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AMENDMENT REQUEST 
STAFF REPORT AND PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATION

 

Application No.: A-6-PEN-07-026-A1 
 
Applicant: Ocean Village Associates   Agent: Kathleen Riser   
 
Original  Amend Master Planned Development Permit for Naval Training Center  
Description:    to expand approved parking lot from approximately 336 spaces to 

approximately 460 spaces by demolishing 10 existing non-historic 
buildings/miscellaneous sheds/storage buildings, retaining one building 
previously planned for demolition, and reconfiguring parking spaces. 

  
Proposed  Revise Special Condition #4a of the original permit to allow  
Amendment: marine-related industrial uses in a building previously required to be for 

visitor-serving uses only. 
 
Site: Buildings 34/179 of Shoreline Plaza, Chauncey Road (NTC/Liberty 

Station), Peninsula, Point Loma area, San Diego (San Diego County). 
APN 450-842-22, 23. 

 
Substantive File Documents:  Certified City of San Diego Local Coastal Program (LCP) 

and NTC Precise Plan LUP. 
             
 
STAFF NOTES: 
 
Summary of Staff’s Preliminary Recommendation:  Staff is recommending approval of 
the proposed amendment, with conditions, that will allow marine related industrial uses 
in Building 34/179.  The building is immediately adjacent to the public esplanade, and 
the Commission had previous required that the building be used for visitor-serving uses 
to offset potential impacts to public access and recreation from having a structure located 
so close to the public esplanade.  However, since the Commission's approval, the San 
Diego Regional Airport Authority determined that uses within the Runway Protection 
Zone (an overlay applied to this area that is under the flight path of the nearby airport) 
must be limited to the light-industrial uses previously allowed when the site was owned 
and operated by the Navy. 
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Although marine-related uses are not the best use for a building adjacent to a public 
esplanade, they are a high-priority use under the certified LUP.  The building does not 
and will not impede public access along the esplanade, whether used for visitor-serving 
or marine-related uses, and the structure has been designed to be visually attractive on the 
site facing the esplanade.  As conditioned, the uses allowed in Building 34/179 would be 
visitor-serving, marine-related industrial or marine-related commercial uses.   
 
Standard of Review: Certified City of San Diego LCP and public access and recreation 
policies of the Coastal Act. 
             
 
I. PRELIMINARY STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The staff recommends the Commission adopt the following resolution: 
 
 MOTION: I move that the Commission approve the proposed amendment to 

Coastal Development Permit No. A-6-PEN-07-026 pursuant to 
the staff recommendation. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL: 
 
Staff recommends a YES vote.  Passage of this motion will result in approval of the 
amendment as conditioned and adoption of the following resolution and findings.  The 
motion passes only by affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 
 
RESOLUTION TO APPROVE A PERMIT AMENDMENT: 
 
The Commission hereby approves the coastal development permit amendment on the 
ground that the development as amended and subject to conditions, will be in conformity 
with the policies of certified City of San Diego Local Coastal Program and the public 
access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act.   Approval of the permit amendment 
complies with the California Environmental Quality Act because either 1) feasible 
mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen 
any significant adverse effects of the amended development on the environment, or 2) 
there are no feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would substantially lessen 
any significant adverse impacts of the amended development on the environment. 
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II. Special Conditions. 
 
 The permit is subject to the following conditions: 
 
Special Condition #1 of the original permit shall be revised as follows: 
 

 4. Use Restrictions on Building 34/179.  PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF 
THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AMENDMENT, the applicant 
shall submit to the Executive Director for review and written approval plans for 
Building 34/179 that demonstrate compliance with the following conditions: 
 
a. Only visitor-serving uses open and available to the public, marine-related 

industrial or marine-related commercial uses shall be permitted in the building. 
 
b. The shoreline-facing side of the building shall be designed in manner visually 

appealing and attractive to pedestrians through landscape and building design 
(i.e., it should not simply present a blank “back of the building” appearance). 

 
c. Activating uses such as retail or food sales oriented towards the boat channel 

shall be encouraged, but no private encroachments such as seating or 
merchandise shall be permitted in the public esplanade; however, after 
completion of the public esplanade, an amendment to this permit may be 
considered for limited public seating in the esplanade area.  The amendment 
shall be subject to review and approval by the Commission. 

 
The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved program.  
Any proposed changes to the approved program shall be reported to the Executive 
Director.  No changes to the approved program shall occur without an amendment to this 
coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment 
is legally required. 
 
 2. Prior Conditions of Approval.    All prior conditions of approval of the permit, as 
amended, not specifically revised herein shall remain in full force and effect. 
 
III. Findings and Declarations. 
 
 The Commission finds and declares as follows: 
 
 1. Project History/Amendment Description.  The proposed project is located within 
the Liberty Station development, a 361-acre site formerly known as the Naval Training 
Center (NTC), located between Rosecrans Street and the San Diego Boat Channel, within 
the Peninsula Community, Point Loma area of the City of San Diego.  In September 
2001, the Commission certified the NTC Precise Plan and Local Coastal Program 
covering the 361 acres of NTC that was conveyed from the federal government to the 
city, including the subject site.  
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On November 19, 2001, the City of San Diego approved appealable Coastal 
Development Permit (CDP) No. 99-1076 for renovations within the NTC Historic 
District.  The approved NTC project consisted of the following development: 
 

a. Demolition of some existing structures; 
b. Subdivision of the property into ten parcels with each parcel containing several 

lots, and grading activities; 
c. Construction of 350 new single-family and multi-family residential dwelling 

units; 
d. Construction of seven buildings comprising approximately 380,000 sq.ft. of new 

commercial office space; 
e. Rehabilitation of existing buildings within the Mixed Use (including Historic 

District) and Educational Areas to allow new uses as defined by the NTC Precise 
Plan/LCP and the implementing CR-1-1 zone; 

f. Landscaping 
g. Off-street parking facilities; 
h. Accessory improvements determined by the City Manager to be consistent with 

the land use and development standards in effect for this site per the adopted 
NTC Precise Plan and Local Coastal Program. 

 
The City permit contained numerous conditions on the development of Liberty Station 
that imposed requirements on environmental mitigation, transportation, engineering, 
geology, public facilities, planning/design, residential development, the golf course, etc.   
 
On January 30, 2007, the City of San Diego approved an amendment to permit No. 99-
1076 addressing the subject site, which is known as Shoreline Plaza.  The amendment, 
which was appealed to the Commission as CDP #A-6-PEN-07-26, provided for 
expansion of a previously approved parking lot located on the shoreline at the inland 
terminus of the boat channel, north of Chauncey Road, east of Decatur Road and north of 
the boat channel (see Exhibit #1).    
 
The site was previously developed with parking and approximately eight main buildings 
and several small out buildings.  The amended permit as approved by the City allowed 
for the demolition of 10 existing non-historic buildings, most of which were 
miscellaneous sheds/storage buildings, and reconfiguing the parking spaces to increase 
the parking on the site from the originally approved approximately 336 parking spaces, to 
approximately 460 spaces.  Building 186, a major building previously proposed to remain 
on the site was to be demolished, and Building 34/179, previously proposed to be 
demolished, was to remain.  Development of the site included landscaping and 
construction of a 20-foot to 140-foot wide public esplanade along the boat channel next 
to the existing buildings and the parking lot, that would connect to the public esplanade 
currently under construction to the southwest.  No aspect of the project provided direct 
access to the boat channel, which was, and still is, under Navy ownership.  However, the 
existing boat channel ramp and boat dock were to remain. 
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The Commission approved the project on appeal on April 10, 2007, with several special 
conditions addressing landscaping, water quality, and the use of Building 34/179.  The 
Precise Plan designates Shoreline Plaza for Commercial Uses, which permits a wide 
variety of arts and culture uses, for-profit office uses, retail establishments, restaurants, 
recreational uses and activities, light industrial uses, and special educational uses.  
However, Special Condition #4 of the approved permit limits uses in Building 34/179 to 
only visitor-serving uses open and available to the public.   
 
Since that time, Building 186 has been demolished, and the esplanade along the site has 
been completed and is open to the public.  However, as discussed in detail below, the San 
Diego Airport Authority, as the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC), recently 
determined that for safety and noise exposure reasons, only the light-industrial uses that 
were previously operating on the site when it was under Navy ownership can continue at 
the project site.  In its approval, the ALUC required the applicant to record a deed 
restriction against the site limiting use of both buildings to a maximum density of 22 
persons.  Therefore, the proposed amendment would revise the condition to permit 
marine-related industrial uses in Building 34/179. 
 
As an amendment to an appeal of a City approved coastal development permit 
amendment, the standard of review is the certified City of San Diego Local Coastal 
Program.  Because the subject site is located between the first public road and the sea, the 
standard of review also includes the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal 
Act. 
 
 2. Public Access/Visitor-Serving Recreation/Visual Quality.  The relevant policies 
of the certified LCP and Coastal Act are as follows: 
  

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 30213
 
Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, 
where feasible, provided.  Developments providing public recreational opportunities 
are preferred. 
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Section 30221
 
Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for recreational use 
and development unless present and foreseeable future demand for public or 
commercial recreational activities that could be accommodated on the property is 
already adequately provided for in the area. 
 
Section 30222
 
The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities 
designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority 
over private residential, general industrial, or general commercial development, but 
not over agriculture or coastal-dependent industry. 
 
Section 30224
 
Increased recreational boating use of coastal waters shall be encouraged, in 
accordance with this division, by developing dry storage areas, increasing public 
launching facilities, providing additional berthing space in existing harbors, limiting 
non-water-dependent land uses that congest access corridors and preclude boating 
support facilities, providing harbors of refuge, and by providing for new boating 
facilities in natural harbors, new protected water areas, and in areas dredged from 
dry land.  
 
Section 30255  
 
Coastal-dependent developments shall have priority over other developments on or 
near the shoreline.  Except as provided elsewhere in this division, coastal-dependent 
developments shall not be sited in a wetland.  When appropriate, coastal-related 
developments should be accommodated within reasonable proximity to the coastal-
dependent uses they support. 

 
Section 30260  

 
Coastal-dependent industrial facilities shall be encouraged to locate or expand within 
existing sites and shall be permitted reasonable long-term growth where consistent 
with this division.  However, where new or expanded coastal-dependent industrial 
facilities cannot feasibly be accommodated consistent with other policies of this 
division, they may nonetheless be permitted in accordance with this section and 
Sections 30261 and 30262 if (1) alternative locations are infeasible or more 
environmentally damaging; (2) to do otherwise would adversely affect the public 
welfare; and (3) adverse environmental effects are mitigated to the maximum extent 
feasible. 
 

Numerous policies in the Precise Plan address public access and public recreation at 
NTC.  Some of the most relevant policies include the following: 
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 VI:  COASTAL ELEMENT – 3-7 
 

It should be noted that lands 15 feet from the boat channel all fall within the 
publicly-accessible esplanade….Incorporation of the boat channel and the 15-foot 
wide area adjacent to the boat channel (which has not yet been transferred to the 
City) into the Precise Plan and Local Coastal Program, and modification to or 
extension of the boat channel will involve additional environmental assessment and 
shall require an amendment to the NTC Precise Plan and Local Coastal Program. 
[…] 

 
 Development shall not interfere with the public’s right of access to the boat channel. 

 
Public access from the nearest public roadway to and along the boat channel shall be 
provided. 
 
[…] 
 
Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, 
where feasible, provided. […] 
 

 […] 
 

j. Continuous public access shall be provided along the NTC esplanade connecting 
Gate 1 (Lytton/Barnett Street) to the Spanish Landing approach point. 

 
[…] 
 
1. Goal 

 
 Waterfront land suitable for recreational use shall be provided for public recreational 

use. 
 

2. Policies 
 
 The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities 

designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority 
over private residential, general industrial, or general commercial development. 

 
 […] 
 

b. Visitor-serving commercial uses shall be sited adjacent to the boat channel. 
 
 […] 
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 e. The public esplanade shall be designed to accommodate a variety of recreational 

opportunities, e.g., walking and biking, as well as seating, viewing, and 
picnicking facilities. 

 
The subject site is zoned CR – Commercial Regional in the City’s certified Land 
Development Code, and is located in the Mixed Use area in the certified NTC Precise 
Plan (LUP).  Section II: LAND USE – 16 in the Precise Plan states: 
 

F.  MIXED USE AREA 
 
Governing Policies 
 
There will be three land use precincts within the Mixed Use Area, a civic, arts, and 
culture precinct (CACP); a commercial precinct; and a golf course precinct.  A 
Historic District overlays all or part of the three precincts, and the public promenade 
cross two precincts…. 
 
Demolition and new construction is anticipated particularly in regard to the creation 
of new parking opportunities within the Historic District and in eliminating buildings 
outside the District.  Future demolition and/or new construction is allowed within the 
Mixed Use Area so long as it abides by regulations of the City of San Diego and, 
should it fall within the Historic District, is subject to review by the Historical 
Resources Board. 

 
Within the Mixed Use Area, it is expected that 625,000 SF of existing developed 
space will be adaptively reused for a range of activities and services. 
 
Priority Uses within the Mixed Use Area are virtually any office, commercial 
educational, recreational, or light-industrial use that can tolerate high aircraft noise 
levels and function in a structure which, due to its age and historic designation, may 
be improved following the Naval Training Center Guidelines for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties.  Desirable uses are office and administration, commercial, for-
profit and non-profit institutional, low/no environmental impact research and 
development, museum, arts and cultural activities, live/work units, restaurants, 
marine-related uses, and public use areas. 
 
[…] 

 
The subject site is in designated for Commercial Uses.  Section II: LAND USE – 25 in 
the Precise Plan states: 
 

Uses within the commercial precinct include all those eligible for the CACP, plus for-
profit office uses, retail establishments, restaurants, recreational uses and activities, 
light industrial uses, and special educational uses. […] 
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VI:  COASTAL ELEMENT – 9 
 
 1. Goal 
 

New development shall provide opportunities for visual and physical access by 
the public to the visual, recreational, and other public resources provided by 
development at NTC. 
 

 2. Policies 
 
…The scenic and visual resources of NTC shall be considered and protected as a 
resource of public importance.  Permitted development shall be sited and 
designated to protect views to scenic areas, to be visually compatible with the 
character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual 
quality in visually degraded areas. 

 
Permitted Uses 
 
With one exception, the subject site is not in any of the special overlays in the Precise 
Plan, including the Historic District, the Public Promenade Overlay, or the Visitor and 
Community Emphasis Overlay area.  The site does fall within the Runway Protection 
Zone (RPZ) of the San Diego International Airport, and as such, the Precise Plan places 
some restrictions on permitted uses in the area.  Residential and school uses are generally 
prohibited, while parking, most retail commercial, restaurant, and light industrial uses are 
permitted.  At the time the NTC Precise Plan LCP was being developed in 2000, the San 
Diego Port District was the airport operator, and the Port District was consulted in 
developing the land use restrictions and allowances contained in the Precise Plan RPZ 
regulations. 
 
In 2003, the San Diego Regional Airport Authority was created.  The Airport Authority 
has not reviewed or approved the Precise Plan for consistency with the Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan, and does not consider the Precise Plan when reviewing projects.   
 
The Shoreline Plaza amendment proposed development of a variety of light-industrial, 
retail and restaurant uses in the existing buildings on the site. At the time the permit was 
being reviewed first by the City and then by the Commission on appeal, the Airport 
Authority was involved in review of the project, and submitted comments indicating that 
it had no objection to the project as being inconsistent with the Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) (see Exhibit #4).  (The Airport Authority did, however, 
indicate its dissatisfaction with the City’s coordination with the Authority).   
 
However, On April 3, 2008, the San Diego Airport Authority, acting as the Airport Land 
Use Commission (ALUC), determined that only the light-industrial uses that were 
previously operating on the site when it was under Navy ownership can continue at the 
project site (see Exhibit #5).  The ALUC reviews projects within the Airport Influence 
Area for conformity with the ALUCP, and is responsible for preserving the operational 
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capacity of airports and minimizing the public's exposure to excessive noise and safety 
hazards within the areas around public airports.  The ALCUP imposes land use 
restrictions within the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) to preclude incompatible 
development from intruding into areas of significant risk resulting from aircraft takeoff, 
landing and pattern operations.  The staff report approving light industrial uses at the 
project site quotes an FAA Advisory Circular that describes the land uses prohibited in 
the RPZ as "residences and places of public assembly. (Churches, schools, hospitals, 
office buildings, shopping centers, and other uses with similar concentrations of persons 
typify places of public assembly)."  In addition, the proposed project is located within the 
80-85 db CNEL noise contours for the San Diego Airport.  The ALUCP prohibits offices 
and public assembly uses within contours greater than 70 cB CNEL.  Thus, in its 
approval, the ALUC permitted only the continuation of the light industrial uses 
previously on the site, and required the applicant to record a deed restriction against the 
site limiting use of both buildings to a maximum density of 22 persons.   
 
Public Esplanade 
 
The Commission approved the project with the following condition: 
 

 4. Use Restrictions on Building 34/179.  PRIOR TO THE 
ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall 
submit to the Executive Director for review and written approval plans for Building 
34/179 that demonstrate compliance with the following conditions: 
 
a. Only visitor-serving uses open and available to the public shall be permitted in 

the building. 
 
b. The shoreline-facing side of the building shall be designed in manner visually 

appealing and attractive to pedestrians through landscape and building design 
(i.e., it should not simply present a blank “back of the building” appearance). 

 
c. Activating uses such as retail or food sales oriented towards the boat channel 

shall be encouraged, but no private encroachments such as seating or 
merchandise shall be permitted in the public esplanade; however, after 
completion of the public esplanade, an amendment to this permit may be 
considered for limited public seating in the esplanade area.  The amendment 
shall be subject to review and approval by the Commission. 

 
This restriction was placed on the building because the applicant was proposing to retain 
Building 34/179 instead of demolishing it as originally proposed.  Building 34/179 is 
located very close to the boat channel, and the Commission was concerned that retaining 
the building would require narrowing the required public esplanade alongside the boat 
channel, reducing its functionality and privatizing the public space. 
 
Although the Precise Plan clearly requires that the public esplanade be located along the 
boat channel on the subject site, the plan does not specify a minimum width for the 
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esplanade on the subject site, as it does for portions of the esplanade next to the park and 
some other areas on NTC.  Nor does the City’s Master Coastal Development Permit 
specify a minimum width.   
 
The original esplanade as conceptually depicted on the approved plan was a constant 25-
feet in width (approximately) along the entire site.  The esplanade approved by the 
Commission on appeal, and since constructed, is 20 feet wide at its narrowest point next 
to Building 34/179, and 140 feet wide at the landscaped triangle towards the east side of 
the site.  Overall, the esplanade approved with the retention of Building 34/179 is as large 
or larger than the originally approved concept plan and as such, provides more space for 
the public to walk along the shoreline.   
 
However, the retention of Building 34/179, because it is so close to the shoreline, does 
constrain the potential width of the public esplanade.  To address the concern that 
Building 34/179 limits the esplanade to 20 feet at that location, the applicant proposed 
and the Commission required that a café, restaurant, or other visitor-serving, pedestrian-
activating use oriented towards the esplanade be located in the building, to serve as a 
public recreational amenity that would enhance the pedestrian experience along the 
esplanade.  (It should be noted that Building 358, which is even closer to the esplanade 
than Building 34/179, has always been proposed to remain.  This building is next to an 
existing dock, and was previously used as a dockmaster's office.  It has always been 
anticipated to be used for boating related uses when the boat channel is eventually 
granted to the City from the Navy, should recreational use of the boat channel be 
determined appropriate though the LCP amendment process.  The Airport Authority has 
approved continued use of this building as a dockmaster's office). 
 
Because of the Airport Authority's determination that only light industrial uses can occur 
in Building 34/179, the applicant has proposed amending the above condition to allow 
marine-related light industrial uses in the building.  As proposed, the amendment would 
not prohibit visitor-serving uses in the site, in the event that such uses are ever allowed in 
this location in the future. 
 
The subject amendment presents a very unusual situation.  At the time the Commission 
approved the NTC Precise Plan, it was anticipated that existing buildings at Shoreline 
Plaza would be reused for low-intensity office or industrial type uses.  The City coastal 
development permit was amended in part because the applicant was proposing to use 
several of the buildings for higher intensity visitor-serving uses such as retail and 
restaurant, as well as some light-industrial uses, and additional parking was required as a 
result of this intensification.  In order to accommodate the additional parking, the larger 
Building 186 was demolished, and the smaller Building 34/179 was retained.  Had it been 
known that the Airport would prohibit visitor-serving uses in Building 34/179, it is likely 
that the amendment would never have been pursued, and the buildings retained and 
demolished as originally proposed. 
 
Coastal-related uses are one of the higher priority uses under the Coastal Act, and the 
LUP prioritizes marine-related uses.  If visitor-serving uses cannot be located at Building 
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34/179, then marine-related uses, and uses that support recreational boating would be the 
best alternative use.  In allowing the building to remain, the Commission previously 
determined that the physical location of the building would not actually block the 
esplanade or render it unusable; the concern was that it would lessen the attractiveness of 
the esplanade to the general public.  However, now that the esplanade has now been 
constructed, it is possible to evaluate the impact of Building 34/179 in the context of the 
entire shoreline access along the site.  The building does encroach visually onto the 
esplanade, in the sense that it, and the nearby boathouse, limit long-range views of the 
esplanade from portions of the path.  However, as designed, the esplanade is meandering, 
with varying widths and frequent diversions around landscaping islands.  The building 
does not represent a serious visual disruption in the flow of the esplanade or create the 
sense that the esplanade does not continue past or along the building.  Indeed, although 
the esplanade along Shoreline Plaza does not yet link up with the main esplanade 
alongside the boat channel (currently under construction), the Shoreline Plaza esplanade 
is well used by the public.  As a marine-related industrial business, the esplanade-facing 
side of Building 34/179 is no longer proposed to have direct access from that side of the 
structure.  But the building has been designed with landscaping, signage, and 
architectural features consistent with the requirement that it not present a blank “back of 
the building” appearance. 
 
The narrowing of the esplanade represented by the retention of Building 34/179 is not 
ideal, and marine-related industrial uses are not the best use adjacent to a public 
esplanade.  The Commission encourages the applicant and the Airport Authority to 
continue exploring the development of some level of visitor-serving uses in this location, 
consistent with public safety mandates.  Were any additional structure to be located so 
close to the esplanade in the future, it probably would impact the flow of public access, 
but as proposed, Building 34/179 will not result in a significant adverse impact to public 
access and recreation, even in the absence of the offsetting benefits of a visitor-serving 
use in the building. 
 
Therefore, Special Condition #4a is revised as follows: 
 

a. Only visitor-serving uses open and available to the public, marine-related 
industrial or marine-related commercial uses shall be permitted in the building. 

 
The condition would allow both marine-related industrial and marine-related commercial 
uses on the site, since all marine-related uses are high priority uses.  Again, this 
amendment does not preclude visitor-serving uses in the building should the Airport 
Authority decide such a use is consistent with their mandate at some point in the future; it 
simply offers the applicant the option of utilizing marine related uses.      
 
As conditioned, no impacts to public access, recreation, or visual quality will result from 
the amendment, consistent with the above-cited LCP and Chapter 3 policies of the 
Coastal Act. 
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 3. Local Coastal Planning.  The City of San Diego has a certified LCP for the NTC 
area.  As discussed above, the project is consistent with the Commercial and Mixed Use 
land use designations in the Precise Plan.  As conditioned, the development is consistent 
with all applicable provisions of the certified LCP as well as with the public access 
policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.  The Commission, therefore, finds that approval 
of the proposed development, as conditioned, will not prejudice the ability of the City of 
San Diego to continue to implement its certified Local Coastal Program. 
 
 4. Consistency with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The City 
of San Diego is the lead agency for CEQA purposes and the Commission is a responsible 
agency.  The City of San Diego approved a supplemental EIR for the proposed project.  
Section 13096 of the Commission's administrative regulations requires Commission 
approval of a coastal development permit or amendment to be supported by a finding 
showing the permit or permit amendment, to be consistent with any applicable 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  Section 
21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being approved if 
there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity may have on the 
environment. 
 
The proposed project has been conditioned to be found consistent with the public access, 
recreation, and visual protection policies of the NTC Precise Plan and the public access 
policies of the Coastal Act.  Mitigation measures 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 conditioned to mitigate the identified impacts, is the least 
environmentally damaging feasible alternative and is consistent with the requirements of 
CEQA. 
 
 
(G:\San Diego\Reports\Amendments\2000s\A-6-PEN-07-026-A1 NTC Shoreline Plaza stfrpt.doc) 






















