Avenue and Fletcher Cove Beach Park, Solana 
Beach, San Diego County. 

CaiBeach Advocates' mission is to preserve, maintain and restore the natural sandy beaches, 
coastal bluffs and nearshore environment of California. 

The Surfrider Foundation is a nan-profit environmental organization dedicated to the protection 
and enjoyment of the world's oceans, waves and beaches for all_people, through conservation, 
activism, research and education. The San Diego County Chapter is the largest chapter and 
represents 4990 members. · 

This l~tter was also supported by San-Diego Chapter of the Sierra Club (Contact Joanne Pearson 
858-459-7041) and the San Diego Baykeeper (Contact Allison Rolfe, Policy Director, (619) 758-
7743). 

CaiBeach Advocates and the San Diego County Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation have 
reviewed the referenced Staff Report and public comments and offer the following comments . 

. However, before providing the specific comments, !personally, along with many members of 
Surfrider F..oundation and CaiBeach Advocates attended the numerous public workshops and 
Solana Beach City Council hearings held in developing the plans for improving Fletcher Cove and 
agreed with most of the actions taken, especially· those with respect to expanding the park area 
as in the present application. 

We respectfully disagree with staffs recommendation to "deny the applicant's request for 
construction of a grass and/or sand park area within Fletcher Cove Beach Park because it will 
result in the permanent loss of 60 out of the existing 93 beach parking spaces at the only 
beachfront parking lot in Solana Beach" for numerous reasons. 

One is that, as correctly stated in the Staff report, there are limited opportunities far the public to 
enjoy the shoreline in Solana Beach. Private development covers virtually the entire top of the 
bluff, impeding lateral public access and leaving only a handful of public access paints for bluff 
top ocean views. The usable sandy beach itself has narrowed, impeding lateral public beach 
access, because of decreased sand supplies. The beach will narrow further due to the 
unmitigated, cumulative passive erosion impacts of the present policy of approving sea walls 
along the entire Solana Beach coastline .. 

Fletcher Cave Beach Park is the only large, publicly-owned area in Solana Beach where public 
use and enjoyment of the bluff top along the shoreline could be enhanced. Currently, however, 
the Park has only a very small area available for safe and convenient public use. at the top of the 
bluff. The proposed expansion of the usable park into a portion of the area now devoted to 
automobiles will significantly improve the ability of the public to use and enjoy the shoreline in 
Solana Beach. · 

This is similar to what happenea- in Del Mar when Powerhouse Park was created. A huge, dirt 
area next to the beach, historically used for beachfront parking, was replaced with grassy open 
space and children's play areas. Powerhouse Park now provides an immensely popular area for 

Jim Jaffee 5/31/2005 LETTERS OF SUPPORT 
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members of the public to enjoy Del Mar's shoreline. Public use of the area increased 
dramatically, especially by non-residents, in spite of parking constraints. 

Like staff, we are concerned about loss of public parking opportunities, as this is a critically 
important component of ensuring public access to the shoreline. We don't disagree with staff that 
the parking will not be as good or convenient as currently exists. We do disagree, however, with 
staffs conclusion that public use of the Park will decrease as a result. 

First, we believe that the on-site parking spaces which will be retained will be sufficient for most 
weekday, off-season needs. Also, adequate beach parking need not be "beachfront" parking. 
There are numerous examples in the area where the public walks to the beach from nearby 
parking similar to what will exist with the new project. These include Del Mar, "D" St in Encinitas, 
Beacon's Beach in Leucadia, Black's Beach in La Jolla, Ponto Beach in Carlsbad, and day use of 
beaches in San Elijo State Park. In the case of Solana Beach, additional public parking exists 
along nearby streets and in the "Distillery" lot across the street from Fletcher Cove. Also, the 
completion of two new pedestrian bridges crossing the railroad right-of-way will help by facilitating 
pedestrian beach access from the residential areas to the east of old Highway 101. Improvement 
of Fletcher Cove Park should also attract more use by non-residents using the nearby Coaster 
station· instead of vehicles. 

We feel the Staffs application of Coastal Act Policies could also be viewed slightly differently in 
light of Section 30007.5 of the Coastal Act: 

"30007.5. The Legislature further finds and recognizes that conflicts may occur between one or 
more policies of the division. The Legislature therefore declares that in carrying out the provisions 
of this division such conflicts be resolved in a manner which on balance is the most protective of 
~ignificant coastal resources." 

Expansion and improvement of the only beachfront and bluff top pedestrian park with easy 
access in Solana Beach is, in our view, a wiser and more protective use of significant coastal 
resources than maintenance of on-site, beachfront parking. 

We recommend that the Commission approve the project as submitted using findings based on 
Sectipn 30007.5 and in light of all of the direct community involvement in Solana Beach's 
formulation of the Fletcher Cove Master Plan. 

Si"§: ~o)/L. 
Jim Jaffee 
Vice President 
CaiBeach Advocates 
Advisor San Diego County Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation 

On behalf of: 

Joanne Pearson 
San Diego County Chapter of the Sierra Club 

Allison Rolfe 
Policy Director, San Diego Baykeeper 

,;_..., ,_a,... ...... 
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Steve, Mona and David Goetsch 
837 Santa Rosita 

Solana Beach, CA 92075 

Gary Cannon 
California Coastal Commission 
7575 Metropolitan Drive 
San Diego, CA 92108-4402 

RE: Fletcher Cove in City of Solana Beach 

Dear Mr. Cannon: 

May 31,2005 

}&~~~~ill) 
JUN 0 1 2005 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

I am a member of the City of Solana Beach Parks and Recreation Commission. 
My opinions represent myself but are not the expressed opinion of the Commission as a 
whole. 

The Solana Beach Parks and Recreation Commission has begun to deal with the 
paucity of public parks in our community. The City of Solana Beach has an area of 
approximately 2176 acres and our only developed park (La Colonia) is merely 3 acres. 
That corresponds to 0.2% of the land area of our city. According to The Trust for Public 
Land, this compares abysmally with such cities as San Diego (18.3%), Los Angeles 
(10%), Long Beach (8.5%) and even the worst city on their list, Tucson (2.0%). It is 
clear that the County of San Diego short-changed the residents of this area during their 
stewardship and at the time of our incorporation as a city in 1986 there was very little left 
that city government could do in a community that is over 98% developed. 

The proposal to trade parking spaces at Fletcher Cove, the jewel of our city, for a 
remote lot purchased by the city, in order to create more parkland is brilliant. It is 
virtually impossible to create more parkland in this city: even the Coastal Rail Trail 
serves as a pseudo-park, despite its ludicrous dimensions of 1. 7 miles in length and 15 to 
20 feet in width. 

I strongly urge you to approve this proposal for creation of more park space. I 
cannot imagine any disadvantage to this proposal. Please visit Fletcher Cove this coming 
weekend during our Fiesta del Sol and see what the potential for a park at this site is 
really all about. 

Steven J. Goetsch 



Mr. Gary Cannon 
California Coastal Commission 
7575 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Email: gcannon@coastal.ca.gov 
Fax: (619) 767-2384 

~~~llW[t~ 
JUN 0.2 2005 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

Cc: Mr. Bany Johnso~ City of Solana Beach 
Email: !lliLhllson@cosb.Qrg 
Fax: (858) 792-6513 

RE: Coastal Commission agenda item "d. Application No. 6-05-40" 

June 2, 2005 

Dear Mr. Cannon, 

I strongly support Coastal Commission approval of the City of Solana Beach application 
to redevelop a portion of the Fletcher Cove parking area into a beachfront park. 

Fletcher Cove itself offers a very small beach area-in fact, almost none at high tide. A 
grassy park space adjacent to the beach would provide residents with a greatly needed 
recreation area. We need a place for families to play. to picnic or just to enjoy the beauty 
of the ocean view. 

The city's purchase of the Distillery property and the resulting 124 public parking places 
it has provided, more than make up for the 60 public parking spaces which would be lost 
at Fletcher Cove. 

Thank you for your consideration. 



FROM FAX NO. 

Mr. Gary Cannon 
California Coastal Commission 
7575 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Email: gcannon@coastal.ca.gov 
Fax: (619) 767-2384 

Jun. 02 2005 03:15PM P1 

~~JEUW[t~ 
JUN 0 2 2005 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSJOO 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

Cc: Mr. Barry Johnson, City of Solana Beach 
Email: bjohnson@cosb.org 
Fax: (858) 792-6513 

RE: Coastal Commission agenda item "d. Application No. 6-05-40" 

June 2, 2005 

Dear Mr. Cannon, 

1/We strongly support Coastal Commission approval of the City of Solana Beach 
application to redevelop a portion of the Fletcher Cove parking area into a 
beachfront park. 

Fletcher Cove itself offers a very small beach area-in fact, almost none at high 
tide. A grassy park space adjacent to the beach would provide residents with a 
greatly needed recreation area. We need a place for families to play, to picnic or 
just to enjoy the beauty of the ocean view. 

The city's purchase of the Distillery property and the resulting 124 public parking 
places it has provided, more than make up for the 60 public parking spaces 
which would be lost at Fletcher Cove. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sif'l_ /ll~ 
Parker and Megan Lyons 
1416 San Ignacio 
Solana Beach, CA 92075 



From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Brenda Sampiere [brendasampiere@cox.net} 

Thursday, June 02, 2005 9:22AM 

gcannon@coastal.ca.gov 

bjohnson@cosb.org 

Subject: Solana Beach Fletcher Cove Parking 

Gary, 

~~«:om;rr~ID 
JUN 0 2 2005 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

I am writing with reference to Application No. 6-05-40. As a long time citizen of Solana Beach (12 years) and with the 
intent of staying another 20 years or so, and a resident on N. Sierra Ave., about .2 miles from Fletcher Cove, I urge you and 
your commission to look very closely at Solana Beach's request for swapping parking from Fletcher Cove to the old distillery 
lot. I lived here when the purchase took place and the buildings were leveled for parking. I was a member of the Parks and 
Recreation Commission and fought hard to make Fletcher Cove Master Plan a reality. Fletcher Cove could be sooooo 
amazing and yet it is just an ugly patch of lawn enjoyed by very few. 

The new bathrooms are beautiful and the rest of the plan would make Fletcher Cove available to be enjoyed by so many more 
residents if there were grass, a playground and more areas to look at and enjoy our beautiful ocean. 

I strongly urge you to allow the swap of parking as it was intended and don't penalize our town for doing things one step at a 

time. 

Sincerely, 

Brenda Sampiere 

6/2/2005 



From: Christine. Antonelli [chris@mind-spire.com] 

Sent: Wednesday, June 01,200510:04 PM 

To: gcannon@coastal.ca.gov 

Cc: bjohnson@cosb.org 

Subject: Fletcher Cove, Solana Beach 

Dear Mr. Cannon, 

On behalf of the Coastal Commission, please consider and approve Application No. 6-05-
40 (Fletcher Cove parking lots) Application of City of Solana Beach to redevelop 
beach±i·ont park resulting in loss of 60 public parking spaces and construct 7 4-space off­
site parking lot, at 140 South Sierra Avenue and Fletcher Cove Beach Park, Solana 
Beach, San Diego County. (GDC-SD). 

Our family has resided in Solana Beach for over 15 years, and we are eager for the 
proposed improvements to Fletcher Cove to progress as planned. As you know, there is 
ample parkjng across the street in the lot the City purchased in anticipation of the 
Fletcher Cove improvement plan. We have already been waiting an intem1inable runount 
of time. A new and improved Fletcher Cove will be an asset to the City of Solana Beach, 
San Diego and North County as a whole. 

Thank you in advance for your thoughtful consideration of this matter. 

Sincerely, 
Christine Antonelli 
Joseph Crocamo 
Casey Crocamo 
Michael Crocamo 
Cameron Crocamo 

212 N. Sierra Ave 
Solana Beach, CA 92075 

6/2/2005 



From: Julie Doody [jdoody@adelphia.net] 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Thursday, June 02, 2005 3:18PM 

gcannon@coastal.ca.gov 

bjohnson@cosb.org 

Subject: Fletcher Cove 

Dear Sirs- please read and consider the following matter. 

Mr. Gary Cannon 
California Coastal Commission 
7575 Metropolitan Dr., Ste 103 
San Diego, Ca 92108 

Cc: Mr. Barry Johnson, City of Solana Beach 

J}Jcg;m;lt'\Yi'~IDJ 
JUN 0 2 2005 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

RE: Coastal Commission agenda item "d. Application No. 6-5-40" 

June 2, 2005 

Dear Mr. Cannon, 

I strongly support Coastal Commission approval of the City of Solana Beach 
application to redevelop a portion of the Fletcher Cove parking area into a 
beachfront park. 

Fletcher Cove itself offers a VERY small beach area- in fact, almost none at high 
tides. A grassy park space adjacent to the beach would improve residents with a 
greatly needed recreation area. We need a place for families to come together to 
play, picnic or enjoy the beautiful ocean view and sunsets. 

The city's purchase of the Distillery property and the resulting 124 public parking 
places it has provided more than make up for the 60 public parking spaces which 
would be lost at Fletcher Cove. 

Thank you for your consideration in the matter. 

Sincerely, 

Julie Doody 
730 South Nardo Avenue 
Solana Beach, Ca 92075 

6/2/2005 



From: Kristan Fazio [lusk@adelphia.net] 

Sent:· Thursday, June 02, 2005 2:35PM 

To: bjohnson@cosb.org 

Cc: gcannon@coastal.ca.gov 

Subject: Fletcher Cove 

Mr. Gary Cannon 
California Coastal Commission 
7575 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103 
San Diego, CA 921 08 
Email: gcannon@coastal.ca.gov 
Fax: (619) 767-2384 

Cc: Mr. Barry Johnson, City of Solana Beach 
Email: bjohnson@cosb.org 
Fax: (858) 792-6513 

RE: Coastal Commission agenda item "d. Application No. 6-05-40" 

June 2, 2005 

Dear Mr. Cannon, 

IJCO~~~ 
JUN 0 2 2005 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

We strongly support Coastal Commission approval of the City of Solana Beach application to redevelop 
a portion of the Fletcher Cove parking area into a beachfront park. 

Fletcher Cove itself offers a very small beach area-in fact, almost none at high tide. A grassy park 
space adjacent to the beach would provide residents with a greatly needed recreation area. We need a 
place for families to play, to picnic or just to enjoy the beauty of the ocean view. 

The city's purchase of the Distillery property and the resulting 124 public parking places it has provided, 
more than make up for the 60 public parking spaces which would be lost at Fletcher Cove. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Kristan Fazio 
The Fazio Family 
412 S. Rios Ave 
Solana Beach, Ca 92075 

6/2/2005 



From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Durbin, Terri [terri.durbin@intel.com] 

Thursday, June 02, 2005 11:28 AM 

gcannon@coastal.ca.gov 

bjohnson@cosb.org 

Subject: Support for Fletcher Cove, Solana Beach Redevelopment 

Mr. Gary Cannon 
California Coastal Commission 
7575 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Email: gcannon@coastal.ca.gov 
Fax: (619) 767-2384 

Cc: Mr. Barry Johnson, City of Solana Beach 
Email: bjohnson@cosb.org 

; 

Fax: (858) 792-6513 

RE: Coastal Commission agenda item "d. Application No. 6-05-40" 

June 2, 2005 

Dear Mr. Cannon, 

IJ©m;~ID) 
JUN 0 2 2005 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

We strongly support Coastal Commission approval of the City of Solana Beach application to redevelop 
a portion of the Fletcher Cove parking area into a beachfront park. 

Fletcher Cove itself offers a very small beach area-in fact, almost none at high tide. A grassy park 
space adjacent to the beach would provide residents with a greatly needed recreation area. We need a 
place for families to play, to picnic or just to enjoy the beauty of the ocean view. 

The city's purchase of the Distillery property and the resulting 124 public parking places it has provided, 
more than make up for the 60 public parking spaces which would be lost at Fletcher Cove. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Terri and Dennis Durbin 
711 Marsolan Avenue 
Solana Beach, Ca. 92075 

6/2/2005 



From: Victoria Cypherd [v.cypherd@cox.net] 

Sent: Thursday, June 02, 2005 10:39 AM 

To: gcannon@coastal.ca.gov 

Subject: Application No. 6-05-40 
COAsf'ALIFORNIA 

SAN DIEG~ ~gAMSMISSION 
TDISTRICT 

Coastal Commssion Agenda Item d. Application No. 6-05-40 (Fletcher Cove parking lots) 
Application of City of Solana Beach to redevelop beachfront park resulting in loss of 60 
public parking spaces and construct 74-space off-site parking lot, at 140 South Sierra 
Avenue and Fletcher Cove Beach Park, Solana Beach, San Diego County. (GDC-SD) 

Dear Mr. Cannon, 

I live in the neighborhood that will be directly affected by the loss of parking at Fletcher Cove. 1 
would like to see the park development proceed and I don't believe we will be severely 
impacted by the loss of parking spaces at the Cove. 

The City bought the Distillery night club in order to provide for parking when the park at 
Fletcher Cove was developed. That time has come- just because the parking lot has· been 
used by the public in the mean time for other purposes shouldn't mean that it can't be used for 
it's original purpose- to make up for the spaces that will be lost when developing the park. The 
Distillery parking lot is adjacent to Fletcher Cove and more than makes up for the lost parking 
spaces at the Cove. There is already street parking available and many beach cities currently 
exist with the influx of beach goers. I don't think any of us who live at the beach realize that 
there won't be some traffic impacts. 

Our City will greatly benefit from the proposed park development. The current parking lot at 
Fletcher Cove is very unattractive and the addition of a park on the bluff will enhance the 
beach experience for everyone, especially for children, since our beach is narrow and often 
inaccessible due to high tides. 

I hope you will consider approving the City's application. 

Sincerely, 

Victoria Cypherd 

207 N. Acacia Avenue 

6/2/2005 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Importance: 

Dear Mr. Cannon: 

Dan Chambers [dan@biotechnologylawgroup.com] 
Thursday, June 02, 2005 1:52 PM 
gcannon@coastal.ca.gov 
bjohnson@cosb.org 
Application No. 6-05-40 - Fletcher Cove in Solana Beach, CA 

High CI\LifORNI~SSION 
COI\S"TA

0
L ~~~ DIS1RIC1 

SI\NDIEG 

Dan Chambers here. I reside at 658 Marsolan Avenue, Solana Beach, CA 
92075-1931, with my wife, Marcel, and our 17 mo. old daughter, Camille. I 
am writing to ask that the California Coastal Commission approve Solana 
Beach's proposed revitalization of a portion of the small beachfront park 
known as "Fletcher Cove". I note the following in support of this request: 

1. Implementation of the City's proposed plan (Application No. 6-05-40) 
will revitalize and expand the recreational area at Fletcher Cove. 
Specifically, expansion of the park's recreational area, including the 
addition of a "tot-lot" and larger grassy area, will allow for better use of 
the scenic bluff property than the current park parking lot, 60 spaces of 
which (out of a current total of 93) would be redeveloped as recreational 
space, although these lost spaces would be more than replaced by the 124 
parking spaces on City-owned property across the street that Solana Beach 
has already purchased and improved for this purpose. 

2. Fletcher Cove's expansion will allow for increased coastal access for 
the public (including for families such as mine that include small 
children); access to and use Fletcher Cove during high tide, which at 
present frequently renders much of the beach inaccessible; and 
beautification and redevelopment of the site in general. 

3. Even after redevelopment, I understand that Fletcher Cove will retain 33 
parking spaces, including those reserved for the handicapped. 

4. In 1994 the City purchased a property known as the "Distillery" located 
across the street from Fletcher Cove specifically to provide replacement 
parking after proposed redevelopment of the park, which will result in the 
conversion of some of Fletcher Cove's existing parking into useful 
recreational space. In the interim, the City has demolished the building on 
the Distillery lot and re-striped its parking lot to provide 124 free public 
parking spaces. 

5. I understand that Coastal Commission's staff recommends that the City's 
application be denied, largely, if not entirely, based on the perception 
that the proposed redevelopm~nt will result in the loss of 60 parking spaces 
at Fletcher Cove. This view fails to recognize the City's good faith 
actions over more than 10 years with respect to the Distillery lot's 124 
parking spaces (which, after the redevelopment is complete, will result in a 
net gain of at least 64 parking spaces) and would, in effect, penalize the 
City for being proactive and allowing the public to use the Distillery lot's 
parking spaces in advance of receiving the Coastal Commission's approval for 
the park's redevelopment. A ruling against the City's application for this 
reason (i.e., "loss" of parking spaces) would constitute a ridiculous "form 
over substance" decision, based on an overly technical, unnecessarily 
restrictive approach to adjudication. It would also serve as notice to 
cities that they should refrain from undertaking publicly beneficial interim 
steps (e.g., addition of parking spaces on city-owned property) in 
connection with a long-term redevelopment effort still subject to Coastal 
Commission review. 

Accordingly, I urge the Commission to reject its staff's recommendation and 
1 



instead vote to approve Solana Beach's application to redevelop a portion of 
the Fletcher Cove parking area into a beachfront park (8 June 2005 Hearing 
agenda item (d) - Application No. 6-05-40). Doing so would recognize the 
City's long-term efforts to substantially improve Fletcher Cove's 
recreational potential and enable the City to convert Fletcher Cove's tiny 
existing beach area, which can become almost totally submerged at high tide, 
into a much-needed family-friendly, recreational space tha~ also includes a 
non-tide-affected beach-adjacent grassy area and space for small children to 
safely play. It would also appropriately recognize that this long-term 
redevelopment effort will result in a net gain, not loss, of parking spaces 
for Fletcher Cove visitors. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
Dan Chambers 
Daniel M. Chambers 
BioTechnology Law Group 
658 Marsolan Avenue 
Solana Beach, CA 92075-1931 
Tel: 858.350.9690 
Fax: 858.350.9691 
E-mail: dan@biotechnologylawgroup.com 

IMPORTANT - This message, and any attachment, is confidential, and is 
intended sblely for the named recipient(s). Unauthorized access, use, 
reproduction, or retransmission is prohibited. If you are not an intended 
recipient or have otherwise received this message in error, please 
immediately notify the sender and delete this message from your computer 
system. Thank you. 

2 



.FROM :STRRTRJIM FRX NO. :1 858 7g4 0303 

Mr. Gary Cannon, California Coastal Commission 
Email: gcannon@coastal.ca.gov 
Fax number: (619) 767-2384 

Cc: Mr. Barry johnson, City of Solana Beach 
Email: .bjohnso~o_s_b_~.Qifl 
Fax: (858) 792-6513 

~~[;~PI 
JUN o 2 7.005 

· CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

RE: Coastal Commission agenda item d. Application No. 6-05-40 

Dear Mr. Cannon, 

We strongly support Coastal Commission approval of the City of Solana 
Beach application to redevelop a portion of the Fletcher Cove parking area 
into a beachfront park. 

Fletcher Cove itself offers a very small beach area-in fact, almost none at 
high tide. A grassy park space adjacent to the beach would provide 
residents with a greatly needed recreation area. We need a place for 
families to play, to picnic or just to enjoy the beauty of the ocean view. 

The city's purchase of the Distillery property and the resulting 124 public 
parking places it has provided, more than make up for the 60 public 
parking spaces which would be lost at Fletcher Cove. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

r-r ( o VVlwv ;;.,a l ~ Ave.. VVv--e-

s~~ QA_c_ ~ 1 CA. qd-{)'7 -~ 



Mr. Gary Cannon 
California Coastal Commission 
7575 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Email: gcannon@coastal.ca.gov 
Fax: (619) 767-2384 

Cc: Mr. Barry Johnson, City of Solana Beach 
Email: bjohnson@cosb.org 
Fax: (858) 792-6513 

RE: Coastal Commission agenda item "d. Application No. 6-05-40" 

June 2, 2005 

Dear Mr. Cannon, 

We strongly support Coastal Commission approval of the City of Solana Beach 
application to redevelop a portion of the Fletcher Cove parking area into a 
beachfront park. 

Fletcher Cove itself offers a very small beach area-in fact, almost none at high 
tide. A grassy park space adjacent to the beach would provide residents with a 
greatly needed recreation area. We need a place for families to play, to picnic or 
just to enjoy the beauty of the ocean view. 

The city's purchase of the Distillery property and the resulting 124 public parking 
places it has provided, more than make up for the 60 public parking spaces 
which would be lost at Fletcher Cove. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Mary and Mike Larkin 
726 Barbara Ave 
Solana Beach, CA 92075 
(858 )259-0698 
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~~~HWJt~ 
June 2, 2005 
Application No. 6-05-40 
Attention: Gary Cannon 

To Whom It May Concern: 

JUN 0 3 2005 
Ct.UFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

I live in the Fletcher Cove area and have for over 18 years. I have been waiting for the 
park to go in for several years now. The park will allow me to enjoy the beach without 
worry ofblufffailure on my loved ones while still enjoying the wonderful ocean. I 
remember when the city of Solana Beach purchased the Distillery, demolished the 
structure and turned it into a parking area. The people in my neighborhood were ecstatic! 
Finally the City seemed to be moving forward with its plan of more parks in the 
community. A neighborhood park for children to play at, a place for our community to 
gather! I have not heard any concern about parking. We feel the parking spaces the old' 
Distillery lot provides is more than sufficient parking. The Distillery has 124 spaces 
while Fletcher Cove would only be giving up 60! The off set seems more than ample. 

I am also a member of the Parks and Recreation Committee in the City and have 
volunteered my time in that position for over 6 years. Many of the members on the 
Committee feel it will be a wonderful park to gather our community and bring them 
together for coastal recreation. We are currently planning a "Surf Movie" family night at 
the Fletcher Cove location. Families in our community will be encouraged to attend a 
free outdoor screening of a surf film while enjoying the beautiful ocean and all it has to 
offer. We are hoping to host "Family Night" events on a regular basis at Fletcher Cove. 
The area as it is now is difficult to gather the community at and we are limited in what we 
can achieve. With more open space it would be a much more user friendly area for people 
to enjoy and the community to gather at. 

We are a coastal town and would love to gather at the coast but sadly it seems that option 
is limited. With that addition of more open space at Fletcher Cove our community could 
once again enjoy the beautiful ocean and all of its gift! Thank you for your time in letting 
me express my whole hearted support of the Fletcher Cove project and opening up 
coastal access for our community to once again enjoy! 

Best regards, 

~:~-'A, 0~ GJ:" a_ ___ ~/ 
Bndget Augusta 
122 N. Helix Ave 1987-1996 
120 N. Helix Ave 1996-2001 
616 W. Circle Drive 2001- present 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Jennifer Ball [freerangechickens@adelphia.net] 
Friday, June 03, 2005 6:45AM 
gcannon@coastal.ca.gov 
bjohnson@cosb.org; gerri retman; Gillian Gillies 
Fletcher cove park 

~~~liW~fiD 
JUN ~ 3 2005 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Here we have a city that rightly chooses grass over asphalt, and the ~AN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 
Coastal Commission is telling us that we can't have grass right next to 
the ocean? Because we need more parking spaces???? Please don't force us 
to have concrete when we'd prefer something else. We are intelligent, 
thoughtful people. We know that we have plenty of parking for 
out-of-towners. The rest of us walk and bike and run to the beach. We 
don't need parking for ourselves, just visitors. I think we, as a town, 
have the right to make this decision. I thought the Coastal Commission 
was for protecting the coast and its inhabitants. Having exhaust right 
by the ocean kind of diminishes what people come to the ocean for: 
clean air, freedom from traffic, and open space. 

Please, please, please don't force us to have asphalt when we'd rather 
have nature. 

Sincerely, 

Jennifer Ball 
709 N. Granados Ave. 
738 Barbara Ave. 
Solana Beach, CA 92075 
858-350-7670 

1 



From: Kelly Harless [kharless@cox.net] 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thursday, June 02, 2005 6:54 PM 
gcannon@coastal.ca.gov; bjohnson@cosb.org 
RE: Coastal Commission agenda item "d. Application No. 6-05-40" ire~§!ilWft~ 

RE: Coastal Corrunission agenda item "d. Application No. 6-05-40" JUN -_ 3 ZOOS 

June 2, 2005 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRIC 

Dear Mr. Cannon, 

We strongly support Coastal Corrunission approval of the City of Solana Beach 
application to redevelop a portion of the Fletcher Cove parking area into a 
beachfront park. 

Fletcher·cove itself offers a very small beach area-in fact, almost none at 
high tide. A grassy park space adjacent to the beach would provide 
residents with a greatly needed recreation area. We need a place for 
families to play, to picnic or just to enjoy the beauty of the ocean view. 

The city's purchase of the Distillery property and the resulting 124 public 
parking places it has provided, more than make up for the 60 public parking 
spaces which would be lost at Fletcher Cove. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

1 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Mr. Gary Cannon 

Jane Coffin [edtyus@msn.com] 
Friday, June 03, 2005 10:46 AM 
gcannon@coastal.ca.gov 
bjohnson@cosb.org 

California Coastal Commission 
7575 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103 
San Diego, CA 92108 
Email: gcannon@coastal.ca.gov 
Fax: (619) 767-2384 

Cc: Mr. Barry Johnson, City of Solana Beach 
Email: bjohnson@cosb.org 
Fax: (858) 792-6513 

RE: Coastal Commission agenda item "d. Application No. 6-05-40" 

June 2, 2005 

Dear Mr. Cannon, 

}&J©m:JN~ID) 
JUN 0 3 2005 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

I/We strongly support Coastal Commission approval of the City of Solana 
Beach application to redevelop a portion of the Fletcher Cove parking area 
into a beachfront park. 

Fletcher Cove itself offers a very small beach area-in fact, almost none at 
high tide. A grassy park space adjacent to the beach would provide 
residents with a greatly needed recreation area. We need a place for 
families to play, to picnic or just to enjoy the beauty of the ocean view. 

The city's purchase of the Distillery property and the resulting 124 public 
parking places it has provided, more than make up for the 60 public parking 
spaces which would be lost at Fletcher Cove. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Jane Coffin 
109 Brookdale Place 
Solana Beach, CA 92075 

1 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Mr Cannon, 

Michael Luther [mluther@qualcomm.com] 
Friday, June 03, 2005 11:54 AM 
gcannon@coastal.ca.gov 
Re: Application No. 6-05-40 

Please approve The City of Solana Beach's request for a permit to transform 
the parking lot at Fletcher Cove into a recreation and tot-lot area. 

Being a Solana Beach resident and using the Cove a couple times a week for 
the last 4 years I can honestly say that I have never seen a situation 
where the parking lot was more than half full. The proposed increase in 
recreational area at Fletcher Cove will make better use of the scenic bluff 
property, and the adjacent Distillery parking, which historically has never 
really been used by Visitors to the Cove, should be viewed as an expansion 
to offset any loss of parking places at the Cove itself. 

The proposed enlargement of the park will offer better opportunities for 
coastal recreation for families with children like mine. The beach is 
often inaccessible due to high tides, and the new park will allow visitors 
to more frequently utilize the coastal area. 

The families and residents of Solana Beach want you to approve this 
project. I am asking you to approve the project on our behalf. 

Thanks for your consideration. 

Michael Luther 
701 Midori Ct. 
Solana Beach, CA 92075 
(858) 792-0952 

1 
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FROM : JAN PHONE NO. 6195091794 

Mr. Gary Cannon 
California Coastal Commission 
7575 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103 
Son Diego, CA 92108 
Email: gcannon@coastal.ca.gov 
Fax: {619) 767-2384 

Cc: Mr. Barry Johnson, Cfty of Solana Beach 
Email: blohnson@cosb.org 
Fax: (858) 792-6513 

Jun. 03 2005 09:25AM Fi 

J~~llW[t~ 
JUN 0 3 7005 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

RE: Coastal Commission agenda item "d. Application No. 6-05-40" 

June 2, 2005 

Dear Mr. Cannon, 

1/We strongly support Coastal Commission approval of the Ci1y of Solana Beach 
applicat1on to redevelop a portion of the Fletchef Cove parking area Into a 
beachfront park. 

Fletcher Cove itSelf offers a very small beach areo--ln fact, almost none at high 
tide. A grassy park space adJacent to the beach would provide residents with a 
greatly needed recreation area. We need a place for families to play, to picnic 
or ]ust to enjoy the beauty of the ocean view. 

The city's purchase of the Distillery property and the resulting 124 public par1<ing 
places it has provided, more than make up for the 60 public parl<lng spaces 
which would be lost at Fletcher Cove. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

·~~ ;?.d~~.l( 
1:56 H~~~r~A~uc 
~~ ~~ / CA. tf;lO-=f-5 
~ MA{L ~ -JE PAP6-LL-@ Ac:6L-PH-rA, I\J6'r 
FAX.: lS5~ QDC!j ltCf4-. 



Wed8d 
Gary Cannon 

From: GJones692@aol.com 

Sent: Friday, June 03, 2005 6:40PM 

To: gcannon@coastal.ca.gov 

Cc: bjohnson@cosb.org; gerriretman@oppersports.com 

Subject: SB appliction to CC No. 6-05-40 

p(gm;~ID) 

JUN 0 .3 2005 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

My wife Gloria and I are attracted to the ocean. Fletcher Cove provides the only easy access. 
We have Colonel Ed Fletcher to thank for this. Years ago he bulldozed a portion of the cliffs with the sole 
purpose to provide access to the beach for everyone. The CC now objects to a plan by the City of SB that would 
create more openness by eliminating 60 parking spaces. We are talking about an area to be enjoyed by all. 
Whether or not the CC is hide bound to a ratio of parking spots in no way should it trump the inherent right of us 
to happiness. In 1994 SB Council provided for what is now 124 parking spots at the old Distillery lot which is 
half a block from the cove area that we a talking about. Fletcher Cove is the closest thing to being the center 
of town. We're a hearty bunch, we can walk half a block. I refuse to believe that parking ratios are more 
important than people's enjoyment as envisioned by Colonel Ed Fletcher! 

Judge (ret.)George M. Jones (858) 793-0050. 701 Santa Olivia, Solana Beach, CA. 92075 

4 '· 



Gary Cannon 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Gillian Gillies [gillianbg@adelphia.net] 
Sunday, June 05, 2005 8:53AM 
gcannon@coastal.ca.gov 
Gerri Retman; amy horne 

~J(gmi~ID). 
JUN 0 3 2005 

Subject: Grass not concrete at Fletcher Cove, Solana Beach 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

Dear Gary Cannon, 
We would rather have a beach park than a parking lot for me and my family. 
Our family enjoys walks to the beach. However because of high tide and the 
cliff walls the beach is very small. A park would allow us a place to 
gather, play and enjoy the coast and its views at any time of the day. 
Solana Beach is a pedestrian friendly community. With the Linear Park, we 
have created an easy and beautiful pathway for visitors and residents to 
visit our small beach at the Cove. There is plenty of parking across the 
street at the old Distillery which was bought with this purpose in mind. 
Please support the residents of Solana Beach with our desire for a park at 
the Cove. 

Sincerely, 
Gillian Gillies 
Solana Beach CA 

1 



Ga1y Cannon 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Cannon, 

amyhorne@s beg lobal. net 
Sunday, June 05, 2005 4:10PM 
gcannon@coastal.ca.gov 
bjohnson@cosb.org 
Application No. 6-05-40 

We would rather have a beach park than a parking lot for the 
enjoyment of our family and other local residents. Our family enjoys 
the beach. However because of high tide and the cliff walls the 
beach is very small. A new park will allow visitors to utilize the 
coastal area during high tide conditions. A park would allow us a 
place to gather, play and enjoy the coast and its views at any time 
of the day. Solana Beach is a pedestrian friendly community. With 
the Linear Park, we have created an easy and beautiful pathway for 
visitors and residents to visit our small beach at the Cove. There 
is plenty of parking across the street at the old Distillery which 
was bought with this purpose in mind. 

Please support the residents of Solana Beach with our desire for a 
park at the Cove. 

Sincerely, 
Amy Horne 
734 Avocado Ct. 
Del Mar, 92014 
(address is Del Mar, but we actually live in Solana Beach! And we 
think of our selves as very much a part of the Solana Beach 
community!) 

1 

~);(gJJ!i:l1W~~ 
JUN 0 3 2005 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 
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MAY 2 6 Z005 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 
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JUN- 1 2005 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 
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